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Introduction

Introduction

TheNational Ani mal Health Moni tor ing System’s(NAHMS) Feed | ot * 99 study wasde signed to pro-
videboth par tici pantsandthoseaf fili ated withthecat tlefeedingindustry withinfor mationonthe
nation’s feedlot cat tlepopulationfor edu cationandresearch. NAHM Sisspon sored by the
USDA:APHIS:Veterinary Services (VS).

NAHMS developed study objectives by exploring existingliteratureandcontactingindustry members
and othersabout their infor mational needsand pri ori ties.

TheUSDA'sNational Agri cul tural StatisticsServ-
ice (NASS) collaborated with VSto selecta States Participating in the Feedlot '99 Study
statistically-valid samplesuchthat infer encescan
be made to 100 percent of the cattle on feed in feed
lots with a capacity of 1,000 head or more on
January 1, 1999, in the 12 participating states (see
map at right). NASS enumeratorscol lectedon-site
data from the 520 feedlots for theinitial report viaa
guestionnaireadministered from August 16, 1999,
through September 22, 1999.

Part |: Baseline Reference of FeedlotManagement
Practices, 1999 was the first in aseries of releases ~ Shatecsees ™

docu ment ing Feed | ot * 99 study results. A reporton

trendsin beef feed |ot man age ment and health, released in August 2000, com paresresultsof NAHMS
1994 Cat tle on Feed Evaluation (COFE) andini tial re sultsof the Feed ot 99 study.

Estimates related to health and health man agement of cat tleonfeed lotsaredocumentedin Part I 1:
Baseline Reference of Feedlot Healthand HealthManagement, 1999. Part Il and Part 111 (expected to
be released in Decem ber 2000) re port re sultsfrom asec ond phase of Feed lot * 99 datacol lection done
by Federal andstateV et eri nary Medi cal Of fi cers(VMO’s) and Ani mal Health Techni cians(AHT’9)

in the 12 states. Data were col lected on site from Oc to ber 12, 1999, through January 7, 2000, from
the feedlots that responded to the NASS question naireand agreedto continuepartici pating.

Results of the Feedlot ‘99 and other NAHMS studies are accessible on the World Wide Web at
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/vs/ceah/cahm (see Beef Feedlot).

For questions about this report or ad di tional Feed ot 99 and NAHM Sresults, pleasecontact:

Centersfor Epi demi ol ogy and Ani mal Health
USDA:APHIS.VS, attn. NAHMS
555 South Howes; Fort Col lins, CO 80521
(970) 490- 8000
NAHM Sweb@usda.gov

www.aphis.usda.gov/vs/ceah/cahm

*|denti fi cationnumbersareassignedto eachgraphinthisreport for publicref er ence.

Feedlot ‘99 1 USDA:APHISVS



Terms Used in This Report Introduction

Terms Used in This Report

Cattleplaced/placement: Cattle put into a feedlot, fed a high- energy rationandintended for the slaugh ter
market.

Cattleonfeed: Animals beingfedahigh- energy rationof grain, si lage, hay, and/or protein sup plement for
the slaughter market, excluding cattle being “ back grounded only” (for later saleasfeed ers or later placement
in anotherfeedlot).

N/A:Notapplicable.
Feedlot An area of land managed as a unit by an individual, part ner ship, or hiredmanager.

Per cent cattle: The total number of cattle with a certainat trib utedi vided by thetotal number of cattleonall
feedlots (or on all feedlots within a certain category suchasby feedlot capacity or region).

Per centfeedlots The number of feedlotswithacer tainat trib utedi vided by theto tal number of feedlots. Per-
centages will sum to 100 where the attributes are mutually exclusive (i.e., percentageof feedlots located
within each region). Per centageswill not sum to 100 where the attributes are not mutually exclusive(i.e.,the
percentage of feedlotsusingtreat ment meth odswherefeed |otsmay have used more

than one method). Examples of a

95% Confidence Interval

Populationestimates: Esti matesinthisre port are pro vided withameas ure of 10

precision called thestandard error. A confidence inter val canbecreatedwith 95%
bounds equal to the esti mate plusor mi nustwo stan dard er rors. 1f theonly er ror is 8 7 —
sampling error, then confidence intervals createdinthisman ner will containthetrue /
population mean 95 out of 100 times. Inthe exam pleatright, anesti mateof 7.5 o /
with astandard error of 1.0 resultsin limits of 5.5 to 9.5 (two times the standard er- i

ror above and below the esti mate). Thesec ond esti mateof 3.4 showsastan dard -

er ror of 0.3 and re sultsin limits of 2.8 and 4.0. Alternatively, the 90 percent confi- o1 L |
denceinter val would becreated by mul ti ply ingthestandard er ror by 1.65in stead of

two. Most esti matesinthisre port are rounded to the near est tenth. If roundedto 0,

o

the standard error was re ported. If there were no reportsof theevent, no stan dard (1.0 (0.3
er ror wasreported. Standard Error:mo

Regions for NAHM S Feedlot * 99: The Central region en com passesthe stateswith
the largest popu lationsof feed lot cat tle. The other stateswere grouped, rather than split into additional re-
gions, as the number of ob ser vationsinother areaswerenot suf fi cientto providereli able esti matesfor
individual areasortoassureproducer confidenti al ityinreportingresults.

