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DEL NORTE MEAT  PROCESSING AND RETAIL FACILITY  

FEASIBILITY ASSESSME NT 

 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

A feasibility study provides an objective third-party analysis of the viability of the business idea 

and focuses on answering the essential question, ñShould we proceed with the proposed project 

idea?ò The activities of this study are directed toward answering this all-important question. 

 

In this Feasibility Study you will find a response to the 7 areas posed for evaluation in the 

Request for Proposal issued by the Del Norte Resource Conservation District on April 26, 2010. 

We address those topics and provide a thorough, well-researched analysis and synthesis that 

substantially goes beyond the original Scope of Work. As such, it includes a comprehensive set 

of guidelines and background materials as a reference to help guide the implementation efforts.  

 

1. Determine if a meat slaughtering, processing, packaging and market retail facility is feasible 

in Del Norte County, California. 

 

Animal slaughter, meat processing and packaging could be successful in Del 

Norte County. It is a marginally viable, high risk business opportunity that will 

require extensive community commitment, funding and additional detailed 

planning (i.e., development of a detailed business plan and commitments from 

area producers, consumers, distributors and investors). Three significant 

challenges are faced: county animal inventories, financing and product 

distribution. 

 

This is a business system that goes beyond slaughter and processing. Transactions 

flow from the field to the consumer, and all aspects must be in balance to 

succeed. There is also a gauntlet, some say a maze, of regulatory matters to be 

addressed: federal, state and local. 

 

The retail sales component, while interesting and worth further evaluation over 

time, has a very low potential for initial success, especially in the first few years 

of meat plant operation. Likely it would serve as a distraction and a losing 

proposition. Yet this could be an add-on business as experience is gained 

operating the slaughter and meat products production business components. 

There is a lot to learn and absorb here. 

 

Many of the elements of a business plan are included with this studyôs results but 

substantially more needs to be done to get to the level of detail required to step 

into the chosen alternative. 

 

Quite literally there are hundreds upon hundreds of variables to consider. This 

study provides 4 alternatives for consideration (see following matrix). Each has 

its own merits, ranging from higher risk to lower risk.  
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Financial pro formas were generated for only one set of variables for each 

alternative. Small changes in inputs can result in quite a variation in results. An 

integrated Excel workbook tool is included to provide opportunity to run 

additional variables to model differing scenarios. 

 

Alternatives 1-3: These are a federally certified approach (USDA Food Safety 

and Inspection ServiceðFSIS) and have a much higher risk of success. But with 

hard work, collaboration and community support it could be viable. This set of 

alternatives would provide a large array of sales/distribution alternatives. This is 

an instance where hard is good. 

 

Alternatives 4: Custom slaughter and processing is highly feasible and a 

relatively low risk, but it is not federally certified. Sales of product are restricted 

to producer to consumer. 

 

Alternatives 3 and 4 require a facility to hang and process the meat. 

 

Economic impact comes in part from construction, although itôs likely that most 

of the equipment will be sourced outside the county. Several jobs will directly 

emerge to work in the processing. Dollars currently leaving the county for 

processing will remain in the county. 

 

Estimates in the following table are derived from a variety of sources reporting on 

actual processing facilities. Pro formas driving these financial results are in the 

Appendix. 
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                                         Higher                                   RISK                                    Lower 

 

Alternative 1: 

Large Plant*** 

5,250 sq. ft 

Alternative 2: 

Small Plant***  

2,600 sq. ft. 

Alternative 3: 

MSU, 34ô long, 

~300 sq. ft. 

Alternative 4: 

Custom Slaughter, 

Cut & Wrap 

Pre-chill Cooler size* 
10 Beef 7 Beef 20 beef 

Requires additional 

facility 

Holding Cooler Size* 
20 Beef 13 Beef 

Requires additional 

facility 

Requires additional 

facility 

Slaughter days per 

year 300 300 150****  150****  

Slaughter capacity 20 beef/day = 

6,000/year 

7 beef/day = 

2,100/year 

10 beef/day = 

1,500/year 

2 beef/day = 

300/year 

Additional Facility for 

MSU or Custom 

(coolers, freezers, cut 

and wrap 

Included Included 
$150,000  

(1,500 sq. ft.) 

$150,000  

(1,500 sq. ft.) 

Number of Employees 6ï10 3ï4 3-4 2 

Trailer (animal 

hauling) $60,000 $60,000 N/A N/A 

Truck (used for trailer 

or MSU) $18,000 $18,000 $18,000 N/A 

Pick-up (3/4 ton, used) 

with hoist and cover N/A N/A N/A $15,000 

Processing Facility 

Investments 
$525,000ï

2,100,000**  

$260,000ï

1,040,000**  

MSU @ 

$170,000**  
N/A 

Total Processing 

Facilities Cost 
$603,000ï

2,178,000 

$338,000ï

1,118,000 
$488,000 $130,000 

Land acreage*****  2 acres 2 acres 1 acre 1 acre 

Land cost (assumes 

$40,000/acre) 
$80,000 $80,000 $40,000 $40,000 

Total Overall 

Estimated Investment 
$683,000-

2,258,000 

$418,000-

1,198,000 
$343,000 $170,000 

Payback Period (using 

assumptions in pro 

formas) 
~2 ½ years ~2/1/4 years 2 ½ years ~3 years 
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Notes: 

*  Cooler space for one beef will provide space for 1.5 to 2 hogs, sheep or goats. 

**  Fixed facility price per sq. ft. = ~$100-400, depending on materials used, without land 

acquisition costs. Based on estimated costs used in studies by USDA, Iowa State University 

and the Mendocino County/Ukiah feasibility study. 

***  For both designs, the left-hand side of the plant could be extended to make more room 

that could be utilized for anything that would be needed, except slaughter. Both designs 

include a retail sales space. 

****  2 slaughter days per week in field, 2 processing days, requires return from field to unload 

and re-stock MSU. 

*****  Adequate water supply and septic must be included. Includes space for retail and 

equipment parking, turn-around for truck/trailer/MSU, space for animal offloading and 

holding, etc.  

 

Water Use and Output:  150-200 gallons per beef equivalent, average. One beef 

equivalent = 2 hogs, 2sheep or 2goats 

 

1 acre = 43,560 sq. ft. 

 

2. Provide marketing recommendations for a successful venture, including researching the 

feasibility of grass fed beef produced locally marketed with a ñnatural beef labelò. These 

options could include joining an existing national organization with a natural beef label, 

joining an existing regional organization with a natural beef label or creating a new natural 

beef label. Specific feasibility needs to be determined for the various levels of production 

including:  

 

a) Management requirements of beef to meet ñnatural labelò standards, including pasture 

feed mix, vaccines, antibiotic use and restrictions, age, weight, sex, cattle breeds, timing 

for sale, minimum number of cattle, etc. 

 

The USDA definition of natural beef describes meat products that have been 

minimally processed and contains no additives, artificial flavors, colors or 

preservatives. This definition does not mention production techniques for natural 

meat, which can be confusing or even misleading to consumers. Unofficially, 

natural meat has been defined by ranchers and marketers as livestock raised 

without the use of antibiotics, growth hormones, and implants (i.e., ñnever-

everò). 

 

The USDA label for grass-fed meat says the following: grass, green, or range 

pasture or forage shall be 80% or more of the primary energy source throughout 

the animalôs life cycle. This means that on a daily basis producers can feed 

animals up to 20% from other sources, or wait till the finishing stage and feed 

animals entirely on other sources, as long as no more than 20% of the animalôs 

feed during its entire lifetime comes from these alternate sources. In 2006, the 

USDA-AMS solicited comments on a revised standard which defines grass 

(forage) fed as: Grass (annual and perennial), forbs (legumes, brassicas), browse, 
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forage, or stockpiled forages, and post-harvest crop residue without separated 

grain shall be at least 99% of the energy source for the lifetime of the ruminant 

specie, with the exception of milk consumer prior to weaning. 

 

Organic meat is subject to an even more restricted regimen, including use of 

certified organic cleaning materials at the processing location. This is even more 

of niche market than natural or grass fed meat products. 

 

Animal age is not as often referred to as is weight: beef 1200-1400 lbs. Age is a 

determining factor for offal disposal. Cattle over 30 months must have brains and 

spinal cords disposed of separately, most often in a landfill.  

 

Steers are the most common beef meat animal. Little mention is made of breed, 

although there are champions for each and every breed. 

 

Year-round availability of animals is desired highly. This provides for a steady 

stream of animals to be processed, keeps employees engaged and provides for a 

much higher reliability for obtaining an FSIS inspector. Irregular production 

schedules can be quite problematic for scheduling an FSIS inspector and retaining 

employees. 

 

Small scale facilities generally require on order of 1,000 to 1,600 beef (or beef 

equivalents) per year to achieve sustainability. Federal beef inventories for Del 

Norte County indicate approximately 1,000 cattle are targeted for beef production 

in a year. 

 

b) Transport requirements 

 

The survey results indicated a low interest in the meat processing entity providing 

transportation. 

 

Response Percent 

Yes 35.7 

No 64.3 

 

Many of the producers have some form of transport available to them. At the Fortuna 

Auction yard there were examples of folks bringing their animals to the yard in their own 

equipment, by using someone elseôs or in paying someone to haul the animals. Some 

producers ship their animals long distances for processing. 

 

As such, alternatives 1 and 2 do not include a transport function as part of the business 

modeling. Alternative 3 (MSU) does on the premises slaughter and then transports the 

carcasses to another location for final preparation. 
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For the Custom operation (alternative 4), this is solved by slaughter at the producerôs 

location and then transporting the carcasses by the custom slaughterer to another location 

for hanging and then preparation. 

 

c) Processing requirements 

 

The 4 alternatives position differing levels of product capacity, ranging from 20 beef (or 

beef equivalents) per day to 2 per every other day.  

 

d) Marketing requirements 

 

A number of marketing issues, challenges and opportunities need to be addressed. 

Resources are available to help out. 

 

Consumer EducationðAdditional and continued consumer education will be 

vitally important in securing a premium for products in this growing niche 

market. Clarification of termsðnatural versus grass-fed versus organicðand a 

better understanding of the unique and exceptional healthy benefits of a premium 

grass-fed beef product are the two areas in which consumers most need further 

edification.  

 

Consolidation of Producers and ProcessorsðMajor chainsðWal-Mart and 

Safeway for instanceðare offering more ñnaturalò meat products alongside the 

more traditional avenueðNatural Food Stores. Continued refinement of animal 

and meat quality could help sustain prices so the Del Norte product can continue 

to differentiate itself from less consistent and flavorful ñnaturalò products. 

 

Inherent Product Attributes Raise Concerns with Some BuyersðñNaturalò 

meats have distinct characteristics that may be an issue for meat market managers 

and buyersðmore so than for consumers. Again education will be very important 

to dispel these concerns.  

 

Product PackagingðSales of ñnaturalò meats can suffer due to poor packaging 

or environmentally insensitive packaging. Given that premiums will be charged 

for this product, attractive package that makes the product look fresh and safe will 

be very important. Further, packaging should be kept to a minimum and be made 

from environmentally fit materials to align with the other inherent values 

motivating the consumer to buy this product. 

 

BrandingðBranding is all about perception. Branding is all about creating 

singular distinction, strategic awareness and differentiation in the mind of the 

target marketðnot just awareness. When you have been successful, you will start 

building equity for your brand. A brand is nearly worthless unless it enjoys some 

equity in the marketplace. Without brand equity, you simply have a commodity 

product. 
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Some potentially viable approaches include: 

 

 Del Norte County Brand Certification/Labeling Programs 

 Niche Marketing/Branding 

 Develop a Brand Certification/Labeling Program 

 Natural and Grass-Fed Beef Branding Programs 

 

PromotionðAn effective promotion strategy will reach target customers 

through several types of media. These may include the following:  

 

 Print Media: Residential mailers and brochures 

 Electronic Media: Websites and Internet advertising 

 Published Media: Newspapers, magazines, and coupons 

 Broadcast Media: Television and radio 

 

e) Administrative requirements 

 

Federally inspected meat production presents near daunting regulatory requirements. 

Even a custom slaughter, cut and wrap operation requires great attention to detail in 

recordkeeping. Keeping track of all of these regulatory requirements, permits, inspections 

and related matters requires great attention to detail and will take up time to do so. 

Failure here is not an option and can result in loss of certifications, and consequentially 

the business. 

 

Additionally, there are the myriad other details that have to be managed: scheduling, 

training, sales (probably more to distributors but potentially to more local entities). 

 

The financial pro formas build in time to attend to these details. In the first year of 

operation this is partly why only a half-time operation is positioned. There is a need to 

learn as you go so as to remain compliant with regulatory matters and to operate the 

business. 

 

f) Capital investment requirements 

 

(See previous alternatives matrix) 

 

3. Locate available sites, complete preliminary design and develop cost estimates for the 

construction of a processing and retail facility. This task will include a discussion of 

alternative facility designs, such as mobile slaughtering vs. fixed site, as well as a thorough 

explanation of all health and safety requirements.  

 

This study does not select a particular site but presents criteria to aid in the selection 

(see ñGeneral Plant Design Considerations for Fixed Facilities or MSUôsò for a 

detailed check list). A number of critical decisions need to occur to further guide the 

site selection (e.g., which of the alternatives is to be pursued?). A specific location 

based on all of the criteria would be included in a detailed business plan. Each of the 
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alternatives has its own set of requirements. What we can do at this time is bracket 

land costs and provide other guiding advice.  

 

Searching the Multiple Listing Service (MLS) for Del Norte County for properties up 

to $1,000,000 zoned agricultural or commercial/industrial revealed surprisingly few 

offerings. At least an acre is recommended with 2 acres preferred to give more than 

adequate space for trucks and parking. Perhaps there is someone out there already 

holding suitable land willing to consider development on their holdings. 

 

With all that needs to be done to determine which of the alternatives to pursue, it 

could be at least a year before an appropriate site can be identified. None of the MLS 

entries looked to be suitable to house a co-located retail site. 

 

4. Evaluate organizational possibilities for the facility, including, but not limited to, traditional 

cooperative, new generation cooperative, cooperative legal considerations, C Corporation, S 

Corporation, and a limited liability company.  

 

A new generation cooperative appears to have the best chance of success. 

Cooperatives are a good way to spread risk and to raise capital from cooperative 

owners. The ñNew Generation Cooperativeò (NGC) is similar in structure to 

traditional cooperatives, but the NGC focuses on marketing niche strategies rather 

than the traditional cooperative roles, such as production and storage. Producers 

would continue to own, raise and transport animals.  

 

Slaughter and processing could be a separate traditional cooperative. Or, after 

additional consideration it could also be owned owned under the NGC concept.  

 

5. Evaluate and explain Business Plan Financials, including but not limited to, start-up costs, 

operating costs, revenue projections, first year financial statement, and five-year financial 

forecast. Determine how many jobs will be supported by a processing and retail facility 

enterprise.  

 

Please refer to the previous alternatives matrix as well as the discussion in the body 

and pro formas in the appendices. One quickly comes to an understanding of the 

overall complexity and risk levels associated with any one of the offered alternatives. 

Even a small change in any one of the financial inputs or regulatory steps can result in 

variances in the outcomes. 

 

6. Provide project alternatives, including but not limited to, sale of prepared meats, 

incorporating other local agricultural products, incorporating the weekly farmerôs market, and 

including products from Oregon.  

 

Plausible Markets for ñNaturalò Meats 

LocalðñLocalò is a term that varies in definition. The USDA uses 400 miles as 

the defining radius. This sounds more ñregionalò in nature and would then 

include areas such as the Humboldt County, San Francisco Bay area Sacramento, 
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Yreka, Rogue Valley, Roseburg and perhaps even up to Eugene, OR. The Del 

Norte economic profile suggests strongly that the product distribution must go 

well beyond the county to be successful. 

 

Del Norte County provides too small a market to allow for much expansion of local 

ñnaturalò meat sales. Also, because income levels in the county are below the state 

average, a premium ñnaturalò meat product will find fewer shoppers per capita 

willing or able to pay the additional price. With producers already selling into much 

of what market does exist (i.e., direct sales from producer to consumer or farmerôs 

market), there is little room for growth within the Del Norte County market. 

 

RegionalðNorthern California including the greater Bay Area is proving to be the 

most promising market territory, and by the USDA definition is ñlocalò. The demand, 

the consumer values and the ability to support a premium product produced in this 

area. Access to the market is also an advantage. All indications are that this territory 

should be the focus for Del Norte ñnaturalò meat products. 

 

NationalðAccess to this broader market may only be viable via Internet and mail 

order sales. Target marketing campaigns will enable finding Internet buyers to be 

willing to pay a premium for a quality organic meat product and the added 

convenience of shopping online. 

 

InternationalðThe opportunity exists for potential sales to Asia, but would likely 

require additional ñdry-agingò and/or other product enhancements to distinguish the 

product within a foreign market and to warrant pricing that would cover the additional 

costs of marketing and shipping overseas. 

 

Sales Opportunities and Outlets 

A number of sales opportunities and outlets are viable. In the early start-up years one 

of the least viable is a local retail outlet, having nothing to do with the quality of the 

product but rather do to the economic realities of the county. The recommendation 

here is for adding this business component as operating experience is gained. 

 

Other potential sales outlets include: 

 

 Direct Sales to Consumers 

 Farmersô Markets 

 Community Supported Agriculture 

 Farm to School 

 Food co-operatives 

 Retail: Grocery Stores and Natural Food Stores 

 Supermarkets 

 Restaurants 

 Institutional Food Service 

 Prisons 

 Internet and Mail-Order Sales 
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 Specialty Stores 

 Retail Sales Outlet 

 Virtual Farmerôs MarketðWebsite 

 

7. Research and recommend sources for project implementation funding.  

 

Since most meat processors are too small to attract venture capital, private financing 

and banks may be the best option (grants and grant/loan packages also may be an 

option). No pot of gold is waiting. The likelihood is high that we probably have to 

work with a local bank to finance any new plant. A best case scenario would be to 

have local interests fund the investment. 

 

Given the project capital and start-up costs, it is highly likely that multiple sources of capital 

will be needed to fund the facility and marketing activities. Some potential sources are: 

 

 Private Funding Sources 

 Banks 

 Venture Capital 

 Rancher Investment 

 Preferred Stock 

 Loans and Grants 

 

Recommendations 

As you read through the contents of this study, you will quickly see the complexity of the 

challenges to be addressed. Itôs not impossible but will require detailed attention to myriad 

details to achieve success. What is faced is the building of a business system that reaches from 

field to plate with all of the steps that must be successfully integrated along the way. Failure in 

any one of the steps will result in disappointment. 

 

The custom slaughter with cut and wrap (alternative 4) would be the quickest to get up and 

running, would meet an immediate need and provide a basis for expansion into a full FSIS 

certified operation. This alternativeôs payback and profitability could be improved over the 

modeling done in this study by pursuing less expensive options (e.g., reducing the size of the 

facility or use of freezer boxes purchased at an appliance store.). 

 

Here is an outline of proposed steps for moving ahead. Time from decision to go forward to 

being ready to start building varies by the alternative chosen, but a year should be enough time to 

get all this done. 

 

I. Establish project ownership. 

 

Form a small team of interested parties with leadership from a partnership of the 

Resource Conservation District and the Tri-Agency Economic Development 

Association. This project has economic development potential for Del Norte. 
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Set up governance procedures for the project (project management, decision-

making, change management, designate responsibilities, etc.). 

 

II.  Select the alternative to be pursued. 

 

The team will review all the materials prepared to date, including using the 

financial modeling tool, to make a decision as to which of the alternatives will 

make the best business sense. The Consultant is more than willing to help develop 

and nurture this approach. 

