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Historical Quality Grade Distribution - USDA AMS
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Yield Grade is Outdated Red Meat Yield Defined

Murphey, 1960 (N = 162)
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Modern-Day (2026)
Relationship of
Yield Grade
to
Packer Red Meat Yield
N = 588 carcasses
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Hounsfield Units Tissue Separation Using CT
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2-D Images to 3-D Volumes

FABRICATION YIELDS
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CT COMPOSITION

65

% MUSCLE % FAT % BONE

54.0+293 31.8+372 142+1.30

B%r/

50 55
Funded by CT Muscle, %
Ihe Beef Checkolf

Adjusted Red Meat Yield (90% Trimmings

14

AVERAGE CARCASS COMPOSITION MEASURED BY CT
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U SDA National Comprehensive Boxed Beef Cutout - All Fed Steer/Heifer Sales

PREMIUM / DISCOUNT @ 1,000 LB HCW
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Visual Muscle Scoring
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COMBINATIONS OF SIZER TRAITS THAT
INCREASE CT MUSCLE %
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90 datapoints/slice x 60 slices/sec x 1 sec run = 5,400 measurements

WHAT TRAITS MATTER MOST?
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Heights and widths (inches) Chords (inches)

COMBINATIONS OF SIZER TRAITS THAT
INCREASE CT MUSCLE %

PC10-Time 1 | Rump depth

PC17 - Time 3 T R”W';fhmid ! Ri‘;fhhigh

PC26 — Time 3 1 Sixth width

PC13 - Time 3 1 Sixth width

Pou-Tmes  LRumpwan OV Rumelew Pt iR on

33



Copyright 2026 Blake Foraker. All rights reserved.

COMBINATIONS OF SIZER TRAITS THAT COMBINATIONS OF SIZER TRAITS THAT
INCREASE CT MUSCLE % INCREASE MUSCLE %
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OBJECTIVES: FORAKER, RATHMANI

1) Identify subjective and objective measures of WEABER, PARMAR, U.S.

live cattle (N = 1,000) with the strongest
predictive relationship to RMY measured by
computed tomography (CT). 1 R o oy o I M

2) Provide high-throughput protocols for collecting v R ormos
RMY phenotypes suitable for integration into >
existing beef cattle genetic evaluation systems. "‘g@ ﬁ_ﬂ_ﬂ
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