- Central: Colorado, Kan sas, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Texas.

- Other : Ari zona, Cali for nia, Idaho, lowa, New Mex ico, South Dakota, and Washington.

Sample profile: Infor mationthat describeschar acter isticsof thefeedlotsfromwhich Feedlot* 99 datawere
collected.

Feedlot capacity: Size groupings based on feedlot capacity onJanuary 1,1999. The capacity is the total
number of head of cattle that could be accommodated in the feedlot at one time.

USDA:APHISVS 2 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates A. Pre-arrival Processing

Section |: Population Estimates

A. Pre-arrival Processing

1. Procedures performed

Certainpre-arriva procedures, sometimescalled preconditioning, are perceived as being effectivein
decreasing headthproblemsinfeedlot cattle, especialyincattleweighinglessthan 700 Ibsatarri val
(Feediot ‘99 Part |: Basdline Refer enceof Feedlot Management Practices, 1999). With knowl edge of
what precondi tioning hasbeen per formed, feed|otscan modify management of new arri vals for animal
health and eco nomic advantages.

Esti matesin thetablebelow relateto thelast group or shipment of cattlethat arrived at feedlots

rep re sented by the Feedlot ‘99 study. Although the exact time of arrival of thelast group at a feedlot
was not collected, it is reasonable to assume that it was close to the time of questionnaire administration
from mid-October 1999 to mid-January 2000.

Thelast group or ship ment of cat tlethat ar rived at thefeed | ot wasvac ci nated against e ther respi ratory or
clostridia diseasesonjust over one- half of feed|ots. Ap proxi mately one- third of feed lotsdid not know
therespi ratory and clostridia vacci nation history of thelast group or shipment of cat tle. Simi lar
proportionsdid not receive information regarding ad mini stration of anim plant or if the cattle had been
introduced to afeed bunk. History of mineral supplementation was un knowntoamajority of feed lots.

a. Percent of feedlots by pre-arrival processing procedures performed on the last group or shipment of cattle

that arrived at the feedlot:
PercentFeedlots
Pre-arrival Processing Pro ce dure Performed
Does Not Ap ply
Becauseof
Yes No Don’'t Know Ani mal Gender Total
Pre-arrivalProcessing Standard Standard Standard Standard
Procedure Percent Error Percent Error | Percent  Error | Percent  Error | Percent
Vaccinated against any
respiratory disease 53.1 3.3 16.2 (2.3) 30.7 (3.0 -- (--)| 1000
Vaccinated against
clostridial diseases 51.0 (34) 13.8 (2.2 35.2 (32 -- (--)| 1000
Given adewormer 32.2 (2.9 31.6 (3.2 36.2 (3.1 -- (--)| 1000
Given mineral
supplementation 23.8 (2.9 19.7 (2.3 56.5 3D -- (--)| 1000
Introduced to a feed
bunk 39.2 (3.2) 29.9 (3.1) 30.9 (3.1) -- (--)| 100.0
Implanted 266 (2.8) 38.7 (3.3 34.7 (3.0 -- (--)| 100.0
Checked for pregnancy 7.0 (1.5) 40.1 (3.2 18.6 (2.9) 34.3 (3.1)| 100.0
Heifers spayed 29 (1.0) 455 (3.2 13.6 (2.2) 38.0 (3.2)| 100.0
Bulls castrated 615 (3.0 13.6 (2.0 22 (0.7) 22.7 (2.6) | 100.0
Other 6.9 (1.9 90.9 (2.0 22 (0.7) -- (--)| 100.0
USDA:APHISVS 3 Feedlot ‘98



A. Pre-arrival Processing Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

2. Pre-arrival processing information

Theavail abil ity of pre- arrival processinginfor mationwassimi lar for largeand small feedlots. Overdl,
32.4per centof feedlotsreceivedinfor mationregardingpre- arrival processingal waysor most of the

time.

a. Percent of feedlots by availability of pre-arrival processing information (e.g., vaccinations, implants,
deworming history or minera supplementation) and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Availability Percent Error Percent  Error |Percent Error

Always or most of thetime 349 (3.9) 26.1 (3.6) 324 (3.0)
Sometimes 49.6 (4.2 56.1 (4.2 514 (3.2
Never or almost never 155 (3.1 178 37 162 (25)
Totd 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent of Feedlots by Availability of
Pre-arrival Processing Information*
Availability
O Always or most of the time
O Sometimes
B Never or almost never
32.4%
51.4%
* Vaccination, implants, deworming history, or mineral supplementation. #4327

USDA:APHISVS 4 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates A. Pre-arrival Processing

Al thoughlargeand small feedlotstendedtoreceivepre- arrival proc essinginfor mationwith the same
frequency, agreater per cent age of largefeed lots(70.2 percent) com pared to small feed lots (54.6 per cent)
consideredpre-arrival processinginfor mationvery im por tant.