 

At the outset limit operations to slaughter and cut& wrap. Add other products 

over time (i.e., sausage, jerky, etc.). Defer the retail sales store outlet until the 

fundamentals of the meat processing operation are well-established. 

 

Produce a refined project timeline. 

 

Notify appropriate authorities of intent to proceed (federal, state and local). 

 

III.  Identify specific funding sources 

 

Acquire assistance to create a comprehensive business plan; one that includes 

commitments from producers, distributors and other suppliers/vendors. Total 

number of identified meat animals in the county available in a year period means 

that there is sufficient supply to build a business, but just barely. There is some 

potential to draw animals from north Humboldt and southern Curry counties. The 

alternative selected needs to be reviewed carefully with an eye to meat animal 

populations. 

 

Acquire assistance to create construction plans for the desired alternative. The 

plans in this document are a good place to start. Get federal and state authorities 

to review plans very early on. 

 

Acquire assistance to prepare the HACCP and SSOP. The plan must be prepared by a 

graduate of an FSIS recognized program. 

 

IV.  Solidify a marketing strategy 

 

Draw upon the numerous distribution opportunities for getting the product out to 

consumers. 

 

Focus on developing a solid distribution network. Sales will drive everything. 

Without sales and the means to distribute product, the meat processing operation 

will fail.  

 

Consider addition of a retail sales outlet after a period of operating the processing 

plant and getting distribution channels in place. 
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V. Develop a relationship with federal, state and local authorities. 

 

Absolutely critical for success is an on-going good relationship with regulators. 

 

VI.  Acquire the meat processing facility 

 

Build from scratch and/or buy the necessary equipment. 

 

Gain approval from all levels of inspections. 

 

VII.  Operate the meat processing plant 

 

Carefully monitor every detail to ensure rapid growth in learning how to operate 

the meat slaughter and processing business. 

 

In summary, Del Norte can do this. Much diligent, hard work is ahead.  
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DEL NORTE MEAT  PROCESSING AND RETAIL FACILITY  

FEASIBILITY ASSESSME NT 

 

FEASIBILITY STUDY PURPOSE AND I NTRODUCTION TO THE CHALLENGE  

 

Request for Proposal Scope of Work 

In this Feasibility Study you will find a response to the 7 areas posed for evaluation in the 

Request for Proposal issued by the Del Norte Resource Conservation District on April 26, 2010. 

We address those topics and provide a thorough, well-researched analysis and synthesis that 

substantially goes beyond the original Scope of Work. As such, it includes a comprehensive set 

of guidelines and background materials as a reference to help guide the implementation efforts.  

 

The topic is quite complex. The Consultant recognizes the scarcity of funds for this exploring the 

matter at hand, especially when other feasibility studies of this magnitude have ranged well into 

the mid-$200K range. So this feasibility study deliberately builds off of the work of others, 

which we attempt to fully attribute throughout this document, as this process has been repeated 

many times in the USA. It also includes original discovery and work particular to Del Norte.  

 

The initial 7 areas of investigation include: 

 

1. Determine if a meat slaughtering, processing, packaging and market retail facility is feasible 

in Del Norte County, California. 

 

2. Provide marketing recommendations for a successful venture, including researching the 

feasibility of grass fed beef produced locally marketed with a ñnatural beef labelò. These 

options could include joining an existing national organization with a natural beef label, 

joining an existing regional organization with a natural beef label or creating a new natural 

beef label. Specific feasibility needs to be determined for the various levels of production 

including:  

 

a) Management requirements of beef to meet ñnatural labelò standards, including pasture 

feed mix, vaccines, antibiotic use and restrictions, age, weight, sex, cattle breeds, timing 

for sale, minimum number of cattle, etc. 

b) Transport requirements 

c) Processing requirements 

d) Marketing requirements 

e) Administrative requirements 

f) Capital investment requirements 

 

3. Locate available sites, complete preliminary design and develop cost estimates for the 

construction of a processing and retail facility. This task will include a discussion of 

alternative facility designs, such as mobile slaughtering vs. fixed site, as well as a thorough 

explanation of all health and safety requirements.  
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4. Evaluate organizational possibilities for the facility, including, but not limited to, traditional 

cooperative, new generation cooperative, cooperative legal considerations, C Corporation, S 

Corporation, and a limited liability company.  

 

5. Evaluate and explain Business Plan Financials, including but not limited to, start-up costs, 

operating costs, revenue projections, first year financial statement, and five-year financial 

forecast. Determine how many jobs will be supported by a processing and retail facility 

enterprise.  

 

6. Provide project alternatives, including but not limited to, sale of prepared meats, 

incorporating other local agricultural products, incorporating the weekly farmerôs market, and 

including products from Oregon.  

 

7. Research and recommend sources for project implementation funding.  

 

Feasibility Study Purpose 

Feasibility studies can be useful for many situations, but they are typically conducted for new 

businesses, major expansions and entry into new enterprises. Feasibility studies can either be 

conducted before or while writing a business plan. A business plan answers the question, ñHow 

will we develop the proposed business?ò A feasibility study provides an objective third-party 

analysis of the viability of the business idea and focuses on answering the essential question, 

ñShould we proceed with the proposed project idea?ò The activities of this study are directed 

toward answering this all-important question.  

 

As such, the purpose of this study is to evaluate the feasibility of establishing an entity to 

slaughter, process and market locally grown meat products in Del Norte county. This study 

examines five areas of feasibilityðeconomics, markets, technical matters, financial viability and 

management. Additionally, a goal of this study is to gage the interest level of producers in Del 

Norte County in forming a business entity to slaughter, process and market their livestock. This 

scope of work addresses ALL meat processing opportunities (i.e., cattle, lamb, goat, chicken, 

turkey, rabbit, emu, etc.) but with an emphasis on cattle (the phrase ñbeef equivalentsò is used to 

assess other meat potentials). 

 

Locally raised meat products are shipped out of Del Norte County for slaughter and processing. 

This meat may or may not come back to the area for resale. There is a growing trend to grow and 

sell county products locally. This trend could provide area producers the opportunity to sell their 

products to regional markets, restaurants and other area resellers, while creating jobs, adding 

value to their product and reducing distribution costs. It also is an opportunity to supply the meat 

needs of the locavore
1
 movement. 

 

                                                 
1
 ñLocal food (also regional food or food patriotism) or the local food movement is a "collaborative effort to build 

more locally based, self-reliant food economies - one in which sustainable food production, processing, distribution, 

and consumption is integrated to enhance the economic, environmental and social health of a particular place" and is 

considered to be a part of the broader sustainability movement. It is part of the concept of local purchasing and local 

economies, a preference to buy locally produced goods and services. Those who prefer to eat locally 

grown/produced food sometimes call themselves locavores or localvores.ò http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Local_food  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Local_food
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The study includes an evaluation of economic and market opportunities; what types of jobs will 

be created, how many will be needed and the indirect jobs resulting from reselling locally grown 

meats. Critical to the success of a small scale meat processing facility in Del Norte County is 

an understanding of the supply, demand, distribution channels and legal logistics of 

marketing livestock and poultry. Ultimately, this should lead to a more direct market chainð

fewer intermediariesðfrom farmer to consumer in Del Norte County and, hence, more local 

dollars circulating in local communities. 

 

Methodology 

Use of  Existing materials 

We are fortunate in that 1) this has been done before and 2) there are very recent, credible, in-

depth studies (including studies done in northern California). A number of studies and high-

quality resources already exist, a number of which are already in the Consultantôs repository of 

studies and white papers. These existing well-prepared and researched resources can serve as a 

starting point for this feasibility study. As such, we made every effort not to ñre-invent the 

wheelò where it made sense. Research resources not shown in the footnotes can be found at 

http://www.jirwinconsulting.com/delnortesmallscalemeatprocessing.htm. It is a long list!  

 

Demand for Slaughter and Processing Services Survey 

We conducted a Demand for Slaughter and Processing Services Survey (non-random) in 

October and November, 2010. Six different ways to respond were provided, including: 

 

1) A Word document to print scan and/or send by email or regular mail 

2) A Word form to fill in, save and email or print and send by regular mail 

3) A PDF to print, fill out, scan and/or send by email or regular mail 

4) A fillable PDF form to type in entries, save, print, scan and/or send in by 

email or regular mail 

5) An online Survey Monkey survey form 

6) Paper surveys sent to over 80 addresses obtained from the Del Norte Resource 

Conservation District, referrals and the Livestock Subsidy Database. 

 

The producer survey assessed the following: 

 

 Location 

 Livestock production 

 Time in the livestock industry 

 Potential and interest to raise livestock for slaughter and processing 

 Harvest capacity(all species) 

o  How many animals do you harvest per year? 

o  How many animals do you harvest in each 3-month period? 

o How many animals could you harvest in the future with better access to a reliable 

USDA- inspected facility? 

 Current slaughter location(s) 

 Miles traveled (one way) 

 Estimated cost per animal for slaughter (all species) 

 If a new slaughter facility were to be established, what qualities would it need for you to 

http://www.jirwinconsulting.com/delnortesmallscalemeatprocessing.htm
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choose to bring your animals there? 

 Current meat processing location 

 Miles traveled (one way) 

 Estimated cost per animal for processing (all species) 

 If a new processing facility were to be established, what qualities would it need for you 

bring your animals there?  

 Where do you currently sell your finished meat?  

 What characteristics do you use to market your product?  

 Interest in selling whole animals or cut/wrapped 

 If the slaughter/processing facility were to manage the transportation of live animals from 

farm to facility, would you find this helpful? 

 Interest in investing in a slaughter facility  

 If a cooperative or other form of business entity of local producers was established to 

slaughter/process and/or market livestock products, what functions would you want this 

entity to do for your farm/ranch?  

 Other comments? 

 Contact information 

 

Survey Publicity 

A well-advertised public meeting was held to announce the survey and to address any questions 

that may have come up. Two two-column notices were published twice in October, 2010 in The 

Del Norte Triplicate and the Curry Coastal Pilot.  

 

We also had an above the fold front page article published in the Triplicate. In each of these, full 

consultant contact information was provided. 

 

Face-to-face meetings 

A well-publicized
2
 meeting open to the public and for the purposes of kicking off the survey was 

held in October, 2010 at the Del Norte Resources Conservation Districtôs head quarters in Smith 

River. Attendance consisted mainly of DN RCD BOD and a few other interested parties. 

 

Small scale meat processing seminar 

Attended a day-long small scale meat processing seminar in Carson City, NV in September, 

2010. It was sponsored by the University of Nevada and USDA. The focus was on mobile 

slaughter units (MSU) and USDA Food Safety and Inspection Services (FSIS) regulations. 

Restaurateurs and other purchasers of meat were presenters as well. 

 

Field investigation 

A number of drives through the counties of Del Norte and Curry, from Klamath to Langlois, 

were used to visually inspect herds. These inspections confirmed, as best as possible, the 

inventory of meat animals in the two counties. 

 

Farmerôs Markets in Curry, Del Norte, Josephine and Jackson counties were also visited over the 

course of the summer until fall, when the ceased operations. 

                                                 
2
 Triplicate and Curry Coastal Pilot 
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How to Use the Study and Supporting Materials 

For many the Executive Summary will be sufficient. For those who wish to really dig into the 

matter, weôve supplied a wealth of information and data collected from many sources.  

 

The entire study and all supporting resources (appendices, white papers, etc.) are included on a 

CD in the back of the printed document. You will also find the key research materials materials 

posted online at http://www.jirwinconsulting.com/delnortesmallscalemeatprocessing.htm . 

 

Introduction to the Challenge 

Across the country we see a dramatic decline in the number of small slaughter and meat 

processing facilities.
3
 This trend includes Del Norte County where there is no US Department of 

Agriculture (USDA) certified slaughterhouse and processing facility.  

 

Across the country, demand is increasing for meat from cattle, sheep and other animals raised on 

the pastures of local and regional farms and ranches. But satisfying this burgeoning demand is no 

easy task. Decades of agribusiness and economic trends tilted toward centralizing animal 

agriculture in industrial factory settings have hollowed out the infrastructure needed to produce 

and market meat close to population centers. The long, slow demise of local small slaughter and 

processing operations is now preventing farmers and ranchers from fully satisfying rising 

consumer demand for meat from sustainably raised livestock. 

 

 
Figure 1ðU.S. Slaughter Facilities

4
 

 

 
Figure 2ðRed Meat Slaughterhouses by Employees

5
 

 

 

This decline is part of a general trend in U.S. agriculture. With slaughter and processing 

operations, more are either going out of business or reverting to being custom exempt 

operations that are essentially restricted to processing animals from the small niche farms and 

not putting the meat into commercial markets. The result is that these high quality meat 

                                                 
3
 According to a 2009 report by the consumer rights advocacy group Food & Water Watch, the number of state and 

federally inspected facilities nationwide shrank 20% from 2002 through 2007. Reasons for the decline vary. 

Consolidation is a major factor. As of 2005, nearly 85% of U.S. beef was being processed by the four top 

companiesðCargill, Tyson, Swift and National Beef Packing. ñSlaughterhouse options shrink for small farmersò, 

USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/money/industries/food/2010-05-27-slaughterhouses27_ST_N.htm, May 

2010 
4
 USDA, Livestock Slaughter 

5
 U.S. Census Bureau 

http://www.jirwinconsulting.com/delnortesmallscalemeatprocessing.htm
http://www.usatoday.com/money/industries/food/2010-05-27-slaughterhouses27_ST_N.htm
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products are not available in most local grocery stores or restaurants. Likewise, the large, out-

of-state industrial slaughterhouses are expanding. Federal policy appears to have exacerbated 

this expansion at the expense of local, small scale federally inspected processing. 

 

The consolidation of U.S. agriculture, which has accelerated in recent decades, is a chain in 

which food passes through a number of steps on the path from farmers to consumers, including 

livestock slaughter and meat processing. The trend toward centralized, industrial-scale food 

production and processing is characterized to a great degree by firms working in clusters to 

control the food system from ñthe gene to the supermarket shelf.òThis consolidation is driven by 

horizontal and vertical integration, as well as global expansion. Both types of integration have 

played key roles in reducing the number of small slaughter operations. 

 

Because very few companies now buy livestock, many farmers and ranchers are forced to sell at 

whatever low prices the agribusiness giants offer. Today, control of the beef market has extended 

far beyond 40 percent. By 2005, Tyson, Cargill, Swift & Co. and National Beef Packing were 

slaughtering 83.5 percent of cattle.
6
 The control of the market by four firms allows them to ex-

ercise a ñdisproportionate influence on not just the price of a commodity, but also the quantity, 

quality and location of production.ò
7
 

 

The unprecedented level of market consolidation effectively eliminates free market competition 

from the way that independent farmers and ranchers sell their animals. One mechanism used by 

meatpackers to depress prices paid to ranchers is to buy cattle far in advance of the time they are 

ready for slaughter. Livestock prices are reduced when packers own the livestock they slaughter 

and do not need to use auctions or other open markets to purchase animals. These ñcaptive 

suppliesòðlivestock owned outright by packers or controlled through contracts with farmers and 

ranchersðhas meant lower prices, a smaller share of the retail dollar and shrinking livestock 

markets for farmers and ranchers. 

 

Meat from federally-inspected meat plants can be sold across state lines. In contrast, 

products from state-inspected plants have been restricted to being sold only within the state. A 

rebirth of small slaughterhouses would breathe new life into small communities everywhere, 

give farmers and ranchers more options for processing their sustainably raised livestock and 

satisfy growing consumer demand for healthy meat products. 

 

For just about any aspect of food and farming in the United States, a pattern has emerged: a 

movement toward very small, specialty farms that grow for a relatively small niche market and 

with a simultaneous potential increase for the economy of an area.  

 

We already hear that a large number of northern California meat products travel out of state 

to be processed. As such Del Norteôs high quality products are co-mingled with those grown 

in other areas of the country. No attempt to segregate and label Del Norte product is in effect. 

What comes back to Del Norte consumers is from anywhere in the countryðit has been said 

                                                 
6
 ñConcentration of Agricultural Marketsò, Hendrickson, M. and W. Heffernan, www.nfu.org/issues/economic-

policy/, April 2007 
7
 Ibid, ñConcentration of Agricultural Marketsò 

http://www.nfu.org/issues/economic-policy/
http://www.nfu.org/issues/economic-policy/
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that a single pound of commercially available hamburger may contain the meat from as 

many as 1,200 animals (Omnivoreôs Dilemma, Polan).  

 

Evidence appears to support a hypothesis that Del Norte County jobs also are shipped out of 

state along with the high-quality animals. 

 

The combination of a meat slaughtering, processing, packaging and market retail facilities may be 

feasible in Del Norte County. Mobile slaughter facilities take this model one step further and 

bring a kill floor in the form of a trailer to the farm for handling the slaughter on site. The 

success of a few of these projects nationally has resulted in state-level initiatives across the 

country to explore the feasibility of such facilities, determine the level of producer interest, and 

provide a means for licensing their operation.  

 

Del Norte County is at a point where an understanding of how introducing a federally certified 

slaughterhouse (fixed or portable) could breathe new life into local economies, give farmers 

and ranchers more options for processing their sustainably raised livestock and satisfy 

growing consumer demand for locally grown healthy meat products. 

 

This study seeks to understand the myriad factors of establishing a solvent and sustainable 

federally certified slaughterhouse (fixed or portable) in Del Norte County and the implications 

regionallyðdirect and indirectðof supply, demand, distribution channels and legal logistics of 

marketing livestock and poultry. Also considered is a non-federally certified custom slaughter 

and processing approach. 

 

This is a very complex topic with many facets to comprehend before making an investment 

decision. As such, the reader will find this study covers a lot of territory, placing in one 

document a full range of resources to assist in decision-making.  

 

Despite the odds stacked against them, some small slaughterhouses and processors are finding 

ways to survive. 

 

STAKEHOLDERS  

 

Definition 

Person, group, or organization that has direct or indirect stake in an organization because it can 

affect or be affected by the organization's actions, objectives, and policies.
8
  

 

Key stakeholders in a business organization include creditors, customers, directors, employees, 

government (and its agencies), owners (shareholders), suppliers, unions, and the community 

from which the business draws its resources. Although stake-holding is usually self-legitimizing 

(those who judge themselves to be stakeholders are de facto so), all stakeholders are not equal 

and different stakeholders are entitled to different considerations.  

 

                                                 
8
 http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/stakeholder.html  

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/person.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/group.html
http://www.investorwords.com/9451/direct.html
http://www.investorwords.com/4681/stake.html
http://www.investorwords.com/8782/affect.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/organization.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/action.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/objective.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/policy.html
http://www.investorwords.com/10128/key.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/business.html
http://www.investorwords.com/9996/include.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/creditor.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/customer.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/director.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/employee.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/government.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/agency.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/owner.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/shareholder.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/supplier.html
http://www.investorwords.com/5156/union.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/community.html
http://www.investorwords.com/9510/draw.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/resource.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/judge.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/de-facto.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/entitled.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/consideration.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/stakeholder.html
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Del Norte County and Regional Stakeholders 

For purposes of this feasibility study we include the following as stakeholders: 

 

 ProducersðRanchers, farmers, 4-H and anyone growing animals for meat. 

 DistributorsðWholesalers, brokers and anyone involved with the logistics and 

distribution of meat products. 

 ConsumersðRetail purchasers of meat products (direct from the producer or over a 

counter), farmerôs markets 

 Interested PartiesðHealthy food advocates, food and nutrition advocates and anyone 

that has an interest, direct or indirect, in the production, processing, distribution, 

preparation and consumption of meat. 

