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Q CME anup LE (E-Live Cattle): 10412 8650 12519
o Cul et Bt i Dy GF (E'Feeder Cattle) 1,344 1538 1384
HE (E-Lean Hogs): 12,152 7640 13865
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Daily Livestock Report

Yesterday’'s release of final 2008 export figures for the U.S. meat and poultry sectors allows us US RED MEAT & POULTRY CONSUMPTION

to also make final estimates of U.S. total and per capita consumption of meat and poultry. If that state- Per Capita, Retail Weight, Annual
ment strikes you as a bit odd, welcome to the club. The fact is, though, that we do not directly measure the con-

sumption of agricultural products in general or meat and poultry in particular. Meat and poultry consumption is Egg”ds

simply the amount of supply whose eventual disposition we cannot otherwise explain. It is actually:
Disappearance = Beginning Stocks + Production + Imports— Exports—Ending Stocks. 90 _— = = Beef
USDA measures all of the numbers on the right-hand side of the equation and we simply assume that all of dis- 80 == ~
appearance is consumed in one way or another. Carcass weight disappearance is adjusted for estimated other 70 ~ T e — - - -Pork
usage (primarily pet food) to arrive at retail weight consumption which is the best estimate of how much product 60 1= - " “)2{ =~ or
U.S. consumers BUY. Retail weight consumption is adjusted for bone, waste fat and skin removal to arrive at ‘e ot N e ama .
boneless equivalent consumption, the best estimate of how much U.S. consumers EAT. %0 ) — ot
Graphs of per capita consumption on a retail and boneless equivalent basis appear at right. Both con- 40 Chicken
sumption measures declined in 2008 for beef, pork and chicken. Both increased just slightly for turkey. Larger 30
exports were an important factor in driving down U.S. beef, pork and chicken consumption last year as less prod- 20 === = = == — = Turkey
uct remained available to U.S. consumers. Does this mean that demand declined? Not necessarily. Lower 10l=" -
availability could go with higher demand IF PRICES INCREASE BY AN AMOUNT GREATER THAN WOULD BE

EXPECTED FROM MOVE ALONG A NEGATIVELY-SLOPED DEMAND CURVE. That expected price increase, 0 1985 1988 1001 1004 | 1997 2000 2003 2006
of course, can be computed using an estimate of the elasticity of demand — precisely the computations that the

economists at the University of Missouri do each month in arriving at their demand indexes. Retail price in-
creases in 2008 WERE NOT LARGE ENOUGH to support a conclusion that demand for any of the species had
remained constant. The moral to the story: Little can be concluded from either the change in consumption or
the change in price alone. They must be considered together! US RED MEAT & POULTRY CONSUMPTION

USDA’s Economic Research Service (ERS) released on Wednesday its estimates of Farm In- . .

come and Costs (http://www.ers.usda.gov/Briefing/Farmincome/) for 2009. The agency expects net farm Per Capita, Boneless Weight, Annual
income in 2009 to be $71.2 billion, 20 percent lower than in 2008 but still 9% higher than the average of the pre- Pounds

vious 10 years. Incomes of livestock operations are projected to fall in 2009, primarily due to world economic 80

events and their impacts on both receipts and production costs. Dairy farms are forecast to have a 71% reduc- { - — - Beef

tion in net cash income in 2009 due largely to a drop in average milk prices to $12/cwt, $7 lower than the record 70 S

$19/cwt in 2007. That drop in revenue will more than offset a 7% decline in costs. Other livestock enterprises, 60 1 e, T T T e N - = -

though, are expected to fare better in 2009 than in 2008. Net cash income of beef cattle producers is forecast to ] P / - = «Pork

rise by 23% from 2008 though it will still be well below the levels of 2003-07. Average net incomes for pork and 504" ewe " " = ae RN RIS B S

chicken producers are expected to increase by 1.5% and 12.2%, respectively. That estimate for pork producers ] /

looks quite low to us given the dismal economic performance of hog farms in 2008 — averaging $20/hd losses. 40 11— Total
30 Chicken

Plgase feel free to forward the Daily Livestock.Re‘port to others who you think will berjefit from having this information. T_he DLR is publishgd 20 — - Turke

daily by Steve Meyer and Len Steiner, and distributed courtesy of Chicago Mercantile Exchange, Inc. You can subscribe for free by going 1 e e e e E . = el o e - - Yy

to www.dailylivestockreport.com/subscribe.asp. send an e-mail to: feedback@dailylivestockreport.com if you would like to submit a com- 10 ==

ment or suggestion. To unsubscribe from the DLR newsletter, go to www.dailylivestockreport.com/unsubscribe.asp. 1

Disclaimer: The Daily Livestock Report is intended solely for information purposes and is not to be construed, under any circumstances, by implication or otherwise, as an offer to sell or a solicita- 0 198é ‘198!; :‘I.99:‘L ]‘.994‘ :‘ng; ‘200(; ‘200:; ‘ZOOé

tion to buy or trade any commodities or securities whatsoever. Information is obtained from sources believed to be reliable, but is in no way guaranteed. No guarantee of any kind is implied or
possible where projections of future conditions are attempted. Futures trading is not suitable for all investors, and involves the risk of loss. Past results are no indication of future performance.
Futures are a leveraged investment, and because only a percentage of a contract’s value is require to trade, it is possible to lose more than the amount of money initially deposited for a futures
position. Therefore, traders should only use funds that they can afford to lose without affecting their lifestyle. And only a portion of those funds should be devoted to any one trade because a trader
cannot expect to profit on every trade.
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