A majority of feedlotsconsid eredthisinfor mationvery im por tant, al though only one- third felt that it was
avail ableal waysor most of thetime(Tablel.A.2.a). Only 9.3 per cent of all feed lotscon sidered
pre-arrival processinginformation notim por tant.

b. Percent of feedlots by level of importance of pre-arrival processing information (e.g., vaccinations,
implants, deworming history or mineral supplementation) and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Level of Im portance Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Very important 54.6 (4.0 70.2 47 59.0 3D
Somewhat important 299 3.7 22.1 3.7 27.7 (2.9
Not important 15 (2.8) 36 (1.6) 93 (2.1)
Information not available _ 40 (1.5) _ 41 (1.6) _ 40 (1.2)
Tota 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percent of Feedlots by Level of Importance of Pre-arrival

Processing Information* and by Feedlot Capacity

100

75 Level of Importance
B Very important

50 - Somewhat important
[ ] Notimportant
|:| Information not available

25

0 4 [ 41 4
1,000 - 7,999 All Feedlots

8,000 or More
Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)

* Vaccination, implants, deworming history, or mineral supplementation.

Feedlot ‘99

#4328
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A. Pre-arrival Processing Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

Of those feed|otsthat received pre- arrival processinginfor mation (Tablel.A.2.a), morethan two- thirds of
feedlots(69.5 per cent) changed man agement or proc essing pro ceduresbased on pre- arrival processing
infor mation. A greater per cent age of small feed lots(35.5 per cent) than largefeedlots(17.5per cent)
never or al most never changedtheir management or processing pro ceduresinresponseto pre- arrival
processinginformation.

c¢. For those feedlots that received pre-arrival processing information, percent of feedlots by how often they
changed their management or processing procedures because of pre-arrival processing information (e.g.,
vaccinations, implants, deworming, history, mineral supplementation) and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Frequency Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Always or most of thetime 37.3 (4.2) 36.4 (4.0 37.0 (3.1)
Sometimes 27.2 3.7 46.1 4.3 325 (2.9
Never or almost never _3B5 (4.0) _175 32 _305 (3.1
Totd 100.0 100.0 1000

Percent of Feedlots* that Changed Management or
Processing Procedures Because of Pre-arrival
Processing Information** by Feedlot Capacity

Frequency
[ ] Always or most of the time

[] Sometimes

Percent Feedlots*
B Never or almost never

100

75

50 46 1

37.3 35.5 36.4 37
- 325
27.2 30.5
25 175
: | N |
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)

* For those feeldots that received pre-arrival processing information.
** \accination, implants, deworming history, or mineral supplementation. #4329

USDA:APHISVS 6 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates B. Injections

Note: Thetimeframefor esti matesdeal ing withinjectablecom pounds (Section |.B) wastheyear ending June
30, 1999.

B. Injections

1. Vitamin injections

Dur ing theyear end ing June 30, 1999, agreater pro por tion of largefeed lotsthan small feed | ots

administeredavitaminA, D, and/or Einjection(oil- solubl€). Approxi mately threeout of fivefeedlots
administeredavi tamininjection.

In 1994, 58.1 per cent of feedlotsad ministeredavi tamininjection (NAHMSCat tleon Feed Evaluation
[COFE] Part 1I: Feedlot HealthManagement Report).

a Percent of feedlots that gave vitamin injections to cattle by type of vitamin and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Vitamin Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
A, D andlor E 26.8 (3.7) 53.2 (4.1) 34.2 (29
B and/or C 435 (4.2) 50.9 (4.2) 45.6 (3.2
Any vitamin injection 555 (4.2) 74.6 (3.5) 60.8 3.2
Feedlot *99 7
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B. Injections Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

Greater per cent agesof cattleonlargefeed|otsthan onsmall feedlotsweread ministereda vitaminA,D
and/or E injection (oil- soluble, 23.1 per cent com pared to 13.4 per cent), avi tamin B and/or C injection
(water-soluble, 13.3 per cent com paredto 4.3 per cent), and any injectabl evi tamin (31.2 per cent
comparedto17.3 per cent). Over all, 29.0 per cent of cat tleplaced received avi tamininjectionof ei ther
type.