 

CURRENT MEAT PROCESSING AND SALES STATUS  

 

National Animal Inventories and Processing Capabilities 

 

 
Figure 3ðBeef Cows: Inventory on January 1 by 

Year
9
 

 

 
Figure 4ðAll Cattle & Beef Cows: Number of 

Operations by Year, 1989-2009
10

 

 

 
Figure 5ðBeef Cows: Operations and Inventory by 

Size Group
11

 

 

 
Figure 6ðCattle: Commercial Slaughter Number of 

Head by Month and Year, 2010
12

 
 

                                                 
9
 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Cattle/bcow.asp  

10
 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Cattle/acbc_ops.asp  

11
 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Cattle/bcow_ops.asp  

12
 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/caheadx1.asp  

http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Cattle/bcow.asp
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Cattle/acbc_ops.asp
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Cattle/bcow_ops.asp
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/caheadx1.asp
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Figure 7ðCattle: Commercial Slaughter Average 

Liveweight by Month and Year
13

 

 
Figure 8ðCattle: Federally Inspected Average 

Dressed Weight by Month and Year, 2009-10
14

 

 

 
Figure 9ðSteers: Federally Inspected Average 

Dressed Weight by Month and Year, 2009-10
15

 

 

 
Figure 10ðHeifers: Federally Inspected Average 

Dressed Weight by Month and Year
16

 

 

 

 
Figure 11ðLivestock Slaughter: Red Meat Production by Month and Year, 2009-10

17
 

 

                                                 
13

 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/calvwgx5.asp  
14

 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/cadrwgx7.asp  
15

 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/stdrwgx9.asp  
16

 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/hrdrwg10.asp  
17

 http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/rdmtprod.asp  

http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/calvwgx5.asp
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/cadrwgx7.asp
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/stdrwgx9.asp
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/hrdrwg10.asp
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Charts_and_Maps/Livestock_Slaughter/rdmtprod.asp
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National Meat Processing Locations
18

 

FSIS is making available six maps (next pages): two for cattle (all adult market classes of cattle 

and heavy calves); two for swine (all market classes); and two for young chickens. Map A for 

each species shows the densities of small producers for every county in the United States: the 

darker the shade of blue, the greater the number of producers in that county. The producers 

enumerated are small, with an approximate annual income of $250,000 or less. Overlaid in Map 

A are the locations of small slaughter establishments for the species in question.
19

 
 

Map B for each species again shows the locations of small slaughter establishments, but shades 

only the counties where both (1) the number of small producers is equal to or greater than the 

approximate median for that species, per county, and (2) there is no slaughter establishment. 

Thus, the cream-colored areas on Map B for each species indicate counties that either have a 

number of producers lower than the national median or have a slaughter establishment for the 

species in question. In short, Map B shows counties with relatively large concentrations of small 

producers of a species, but no slaughter establishment. 

 

In all of the maps, the following types of slaughter facilities are not shown:  

 

 facilities that conduct only custom slaughter operations;  

 facilities that slaughter only species not subject to mandatory inspection under the 

Federal Meat Inspection Act or the Poultry Products Inspection Act (PPIA); and  

 facilities that slaughter poultry only under one of the exemptions in the PPIA. 

 

 
Map 1ðU.S. Small Slaughter Establishments: 

Cattle 

 

 
Map 2ðU.S. Small Slaughter Establishments: Hogs 

and Pigs 

 

                                                 
18

 Slaughter Establishment Availability ï Updated Maps, 

http://www.fsis.usda.gov/PDF/Slaughter_Estab_Maps_080910.pdf, August 9, 2010 
19

 The establishments shown are all either ñsmallò or ñvery smallò as defined in the 1996 HACCP regulations. 

ñSmallò slaughter establishments have between 10 and 499 employees. ñVery smallò slaughter establishments have 

fewer than 10 employees or less than $2.5 million in annual sales. For some establishments without specific size 

data, we have assumed they are small or very small. ibid, Slaughter Establishment Availability ï Updated Maps 

http://www.fsis.usda.gov/PDF/Slaughter_Estab_Maps_080910.pdf
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Map 3ðU.S. Small Slaughter Establishments: 

Chickens 

 

 
Map 4ðU.S. Counties with No Small Slaughter 

Facility: Cattle  

 

 

 
Map 5ðU.S. Counties with No Small Slaughter 

Facility: Hogs and Pigs 

 

 
Map 6ðU.S. Counties with No Small Slaughter 

Facility: Chicken  

 

 

Regional Animal Inventories 

Del Norte County Crop Report 

 

Year Cattle Calves 

Sheep, 

Lambs 

2008 11,450 3,510 290 

2009 8,750 2,720 310 
Figure 12ðDel Norte County Crop Report

20
 

 

There appears to be a notable decline in Cattle and Calves production from 2008 to 2009. 

Sheep and Lambs increased in the same period. 

 

                                                 
20

 Del Norte County Crop Report, Kenneth R. Smith, Agricultural Commissioner, August 2010 



 

Revised: March 7, 2011          Del Norte Meat Processing and Retail Facility Feasibility Study          Page 38 

The following tables showing animal inventories are sourced from the USDA National 

Agricultural Statistics Service.
21

 Note the discrepancy between the federal and county inventory 

numbers. 

 

A drive through Del Norte County in the fall to visually count cattle suggest the real number of 

cattle is somewhere between the reported inventories. Further muddying the inventory numbers 

are responses from producers on a couple of occasions. When asked how many cattle they held, 

the number varied each time they were asked. 

 

So we donôt really know exactly how many cattle targeted for beef are in the county. However, 

for purposes of this study, we will use the federal numbers in calculations as they seem ñgood 

enoughò for this level of assessment. 

 

Federal Animal Inventories 

Del Norte County, California 

 

Year Cattle All Beef Cows Milk Cows 

2001 7,000 head 1,500 head 
 

2002 6,000 head 1,000 head 
 

2003 10,000 head 
  

2004 10,000 head 
  

2005 11,000 head 1,000 head 3,000 head 

2006 12,000 head 1,000 head 
 

2007 14,000 head 1,000 head 
 

2008 14,000 head 1,000 head 3,900 head 

2009 14,000 head 
  

2010 17,000 head 1,000 head 
 

Table 1ðDel Norte County, California, Cattle and Calves 

No Del Norte County data for chickens, goats, hogs & pigs or sheep. We 

know this not to be true based on student sales at the fair. 
 

Humboldt County, California 

 

Year Cattle All Beef Cows Milk Cows 

2001 71,000 head 21,000 head 16,800 head 

2002 70,000 head 22,000 head 16,700 head 

2003 63,000 head 22,000 head 17,000 head 

2004 60,000 head 22,000 head 16,000 head 

2005 62,000 head 20,000 head 16,100 head 

2006 55,000 head 20,000 head 16,200 head 

2007 54,000 head 20,000 head 14,200 head 

2008 57,000 head 17,000 head 14,400 head 

2009 54,000 head 
 

14,900 head 

2010 52,000 head 16,000 head 15,100 head 

Table 2ðHumboldt County, California, Cattle and Calves 

No Humboldt County data for chickens, goats, hogs & pigs or sheep. 

 

                                                 
21

 http://www.nass.usda.gov/QuickStats/PullData_US_CNTY.jsp  

http://www.nass.usda.gov/QuickStats/PullData_US_CNTY.jsp
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Siskiyou County, California 

 

Year Cattle All Beef Cows Milk Cows 

2001 67,000 head 34,000 head 1,700 head 

2002 63,000 head 31,000 head 1,900 head 

2003 65,000 head 35,000 head 1,500 head 

2004 62,000 head 34,000 head 1,500 head 

2005 64,000 head 33,000 head 1,600 head 

2006 60,000 head 33,000 head 1,500 head 

2007 58,000 head 34,000 head 1,400 head 

2008 56,000 head 30,000 head 900 head 

2009 53,000 head 32,000 head 700 head 

2010 53,000 head 30,000 head 600 head 

Table 3ðSiskiyou County, California, Cattle and Calves 

No Siskiyou County data for chickens, goats, hogs & pigs or sheep. 

 

Curry County, Oregon 

 

Year Cattle All Beef Cows 

2000 9,800 head 
 

2001 10,000 head 
 

2002 10,000 head 4,500 head 

2003 6,000 head 3,100 head 

2004 7,300 head 3,600 head 

2005 7,600 head 4,600 head 

2006 7,500 head 4,700 head 

2007 6,000 head 4,000 head 

2008 8,000 head 5,000 head 

2009 7,300 head 4,900 head 

2010 9,000 head 5,300 head 

Table 4ðCurry County, Oregon, Cattle and Calves 

No data listed for chickens, goats or hogs & pigs. 

Year All Sheep and Lambs 

2000 16,000 head 

2001 20,000 head 

2002 21,000 head 

2003 17,500 head 

2004 13,000 head 

2005 14,500 head 

2006 12,000 head 

2007 12,000 head 

2008 16,400 head 

2009 16,000 head 

2010 20,000 head 

Table 5ðCurry County, Oregon, Sheep 
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Coos County, Oregon 

 

Year Cattle All Beef Cows Milk Cows 

2000 20,000 head 12,000 head 5,000 head 

2001 19,000 head 10,000 head 2,800 head 

2002 19,000 head 10,500 head 2,900 head 

2003 19,000 head 8,000 head 2,600 head 

2004 19,600 head 10,000 head 2,400 head 

2005 20,200 head 9,000 head 2,900 head 

2006 20,000 head 9,000 head 3,200 head 

2007 18,000 head 8,500 head 3,500 head 

2008 20,000 head 10,000 head 2,900 head 

2009 20,000 head 9,000 head 3,000 head 

2010 17,700 head 9,000 head 
 

Table 6ðCoos County, Oregon, Cattle and Calves 

No data listed for chickens, goats or for hogs & pigs. 

Year All Sheep and Lambs 

2000 12,000 head 

2001 17,000 head 

2002 16,500 head 

2003 13,000 head 

2004 10,000 head 

2005 10,000 head 

2006 10,400 head 

2007 7,000 head 

2008 9,500 head 

2009 9,700 head 

2010 10,000 head 

Table 7ðCoos County, Oregon, Sheep 

 

Douglas County, Oregon 

 

Year Cattle All Beef Cows 

2000 54,300 head 26,000 head 

2001 54,000 head 20,000 head 

2002 53,000 head 18,000 head 

2003 51,500 head 20,600 head 

2004 49,000 head 18,000 head 

2005 50,000 head 20,600 head 

2006 48,000 head 20,000 head 

2007 41,000 head 17,400 head 

2008 49,000 head 21,000 head 

2009 47,000 head 20,600 head 

2010 50,500 head 21,000 head 

Table 8ðDouglas County, Oregon, 

Cattle and Calves 

No data for chickens or goats. 

Year Hogs All 

2001 1,000 head 

2002 900 head 

2003 1,200 head 

2004 1,200 head 

2005 1,100 head 

2006 500 head 

Table 9ðDouglas County, Oregon, 

Hogs and Pigs 

 

Year All Sheep and Lambs 

2000 28,500 head 

2001 29,000 head 

2002 30,000 head 

2003 34,500 head 

2004 34,400 head 

2005 34,200 head 

2006 30,000 head 

2007 30,000 head 

2008 26,600 head 

2009 27,500 head 

2010 27,000 head 

Table 10ðDouglas County, 

Oregon, Sheep 

 

Student Animals Sold and Processed Through the 2010 Fair
22

 

 

 
Figure 13ðStudent Animals Sold/Processed at 2010 Fair 

                                                 
22

 Janet Jones, Del Norte County Fairgrounds, November 2010 
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They are hoping for more cattle next year but that remains to be seen. One influencing factor 

may be a new requirement for insurance for each animal that will come in at around $40 each.
23

 

It remains to be seen what impact this may have (it pushes up the entry costs could result in a 

price per pound that exceeds market rates). In any event the animals are processed by Redwood 

Meats. 

 

Stationary Meat Processing Capabilities in or Near Del Norte County 

Currently, there is no FSIS certified meat processing capability in Del Norte County. 

Producers use one of the following stationary facilities: 

 

B & D Meats * 

5357 North Umpqua Hwy.  

Roseburg, OR  97470  

(541) 673Ȥ6323 

 

Bartels Packing * 

88091 Central Rd  

Eugene, OR  97402  

(541) 935Ȥ3839 

 

Cartwrightôs ** 

825 Union Avenue 

Grants Pass, Oregon   

(541) 479-0321 

 

Mohawk Valley Meats * 

91167 Marcola RD  

Springfield, OR 97478  

(541) 746Ȥ4411 

 

Redwood Meats *  

2440 Myrtle Avenue 

Eureka, Eureka, CA 95501-3499 

(707) 442-3797 

 

Taylorôs Sausage ** 

P.O. Box 188 

525 Watkins Street 

Cave Junction, OR  97523 

(541) 592-4189 

 

  * = FSIS Certified
24

 

** = M eat products manufacturing 

 

 
Figure 14ðRedwood Meats 

 

 
Figure 15ðRedwood Meats (Google map) 

 

Note that the Redwood Meats facility is surrounded by some land but predominantly in a 

mixed residential/commercial area. 

                                                 
23

 Helen Ferguson, November 2010 
24

 http://www.extension.org/mediawiki/files/9/99/Oregon_USDA_slaughter_plants.pdf  

http://www.extension.org/mediawiki/files/9/99/Oregon_USDA_slaughter_plants.pdf
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Custom Mobile Slaughter in or Near Del Norte 

The likelihood is very low that any of these would travel to Del Norte. However, these are 

roughly speaking ñin the neighborhood.ò None of these are federally certified. 

 

4 STAR MEAT COMPANY INC 

90362 Prairie Road 

Eugene, OR  97402   

(541) 689-1350 

 

 

ALPINE MEAT CO INC 

1313 Sw Spruce Street 

Grants Pass, OR  97528 

(541) 476-6838 

 
Figure 16ðAlpine Custom Butchering 

 

 

BERT'S CUSTOM BUTCHERING 

Eagle Point, OR  97524 

(541) 531-6592  

 

 

 

BUSSMANN MOBILE SLAUGHTER 

Bandon, OR  97411 

(541) 5672011 

 
Figure 17ðBussmanôs Mobile Slaughter 

 

BUTCHER SHOP 

1532 South Shasta Avenue 

Eagle Point, OR  97524 

(541) 830-3369 

 

 

 
Figure 18ðThe Butcher Shop 

 

CHUCKY'S IN HOLLEY-WOODS 

25057 Springer Road 

Sweet Home, OR  97386 

 



 

Revised: March 7, 2011          Del Norte Meat Processing and Retail Facility Feasibility Study          Page 43 

(541) 367-8867 

 

CUSTOM MEAT CO 

2355 West 7th Place 

Eugene, OR  97402 

(541) 345-4213 

 

 

DON'S MOBILE SLAUGHTERING 

Roseburg, OR  97470 

(541) 672-1004 

 

 

MEAT CUTTING ROOM 

Coquille, OR  97423  

 

 

OAKLAND LOCKERS 

133 E 4th Ave 

Oakland, OR  97462 

(541) 459-2722 

 

 

SHOE'S MOBIL SLAUGHTER & 

PROCESSING LLC 

Eugene, OR  97405 

 

 

Regional Rendering Facilities 

Each year in the US, 286 rendering plants quietly dispose of more than 12.5 million tons of dead 

animals, fat and meat wastes.
25

 

 

Rendering establishments and collection centers are exempt from inspection by the United States 

Department of Agriculture (USDA) but require inspection in California.
26

 

 

Per an Oregon Publish Broadcasting news article, Oregon no longer has any rendering plants and 

about 100 cows per week are going to landfills.27
 However, according to a search of the Oregon 

Animal Health and Identification Licenses data base, there are three licensed facilities in 

Oregon.
28

 

 

                                                 
25

 ñA Look Inside a Rendering Plant,ò Gar Smith, 

http://www.felineinstincts.com/successStories/closerlookatarenderingplant.html  
26

 http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/ahfss/pdfs/legislation/Rendering_Notice.pdf  
27

 Rendering Crisis Hits Oregon Livestock Industry,ò Kristian Foden-Vencil, Oregonian, 

http://news.opb.org/article/3323-rendering-crisis-hits-oregon-livestock-industry, October 21, 2008, Portland, OR 
28

 http://oda.state.or.us/dbs/licenses/hitlist.lasso?&-op=bw&mail_state=or&-op=bw&lic_type=48&-

op=gte&lic_expire_date=11/15/2010&-op=eq&Lic_status_1=A&-op=bw&-division=ahid&-sortfield=mail_name&-

sortorder=ascending&-maxrecords=5&-skiprecords=0  

http://www.felineinstincts.com/successStories/closerlookatarenderingplant.html
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/ahfss/pdfs/legislation/Rendering_Notice.pdf
http://news.opb.org/article/3323-rendering-crisis-hits-oregon-livestock-industry
http://oda.state.or.us/dbs/licenses/hitlist.lasso?&-op=bw&mail_state=or&-op=bw&lic_type=48&-op=gte&lic_expire_date=11/15/2010&-op=eq&Lic_status_1=A&-op=bw&-division=ahid&-sortfield=mail_name&-sortorder=ascending&-maxrecords=5&-skiprecords=0
http://oda.state.or.us/dbs/licenses/hitlist.lasso?&-op=bw&mail_state=or&-op=bw&lic_type=48&-op=gte&lic_expire_date=11/15/2010&-op=eq&Lic_status_1=A&-op=bw&-division=ahid&-sortfield=mail_name&-sortorder=ascending&-maxrecords=5&-skiprecords=0
http://oda.state.or.us/dbs/licenses/hitlist.lasso?&-op=bw&mail_state=or&-op=bw&lic_type=48&-op=gte&lic_expire_date=11/15/2010&-op=eq&Lic_status_1=A&-op=bw&-division=ahid&-sortfield=mail_name&-sortorder=ascending&-maxrecords=5&-skiprecords=0
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Denley Inc 

21190 SW Oregon Street 

Sherwood, OR  97140-7932  

(503)625-6616 

Denleyinc.com 

Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA 

Metro Area 

Omega Farms 

Noti, OR  97461  

(541) 935-1588   

Horse burial 

Rest Assured Pet 

Crematorium, LLC 

Springfield, OR  97477  

(541) 746-0244 

Private and communal 

cremation for pets up to 300 

lbs. 

 

Northern California also has a very limited number of rendering plants.  

 

North State Rendering of Chico, California 

15 Shippee Road 

Oroville, CA  95965-9297 

(530) 343-6076 

Sacramento Rendering Company 

11350 Kiefer Boulevard 

Mather, CA.  95830 

1-800-339-6493 

 

North State has a Del Norte presence in Crescent City and provides offal pick up in the area @ 

$75/1,000 lbs., hides at $12-20 each. For animals over 30 months brains and spinal cords must 

not be included and will need to go to a landfill.
29

 

 

Current Processors, Distribution Channels and Transportation 

Producers 

Currently conventional, grass-fed and organic beef are all under production; organic representing 

the least number of cattle, the remainder as grass-fed, natural and conventional beef. There 

approximately are 1,000 cattle targeted for beef in Del Norte with what looks to be perhaps a 

dozen larger-scale producers with up to 70 agricultural entrepreneurs in the county, not all of 

which are involved in meat production. Many of the countyôs producers are raising animals for 

their friends, family or themselves.  

 

Processors 

Redwood Meats, located in Eureka, CA, is a USDA certified meat processor. They currently 

process approximately 20+ head of beef per week. 

 

All other processing in the area is not federally certified. There is no custom slaughter operation 

in Del Norte. Custom slaughter on the ownerôs property is conducted by operators from out of 

the county. 

 

Distributors/brokers 

Currently, meats processed under federal certification are handled by entities substantially 

removed from the region. Del Norte meat is often combined with meat from other areas. As 

such, Del Norte meat is distributed through any number of outlets without reference to its origin. 

 

Retailers 

None of the county retailers sell Del Norte meats. Without federal certification, this would be 

illegal. 

 

                                                 
29

 North State Rendering of Chico, Rick Moore, 707.465.6634, March 4, 2011 

http://www.manta.com/c/mtxggwp/denley-inc
http://www.manta.com/c/mtxggwp/denley-inc
http://denleyinc.com/


 

Revised: March 7, 2011          Del Norte Meat Processing and Retail Facility Feasibility Study          Page 45 

Retail meat sales do occur directly between the producers and customers. The total volume of 

these sales is unknown. Anecdotal information suggests this could be a sustainable business in 

Del Norte. 

 

Transportation 

For processing at a Redwood Meats or for sales through the Fortuna Auction Yard, producers 

largely provide their own transport. For those producers that sell their meat a more distant 

locations, they provide their own transport or use the services of a commercial transport 

business. 

MARKET ASSESSMENT 

 

County Economic Profile
30

 

Del Norte County residents have personal overall income of $750,128 with per capita personal 

income of $25,980. Earnings by place of work are at $456,859 or 61% of all income in the 

county. Retirement income accounts for a total of $187,708 or 25% of all income in the county. 

 

The number of proprietors is 2,802 or 10% of the population. The total number of farm 

proprietors is 70, 3% of proprietors and .2% of the population. 

 

Type of workers:
31

 

 

 Private wage or salary: 54%  

 Government: 35%  

 Self-employed, not incorporated: 10%  

 Unpaid family work: 1%  

 

Races in Del Norte County, California: 

 

 White Non-Hispanic (70.1%)  

 Hispanic (13.9%)  

 American Indian (9.1%)  

 Black (4.3%)  

 Two or more races (4.1%)  

 Other race (3.9%)  

 Other Asian (1.5%)  
(Total can be greater than 100% because Hispanics could be counted in other races)  

 

Median resident age:  36.4 years 

California median age: 33.3 years 

 

Males:  15,186 (55.2%) 

Females:  12,321 (44.8%) 

                                                 
30

 CA30 Regional economic profiles, Del Norte, CA, Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic 

Analysis, http://www.bea.gov/regional/reis/action.cfm, April 2010 
31

 City Data, http://www.city-data.com/county/Del_Norte_County-CA.html  

http://www.bea.gov/regional/reis/action.cfm
http://www.city-data.com/county/Del_Norte_County-CA.html
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The 2006-2016 fastest growing occupation in Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, and Mendocino 

Counties is Correctional Officers and Jailers.
32

 Here are the top 10 fastest growing occupations: 

 

1. Correctional Officers and Jailers 

2. Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education  

3. Probation Officers and Correctional Treatment Specialists  

4. Retail Salespersons  

5. Forest and Conservation Workers  

6. Middle School Teachers, Except Special and Vocational Education  

7. Bus Drivers, School  

8. Farm, Ranch, and Other Agricultural Managers  

9. Police and Sheriff's Patrol Officers  

10. Home Health Aides  

 

The top 50 fastest growing occupations listed do not include meat cutters or butchers. 

 

The 2006-2016 occupations with the most job openings
33

 make no reference to meat cutters or 

butchers. Here are the top 10: 

 

1. Cashiers  

2. Retail Salespersons  

3. Waiters and Waitresses  

4. Personal and Home Care Aides  

5. Farmworkers and Laborers, Crop, Nursery, and Greenhouse  

6. Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food  

7. Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop  

8. Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education  

9. Office Clerks, General  

10. Teacher Assistants  

 

Unemployment remains high: 

 

Del Norte Unemployment Rate 13.8% 

CA 12.7% 

U.S. 9.8% 
Table 11ðUnemployment Rate: January 2011 

 

Niche Meat Market Demand Study 

A very recent northern California (Mendocino County) niche meat market demand study 

provides us with pertinent data with direct applicability to the Del Norte feasibility study.
34

 

                                                 
32

 2006-2016 Fastest Growing Occupations:  Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, and Mendocino Counties, 

http://www.calmis.ca.gov/file/occproj/norcoastoccfastest.xls  
33

 2006-2016 Occupations with the Most Job Openings:  Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, and Mendocino Counties, 

http://www.calmis.ca.gov/file/occproj/norcoastoccmost.xls  

http://www.calmis.ca.gov/file/occproj/norcoastoccfastest.xls
http://www.calmis.ca.gov/file/occproj/norcoastoccmost.xls
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 Demand for niche meats is growing rapidly in the U.S. In 2006, sales of natural and organic 

beef in grocery stores increased over the previous year by 28.4% in dollar value and 24.5% 

in pound value. Three-fourths of the respondents expected their niche meat volumes to 

increase over the next year and also over the next three years. 

 Consumer demand for niche meats is often motivated by beliefs that natural and organic 

meats are fresher, have better nutritional value and taste, long-term health benefits than 

conventional meats and that the animals are healthier and better treated than conventional 

livestock. 

 The most popular red meats are beef, pork and lamb. The most popular niche categories are 

naturally-raised (no hormones or antibiotics administered during the animalôs lifetime, often 

referred to as ñnever/everò), grass-fed, and local. 

 Price premiums for niche meats (over conventional) depend on the cut, niche attribute, 

brand and shifts in conventional pricing. Premiums of 10-30% were common, though 

certified organic meats were typically much higher. 

 Across all three market sectors, fresh meats are preferred over frozen. Purchases of 

whole carcasses are usually limited to hogs and lambs; beef carcasses were typically 

considered too large to handle in-house. Restaurants, Institutional Food Service 

Providers (IFSPs) and distributors are more willing to work with seasonally available 

meats than are retailers. 

 More than half (59%) of the restaurant/IFSP respondents said that high-end cuts were the 

most popular, while the rest use more burger and lower end cuts for braised dishes. Nearly 

half of the retailers sell mostly middle meats. Most distributors found a market for 

everything and grind any extra end meat. 

 Respondents were asked to rate the importance of various attributes, on a scale ranging from 

1 to 5, with 5 meaning ñvery important.ò Taste had the highest average rating (4.9), followed 

by ñno hormones/antibioticsò (4.0), ñconsistent cut size/shapeò (4.0), ñhealth benefitsò (3.9) 

and ñhumanely raisedò (3.7).
35

 Despite the fact that they are frequently mentioned, the least 

important attributes were grass-fed (2.7) and certified organic (2.6); grass-fed is not 

satisfactory to the typical U.S. consumer palate in terms of taste and texture, and organic is 

not different enough from other niche meats to justify its high price. ñLocalò, ñfamily 

farmedò and ñpersonal connection with producerò had similar average ratings (3.4 and 3.5). 

 Less than half of respondents are interested in three younger grassȤfed beef productsð

vitello, vitellone, and manzoðwhich are listed in order of declining popularity; restaurants 

were the most interested. 

 The most common challenge with purchasing local meats was volumeðhaving enough and 

having it regularly available. The next most common challenge was ñquality,ò including 

taste, texture, size of cuts, fat content and variability among individual cuts. 

                                                                                                                                                             
34

 ñMeat Industry Capacity and Feasibility Study of the North Coast Region of Northern California,ò Hardesty, S., J. 

Harper, Y. Kusunose, M. Doran, S. Larson, T. Becchetti, R. Ingram, L. Gwin, and E. Wright, University of 

California Cooperative Extension Mendocino County, University of California Davis Department of Agricultural 

and Resource Economics, Mendocino Economic Development and Financing Corporation, Award No. 07 79 05983, 

U. S. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration,  

http://cemendocino.ucdavis.edu/files/44389.pdf , 2009 
35

 Although commonly used, there is no common understanding of the terms ñnaturally raised,ò ñlocal,ò and 

ñcertified humane.ò 

http://cemendocino.ucdavis.edu/files/44389.pdf
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 The majority of respondents identify their niche meat suppliers in some way to their 

customers. 

 Based on the average volumes of niche beef bought and sold by distributors in this study, we 

estimate that ten such distributors would account for more than 14 million pounds of niche 

beef per year. 

 A broad range of niche meat offerings, including the ñnever/ever,ò humanely raised and 

locally produced attributes, and with pork and lamb in the species mix, is desirable. There is 

also considerable demand among retailers for kosher and processed niche meats. 

 

Current and Potential Markets 

Meat Product Sales 

Today there are only two legitimate ways to sell your cut and wrapped livestock: 

 

1. Direct sales to consumers by producersðOwners of animals may have them slaughtered, cut, 

wrapped and then returned to them. The producer (i.e., animal owner or family member) then 

sells the product directly to a consumer. No federal certification is necessary for this 

approach. It is illegal to sell the finished product through any retail or wholesale outlet.  

2. Sales to processors that then turn around and sell to their distributors. Only federally certified 

product can be sold through these outlets. 

 

Del Norte branded meat products 

Today there is no identifiable Del Norte County branded meat product. This could be a good 

opportunity to ensure a unique product in the market. 

 

Competition/Current Meat Purchasing Outlets 

Competition for meat sales in Del Norte would principally be from existing suppliers, mostly 

supermarkets. An understanding of local economics and demographic will help identify 

strategies for retail sales. 

 

The more significant meat sales outlets consist of: 

 

 Direct sales from producers (ranchers) 

to customers) 

 Farmersô markets (seasonal) 

 Retail outlets (e.g., Safeway, Rays) 

 Internet sales 

 Humboldt County natural food markets, 

Eureka and Arcata 

 

There is also competition for processing and production services listed under ñStationary Meat 

Processing Capabilities in or Near Del Norte Countyò and ñCustom Mobile Slaughter in or Near 

Del Norteò. Bussmanôs (near Bandon) is underway with development of a plan to become a FSIS 

certified processor. The Butcher Shop in Eagle Point, OR is purchasing an MSU with the intent 

to travel to the coast. With this MSU they could accommodate FSIS certified production or 

custom. 

 

Consumer preferences and factors influencing the purchase of meat 

The most recent national data suggest that while local food consumers are demographically 

diverse, they are very similar in their motivations for buying local. The majority of respondents 
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to a national study cited freshness (82 percent), support for the local economy (75 percent), and 

knowing the source of the product (58 percent) as reasons for buying local food at direct markets 

or in conventional grocery stores.
36

 

 

Two national studies found that consumers with varying educational and income levels were 

equally likely to purchase local food, while other studies have found local food patrons to be 

more educated and earning above-average income. Consumers who enjoy cooking, growing a 

food garden, frequenting health food stores and purchasing organic food were more likely to buy 

local food. On the other hand, environmental and health-related attitudes and behaviors, while 

well received among local food consumers, were not important factors affecting actual food 

purchases. Those who frequented direct markets purchased local foods for their quality and 

freshness. Not surprisingly, those who placed a greater emphasis on supporting local businesses 

and producers, or who preferred to purchase fresh rather than processed produce, were more 

likely to shop at direct markets.
37

 

 

The Economic Research Service (ERS) of the USDA provides research data from its studies.
 38

 

 

 
Table 12ðU.S. Per Capita Disappearance of Beef, Pork and Chicken 

 

                                                 
36

 Ibid, ñLocal Food Systems: Concepts, Impacts, and Issuesò 
37

 Ibid, ñLocal Food Systems: Concepts, Impacts, and Issuesò 
38

 ñFactors Affecting U.S. Beef Consumptionò, Outlook Report No. (LDPM13502, 

http://www.ers.usda.gov/Publications/LDP/Oct05/LDPM13502/, October 2005   

http://www.ers.usda.gov/Publications/LDP/Oct05/LDPM13502/
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Figure 19ðU.S. Per Capita Disappearance of Beef, Pork and Chicken 

 

 Although the trend has been for consumers to eat more of their meals away from 

home, this study shows that most of the beef eaten by consumers was purchased 

at retail stores and consumed at home. Ground beef is the noticeable exception. 

 Blacks had the highest beef consumption per capita (77 pounds) of all races, 

followed by Hispanics (68 pounds), Whites (65 pounds), and Other races 

(including Asians) (62 pounds). As the Hispanic population continues to grow at a 

faster rate than the rates of other ethnic groups, total beef consumption by 

Hispanics is expected to exceed that of non-Hispanic Blacks. 

 A relatively higher share of ground beef per capita was eaten away from home by 

Blacks than by other racial/ethnic groups. 

 Consumers in the Midwest ate at least 7 pounds more beef per capita than did 

beef consumers in other regions, while consumers in rural areas ate at least 9 

pounds more beef per capita than did consumers in urban or suburban areas. 

 Low-income consumers ate more beef, mainly ground beef and processed beef, 

than did middle- or high-income consumers. As eating out rises with income, 

high-income consumers have eaten relatively more beef away from home than 

have middle- or low-income consumers. 

 On average, annual consumption of beef by males was 38 pounds more than for 

females. Per capita beef consumption was highest for males ages 20-39 and 

females ages 12-19. However, after age 39 for males and 19 for females, per 

capita beef consumption began to decline.  

 Trends in beef consumption will continue to change relative to prices of other 

meats, health concerns, and changes in the composition of products offered, 

among the many factors that affect consumption and production. 

 Per capita beef consumption is expected to fall over the next two decades as the 

population ages. More than one study shows that per capita beef consumption is 

falling.
 39

 

 

Analysis shows that projected income growth overshadows projected shifts in demographic 

characteristics, such as age, race, and region, as an influence on food expenditures. Consumers 

                                                 
39

 ñAn Analysis on Agricultural Market Behaviorò, A Dissertation by Chul Choi, Submitted to the Office of 
Graduate Studies of Texas A&M University in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of 

Philosophy, Approved by: Chair of Committee, David A. Bessler, Committee Members, David J. Leatham, Gabriel 

Power, Samiran Sinha , Head of Department, John P. Nichols, August 2010 
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will spend extra discretionary income on quality and convenience, rather than quantity. Income 

growth is also likely to result in some shifts in per capita quantities consumed. Higher incomes, 

all other variables held constant, are likely to boost the consumption of fruits and vegetables 

(except potatoes), cheese and yogurt, and fish, while lowering the consumption of pork, beef, 

other meat, and eggs.
40

  

 

The Agricultural Marketing Resource Center sites low profitability in the conventional beef 

industry coupled with changes in consumer tastes and preferences as fueling producersô interest 

in the niche natural and organic meat markets. Further they state increased demand for natural 

and organic foods, product innovation, competition, recent changes in USDA to more robust, 

quality certification programs, and the beef hormone dispute as positive drivers of change for the 

natural and organic beef industries. Add to this the more recent, growing concern that our foods 

be produced closer to home, as advocated by writers such as Michael Pollan in The Omnivoreôs 

Dilemma, and the prevailing market trends shape-up quite favorably for Del Norte grass-fed 

natural and organic beef. 

 

The meat market manager/buyer can be resistant to taking on a new meat product for fear it will 

further complicate his life, requiring too much customer education. Providing good point-of-sale 

(POS) materials that provide self-service information for the consumer is a wonderful means of 

addressing this concern and managers said might help persuade them to take on a viable new 

product. 

 

Meat managers would prefer a more local product because out-of-country products are variable, 

can too often have a short shelf-life, and their customersô disfavor for imported meats is 

growingðthe miles-to market issue once again. 

 

On average, prices for grass-fed, natural ground beef ranged from 28 percent to 46 percent above 

prices for conventional beef. In Whole Food stores it was as much as 54 percent higher. 

 

To warrant a premium price per pound, ñnaturalò beef must be of top quality and like flavor 

consistently, and also must have a good shelf life. 

 

Consumers still do not entirely understand the health benefits of ñnaturalò and grass-fed beef. 

Education for both the buyer and consumer regarding these benefits, through in-store 

demonstrations and POS materials, again, would be very useful to developing a customer base 

for a new product. 

 

The majorityð60 percentðhad purchased grass-fed, natural beef before; and those who had not, 

did not in large part only because either it was not available or they were not aware of the 

product. Price, taste or quality was not the reason. 

 

The vast majority of respondents rated grass-fed, natural beef as superior to or at least equal to 

conventional beef in all attributes associated with taste, including color, tenderness, flavor and 

juiciness. The most important characteristic for these consumers was flavor with 86.7 percent 

                                                 
40

 ñAmerica's Changing Appetite: Food Consumption and Spending to 2020ò, FoodReview, Vol. 25, Issue 1 

http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/FoodReview/May2002/frvol25i1a.pdf  

http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/FoodReview/May2002/frvol25i1a.pdf
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preferring grass-fed, natural beefôs flavor and another 5.6 percent finding it as good as 

conventional beefða combined favorable rating of 92.3 percent! 

 

When asked about how important or not the health benefits of grass-fed beef is to them, these 

consumers resoundingly rated the increased health benefits of natural, grass-fed beef to be ñvery 

importantò to them. 

 

When asked how important or not the environmentally sound and humane production methods 

inherent to a grass-fed, natural beef product were to these consumers, they once again, across the 

board of issues, rated these issues to be ñvery importantò to them. 

 

When asked how important that such a beef product be a ñlocalò product, 83 percent rated this 

as ñimportantò to ñvery importantò. 

 

When asked if ñlocalò included products within ñNorthern Californiaò in their mind, 82 

percent stated ñYes.ò This bodes well for Del Norte producers as it indicates that a product 

from our area would be perceived as ñlocalò by a Bay Area shopper.
41

 

 

Impacts of Food Miles (Life Cycle Assessments) 

Life cycle assessment (LCA) is a tool that can be used to evaluate the environmental load of a 

product, process, or activity throughout its life cycle. Agricultural production is the hotspot in the 

life cycle of food products and LCA can assist to identify more sustainable options.
42

 
 

Life cycle assessment is a powerful framework 

for economic, social, and environmental cost 

pricing of consumer goods and services.
43

 

 
Figure 20ðLife Cycle Assessment Framework

44
 

 

 

Virtually all natural resources consumed and pollution generated from the life cycle of goods and 

services can ultimately be traced to individuals and households through final demand. Despite 

                                                 
41

 This segment relies on ñFeasibility of a Natural Meat Industry In Humboldt Countyò, 

http://co.humboldt.ca.us/planning/econdev/documents/natmeatreport_07.pdf, February 28, 2007 
42

 ñA review of life cycle assessment (LCA) on some food productsò, 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6T8J-4STGRRK-

1&_user=10&_coverDate=01%2F31%2F2009&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_origin=search&_sort=d&_do

canchor=&view=c&_searchStrId=1645923802&_rerunOrigin=google&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersi

on=0&_userid=10&md5=a46595c5f619dff821e10aea90485ca5&searchtype=am, June 2008 
43

 ñConsumer-oriented Life Cycle Assessment of Food, Goods and Servicesò, Jones, Kammen and McGrath, 

University of CaliforniaðBerkeley, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/55b3r1qjm, March 2008 
44

 ñLife Cycle Assessment of Farming Systemsò, 

http://www.eoearth.org/article/Life_cycle_assessment_of_farming_systems 

http://co.humboldt.ca.us/planning/econdev/documents/natmeatreport_07.pdf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6T8J-4STGRRK-1&_user=10&_coverDate=01%2F31%2F2009&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_origin=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_searchStrId=1645923802&_rerunOrigin=google&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=a46595c5f619dff821e10aea90485ca5&searchtype=am
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6T8J-4STGRRK-1&_user=10&_coverDate=01%2F31%2F2009&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_origin=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_searchStrId=1645923802&_rerunOrigin=google&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=a46595c5f619dff821e10aea90485ca5&searchtype=am
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6T8J-4STGRRK-1&_user=10&_coverDate=01%2F31%2F2009&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_origin=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_searchStrId=1645923802&_rerunOrigin=google&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=a46595c5f619dff821e10aea90485ca5&searchtype=am
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6T8J-4STGRRK-1&_user=10&_coverDate=01%2F31%2F2009&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_origin=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_searchStrId=1645923802&_rerunOrigin=google&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=a46595c5f619dff821e10aea90485ca5&searchtype=am
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/55b3r1qjm
http://www.eoearth.org/article/Life_cycle_assessment_of_farming_systems
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this reality, it is surprising that few environmental policies and market mechanisms are directed 

towards consumer behavior, particularly since individuals are often willing to pay for 

environmental impacts related to their consumption. 