In 1994, 42.5 per cent of feed ot cat tlereceived anoil- solublevi tamininjectionand 44.3 per cent of cattle
received any injection (COFEPart1l). A similar per cent ageof feedlotswereusingvi tamininjectionsin
1999 but weread minister ingthemtofewer ani mals.

b. Of cattle placed on feed, percent of cattle that were given the following vitamin injections by feedl ot

capacity :
PercentCattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
) ) Standard Standard Standard
Vitamin Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
A, D andlor E 13.4 (29 23.1 (36) 21.6 (3.0
B and/or C 43 (1.0) 133 (5.0) 11.9 (4.3)
Any vitamin injection 173 (3.1 312 (4.8) 29.0 (4.2)

Percent of Feedlots that Gave (and Percent of Cattle
Placed that Were Given) Vitamin Injections by Type
of Vitamin and by Feedlot Capacity

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)

[ ] 1,000 - 7,999 Head [ ] 8,000 Head or More [Jl] All Feedlots
Percent Feedlots

100
74.6
75 508
50 53.2 435 909 45¢g 5.5
=] il |
0
A, D, &lor E B &/or C Any Vitamin Injection
Percent Cattle
100
)
D 312 29
5 23.1 .
0
A, D, &or E B &/or C Any Vitamin Injection
Vitamin #4330

USDA:APHISVS 8 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

B.

Injections

Thelocationsandrouteslistedinthetablebelow arenotmutualy ex clusive.

Themajor ity of feed lotsthat administeredvitamininjectionsad ministeredinjectableoil - soluble(92.6
percent) and water- soluble (ap proxi mately 93 per cent) vitaminsintheneck region. Greater proportions
of largefeedlotsthansmall feedlotsad ministeredinjections subcutaneoudly in the neck region.

c. For feedlots that administered specific vitamin injections, percent of feedlots by type of vitamin given,
location and route of vitamin injection administration, and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

Vitaminand Feed lot Ca pacity (Num ber Head)

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Lo cation and Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Vitamin A, D and/or E
Intramuscularly (M) in neck region 531 (7.6) 46.6 (5.2 50.3 (4.9
Subcutaneously (SQ) in neck region %7 (7.9) 50.7 (5.2) 42.3 (4.8)
Intramuscularly (M) in any other
location 10.2 (4.4 27 (1.6) 6.9 (2.6)
Any other route or location 1.0 (0.8) 00 (--) 05 (0.4)
VitaminB and/or C
Intramuscularly (M) in neck region 639 (6.1) 55.5 (5.8) 61.3 (4.6)
Subcutaneously (SQ) in neck region 285 (5.7) 37.8 (5.6) 314 (4.3)
Intramuscularly (M) in any other
location 39 (2.2 32 (2.1 3.7 a.7)
Any other route or location 4.6 (2.6) 35 (2.1) 4.3 (1.9)

1) Neck region
2) Any other location

Feedlot ‘99

#4331
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B. Injections

Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

oil-solublevitamins.

Separate occasions.

Of those cattlethat received specificvi tamininjections(Tablel .B.1.b), similar proportions on large and
small feedlotsreceivedinjectionsad ministeredintheneck region. Of thecat tlethat receiveda

water- solublevi tamin, 95.6 per cent received theinjectionintheneck region. A greater proportionof
ani mal sthat received water- solublevi taminsreceivedthemintramuscularly thandidthose that re ceived

Thelocationsandroutesinthefol lowingtablearenot mutually ex clusiveascattiemay have been
administeredvi tamininjectionsviamorethan onelo cationand/or routeei ther at the same time or on

d. For cattlethat received the specific vitamin injections, percent of cattle by location and route of

administration, and by feedlot capacity:

PercentCattle
Vitaminand Feed lot Capacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Locationand Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Vitamin A, D and/or E
Intramuscularly (IM) in neck region 517 (11.9) 54.8 (7.7) 545 (7.0)
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 319 (10.6) 43.2 (7.6) 421 (6.9)
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 155 (11.1) 21 (1.9) 34 (1.8)
Any other route or location 0.9 (0.7) 0.0 (--) 0.1 (0.1)
| Vitamin B and/or C
Intramuscularly (M) in neck region 70.7 (8.9 65.6 (16.0) 659 (15.0)
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 258 (8.3) 34.1 (15.9) 336 (14.8)
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 05 (0.3 0.3 0.2 03 (0.2
Any other route or location 30 (1.8) 0.0 (0.0 02 (0.2)

Percent of Cattle* that Received Vitamin B and/or C Injections by
Location and Route of Administration and by Feedlot Capacity

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
[J 1,000 - 7,999 @ 8,000 or More Il All Feedlots

Location and Route

IM* in neck region

SQ* in neck region

0 25

50 75

Percent Cattle

* Of cattle on feed that were given vitamin B and/or C injections.

** |M = Intramuscular. SQ = Subcutaneous.

USDA:APHISVS
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100

1) Neck region

2) Any other location

#4332

#4331
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Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

B. Injections

injectionsintheneck region.

Themajor ity of feedlotsad ministeredall vi tamininjectionsinonelo cationand by one route (96.6
per cent). For al feedlotsthat ad ministeredvi tamininjections, 90.4 per cent of feedlots gave all vitamin

e. For feedlots that administered vitamin injections, percent of feedlots that gaveall vitamin injectionsin

onelocation by lo cation and route of administration and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Lo cationand Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Intramuscularly (IM) in neck region 633 (5.2 48.9 (4.8 58.4 (3.9
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 26.8 (4.8) 422 4.7) 320 (3.6)
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 42 (20) 22 1.9 35 (1.4)
Any other route or location 29 (2.0 24 (1.5 27 (1.9)
Total 97.2 (1.3 95.7 1.7) 96.6 (1.2)
Percent of Feedlots* that Gave All Vitamin Injections in One Location
by Location and Route of Administration and by Feedlot Capacity
Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
, [] 1,000 - 7,999 [ 8,000 or More [l All Feedlots
Location and Route
63.3
IM** in neck regio
58.4
SQ** in neck regio
IM** in any other locatio
Any other route/location
0 25 50 75 100
Percent Feedlots
- . o #4333
* For feedlots that administered vitamin injections.
** IM = Intramuscular. SQ = Subcutaneous.
Feediot ‘99 11 USDA:APHISVS




Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

B. Injections

2. Clostridial vaccinations

A dightly higher per cent ageof largefeed | otsthan small feed lotsad ministeredclostridia toxoids to
cattle. Overal, 86.1 per centvacci nated somecat tleagainst clostridia disease.

Per cent Feedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
41 (3.0) 914 (2.4) 86.1 (2.3)

a. Percent offeedlots that gave clogtridial vaccinationsto at least some of the animals by feedlot capacity :

Slightly lessthan one- half of feed lotsthat gave any clostrid ia toxoids gave at least one ani mal two or
moreclostridial vacci nationsin1999. In 1994, asimi lar per cent age of feed lotsgavetwo or more

clostridia vacci nationsto at least oneani mal (COFE Part ).

i. Of feedlots that gave clostridial vaccinations, percent of feedlots that gave any animal two or more
clostridial vaccinations by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
461 (4.5) 43.0 (4.4) 45.2 (3.5)
12

USDA:APHISVS
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Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

B. Injections

Feedlot ‘99

Al most three- quarters(72.3 per cent) of placementswerevac ci hated against clostridia diseasesby the
feedlot. A greater per cent ageof cat tleon small feed lots(21.3 per cent) re ceived two or more clostridial
vac i nationsthan cat tleonlargefeedlots(14.9 per cent).

b. Of al cattle placed, percent of cattle that were givenclostridial vaccinations by number given and by

feedlot capacity:
PercentCattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
NumberVaccinations Given Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Only one 61.4 34 55.4 (5.7) 56.4 (4.8)
Two or more (either at the sametimeor asa
follow-up) 213 (2.6) 14.9 (2.7) 15.9 (2.3)
None _17.3 30 | _207 (6.4) 217 (5.5)
Totd 100.0 100.0 100.0

Part I1).

Nearly all of thefeed lotsthat vac ci nated against clostridial diseasesadministered clostridial toxoids in
theneck region. A major ity (86.7 per cent) of feedlotsthat vac ci nated against clostridial diseases
administeredthemsubcutaneoudly in the neck region. Between 12 and 13 per cent of feed lots
administeredclostridial vacci nationsintramuscularly, findingssimi lartothe1994NAHMS study (COFE

Locationsand routes listed in the table below are not mutuallyexclusive.

c. For feedlots where clostridial vaccinationswere given, percent of feedlotsby location and route of any
clostridial vaccination administration and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feedlots

Feedlot Capacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Lo cationand Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Intramuscularly (M) in neck region 109 (29 12.3 27 11.3 (2.2
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 86.6 (3.3) 86.8 (2.8) 86.7 (2.5)
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 23 1.5 00 (--) 16 (1.0
Any other route or location 0.8 (0.7) 25 (1.2 13 (0.6)
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occasions.

Of the cattlethat weread ministeredaclostridial toxoid, only 0.2 percentreceiveditintramuscularly at a
location other thantheneck region. Ap par ently, nocat tleonlargefeed lotsreceivedintramuscular
clostridial toxoidinjectionsinlo cationsother thantheneck. Nearly 85 per cent of cat tle that were
administeredaclostridia toxoidwereinjectedsubcutaneously inthe neck region.

L ocations and routes in the following tablearenot mutually ex clusiveascat tlemay havebeen
administeredinjectionsat morethanonelo cation and/or routeei ther at the sametimeor onseparate

d. Of cattle on feed that were administered a clostridial toxoid, percent of cattle that receivedclostridia
vaccines by location and route of clostridial vaccination administration and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Cattle
FeedlotCapacity (Num berHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Lo cation and Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Intramuscularly (M) in neck region 99 (2.8) 134 (4.0 12.8 (3.3)
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 88.6 (3.0) 83.8 (4.1) 84.7 (3.4)
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 12 (1.0 00 (--) 02 (0.2
Any other route or location 0.3 (0.3 28 (1.4) 23 (1.2)

Percent of Cattle* that Received Clostridial Toxoids by
Location and Route of Administration and by Feedlot Capacity

Location and Route

* Of cattle on feed that were administered a clostridial toxoid.