 

Part of the problem has been that environmental information on the life cycle of consumer goods, 

food, and services is not readily available to consumers. Despite increasing demand for such 

information, only a small fraction of consumer products have been evaluated on a life cycle 

basis. The sheer number of products and services in the global economy presents time and 

resource challenges to providing useful environmental information to consumers and producers. 

 

A more comprehensive system of environment accounting across the full spectrum of consumer 

products would help to foster a more sustainable economy by: 

 

1) helping consumers to understand the environmental impacts related to their 

choices,  

2) enabling the creation of a pricing system that sends more appropriate signals to 

consumers,  

3) providing an incentive to companies to differentiate their products by measuring 

and reducing environmental impacts from their supply chains, and  

4) generating financial resources to mitigate environmental damage (e.g., via carbon 

credits) or to pay for environmental clean-up and health-related costs.  

 

By linking information and price incentives across systems of supply and demand a more 

efficient and sustainable resource system may begin to emerge that explicitly recognizes the 

connections between production, consumer behavior and environmental change. 

 

A sample of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the life cycle of a range of foods and 

consumer goods sold in the U.S. is shown in the following graph and pie chart. 

 

 
Figure 21ðLife Cycle CO2 Emissions for Products & F ood 

in U.S.
45

 

 
Figure 22ðGreen House Gases from Food

46
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For perspective, food accounts for 13% of every U.S. householdôs of total U.S. emissions; this 

includes industrial and other emissions outside the home. By comparison, driving a car that gets 

25 miles per gallon of gasoline for 12,000 miles per year (the U.S. average) produces about 4.4 

tons of CO2. Switching to a totally local diet is equivalent to driving about 1000 miles less per 

year. 

 

One way to reduce the environmental and economic impacts of meat production is to raise, 

process and acquire meat products locally. 

 

A relatively small dietary shift can accomplish about the same greenhouse gas reduction as 

eating locally. Replacing red meat and dairy with chicken, fish or eggs for one day per week 

reduces emissions equal to 760 miles per year of driving. And switching to vegetables one day 

per week cuts the equivalent of driving 1160 miles per year. 

 

Several other recent studies have analyzed particular foods and poked holes in the food mile 

concept. For example, it can be more energy efficient for a British household to buy tomatoes or 

lettuce from Spain than from heated greenhouses in the U.K.
47

 

 

The concept, or more precisely, computation of food miles, is often debated. It depends on the 

group issuing the data. Locavores often quote 1,500 miles as the distance food travels. However, 

this was a gross averaging of miles using an average distance from Chicago to consumers. 

Detractors point out that this is a gross miscalculation. 

 

Whatever the food miles may be, they are reduced significantly when product is raised, 

processed and acquired locally. 

 

Grass-fed/organic/free-range vs. Confined Feed Animal Operations (CAFO) 

CAFOs, or Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, are in essence a 'concentrated' way of 

keeping and feeding animals, thereby producing cheap meat. Thousands of animals are crammed 

into nearly impossible spaces leading to brutal conditions and detrimental effects. Concentrated 

animal feeding operations (CAFOs) are what can happen when efficiency and cost are the only 

considerations in food production. Cramming multitudes of animals into close quarters, they 

create vast amounts of waste, an oppressive stench, plumes of air pollution, inhumane 

conditions, and additional health hazards.  

 

CAFOs are the modern and industrialized way to feed livestock. They have spread throughout 

the world, affecting lives and cultures everywhere. CAFOs have become the industrial norm in 

meat production; yet have increasingly negative ramifications on human and animal health, and 

the environment.
48

 

 

CAFOs are economically advantageous and revolutionary in thought, but carry with them 

detrimental health effects. Scientists have connected the effects of CAFOs to problems such as 

respiratory health issues, air toxicity levels, water quality, influenza pandemics and antibiotic 
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resistance. The presence of a CAFO has been proven to "increase the healthcare costs of nearby 

residents".  

 

In a CAFO sanitary levels are low. Due to such confined spaces and exceedingly high numbers 

of animals, fecal waste is uncontrollable and disease is widespread. As a preventative to diseases 

the animals are pumped with antibiotics, creating direct health problems for them. People in turn 

consume meat that is guaranteed to be full of preservatives and antibiotics, and sometimes 

proves to be meat of sick animals. Antibiotic resistance is yet another growing problem as a 

result of CAFOs; antibiotic-resistant bacteria is becoming more prevalent among farm animals. 

Not only are people consuming meat that is full of antibiotics and pesticides, but the food the 

animals are fed are also full of chemical fertilizers and pesticides. This food, that is typically 

American grown corn and grain, leads directly to its own set of problems. When consuming 

commercially produced meat, each step of chemicals is consumed: chemical are used to 

genetically modify the grain from seeds, more chemicals are put into the earth to grow the 

genetically modified grain, and still more chemicals are pumped into the animals so that they are 

able digest the GMO grain. These steps lead to detrimental health problems for the animals. One 

becomes part of this full chemical cycle when choosing to eat CAFO produced meat.  

 

CAFOs house swine, poultry, cattle and other animals in inhumane ways, leading to the 

destruction of human health, and the environment, all in turn affecting the world. Humans are in 

essence consuming this disaster one bite at a time. "Conventional meat takes energy, grain and 

drugs to produce". Sustainable meat ("Grass Fed" meat) takes longer and costs more money, but 

leaves the earth with continuing recourses and does not pollute the environment and human 

bodies with unnecessary toxins and chemicals. These "Factory Farms" lead to one appealing fact: 

cheap meat. CAFOs prove to be ostensibly economically beneficial; this, along with the 

government subsidies that are given out to farmers who produce cheap meat, creates motivation. 

Yet, in 2009 cheap is a term that needs to be reevaluated. How much is America willing to pay 

for cheap?
49

 

 

"Grass-fed" has now become a food buzz word. Advocates contrast grass-fed beef to beef 

produced by Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) and claim that grass-fed beef is 

greener, more humane, and more healthful. But just how green, how humane, and how healthful 

is it? We need to evaluate grass-fed beef from a variety of angles and by comparing it to several 

different kinds of meat production, beginning with the much maligned CAFO (feedlot) mode of 

production. 

 

CAFO beef are fed mostly corn and soy during the last 6 months of their lives; grass-fed 

consume only grass and hay. Production of corn and soy for beef cattle (instead of for humans) is 

a very inefficient use of resources. Grass-fed is in some ways less resource-costly. CAFO cattle 

are confined in feedlots and given antibiotics and hormones; grass-fed are free-range and are 

given antibiotics and hormones. 

 

CAFO feedlots collect vast amounts of manure in a small area, causing air pollution when the 

wind blows and water pollution when it rains. Grass-fed cattle are natural manure spreaders, and 

if not overgrazed, distribute fertilizer throughout the pasture. 
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CAFO beef has high levels of cholesterol and saturated fat but low levels of omega fats and 

vitamin E. Grass-fed has less cholesterol, less saturated fat, more omega fats, and more vitamins. 

Grass-fed also contains conjugated linoleic acid (CLA), which may be an anti-carcinogen. 

 

Grass-fed methods of beef production are better for the environment, better for the cattle, and 

better for the consumerôs health. Better than CAFO beef production, that is. grass-fed beef is, in 

itself, a wise food choice. 

 

Is Grass-fed Beef Humane? The full concept of humane treatment of livestock covers a wide 

variety of issues such as confinement, stress levels, diet, drugs and handling. Handling questions 

include prodding, castration, and identification (branding and tagging). Transfer (as in trucking 

cattle to the slaughter-house) and method of slaughter are perennial issues. Surely, we would 

hope the beef we buy comes from cattle that are treated well throughout the production process, 

not just in regard to confinement and feed issues. 

 

Grass-fed beef production is clearly more humane than CAFO production, especially because the 

animals are not confined in a feedlot. Cattle are ruminants; confinement in a crowded dirt plot 

with 100ôs or 1,000ôs of other animals stifles their natural behaviors. 

 

Is Grass-fed Beef a Healthful Food Choice? Advocates of grass-fed beef point out that it has 

many nutrients: iron, calcium, protein, and a range of vitamins. It also contains omega fats and 

conjugated linoleic acid (CLA). Grass-fed is somewhat lower in cholesterol and saturated fat 

than CAFO beef. 

 

By comparison to CAFO, grass-fed sounds like a health food, but one would think a health food 

would be organic; as we saw, grass-fed is not necessarily organic. Grass-fed does contain 

cholesterol and saturated animal fat, which most people try to avoid. Perhaps these flaws offset 

the advantages offered by the iron, vitamins, omegas, etc.  

 

In fact, the advantages, the "good contents" of grass-fed can be found in other products, even in 

non-meat products. There is abundant iron in beans and lentils; for iron and many other nutrients, 

try quinoa. Nuts, dark leafy greens and whole grains are rich in vitamin E (a vitamin supplied by 

grass-fed beef).  

 

Essential fatty acids are available in flax, avocados and many oils such as olive, safflower, and 

sunflower. Of course, we do not need to consume all of these foods at one sitting or even in one 

day; our bodies use the nutrients as needed, storing some of them for future use. 

 

Research on CLA (conjugated linoleic acid) is still sparse, but in any case there are well-known 

cancer-fighting vegetables readily available, notably the Brassicaceae family of plants which 

includes broccoli, cabbage, and cauliflower. Modern researchers affirm that a well-balanced 

vegetarian diet provides adequate nutrition, including all of the "health food" nutrients of grass-

fed we enumerated above.
50
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There are many successful natural and natural grass-fed beef producers in the US. The 

following is a partial listing. 

 

Natural Beef 

Producerôs 

Name 

Type of Beef Sold Web Site 

Coleman They produce natural beef, bison, chicken, pork, lamb 

and sausage. The cattle are never fed or administered 

antibiotics and are always 100% vegetarian fed. They do 

not use animal by-products or animal fats and their 

animals are raised with no added hormones. 

www.colemannatural.com 

Lauraôs 

Lean Beef 

Their cattle are raised on family farms solely on 

natural grains and grasses without animal by-products 

and antibiotics or growth hormones. 

www.lauras1eanbeef.com 

Harris 

Ranch 

Their natural beef is minimally processed and contains 

no artificial ingredients. 

www.harrisranchbeef.com 

Niman 

Ranch 

Produces natural beef, pork and lamb without growth-

promoting antibiotics or hormones and they never feed 

their cattle meat. 

www.nimanranch.com 

Oregon 

Country 

Natural 

Beef 

Raises their cattle the ñold fashionedò way, no 

hormones, antibiotics or any animal by-products. 

www.oregoncountrybeef.com 

Thousand 

Hills Cattle 

Company 

Cattle are raised locally on small family farms in 

Minnesota and Northeast Iowa then processed at a state-

of-the-art USDDA inspected facility in Cannon Falls, MN. 

www.thousandhillscattleco.com 

Western 

Grasslands 

Beef 

Cattle are raised by family ranchers on pasture 

through their entire lives. Animals are not fed animal 

by- products or artificial fees. Cattle grow without 

synthetic chemicals, or artificial growth enhancing 

hormones or sub-therapeutic antibiotics. 

www.westerngrasslands.com 

Table 13ðNatural and Natural Grass-fed Beef Producers
51
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Plausible Markets for ñNaturalò Meats
52

 

Local 

Del Norte County provides too small a market to allow for much expansion of local ñnaturalò 

meat sales. Also, because income levels in the County are below the state average, a premium 

ñnaturalò meat product will find fewer shoppers per capita willing or able to pay the additional 

price. With producers already selling into much of what market does exist (i.e., direct sales from 

producers to consumers and farmerôs markets), there is little room for growth within the Del 

Norte County market. 

 

Though ñlocalò has a geographic connotation, there is no consensus on a definition in terms of 

the distance between production and consumptionðthere is no generally accepted definition of 

ñlocalò food.
53

 Definitions related to geographic distance between production and sales vary by 

regions, companies, consumers, and local food markets. According to the definition adopted by 

the U.S. Congress in the 2008 Food, Conservation, and Energy Act (2008 Farm Act), the total 

distance that a product can be transported and still be considered a ñlocally or regionally 

produced agricultural food productò is less than 400 miles from its origin, or within the State in 

which it is produced. Food from 400 miles away just doesnôt feel local. 

 

Local food marketsða small but growing share of total U.S. agricultural sales:
54

 

 

 Direct-to-consumer marketing amounted to $1.2 billion in current dollar sales in 

2007, according to the 2007 Census of Agriculture, compared with $551 million 

in 1997. 

 Direct-to-consumer sales accounted for 0.4 percent of total agricultural sales in 

2007, up from 0.3 percent in 1997. If nonedible products are excluded from total 

agricultural sales, direct-to-consumer sales accounted for 0.8 percent of 

agricultural sales in 2007. 

 The number of farmersô markets rose to 5,274 in 2009, up from 2,756 in 1998 and 
1,755 in 1994, according to USDAôs Agricultural Marketing Service. 

 In 2005, there were 1,144 community-supported agriculture organizations (CSAs) 

in operation, up from 400 in 2001 and 2 in 1986, according to a study by the 

nonprofit, nongovernmental organization National Center for Appropriate 

Technology. In early 2010, estimates exceeded 1,400, but the number could be 

much larger. 

 The number of farm to school programs, which use local farms as food suppliers 

for school meals programs, increased to 2,095 in 2009, up from 400 in 2004 and 2 

in the 1996-97 school year, according to the National Farm to School Network. 

Data from the 2005 School Nutrition and Dietary Assessment Survey, sponsored 

by USDAôs Food and Nutrition Service, showed that 14 percent of school districts 

participated in Farm to School programs, and 16 percent reported having 

guidelines for purchasing locally grown produce. 
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 Production of locally marketed food is more likely to occur on small farms 

located in or near metropolitan counties. Barriers to local food-market entry and 

expansion include: capacity constraints for small farms and lack of distribution 

systems for moving local food into mainstream markets; limited research, 

education, and training for marketing local food; and uncertainties related to 

regulations that may affect local food production, such as food safety 

requirements. 

 Consumers who value high-quality foods produced with low environmental 

impact are willing to pay more for locally produced food. 

 Federal, State, and local government programs increasingly support local food 

systems. 

 As of early 2010, there were few studies on the impact of local food markets on 

economic development, health, or environmental quality. 

o Empirical research has found that expanding local food systems in a 

community can increase employment and income in that community. 

o Empirical evidence is insufficient to determine whether local food 

availability improves diet quality or food security. 

o Life-cycle assessmentsðcomplete analyses of energy use at all stages of 

the food system including consumption and disposalðsuggest that 

localization can but does not necessarily reduce energy use or greenhouse 

gas emissions. 

 

Regional  

Northern California including the greater Bay Area is proving to be the most promising market 

territory. The demand, the consumer values and the ability to support a premium product 

produced in this area. Access to the market is also an advantage. All indications are that this 

territory should be the focus for Del Norte ñnaturalò meat products. 

 

National 

Access to this broader market may only be viable via Internet and mail order sales. Target 

marketing campaigns will enable finding Internet buyers to be willing to pay a premium for a 

quality organic meat product and the added convenience of shopping online. 

 

International 

The opportunity exists for potential sales to Asia, but would likely require additional ñdry-

agingò and/or other product enhancements to distinguish the product within a foreign market and 

to warrant pricing that would cover the additional costs of marketing and shipping overseas. 

 

Direct Sales to Consumers
55

 

Nationwide recent growth in direct-to-consumer marketing farms and sales has come from larger 

operations, and fruit, vegetable and beef farms. For example, operations with $50,000 or more in 

annual sales increased direct-to-consumer sales by 64 percent, or $274 million, from 2002 to 

2007, which exceeded all other size categories. The number of beef farms involved in direct-to-
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consumer marketing grew by 33 percent (or 8,851 farms) from 2002 to 2007, followed by farms 

marketing vegetables and melons, which grew by 24 percent (or 3,474 farms). 

 

 
Table 14ðDirect Sales by Commodity 

 
Map 7ðValue of Direct Sales to 

Consumers by County, 2007 

 

This is the easiest entry point for the smaller producer or collective. This market channel has 

been or currently is in use by a number (unknown) of our local producers. A direct sale by 

producers (i.e., animal owners) to consumers does not require FSIS certification. 

 

Farmersô Markets
56

 

The number of farmersô markets grew to 5,274 markets in 2009, a 92-percent increase from 

1998. They are concentrated in densely populated areas of the Northeast, Midwest, and West 

Coast. According to the USDA Agricultural Marketing Serviceôs 2006 National Farmersô Market 

Survey, the most popular product category sold at farmersô markets was fresh fruits and 

vegetables, which was sold by nearly 92 percent of farmersô market managers in 2005, followed 

by herbs and flowers, and honey, nuts, and preserves.  

 

 
Figure 23ðU.S. Farmersô Markets Growth 1994-

2009 

 
Map 8ðFarmerôs Market Locations by County, 

2009 

 

Farmer's markets are an excellent method of introducing new food products to communities. Of 

the consumer survey respondents, about 1% said that they purchase their meats at farmers 

markets. This indicates that farmers' markets could be a potential distribution channel, but are 

likely to be of secondary importance. One organization, Certified Farmer's Markets, offers 

listings of markets in different states (http://www.farmersmarkets.net/). The USDA also has a 

farmer's market location web site at http://www.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets/map.htm. The 
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public's growing concern with healthy eating and knowing where and how food is produced has 

fueled the growth of farmer's markets across the country. 

 

This is a time-consuming option, but can be a great way to introduce a new product and its 

producer(s) to a new market. Meeting customers in person can be invaluable to building the trust 

and credibility many consumers are seeking from a ñnaturalò premium product. 

 

Once a customer base is built, it may be possible to take orders ahead of time and deliver orders 

at the market, which can limit the amount of time spent at there. Sending regular customers an 

order sheet or routing them to a product website for self-service ordering can further facilitate 

taking orders in advance of market day. 

 

The shortcomings with farmersô markets are that not all markets allow meat sales, and if they do 

they may require strict attention to health and cleanliness regulations. Cooking and having meats 

available for sampling may be one of the restrictions, thus limiting the ability to introduce 

consumers to a product. Checking the rules and regulations of each market will be important. 

 

Community Supported Agriculture
57

 

In 1986, there were 2 CSA operations in 

the United States. By 2005, there were 

1,144 CSAs compared to 761 in 2001, an 

increase of 50 percent. In 2010, the Robyn 

Van En Center, provider off a national 

resource center about CSAs based at 

Wilson College in Chambersburg, PA, 

estimates that there are over 1,400 CSAs 

in operation, but a 2009 survey found 700 

CSAs in 9 States, which suggests the 

number could be much greater. An online 

registry estimates that the number of 

CSAs exceed 2,500 (Local Harvest, 2010) 

and are concentrated in the Northeast, 

areas surrounding the Great Lakes, and 

coastal regions of the West. 

 
Map 9ðCommunity Supported Agriculture 

Locations, 2009 

 

 

Farm to School
58

 

Farm to school programs represent an important component of the institutional market for locally 

grown produce. These are collaborative programs that connect schools to local farmers. For most 

of these programs, school food authorities buy fresh produce directly from local farmers for 

some or all of their produce needs. So far meat is not as much on the radar as are fruits and 

vegetables.  