** IM = Intramuscular. SQ = Subcutal

USDA:APHISVS
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B. Injections

3. Non-clostridial vaccinations

injectable preparations.

All largefeed lots (100.0 per cent) and amost all small feed lots (95.7 percent) administered injectable
vaccinesagainstinfectiousbovinerhi notrachei tis(IBR), a disease caused by bovineherpesvirus 1. Small
feed lotsweremorelikely to vaccinate against Haemophilus somnus than large feedlots, whereaslarge
feed lotsweremorelikely to administer Leptospira spp. injectable bacterins than small feediots. Over 94
percent of all feed lotsgave injectable vaccinations against BVD. More than 85 percent of feedlots

vac ci nated cattle against bovine respiratory syncytia virus (BRSV) and parain flu enzatype 3 (PI3) usng

Percentages of feedlots that vacci nated at | east somecat tleagainst therespi ratory diseaseslisted below
weresimi larin 1994 and 1999, ex cept for BV D. 1n1994, 87.5 per cent of feed lotsvac ci nated against
BVD (COFE Part I1) com paredto 94.4 per centin 1999.

a. Percent of feedlotsthat gave any cattle the following injectable vaccines by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Vaccination Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Bovineviral diarrhea (BVD) a5 (1.8) 96.8 (1.49) 94.4 (1.4)
Injectabl e infectious bovine rhinotracheitis
(IBR) 95.7 (1.9 100.0 ) 9%.9 (2.0
Parainfluenzatype 3 (PI3) 86.2 (25 86.6 (33 86.3 (2.0
Bovine respiratory syncytial virus (BRSV) 873 (2.7) 87.6 (2.7) 87.4 (2.1)
Haemophilus somnus 65.1 (3.9) 54.1 (4.1) 62.1 (3.0)
Pasteurella 529 (4.3) 54.3 (4.1) 53.3 (3.3)
Leptospira spp. 20.8 (2.9) 48.3 (4.2) 285 (2.9)
Any non-clostridial vaccinations 96.6 (1.2) 100.0 ) 975 (0.9)

Percent of Feedlots that Gave (and Percent of Cattle Given)
the Following Injectable Vaccines by Feedlot Capacity

Injectable Vaccine

[] Feedlots [ ] Cattle

94.4
BVD 187.7
2
PI3 ]86.3
' ' 187.4
BRSV . . I74.9
Haemophilus somnus ] 62.1
]53.3
Pasteurella ~7E
Leptospira spp. B,
Any non-clostridial vaccinations g;lg
0 25 50 75 100
Percent 44335
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Al most dl cattle placed (96.9 per cent) werevac ci nated against IBRwithinjectablevac cines. Injectable
BVD vaccinesweread ministered to 87.7 per cent of al cattle placed. A greater per cent age of cattle
placed on small feedlots than on large feedlotswerevac ci nated usinginjectable products against BRSV
and H. somnus. A greater per cent age of place mentson largefeed lotsthan onsmall feed lotswere
administered Leptospira bacterins.

Simi lar per cent agesof cat tleplaced werevac ci nated agai nst therespi ratory diseaseslisted below in 1994
(COFE Part 11) and 1999, ex cept that ahigher per cent age of place mentswerevac ci nated againg BVD in
1999 than in 1994 (79.0 per cent in 1994 com pared to 87.7 per cent in 1999).

b. For al cattle placed, percent of cattle that were given the followinginjectable vaccines by the feediot by

feedlot capacity:
PercentCattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Vaccination Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Bovineviral diarrhea (BVD) 85 (2.6) 87.3 (3.3) 87.7 (2.8)
Injectableinfectious bovinerhinotracheitis
(IBR) 95.1 1.7) 97.3 (0.9 96.9 (0.8)
Parainfluenza, type 3 (PI3) 79.8 (3.6) 72.3 (6.4) 735 (5.5
Bovine respiratory syncytia virus (BRSV) 873 2.7) 67.8 (5.0) 70.9 (4.2)
Haemophilus somnus 49.7 (4.0) 30.7 (4.5) 338 (4.0)
Pasteurella 349 (3.6) 26.1 (3.9 275 (3.4)
Leptospira spp. 191 (3.2) 34.7 (4.9) 322 (4.2)
Any non-clostridial vaccinations 95.5 (1.7) 98.3 (0.8) 97.9 (0.7)
Percent of Cattle Placed that Were Given the Following
Injectable Vaccines by Feedlot Capacity
Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
Injectable Vaccine [ ] 1,000-7,999 [ ] 8,000 or More
BVD e
IBR I I I =1
PI3 |7i2.3'79 8
BRSV . l87.3
Haemophilus somnus I 307 49.7
Pasteurella 261 34.9
Leptospira spp. 191 34.7
Any non-clostridial vaccinations ggi
0 25 50 75 100

Percent of Cattle Placed
#4336
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B. Injections

non-clostridial vaccinessub cutaneousy (COFE Part I1).

Locationsandrouteslistedinthetablebelow arenotmutually ex clusive.

Themajor ity of feedlotsthat injected somecat tlewith non-cl ostridial vaccines/bacterinsadministered
themintramuscularly intheneck region (64.4 per cent). Al most one- half (46.7 per cent) of feedlots
administered vaccines/bacterins subcutaneoudy in the neck region. Only 5.1 per cent of feed lotsused an
intramuscul ar site other than the neck region. In 1994, only 31.6 percent of feedlots administered

¢. For feedlots where injectable vaccines (other than clostridial vaccines) were given, percent of feedlots by

location and route of vaccination administration and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feedlots

Feedlot Capacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Lo cation and Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Intramuscularly (M) in neck region 651 (4.0 62.6 39 64.4 (3.1
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 46.9 (4.9) 46.3 (4.0) 46.7 (3.4)
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 53 @7 47 (1.6) 51 1.3
Any other route or location 17 (0.9 08 (0.7) 14 (0.7)
Percent of Feedlots* by Location and Route of Vaccination
Administration and by Feedlot Capacity
Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
Location and Route ] 1,000 - 7,999 [] 8,000 or More [ All Feedlots
|65.1
IM** in neck region 62.6
_64.4
|46.9
SQ** in neck region 44.3
7
53
IM** in any other location | |47
5.1
17
Any other route/location |08
14
0 25 50 75 100
Percent of Feedlots
* For feedlots where injectable vaccines (other than clostridial vaccines) were given. #4379
** M = Intramuscular. SQ = Subcutaneous.
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and/or route.

Of the cat tlethat werevac ci nated against dis eases other thanclostridial disease, themajority were
injectedintheneck regionand pri marily intramuscularly. A small percentage of cattlethat were
vacci nated wereinjectedinan intramuscular site at alocation other than the neck region.

Locationsandroutesinthefol low ingtablearenot mutualy ex clusiveascat tlemay have been vaccinated
against dis eases (other than clostridial diseases) withinjectable prod uctsusing morethan onelocation

d. For cattle placed on feedlots where injectable vaccines and bacterins (other than clostridia toxoids) were
given, percent of cattle that received non-clostridial vaccinations by location and route of vaccination

administration and by feedlot capacity:

PercentCattle

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Lo cation and Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Intramuscularly (M) in neck region 4.3 4.3 60.3 (5.4) 60.9 (4.6)
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 454 (4.5) 39.8 (5.4) 40.7 4.7
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 18 (0.6) 23 (0.9 22 (0.8)
Any other route or location 0.9 (0.5) 07 (0.6) 0.8 (0.5)

Themajor ity of all feed|lotsthat ad ministeredinjectablevac cinesandbacter ins(82.4 percent)
administeredtheminonelocation. Approxi mately 48 per cent of feedlotsthat ad ministeredinjectable
vaccinesand bacter insonly gavethemintramuscularly intheneck region.

e. For feedlots where injectable vaccines and bacterins (other than clostridial toxoids) were given, percent
of feedlotsthat gave all non-clostridial vaccinations in one location by site of administration and by feedlot

capacity:
Per cent Feedlots
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Site Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Intramuscularly (IM) in neck region 475 4.9 49.8 (4.0 48.1 (34)
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 28.7 (3.8) 327 (3.7) 29.9 (2.9)
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 40 1.6) 23 1.1 35 1.2
Any other route or location _09 (0.6) _08 (0.7) _09 (0.5)
Total 811 (3.4) 85.6 (3.0) 82.4 (2.5)
USDA:APHISVS 18 Feedlot ‘99
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Thirty- nineper centof all feedlotsad ministered intranasal vac cinesagainst IBR, adis ease caused by
bovineher pesvirus1,tosomecadttle.

f. Percent of feedlots that used anintranasal infectious bovine rhinotracheitis (IBR) vaccine for any cattle

by feedlot capacity:
Per centFeedlots
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error | Percent Error Percent Error
372 (4.1) 43.6 (4.2) 39.0 (3.2

A greater per centage of place mentson small feedlots (14.1 per cent) than on largefeed lots (7.7 per cent)
received intranasal vac cinesagainst IBR. Because96.9 per cent of placementsweread ministered an
injectable IBRvac cine(Tablel.B.3.b) and 8.7 per cent of placementsre celved an intranasalvacci nation
against IBR, it ap pearsthat somecat tlere ceived both intranasal and injectablevaccinesagainst IBR.