                                                 
57

 Ibid, ñLocal Food Systems: Concepts, Impacts, and Issuesò 
58

 Ibid, ñLocal Food Systems: Concepts, Impacts, and Issuesò 



 

Revised: March 7, 2011          Del Norte Meat Processing and Retail Facility Feasibility Study          Page 62 

Farm to school programs have grown rapidly 

over the last decade. The National Farm to 

School Network, a collaboration of groups 

supporting farm to school programs, estimated 

that there were 2,051 farm to school programs 

in the United States in 2009; twice as many as 

in 2005-06. As of August 2009, they estimated 

that 41 States had some kind of farm to school 

program, and 8,943 schools in 2,065 districts 

participated. 

  
Figure 24ðGrowth in Farm to School Programs 

 

Schools tend to use distributors and buy in considerable bulk to reduce costs. There possibly is 

an opportunity here to move to more local foods. This is becoming a very popular approach and 

is encouraged by the USDA and other forward-leaning policy entities. Some ideas for developing 

a local farm-to-school program include:
59

 

 

 Research and develop models for marketing and delivery mechanisms for family 

farmers to sell to school districts in northern California that meet the needs of 

both the school district and the farmer.  

 Develop a viable business plan to assist school districts in the transition to farm-

to-school meal programs.  

 Provide farm-to-school technical assistance to farmers, school food service staff, 

educators, community organizers, and others around California.  

 Develop farm to school related state, local, and district food policies in 

collaboration with other groups in California.  

 Further develop model pilot programs in school districts, with a system that 

supports the marketing, procurement and serving of locally grown fruits, 

vegetables, meats, nuts, and legumes in school meals.  

 

Food co-operatives 

A food co-operative or food co-op is a grocery store organized as a co-operative. Food co-

operatives are usually consumers' co-operatives and are owned by their members. Food co-

operatives follow the 7 Co-operative Principles
60

 and typically offer natural foods. Since 

decisions about how to run the co-operative are not made by outside shareholders, co-operatives 

often exhibit a higher degree of social responsibility than their corporate brethren.
61
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Co-operatives are an established community wealth-building strategy that can be found in many 

economic sectors, including banking (credit unions), agriculture, electricity generation and 

transmission, telecommunications, housing, and child care. In every case, co-operatives operate 

on the basis of the core democratic principle of ñone person, one vote.ò The top 100 U.S. co-ops 

alone have more than $150 billion in sales each year. Areas of recent growth include natural food 

groceries, purchasing co-operatives, and worker co-operatives. 

 

What is a co-op? A co-operative can be any business that is governed on the principle of one 

member, one vote. In other words, unlike a stock corporation, everyone makes an equal 

investment in purchasing shares and therefore has an equal say. Although antecedents exist, 

including a mutual fire insurance company established by Benjamin Franklin in 1752 that 

continues to operate in Philadelphia to this day, the first modern co-operative was a retail co-op 

founded by 28 people in Rochdale, England in 1844. Originally selling butter, sugar, flour, 

oatmeal, and tallow candles, business expanded rapidly in scope and scale as the co-op 

succeeded in elevating food standardsðrejecting then-common tactics such as watering down 

milk. By 1880, Rochdale had over 10,000 members and more than 500,000 people had joined 

food co-ops in Britain; by 1900, British food co-op membership totaled 1.7 million. 

 

In 2005, the National Co-operative Business Association surveyed nine leading co-op sectors 

and found that the co-ops surveyed had a total of 154.7 million members. Conservatively, 

discounted for people who are members of more than one co-op, this means that over 120 

million Americans are members of at least one co-op or credit union. And even these numbers 

fail to encompass the scope of cooperatives, large and small, that are found throughout America 

in a number of different sectors including agriculture, electricity, telecommunications, health 

care, housing, retail and child care, to name but a few. Additional statistics regarding the 

cooperative sector are in the next table. 

 

Co-operative Sector: Additional Statistics*  

Total number of U.S. co-operatives, NCBA 9-sector study 21,840 

Total co-op sector revenues, NCBA 9-sector study $273 billion 

Electricity co-op members 39 million 

Telecommunications (telephone) co-op members 1.9 million 

Credit union members 87 million 

Credit union assets $700 billion 

Percent of total agriculture production marketed by co-operatives  30% 

Estimated number of purchasing co-operatives, 1996 50 

Current estimated number of purchasing co-operatives 300 

Worker co-op revenues $450 million 

Retail food co-operative sales $840 million 

Retail food co-op members 500,000 

Number of members of REI co-op 2.8 million 

Number of housing co-op members 3 million 

* Figures from 2005, unless otherwise noted  
Table 15ðCo-operative Sector Statistics 
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There are generally two types of food co-operativesðco-operative grocery stores and buying 

clubs.
62

 

 

Co-operative Grocery Stores 

Food co-operatives, often simply called co-ops, are voluntary organizations owned and 

controlled by members to provide low cost, healthy food primarily to members of the co-op, 

though some also sell to the public. 

 

Food co-ops are operated for members by members at a non-profit or cost basis. Individuals who 

belong to the co-op have a say in decision making over issues surrounding the organization. 

Most food from co-ops is organic, though some is "natural"ðproduced with a minimum of 

processing with little or no additives or preservatives. 

 

Food Buying Clubs 

Food buying clubs are simply a group of people who come together to buy food in bulk, thus 

getting discounts for members of the club. They are usually an informal organization of friends, 

members of church groups, neighborhood groups, etc, who share the chores of collecting money 

from the member families, placing the order with the distributor, helping unload the truck when 

it arrives at the drop-off site, and dividing up the individual orders. Food is generally purchased 

through a natural foods regional distributor or a food co-op warehouse. Regional distributors 

provide food for both buying clubs and co-op stores.  

 

Retail: Grocery Stores and Natural Food Stores 

Retailer food store buyers demand a consistent quality product, a year-round source and prices 

that are competitive with other sources. Producers deciding to target retail food stores need also 

to consider the quantity of meat required and the cost of the marketing services that will need to 

be provided, such as prepackaging and delivery. 

 

Small independent retailers or chains are the best entry into this market. These kinds of stores 

seek quality items that will set them apart from the big chains. Next likely retailer would be 

natural foods stores and chains. Locally grown and slaughtered meat will have a longer shelf life 

in the retailerôs case, which is a great selling point for producers offering fresh meat. 

 

Retailers may accept whole carcasses or demand precut, prepackaged meat, depending on 

whether or not they have a full-service meat department equipped to break whole carcasses or 

not. Be prepared to sell product in either form, so as to not limit what retailers can purchase it. 

 

Since retail food stores do not usually sign contracts with suppliers, a sudden cancellation of 

orders can leave producers without a market. 

 

Another problem is that the price you need to make a profit may be, when coupled with retail 

markups, too high for most consumers. Every penny of processing cost adds about 2.7 cents to 

the retail price. Adequate volume can help producers to realize economy of scale, but may not 

be something they have entire control over. 
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Supermarkets 

A sale to supermarkets is resulting in fewer dollars to producers. Direct selling of certified 

product by the producer to the supermarkets is a rare event any more. 

 

The increased power of Americaôs largest retailer, Walmart, has been one of the major driving 

forces pushing increased consolidation in the packing industry and decreased farmer and packer 

revenues since 1980.
63

 

 

Much attention has been paid to the rapid consolidation in the meatpacking industry over the last 

three decades. Indeed the numbers are staggering, for red meat the four-firm concentration ratio 

(CR-4)ðwhich measures the percentage of the market share of the top four firmsðtripled from 

19% in 1977, to 59% in 2002.
64

 

 

For companies slaughtering hogs, the CR-4 nearly doubled from 34% in 1980, to 65% by 2007. 

For cattle slaughter, the CR-4 more than doubled from 36% in 1980, to 80% by 2007.
65

  

 

 
Figure 25ðDistribution of the Consumer Beef Dollar 

in 1990
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Figure 26ðDistribution of the Consumer Beef Dollar 

in 2009
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 ñEnding Wal-Martôs Rural Strangleholdò, http://www.ufcw.org/document.cfm?documentID=1202, 2010 
64

 2008 Annual Report; Packers and Stockyards Program; USDA Grain Inspection Packers and Stockyards 

Administration; http://archive.gipsa.usda.gov/pubs/2009_psp_annual_report.pdf, March 2009 
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 Concentration of Agricultural Markets; Mary Hendrickson and William Heffernan; Department of Rural 

Sociology; University of Missouri; prepared with financial assistance from National Farmers Union; 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&sqi=2&ved=0CBcQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww

.foodcircles.missouri.edu%2F07contable.pdf&ei=rXlcTbXwG460sAPn9eT3BQ&usg=AFQjCNG5ParUWtXD

a7K3u34Jz-E8K4Sdcg, April 2007 
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 USDA Economic Research Service 
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 USDA Economic Research Service 

http://www.ufcw.org/document.cfm?documentID=1202
http://archive.gipsa.usda.gov/pubs/2009_psp_annual_report.pdf
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&sqi=2&ved=0CBcQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.foodcircles.missouri.edu%2F07contable.pdf&ei=rXlcTbXwG460sAPn9eT3BQ&usg=AFQjCNG5ParUWtXDa7K3u34Jz-E8K4Sdcg
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&sqi=2&ved=0CBcQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.foodcircles.missouri.edu%2F07contable.pdf&ei=rXlcTbXwG460sAPn9eT3BQ&usg=AFQjCNG5ParUWtXDa7K3u34Jz-E8K4Sdcg
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Figure 27ðDistribution of the Consumer Pork 

Dollar in 1990
68

 

 

 
Figure 28ðDistribution of the Consumer Pork 

Dollar in 2009
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There is no denying this dramatic growth in livestock market consolidation since market 

deregulation began in earnest in the 1980s. Thereôs also no denying that this trend is troubling, 

and deserves increased scrutiny. 

 

A superficial examination of this issue might conclude that meatpackers seeking the economies 
of scaleðand associated increased efficienciesðis the only impetus for the consolidation trend. 
Indeed, in some instances, packers have sought and realized these gains. However, it has not 
only been the farmer that has borne the costs of this growth drive by the packing industry. 

 

In fact, the concentration ratio for the top five food retailers (CR-5) doubled from 24% in 1997, 

to 48% by 2006. Walmart has clearly been a major driver of that concentration. The company is 

by far and away the largest global retailer. It also is the largest retail grocer in the United States 

with revenues of $150 billion annually, dwarfing its nearest competitors. 

 

Because of its sheer size, Walmart also has tremendous impact on the markets for all agricultural 

products. Walmartôs influence and its methodology for success are clear: use its strength and size 

in the market to drive down its costs by driving down the amount of money it pays its suppliers. 

Such larger retailers will drive the leverage scale, reduce inefficiencies, push down costs and 

improve top line results at the consumer and producerôs expense. 

 

Pressure on food suppliers from their retail customers can drive mergers between competing 

suppliers as a means to form stronger companies to withstand these pricing pressures. This 

industry consolidation has the effect of reducing customer choice, by reducing the number of 

competing makers of products that a customer can choose from. The growing buyer power of 

retailers, particularly Walmart, is one of the major factors driving this trend of consolidation, a 

fact that food industry leaders acknowledge. 

 

The unprecedented rise of Walmartôs retail grocery market share, along with its monopsony
70,71

 

power, has changed the rules of the game and shifted the balance of power to the point where 

this one company is taking an unfair share of the pie at the expense of other stakeholders. 
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All of which suggests that for a small scale operation pursuit of niche markets is a more 

profitable approach to sales. This could mean finding small independent markets located in areas 

where sales of high quality branded products would be more favorably perceived. 

 

Restaurants 

This is an opportunity that requires a more in-depth evaluation (e.g., as part of a detailed 

business plan). 

 

A recent study found that nearly two-thirds of surveyed gourmet foodservice establishments in 

Nevada had never purchased local products. We believe that this generally holds true for 

California and Oregon food establishments. The chefs of these establishments did indicate, 

however, that they would be willing to either begin making local purchases or increase the 

purchases they currently make if producers are able to meet certain requirements. Although the 

gourmet restaurant market may not provide a single solution, marketing to chefs and restaurants 

may help to increase and/or expand sales.  

 

Chefs have a need for all types of beef, lamb, and pork, including natural and organic. Some 

of the specific cut types included leg of lamb, tenderloin, pork roasts, pork bacon, veal loin, 

rib eye, beef tenders, and NY strips, while Kobe beef, veal and buffalo are included. 

 

The following is a listing of important and less important factors in the chefôs purchasing 

decisions. 

 

 Taste, Quality & Freshness: All of the chefs in the study said that taste and 

quality are extremely important factors to consider when purchasing products for 

use in their restaurants. Regardless of the nutritional or business goals of the chef, 

his/her main goal is to provide high-quality, good-tasting dishes. 

 Price: Price refers to the amount the chef will pay to obtain the product. The 

majority of chefs said price is not an important factor they consider when 

purchasing a product; if the chef wants a product badly enough, price will not be 

an issue. 

 Unique Items & Signature Dishes: The majority of chefs said that the presence 

of a unique or special quality is extremely important to them. Producers who feel 

they have a unique or special product should make sure that potential customers 

are aware of these qualities. 

 ConsistencyðSupply & Quality: The opinion of this attribute was well-

defined: the vast majority of respondents ranked a guaranteed consistent supply 

as extremely important. This result is not entirely surprising, as chefs may not 
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 A market form in which only one buyer faces many sellers. It is an example of imperfect competition, similar to a 

monopoly, in which only one seller faces many buyers. As the only purchaser of a good or service, the 

"monopsonist" may dictate terms to its suppliers in the same manner that a monopolist controls the market for its 

buyers. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Monopsony  
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 Of, relating to, or being a market in which there is a single buyer of a particular good or service. Businesses 

selling in a market characterized by monopsony are likely to suffer below-average profitability because of the lack 

of alternative outlets for their products. http://financial-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Monopsony+power  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Monopsony
http://financial-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Monopsony+power
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wish to complement a previously contracted supply or find a new supplier mid-

season. The opinion of guaranteed consistent quality was identical, with nearly all 

of the chefs saying that consistent quality was extremely important. 

 DeliveryðYear-Round, Timing & Method: Year-round availability differs 

from consistency in that year-round availability implies that a producer will be 

able to offer products all year, while consistent supply implies the producer will 

supply products on a regular schedule. The chefs had mixed feelings about year-

round availability, but the majority felt that this was a less important attribute. 

The majority of chefs felt that delivery timing is a very important supplier 

attribute. This shows how important the timing of delivery is to chefs and how 

important it is for suppliers to consider delivery timing when approaching chefs 

and/or restaurants. Delivery method is also extremely important. 

 

Like internet sales, this local channel will be best used as a supplemental channel for Del Norte 

producers, since the volume will be small. Looking past our immediate area more opportunity 

does exist, but since restaurants do not use a large quantity of meat, access to a large number of 

restaurants is necessary to drive any real volume. Producers who effectively sell to restaurants 

usually develop a route and deliver directly to each establishment once or twice a week. 

 

The shortcomings of restaurant sales are restaurants almost always are buying only primal and 

sub-primal cuts, leaving the producer with the less favorable cuts to market elsewhere. Also care 

and time may be required to prepare the meat according to the specifications of various chefs 

adding more overhead to the product which can reduce a producerôs profit margins. 

 

Institutional Food Service 

Institutions such as hospitals and nursing homes, schools and university foodservice, and even 

prisons, offer more options and volume than restaurants can. Many institutions have long-term 

contracts with food suppliers. These contracts can offer consistent pricing, fewer people to deal 

with, regular standing orders, and good volume. 

 

Important to know though is that most food service purchases are frozen, precut and often pre-

cooked. Fresh ground beef or frozen, precut meats are the best bet with these buyers. 

 

Downside to these venues is that they usually have more bureaucracy and thus are more difficult 

to initially access. Also you must be ready to offer consistent supplies of quality products. Many 

California institutions use single-source procurements to supply all institutional needs. 

 

Prisons 

Prisons typically buy through wholesale distributors. California prisons generally use a single 

procurement type purchase agreement. As such direct sales from co-operatives, while possible, 

are not generally utilized.  

 

In addition in California, the Prison Industry Authority (PIA) is a self-supporting state agency 

created in 1982 to operate California prison industries much like private industry. The PIA works 

in conjunction with the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) to 
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provide work opportunities for approximately 5,500 adult inmates. This inmate work program 

includes agriculture, services, and manufacturing.
72

 

 

The PIA is in charge of the following agricultural industries:  

 

 Growing almonds and packaging one ounce packages for CDCR sack lunches; 

 Raising chickens for shell and frozen eggs only; 

 Raising cows for milk production for the state's feeding programs. 

 

PIA also has other non-agriculture food industries that involve value added services and 

manufacturing to maximize resources and nutrition goals while controlling costs. These include: 

 

 A beef processing plant for state consumption. Beef is purchased and made into 

products like hamburger, franks, sausages, stew meat, and Salisbury steak;  

 Coffee roasting, grinding and packaging for state consumption; 

 Making sliced loaf bread for approximately 10 institutions; 

 Packaging individual portions for items like peanut butter and jelly, bread slices, 

and cookies; and 

 Making and packaging 100 percent fruit juice in 4 ounce cartons. 

 

Internet and Mail-Order Sales 

Internet and catalog outlets may represent a useful supplement to other outlets. One of the 

barriers to this kind of ñremote marketingò is that packaging and shipping costs can as much as 

double the end price to the consumer. Secondly, many consumers are disinclined to purchase 

perishable foods via these methods. 

 

Another use of the Internet can be a business-to-business approach by tailoring a website, or at 

least a portion of it, to meat market buyers and restaurants. As well as taking online orders, a 

website can act as a business card and bulletin board with product updates, informational 

materials and price-lists available for download. 

 

Specialty Stores 

In a relatively recent large-scale randomized survey, 9% of the consumer survey respondents 

purchased their meat at specialty meat and natural food stores. Establishing contracts or 

distributing to these types of retail outlets could provide substantial demand for the business to 

sell all of its meat products. The specialty/natural food market is expanding rapidly as is 

evidenced by the growth of Whole Foods and Trader Joeôs in the US. The following table lists 

potential natural food retailers to contact. Additionally, Costco Warehouses are listed, as they 

sell many natural products and 11% of the consumer survey respondents purchase their meat 

products at warehouse stores such as Costco.  
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 ñGood nutrition from the ground upò, Barbara Wakeen, MA, RD, LD, http://www.corrections.com/articles/15628-

good-nutrition-from-the-ground-up, April, 2007  

 
 

http://www.corrections.com/articles/15628-good-nutrition-from-the-ground-up
http://www.corrections.com/articles/15628-good-nutrition-from-the-ground-up
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Natural Food Retailers 

Whole Foods Estimated 155 stores located world 

wide. Largest retailer of Natural 

and Organic Foods. 

www.wholefoods.com 

Wild Oats Nationwide stores selling natural 

and organic foods. 

www.wildoats.com 

Trader Joeôs A ñdifferentò grocery store. 250 

stores in more than 20 States and 

still expanding! 

www.traderjoes.com 

Costco 

Warehouses 

World wide warehouse locations. 

Sells food and household items 

www.costco.com 

Table 16ðNatural Food Retailers 

 

Retail Sales Outlet 

Over the counter sales of meat and related products is on the rise and tied to level of income in 

the population. The meats sold in these outlets must be FSIS certified. 

 

Some locations do sell a combination of products in addition to the meat products. Some 

examples include cheeses, sauces, breads, other dairy products, spices, herbs, oils and all manner 

of items related to food and food preparation. Regional locations for these approaches include: 

 

 The Butcher Shop, Eagle Point, OR 

 Taylorôs, Cave Junction, OR 

 Cartwrightôs, Grants Pass, OR 

 Wild berries, Arcata, CA (Grocery store) 

 Eureka Natural Foods, Eureka, CA (Grocery store) 

 North Coast Co-op, Eureka, CA (Grocery store) 

 

Typically, the locations with the best success are long-lived entities with considerable experience 

in offering and array of products. A number even offer prepared food for sale. 

 

Virtual Farmerôs MarketðWebsite 

The internet now provides a new opportunity for sales promotion as well as direct sales to 

consumers. A number of examples exist. Here are just a few: 

 

Fredrick County Virtual Farmersô Market 

www.discoverfrederickmd.com/farmersmarket/ 

New Hampshire Virtual Farmersô Marketplace 

www.nhfarms.com  

Rutherford County Farmersô Market 

www.farmersfreshmarket.org/rutherford/  

Local Dirt 

www.localdirt.com  

Lake County Grown 

www.localfoodmarketplace.com/lakecounty/  

Only At Farmersô Market 

www.onlyatfarmersmarkets.com 

 

Marketing fruits, vegetables and flowers directly to consumers through farmstands, farmersô 

markets and pick-your-own has been a profitable marketing strategy for a long time. Direct-

marketing meat, while not new, is certainly less common, probably because of the unique 

challenges associated with it.  

http://www.wholefoods.com/
http://www.wildoats.com/
http://www.traderjoes.com/
http://www.costco.com/
http://www.discoverfrederickmd.com/farmersmarket/
http://www.nhfarms.com/
http://www.farmersfreshmarket.org/rutherford/
http://www.localdirt.com/
http://www.localfoodmarketplace.com/lakecounty/
http://www.onlyatfarmersmarkets.com/
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Chief among those challenges is surely the fact that most consumers today are not accustomed to 

buying meat anywhere other than a supermarket. Even butcher shops are few and far between 

nowadays. Though they make a special trip to a farmstand or farmersô market for fresh produce 

and baked goods, shoppers are still likely to stop at the grocery store for other staples like meat, 

milk, orange juice, cereal, paper goods and health and beauty aids.  

 

Just like small fruit and veggie growers who donôt produce the volume to supply large 

distributors, small grass-fed livestock farms must rely on alternative marketing models.
73

  

 

When to Consider a Website
74

 

When is Web site development something to consider using in your marketing strategies? Ask 

yourself some questions similar to those you must ask to develop your overall marketing 

strategy. 

 

 What percentage of my customers and potential customers use computers, the 

internet and internet selling/buying mechanisms (E-commerce)? 

 Do I/we wish to use the Web as an avenue of sales, information or both in 

reaching customers? 

 Where are my customers located? What geographic areas do I want to add to my 

customer circles? 

 What is the competition doing? Will a website alter perceptions about your 

company compared to perceptions about other companies doing similar things? 

 

If you wish to conduct sales activity through your website, there are other things to consider as 

well. You will have to have an operational means by which to receive payment (credit card, 

purchase order, Paypal account, etc.), since no cash or checks can change hands. People use E-

commerce to speed up the process of making purchases. Are you able to deliver? Is staff 

available to process orders in a timely way? Are you up to speed on requirements for shipping in 

response to Web-based purchases? 

 

If your customer base is local, a website may be of less value to you but still necessary for 

customers to find your phone number, etc. If you are looking at increasing national or 

international sales, it is a strategy that is necessary. 

 

In some cases, your product sales increases will depend on a learning curve among potential 

buyers. For example, perhaps your food product is one that is becoming known for health value 

or for its value in an eating trend of another type. A website may be a way to increase knowledge 

(again consider the geographic factors) among the public. Web browsing has become a favored, 

fun activity for many, especially the young (who are the longer-term customers). You can put 

information about benefits, ways of using a product, trend growth, etc., on your website that will 
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 ñThe Unique Challenges of Direct Marketing Meatò, Diane Baedeker Petit, Farming: the Journal of NE 

Agriculture, http://www.farmingmagazine.com/article-3807.aspx, August 2009 
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 ñMarketing on the Internet Maryò, Holz-Clause, Co-Director, Ag Marketing Resource Center, Associate Vice 

President for ISU Extension and Outreach, Iowa State University 

http://www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/wholefarm/html/c5-34.html, May 2010 

http://www.farmingmagazine.com/article-3807.aspx
http://www.agmrc.org/
http://www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/wholefarm/html/c5-34.html
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in a broad way emphasize why buying your product is a good thing to do. Throughout much of 

agricultural production, increasing public awareness and knowledge is considered critical to 

future business. 

 

Where a website is linked is as important as using lively graphics on it. If you decide to proceed 

with developing a site, consider how a customer will come across the site if the exact site address 

is not known. These ñhyperlinksò are critical for expanding image and sales, but donôt mean as 

much to existing customers. You will have already let them know exactly where to go to find 

you on the Web. 

 

Advantages and Disadvantages 

As highlighted in various studies, advantages and disadvantages of internet use by companies 

are: 

 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Allows small companies to compete with other 

companies both locally and nationally. 

Need to manage upgrades. 

Creates the possibility and opportunity for 

more diverse types of individuals to start a 

business. 

Need to assure Web site security. 

Offers a convenient way of doing business 

transactions, with no restrictions on hours of 

operation. 

Avoid being a victim of fraudulent 

activities on-line. 

Offers an inexpensive way for small firms to 

compete with larger companies by their 

products available worldwide. 

Cost required to maintain a site. 

Provides higher revenues for small companies 

using the Internet. 

Difficulty finding qualified consultants. 

 Difficulty finding and retaining qualified 

employees. 

 No market for old computers. 
Table 17ðAdvantages and Disadvantages of Internet Use by Companies 

 

Marketing Considerations 

Producers considering marketing over the Internet should consider some of the following: 

 

 Businesses successful on the Internet are often those that are unique, commonly 

used and affordable. 

 When marketing meat products on the Internet you must slaughter and process 

from a federally inspected plant, unless you only sell to clients in your state. 

 Unique businesses succeed on-line only if people can find them. 

 Promote your Web site by submitting it to several search engines repetitively and 

linking with other high traffic related Web sites. 

 Link (with permission) to many applicable Web sites, but be cautious about 

having too many links that quickly redirect consumers away from your site. 

 Donôt link to your competitors, but check out your competitorsô Web sites. 
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 Promote your Web site off-line by sending out cards and putting your Web 

address on every promotion piece. 

 Find a reliable service. 

 

Going On-Line 

If you are ready to go on-line you will need: 

 

 High-speed internet  

 Consider a toll free numberða risk-free way for potential customers to inquire. 

 A user-friendly e-mail program (such as Microsoft Outlook) to manage client 

contact. 

 

Designing your Web Site 

Hiring a professional website designer is often a good idea. Before doing this, check references 

and on-line work samples. Do-it-yourself design programs can be limiting and may create 

websites that look like many others. If you choose to hire a designer, here is what he/she will 

need to create an effective website. 

 

 Photographs representing your products and/or services. 

 Any printed material such as business cards, brochures and catalogs are helpful 

for formatting and content. 

 A storyboard that gives an idea of how many pages are needed and what each 

page should be about, as well as what you like and dislike. 

 

Meat Producer Survey Responses 

Locations 

County 

Zip 

Code 

% of 

Responses 

Curry (35%) 97444 5 

 97450 30 
Sub-total:  35 

Del Norte (65%) 95348 5 

 95531 30 

 95536 5 

 95567 25 
Sub-total:  65 

Total:  100 
Figure 29ðSurvey Response Zip Codes 

Nearest Cross-road: 

 Davis Creek and 101 

 Crescent City, CA 

 Westbrook Lane and 101 

 101 and Pistol River Loop 

 Langlois Mt. Road and 101  

 US 199 

 Floras Creek & 101 

 101 & Wilson Lane 

 101 

 

 

 101 & Fred Haight Dr. 

 Lake Earl Drive and 

Lakeview Drive 

 101 and Oceanview 

 Arrow Mills 

 Curchtree 

 Hwy 211 

 199 & Elk Valley 
 Lower Lake 
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Livestock production 

Response Percent 

Yes  13% 

No  7% 
Table 18ðCurrently Raise Livestock and 

Arrange for Slaughter/Processing 

 

 
Figure 30ðCurrently Raise Livestock and Arrange for 

Slaughter/Processing 

 

 

Time in the livestock industry 

 Percent
75

 

1-5 years 6% 

6-10 years 0% 

11-20 years 28% 

21 years or more 67% 
Figure 31ðTime in the Livestock Industry 

 

 
Figure 32ðHow Long Have You been in the Livestock 

Industry  

 

                                                 
75

 May not total to 100% due to rounding. 
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Potential and interest to raise livestock for slaughter and processing 

 
Figure 33ðPotential and Interest to Raise Livestock for Slaughter and Processing 

 

Harvest Capacity (all species) 

 

 
A. 

 

B.  
Current Quarterly Harvest 

C. 

 

 

Current Annual 

Harvest (#) 

Jan- 

Mar 

Apr- 

June 

Jul- 

Sept 

Oct- 

Dec 

Anticipated Annual 

Harvest with convenient 

facility (#) 
Beef Cattle 850 50 165 306 225 1,262 

Dairy Culls 880 220 215 215 230 880 

Veal 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Goat 70 0 23 23 24 270 

Pigs 120 30 30 30 30 120 

Turkey 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Chicken 3,200 800 800 800 800 3,200 

Lamb 77 6 33 19 20 275 

Geese / Duck 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other - Rabbit 250 0 0 0 0 250 
Table 19ðHarvest Capacity (all species) 

 

If a viable market exists for your products, what would encourage or inhibit you from 

expanding production beyond your current operating capacity? (apart from access to 

slaughter and processing services?) (70% responded to the question) 

 

 I would change my plan and not sell feeders but finished animals. Possibly I 

would need more land. 

 Not sure. 

 More efficient access to local facility to bring down my cost as a producer. 

 Sale price. Hay price. Pasture. 

 Cost of processing. 

 Better maintained pasture (we are in the process) 
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 You either make good money or you don't: make money = expand, don't make 

money = don't expand. 

 Time management, pasture management. 

 Nothing. 

 Would not expand. 

 Location, cost, scheduling 

 Legally being able to sell more animals would encourage us. 

 lack of acreage 

 will increase production if favorable conditions exist 

 

Current slaughter location(s) 

 

 Bussman's (4) 

 Redwood Meats (5) 

 Alpine Meats 

 Self-process (2) 

 Humboldt Auction 

 Stary Ranch 

 

Miles traveled (one way) 

 

 Average = 100 miles (one way) 

 

Estimated cost per animal for slaughter (all species) 

Note:  Survey cost results will be substantiated by contacting the slaughter facilities reported in 

the survey, including a couple from out of the region. The actual costs reported by the slaughter 

facilities will be used in the business model spreadsheet. 

 

Species Range of Costs Median Average 

Beef Cattle $75-1,200 $150 $388 

Dairy Culls 75-150 90 105 

Veal N/R N/R N/R 

Goat 100 100 100 

Pigs 60 60 60 

Turkey N/R N/R N/R 

Chicken N/R N/R N/R 

Lamb 50-150 105 102.5 

Geese / Duck N/R N/R N/R 

Other  N/R N/R N/R 
Figure 34ðEstimated Cost Per Animal for Slaughter (all species) 

N/R = no response 
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If a new slaughter facility were to be established, what qualities would it need for you to choose 

to bring your animals there? 

 

 Federal meat inspector to allow for resale. 

 Have in USDA organic certified. 

 Organic certified. Game animals: deer, elk, etc. 

 Price. 

 Competitive processing cost. Ample cooler space to allow for aging (3-4 weeks). 

Ample freezer space to hold product till market available. 

 Closer to our farm. Customers being happy with the way the animal is cut & 

wrapped. Prices. 

 We need what we had -- I believe Bigler did well -- with a waiting list. Yes, 

closer to home and trucked off for slaughter. Had to have 2 in the past 2 years 

done at the ranch. Waiting for one to go now. Not everyone likes to see their 

animals strung up in your yard! Pozzie's ran a good business, too, before Bigler. 

They were a going concern when I arrived in 1949. 

 Close location, cleanliness, reasonable pricing (Redwood Meats not reasonable), 

good management (scheduling, communication, service), good cutting options, 

good returns of packaged meat vs. carcass weight. 

 Located closer to farm. 

 Clean& neat, work with us for a marketable product at the retail level, freeze 

storage capacity. 

 Purchase price for cattle 

 Location, cost, scheduling 

 Being inspected for legal sale. 

 Low cost. 

 

Current meat processing locations 

 

 Busman's (3) 

 Redwood Meats (4) 

 Cartwright's Meats 

 Self-processed (2) 

 

Miles traveled (one way) 

 

 Average = 73 miles (one way) 

 

Estimated cost per animal for processing (all species) 

Note:  Survey cost results will be substantiated by contacting the processing facilities reported in 

the survey, including a couple from out of the region. The actual costs reported by the processing 

facilities will be used in the business model spreadsheet. 
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Species Cost Median Average 

Beef Cattle *  .45-.58 .50 .51 

Dairy Culls *  .90-1.25 1.08 1.08 

Veal N/R N/R N/R 

Goat N/R N/R N/R 

Pigs N/R N/R N/R 

Turkey N/R N/R N/R 

Chicken N/R N/R N/R 

Lamb **  50.00-70.00 65.00 65.00 

Geese / Duck N/R N/R N/R 

Other  N/R N/R N/R 
Table 20ðEstimated Cost Per Animal for Processing (all species) 

N/R = no response 

* = reported on per pound basis 

** = reported on a per animal basis 

 

If a new processing facility were to be established, what qualities would it need for you bring 

your animals there?  

 

 A federal meat inspector to allow for resale of product. 

 The processing facility taht we use is very busy and we must schedule months in 

advance. 

 USDA organic certified facility. 

 Price. 

 Economical processing. Ability to age beef 3 weeks+. Freezer space to hold 

product for extended time. 

 Closer to our farm. Customers being happy with the way the animal is cut & 

wrapped. Prices. 

 Cryovac facilities; note: processing costs $.90/lb to $1.25/lb for cryovac 

 Closer to farm, timing of #'s that they can handle. 10/week? 20/week? 

 Location, cost, scheduling 

 Low cost. 

 

Where do you currently sell your finished meat?  

 

 We sell feeder calfs [sic] and lambs. 

 N/A 

 Sell to private party and they have it processed. 

 Our primary sales are to large paoleizg [sp?] companies in WA and CA 300 beef 

1000 lambs our local sales are direct to consumer. 

 Individuals. 

 Fortuna auction. 

 Some to private individuals, most go to feed lot. 

 Only sell lambs on the hoof to Rick McKenzie. 

 retail, farmers market, on farm store 
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 Don't sell  

 Don't sell  

 We don't sell it. People buy it live & pay processing. Could sell meats at farmers 

markets, local store. 

 Don't sell -- personal use only. 

 

What characteristics do you use to market your product?  

 

 Grass fed. 

 N/A 

 Free range beef. 

 Natural grass fed. 

 Grass fed, no hormones and other chemicals. 

 Angus, grass fedd, no chemical fertilizers. 

 Grass fed with ground corn & alfalfa hay 6 weeks before kill. 

 Grass fed, pasture-based, no hormones, no steroids, no antibiotics. 

 grass fed, organic 

 Grass fed 

 All natural (no antibiotics -- just vaccine and worming). 

 Grass fed, free range. 

 

Interest in selling whole animals or cut/wrapped 

 Percent 

Response  

Specific cuts 15.4 

Whole animals 100.0 
Table 21ðInterest in Selling Whole Animals or 

Cut/Wrap ped 

 
Figure 35ðInterest in Selling Whole Animals or 

Cut/Wrapped 
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If the slaughter/processing facility were to manage the transportation of live animals from farm 

to facility, would you find this helpful? 

Response Percent 

Yes 35.7 

No 64.3 
Table 22ðTransportation of Live Animals from 

Farm to FacilityðHelpful? 

 

 
Figure 36ðTransportation of Live Animals from F arm 

to Facility -- Helpful? 

 

Interest in investing in a slaughter facility  

Generally speaking, the current economic conditions are not favorable for encouraging 

investment by area ranchers/farmers. Yet survey responses (39%) indicate interest in investing in 

a facility in Del Norte County.  

Response Percent 

Yes 38.5 

No 61.5 
Table 23ðInterest in Investing in a Slaughter 

Facility  

 

 
Figure 37ðInterest in Investing in a Slaughter Facility  
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If a cooperative or other form of business entity of local producers was established to 

slaughter/process and/or market livestock products, what functions would you want this entity to 

do for your farm/ranch?  

 Response 

Percent  

Slaughtering 92.3% 

Aging 92.3% 

Packaging/wrapping 92.3% 

Marketing 84.6% 
Table 24ðBusiness Entity:  What Functions 

Would You Want this Entity to Do 

 

 
Figure 38ðBusiness Entity:  What Functions Would 

You Want this Entity to Do  

Other comments? 

 

 Is this a co-op? 

 I think it would be used and helpful if built. 

 We would love to market all our production as a specialty product rather than 

generic. 300 beef 100 lambs 100-200 goats if we could focus on production rather 

than marketing and distribution. 

 Cut and wrapped to the meat's quality. Bandon does a great job on hamburger 

tubes. 

 This all remains to be seen. 

 Marketing cooperative. 

 Best of luck on your project. We really need a federal inspected facility to be able 

to sell to consumers. 

 I raise a couple of lambs/goats fro brush and grass control but would be interested 

in expanding if there was a market. 

 We do have a large stock trailer. Would be willing to help. 

 

Marketing Issues, Challenges and Opportunities 

Consumer Education 

Additional and continued consumer education will be vitally important in securing a premium 

for products in this growing niche market. Clarification of termsðnatural versus grass-fed 

versus organicðand a better understanding of the unique and exceptional healthy benefits of a 

premium grass-fed beef product are the two areas in which consumers most need further 

edification. Point of Sales (POS) materials and store demonstrations will be key to an ongoing 

educational effort. 
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Consolidation of Producers and Processors 

Major chainsðWal-Mart and Safeway for instanceðare offering more ñnaturalò meat products 

alongside the more traditional avenueðNatural Food Stores. This is driving up demand and 

causing major suppliers and processors to consolidate to meet the demands of these huge players 

entering the ñnaturalò meats marketplace. In the short run, prices have been driven higher due to 

a shortage of product, but over the long run this may bring down market prices. Continued 

refinement of animal and meat quality could help sustain prices so the Del Norte product can 

continue to differentiate itself from less consistent and flavorful ñnaturalò products. 

 

Marketing based on our regionally superior grasslands is a recommended strategy. Building 

a superior provenance or appellation sensibility with the consumer can in turn still merit a 

premium price even in a soft market. 

 

Careful and frequent attention to market pricing must be in place along with a solid production 

program. If prices drop, producers may wish to pull cattle out of the Del Norte program early 

in their development and divert them to a convention production streamðthereby saving on their 

over production costs and not losing money to production of a higher end product that may 

not, due to market fluctuation, at that time find a market outlet. 

 

Inherent Product Attributes Raise Concerns with Some Buyers 

ñNaturalò meats have distinct characteristics that may be an issue for meat market managers and 

buyersðmore so than for consumers. Again education will be very important to dispel these 

concerns. Most common concerns are: 

 

 Grass-fed beef has the reputation of being less tender than conventional, grain-

fed beef. This is largely due to the lower saturated fat content, and/or is 

sometimes due to the increased time needed to fatten a cow for market. POS 

instructions explaining how to cook grass-fed beef slower at lower 

temperatures can ensure for a tender outcome. 

 Because grass-fed, natural beef can have a distinct flavor from conventional beef, 

many meat market buyers have voiced concern that the consumer will not like the 

flavor. A 2002 Kansas State University study of 1,000 consumers concluded 

that consumers prefer the flavor of grass-fed, natural beef. Educating the meat 

managers and buyers to these results and funding and conducting in-store 

surveys within their own stores can offset this bias. 

 Steaks and ground beef can easily secure a premium charge of 20 ï 30 percent 

above conventional beef, but other cuts will have more difficulty charging a 

premium. Alternative outlets for these cuts may be the solution, such as a 

processed meat company who may be happy to purchase round, chuck, brisket or 

rump for processing into deli meats or sausage. 

 Grass-fed beef tends to produce cuts with slightly yellow colored fat. This has 

been an issue with meat managers and buyers, but less so with consumers. Again 

education has played a role in gaining acceptance for this anomaly. For instance, 

studies show that yellow fat has higher nutrient content and is more flavorful. 

With this understanding it can become a positive attribute for the consumer. 
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Product Packaging 

Sales of ñnaturalò meats can suffer due to poor packaging or environmentally insensitive 

packaging. Given that premiums will be charged for this product, attractive package that makes 

the product look fresh and safe will be very important. Further, packaging should be kept to a 

minimum and be made from environmentally fit materials to align with the other inherent values 

motivating the consumer to buy this product. 

 

Branding
76

 

The word "brand", when used as a noun, can refer to a company name, a product name, or a 

unique identifier such as a logo or trademark. Branding is a way to differentiate a product and 

provide higher value through guarantees and simplicity in purchasing. 

 

In a time before fences were used in ranching to keep one's cattle separate from other people's 

cattle, ranch owners branded, or marked, their cattle so they could later identify their herd as 

their own.  

 

The concept of branding also developed through the practices of craftsmen who wanted to place 

a mark or identifier on their work without detracting from the beauty of the piece. These 

craftsmen used their initials, a symbol, or another unique mark to identify their work and they 

usually put these marks in a low visibility place on the product. 

 

Not too long afterwards, high quality cattle and art became identifiable in consumersô minds by 

particular symbols and marks. Consumers would actually seek out certain marks because they 

had associated those marks in their minds with tastier beef, higher quality pottery or furniture, 

sophisticated artwork, and overall better products. If the producer differentiated their product as 

superior in the mind of the consumer, then that producer's mark or brand came to represent 

superiority. 

 

Today's modern concept of branding grew out of the consumer packaged goods industry and the 

process of branding has come to include much, much more than just creating a way to identify a 

product or company.  

 

Branding today is used to create emotional attachment to products and companies. Branding 

efforts create a feeling of involvement, a sense of higher quality, and an aura of intangible 

qualities that surround the brand name, mark, or symbol. 

 

Brand awareness is vitally important for all brands but high brand awareness without an 

understanding of what sets you apart from the competition does you virtually no good. Many 

marketers experience confusion on this point.  

 

If a brand is successful in making a connection with people and communicating its distinct 

advantage, people will want to tell others about it and word-of-mouth advertising will develop 

naturallyðnot to mention writers in the press will want to write about the brand. Once that type 

                                                 
76

 This section relies on comments found in ñBuilding A Strong Brand: Brands and Branding Basicsò, Dave Dolak, 

http://www.davedolak.com/articles/dolak4.htm 

 

http://www.davedolak.com/articles/dolak4.htm
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of differentiation is established in the market's mind, advertising can help maintain and shape the 

brand. 

 

What you need to do in branding is to communicate what the brand distinctively stands for using 

as few words or images as possible.  

 

So remember, branding is all about creating singular distinction, strategic awareness, and 

differentiation in the mind of the target marketðnot just awareness. When you have been 

successful, you will start building equity for your brand. 

 

Brand Equity is the sum total of all the different values people attach to the brand, or the holistic 

value of the brand to its owner as a corporate asset. 

 

Brand equity can include: the monetary value or the amount of additional income expected from 

a branded product over and above what might be expected from an identical, but unbranded 

product; the intangible value associated with the product that cannot be accounted for by price or 

features; and the perceived quality attributed to the product independent of its physical features.  

 

A brand is nearly worthless unless it enjoys some equity in the marketplace. Without brand 

equity, you simply have a commodity product. 

 

If a brand is not effectively managed then a perception can be created in the mind of your market 

that you do not necessarily desire. Branding is all about perception. 

 

Here are just a few benefits enjoyed when you create a strong brand:  

 

 A strong brand influences the buying decision and shapes the ownership 

experience.  

 Branding creates trust and an emotional attachment to your product or company. 

This attachment then causes your market to make decisions based, at least in part, 

upon emotionðnot necessarily just for logical or intellectual reasons.  

 A strong brand can command a premium price and maximize the number of units 

that can be sold at that premium.  

 Branding helps make purchasing decisions easier. In this way, branding delivers a 

very important benefit. In a commodity market where features and benefits are 

virtually indistinguishable, a strong brand will help your customers trust you and 

create a set of expectations about your products without even knowing the 

specifics of product features.  

 Branding will help you "fence off" your customers from the competition and 

protect your market share while building mind share. Once you have mind share, 

you customers will automatically think of you first when they think of your 

product category.  

 A strong brand can make actual product features virtually insignificant. A solid 

branding strategy communicates a strong, consistent message about the value of 

your company. A strong brand helps you sell value and the intangibles that 

surround your products.  
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 A strong brand signals that you want to build customer loyalty, not just sell 

product. A strong branding campaign will also signal that you are serious about 

marketing and that you intend to be around for a while. A brand impresses your 

firm's identity upon potential customers, not necessarily to capture an immediate 

sale but rather to build a lasting impression of you and your products.  

 Branding builds name recognition for your company or product.  

 A brand will help you articulate your company's values and explain why you are 

competing in your market.  

 

People do not purchase based upon features and benefits. People do not make rational decisions. 

They attach to a brand the same way they attach to each other: first emotionally and then 

logically. Similarly, purchase decisions are made the same wayðfirst instinctively and 

impulsively and then those decisions are rationalized.  

 

1. The most effective branding activities you can undertake are those that ensure 

client satisfaction and loyalty and promote positive word of mouth and success 

stories.  

2. Brand from the Top. Branding works best when top management drives it.  

3. Research and Measure Everything. Branding must begin, continue and end with 

research. Brand research involves developing a clear baseline, taking into account 

as many factors as possible, and then continuing the research and tracking on an 

ongoing basis.  

4. Keep One Step Ahead.  

5. Rally the Troops. The best branding comes from the top, but is infused throughout 

the company. Branding today is not just about advertising, external marketing, 

great service and thought leadership. Internal marketing makes it possible to keep 

the promises you make. Because every employee represents the brand, your brand 

is only as strong as its weakest advocate.  

6. Work the Web. Without doubt the Web is the worldôs greatest direct marketing 
tool. But working the Web to build brand loyalty is critical as well for at least two 

reasons 

 

 Your website, increasingly, is your firmôs calling cardðthe first entry 

point for clients, prospects and everyone else. Building a first class site to 

show off the breadth and depth of your experience and successes, and to 

offer useful interactivity and service delivery, is no longer just an option.  

 Second, the sheer breadth of Internet-based marketing vehicles, from e-

mail and web sites, to chat rooms and portals, to trading exchanges and 

personal services, makes it vital to get more active online. Even if you are 

not using all these vehicles, your competitors probably are.  
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Del Norte County Brand Certification/Labeling Programs 

Del Norte County could benefit from exploring the possible alignment with the ñAmericaôs 

Wild Rivers Coastò
77,78

 brand campaigns. While this has been more of tourism oriented 

approach, opportunity to expand the use to include meat products may be feasible. 

 

Here are the 5 dimensions of brand definition that are essential steps in building a successful 

brand:
79

 
 

1. Develop a vision for your brand: The vision for a brand consists of a broad 

statement of what the brand aspires to be. The vision should take a long-term 

perspective, in recognition of the fact that building a powerful brand does not 

happen in weeks or months. A solid brand vision defines the business in terms the 

customer can understand and relate to. It must be original, motivational and 

inspiring.  

2. Position your brand in order to differentiate yourself from competitors: Brands are 

multidimensional in that they usually carry with them a number of images and 

associations in the minds of the company and customers. However, all successful 

brands have a particular focus that differentiates it from those of competitors. A 

properly-positioned brand must transcend demographics and clearly identify 

likely prospects.  

3. Create a personality for your brand: Ultimately, your brand must be something 

with which people can identify. It has to have its own personality, its own 

character. Your brand will likely evolve over time, but its essential character 

should endure. 

4. Articulate the benefits your brand delivers to customers: In time your brand must 

come to represent a set of functional benefits in the minds of your prospects and 

customers. Thus, during brand definition your team must clearly articulate the set 

of benefits ð the value ð that it represents to customers. It is important to note 

that strong brands also carry with them a set of emotional associations. The 

emotional benefits of a brand are often supported by the functional benefits, and 

they form the basis of the brand's positioning. 

5. Define the values your brand represents: Finally, your brand must represent a 

particular set of values. This is because your target customer base is composed of 

human beings, and humans are value-motivated. If you successfully articulate the 

values your brand represents, you have a better chance of getting customers to 

associate the values of your brand with their own values. Value definition can 

create long-term bonds between your brand and your target customers. 

 

Use of the brand needs to be carefully controlled and monitored. As such a set of guidelines for 

use of the brand needs to be carefully crafted and agreed to. 
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 http://www.wildriverscoast.com/   
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 http://www.wildriverscoast.com/WebTools.htm  
79

 http://www.articlesbase.com/marketing-articles/the-5-dimensions-of-brand-definition-in-strategic-brand-planning-

445052.html 

http://www.articlesbase.com/marketing-articles/the-5-dimensions-of-brand-definition-in-strategic-brand-planning-445052.html
http://www.wildriverscoast.com/
http://www.wildriverscoast.com/WebTools.htm
http://www.articlesbase.com/marketing-articles/the-5-dimensions-of-brand-definition-in-strategic-brand-planning-445052.html
http://www.articlesbase.com/marketing-articles/the-5-dimensions-of-brand-definition-in-strategic-brand-planning-445052.html
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Niche Marketing/Branding 

In a study regarding consumer acceptance of natural beef, the author noted two primary 

conditions for effective marketing of this niche product.  

 

1) emphasize the lean or healthy aspects of the product on the label.  

2) use a locally produced label, such as a local family, region, or state of the ranch 

location.  

 

Labeling or branding products differentiates them or segregates them from other similar 

products. According to the USDA, value is added to a product when its market segment is 

expanded and the producer is allowed a greater share of revenue from the marketing, processing, 

or physical segregation of the product.  

 

Del Norte County livestock producers may increase their share of product revenues through a 

business entity that is focused on processing and marketing branded natural grass-fed local meat 

products. Many consumers are willing to pay more for a product with a brand name they can 

identify because they associate that name with quality or trust. One study found that products 

with brand identification were priced as much as 40% over the price of similar non-branded 

products. The creation of a locally produced meat brand offers producers the ability to charge 

higher prices while maintaining higher quality over non-branded, non-certified products.  

 

One method of branding includes origin labeling. Origin labels may be as broad as the country or 

state of origin, or as specific as the county or city of origin. According to a study, designation of 

origin labeling guarantees that the quality of the labeled product is due exclusively to the 

attributes of producing the product in a particular geographic region. Another study was 

motivated by the trend that "consumer's attitudes toward quality and desire for cultural 

identification have generated a growing demand for agricultural products that carry a strong 

identification with a particular geographic region."  

 

Origin labeling, however, is considered a credence attribute, a product characteristic that is 

neither observed nor experienced by the consumer, and hence, must be communicated by a 

trusted source through proper product labeling. Certification and the corresponding labeling is 

one way of validating origin labeling. Certification provides an alternative that allows individual 

producers to qualify for inclusion under an established umbrella program (third-party) and label 

that identifies a product from others on the market. The certification process depends on 

establishing a set of standards, which define how the product is different. Producers who meet 

those standards qualify for certification. Producer brands (first-party), in contrast, usually are 

privately owned and managed, meaning the owners of a brand determine the set of standard and 

types of products that qualify to carry the specific brand label. 

 

Develop a Brand Certification/Labeling Program 

Consideration for certification program in support of regionally grown product could be 

advantageous to developing and re-enforcing a branded product from the region. At the outset 

this would be a voluntary program with agreed-to guidelines for use of the brand. One thought 

would be to adopt the existing Wild Rivers branding in play for other marketing aspects of the 
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region. Complicating factors may be encountered in the inter-state inspection requirements (see 

State of California Requirements in this document). 

 

For a producer of agriculture or food products to be considered for a Wild Rivers grown 

certification, he or she must either reside or own property or a business in the region. For a raw 

agricultural product, such as meat, to be certified as Wild Rivers grown, it must be grown 

(raised) in the Wild Rivers region. Processed agricultural products must have at least 60% of 

their composition grown in the region. The use of the Wild Rivers grown logo is restricted to 

members in good standing. Certification would be a cost-free process and with membership 

reconsidered on an annual basis.  

 

Natural and Grass-Fed Beef Branding Programs 

Recent studies have found consumers willing to pay premiums for natural and grass-fed beef 

products which found that 38% of the consumer respondents were willing to pay a 10% 

premium for natural steak and 14% were willing to pay a 20% premium. Another study found 

that consumers spend, on average, 48% more per pound for the leanest ground beef products at 

supermarkets. In the consumer survey conducted for this study, it was found that local consumers 

are willing to pay 7-30% premiums for grass-fed meat products. 

 

What does natural beef mean? The USDA definition of natural beef describes meat products 

that have been minimally processed and contains no additives, artificial flavors, colors or 

preservatives. This definition does not mention production techniques for natural meat, which 

can be confusing or even misleading to consumers. Unofficially, natural meat has been 

defined by ranchers and marketers as livestock raised without the use of antibiotics, growth 

hormones, and implants (i.e., ñnever-everò). 

 

The USDA label for grass-fed meat says the 

following: grass, green, or range pasture, or forage 

shall be 80% or more of the primary energy source 

throughout the animalôs life cycle. This means that 

on a daily basis producers can feed animals up to 

20% from other sources, or wait till the finishing 

stage and feed animals entirely on other sources, as 

long as no more than 20% of the animal's feed 

during its entire lifetime comes from these 

alternate sources. In 2006, the USDA-AMS 

solicited comments on a revised standard which 

defines grass (forage) fed as: Grass (annual and 

perennial), forbs (legumes, brassicas), browse, 

forage, or stockpiled forages, and post-harvest crop 

residue without separated grain shall be at least 

99% of the energy source for the lifetime of the 

ruminant specie, with the exception of milk 

consumer prior to weaning. 

 
Figure 39ðLabeling Examples

80
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 Source: CSU, Chico Grass-Fed Information Web Site 
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Promotion 

An effective promotion strategy will reach target customers through several types of media. 

These may include the following: 

 

 Print Media: Residential mailers and brochures 

 Electronic Media: Websites and Internet advertising 

 Published Media: Newspapers, magazines, and coupons 

 Broadcast Media: Television and radio 

 

Traditional media avenues include newspapers, radio advertising, yellow pages and advertising 

with local and state agencies. Although these media avenues can be successful, it is imperative 

that the media chosen is appropriate for the target market. For example, if the target market is 

working women, aged 25-35, it would be best to conduct radio advertising during commute 

times, or use newspaper advertising on the weekends, as this market is likely to read the 

newspaper only on Sunday. The section of the newspaper the advertising falls under is also 

important. Informational brochures and taste samples may be great promotional tools as well, 

especially for fresh products. 

 

Electronic Media 

A Website can be a powerful marketing tool and is recommended as the basis of a promotion 

plan. The website design is important in building brand awareness and connecting products to 

consumers. There are companies who build websites and include hosting and other support 

services.  

 

Also rapidly emerging is the use of social media applications (Web 2.0) such as Facebook, Ning, 

Twitter, blogs, e-mail campaigns, e-newsletters and too many other to list here. 

 

Marketing and Promotion Resources 

 The Agricultural Marketing Center
81

 provides innovative strategies for both 

direct and traditional marketing channels. This website outlines an approach to 

niche marketing and lists numerous books, periodicals and organizations that aid 

in developing an effective marketing plan. 

 Hoovers, a Dun and Bradstreet company, has a list of services for the agriculture 

industry and includes a list of companies that specialize in wholesale food 

distribution. This website offers information critical to an effective marketing 

strategy.
82

 

 Agriculture World offers online advertising for the agriculture industry.
83

  

 The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) offers important 

agriculture information.
84

  

 USDA Rural Development web site offers business and cooperative program 

information.
85
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 http://www.agmrc.org/business_development/operating_a_business/marketing/branded_products.cfm  
82

 http://www.hoovers.com/free/   
83

 http://www.agricultureworld.net/    
84

 http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usdahome 
85

 http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs/coops/vadg.htm    

http://www.agmrc.org/business_development/operating_a_business/marketing/branded_products.cfm
http://www.hoovers.com/free/
http://www.agricultureworld.net/
http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usdahome
http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs/coops/vadg.htm
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 The Agriculture Council of America organizes a National Agriculture Day each 

year.
86

  

 Information on marketing natural and grass-fed meats can be found on the 

California State University, Chico Grass Fed Beef Web site.
87

  

 The Agricultural Marketing Resource Center
88

 has resources for marketing all 

types of agricultural products. 

 

PROCESSING FACILITIES  AND BUSINESS ASSESSMENT 

 

Steps Needed to Build a Meat Plant 

Aside from the problem areas of business planning and feasibility, financing and financial 

assistance, plant design, plant construction, labor and, for new plant owner-operators, rules and 

regulations, many owner-operators and potential owner-operators struggle to figure out what 

steps are necessary to build a facility. Owner-operators need to complete all of the tasks outlined 

below before they can move to plant construction and operation. 

 

1. Background ResearchðBefore going into any business, or expanding an 

existing one, it is good to ask a lot of questions about the industry. Talk with other 

meat plant owners, trade groups, regulatory agencies, farmers and customers; 

many questions and insights will emerge.  

2. Business Planning and FeasibilityðThis step involves understanding from 

where your supplies (animals, non-meat ingredients, packaging, equipment) will 

be coming, who will be buying your products and what your competition is like. 

To complete this step, you will also need to know the ownership model for the 

plant, what your facility will look like and what construction costs will be. 

3. Plant DesignðThis is an integral part of both your business plan and your 

financing. You will need to involve contractors to estimate your construction 

costs.  

4. FinancingðOnce your business plan is together, you can start looking for 

financing.  

5. Permitting and InspectionðBefore you can build anything, you will need 

permits: business permits, building permits and wastewater permits. Since either 

the state or the federal government inspects all meat-processing facilitiesðeven 

custom plants (those that process animals for their owners and do not sell meat to 

the public) must be inspected periodicallyðit is generally a good idea to have an 

inspector look over your plant design before you build.  

6. SOPs, SSOPs and HACCPðBefore you can begin operation, you will need to 

have a written plan for each of these. The plans must be examined by your 

inspection agency and are subject to regular review.  

7. LaborðMeat processing is hard work. Finding able and willing employees 

challenges plants throughout the industry, and finding laborers and the time it 

takes to train them will be an important part of the business plan.  
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 http://www.agday.org/index.php 
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 http://www.csuchico.edu/agr/grassfedbeef/niche-mkt/index.html 
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 http://www.agmrc.org/agmrc/default.html 

http://www.csuchico.edu/agr/grassfedbeef/niche-mkt/index.html
http://www.agmrc.org/agmrc/default.html











































































































































































































































































































































































