g. For al cattle placed, percent of cattlethat were given an intranasal infectious bovine rhinotracheitis
(IBR) vaccine by feedlot capacity:

PercentCattle

Feedlot Capacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
14.1 (2.3) 77 (1.5) 87 (1.3)

Percent of Feedlots (Percent of Cattle on These Feedlots)
Given an Intranasal IBR Vaccine by Feedlot Capacity

Percent [] Feediots [ Cattle
100
75
50 736
37.2 39
25
14.1
77 8.7
0 N | eew |
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)

#4337
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All largefeedlots(100 per cent) and al most all small feedlots(96.6 per cent) ad ministered a vaccine, ei ther
injectable or intranasal, against IBR to any cat tle. In 1994, asimi lar per cent ageof cat tle(98.0 per cent)
werevac ci nated against IBR (COFE Part I1).

h. Percent of feedlots that used any vaccine against infectious bovine rhinotracheitis (IBR) (intranasal
and/or injectable) during the year ending June 30, 1999, by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
96.6 (1.3) 100.0 () 975 (0.9
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B. Injections

4. Injectable antimicrobials

Antimicrobias were class fied based ontheclaimed (label) duration of ef fect. If thedurationof action
wasclaimed to begreater than 24 hours, they wereclass fied aslong- acting. Anti mi crobials of up to 24
hoursduration of actionwereclass fied asshort- acting. Withineachdurationof action category,
antimicrobialswereclassi fiedas new or conventional.

Al most al feed lots (97.3 per cent) usedinjectable antimicrobial sasadiseasetreat ment or preventative
after a suspectedinfection had occurred. Thegreat est pro por tion of feed lotsused new, long-acting
antimicrobials. Small feed lotswerelesslikely to use new antimicrobials than large feedlots.

a Percent of feedlots by class of injectable antimicrobial administered as a diseasetreat ment or
preventative of any cattle by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feedlots

Feedlot ‘99

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
AntimicrobialClass Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

New long-acting (label specifies effect of
greater than 24 hours, e.g., Excenel®,
Micotil®, Nuflor®, Baytril®) 84.6 (3.1 97.4 (1.3 88.2 (2.2
Conventional long-acting (Iabel specifies
effect of greater than 24 hours, e.g., LA 200®) 63.7 (3.7) 62.3 (3.8) 63.3 (2.9)
New short-acting (label specifies effect of less
than 24 hours, e.g., Naxcel®) 37.6 (3.7) 66.3 (3.9 45.6 (2.9)
Conventional short-acting (label specifies
effect of less than 24 hours,e.g., Tylan®,
penicillin, Oxy-TethOW') 66.5 (4.0) 62.9 (4.2) 65.5 (3.1
Any antimicrobial %.7 .7 99.1 (0.8 97.3 (1.3

Percent of Feedlots by Class of Injectable Antimicrobial
Administered as a Disease Treatment or Preventative
for Any Cattle by Feedlot Capacity

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)

Antimicrobial Class

[] 1,000-7,999 [ ] 8,000 or More

New long-acting

Conventional long-acting

New short-acting

Conventional short-acting

Any antimicrobial

|84.6
97/4
I I
|63.7
[62.3
I
|37.6 |
|66.3
I I
|66.5
[62.9
I I
94.1
99.]
0 25 50 75

Percent Feedlots
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Over dl, 19.0 per cent of cat tlere ceived aninjectable antimicrobial as a disease treatment or preventative
after a suspectedinfectionhad occurred. New long- acting antimicrobialsweread ministeredtomore
cattle(13.6 per cent) thanany other classi fi cation of antimicrobial.

b. Percent of al cattle placed that received the following classes of injectable antimicrobial administered as
adiseasetreat ment or preventativeby feedl ot capacity:

Per cent Cattle

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
AntimicrobialClass Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

New long-acting (label specifies effect of
greater than 24 hours, e.g., Excenel®,
Micotil®, Nuflor®, Baytril®) 9.6 1.1 14.3 .7 13.6 (1.9
Conventional long-acting (label specifies
effect of greater than 24 hours, e.g., LA 200®) 29 (0.9) 4.8 (1.3 45 (1.2)
New short-acting (label specifies effect of less
than 24 hours, e.g., Naxcel®) 15 (0.3) 4.4 (1.5 39 (1.3)
Conventional short-acting (label specifies
effect of less than 24 hours,e.g., Tylan®,
penicillin, Oxy-Tet100™) 43 (1.3) 3.4 (0.7) 35 (0.6)
Any antimicrobial 161 .7 195 (1.6) 19.0 (1.9
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intramuscular routein1999.

Locationsandrouteslistedinthefol lowingtablearenotmutually exclusive.

Thepredomi nant routeand location for ad ministeringlong- acting antimicrobias was subcutaneoudly in
theneck region. Feedlotstended toad minister short- acting antimicrobiasintramuscularlyintheneck
region. Thecategory of any other routeor location included suchsitesassub cutaneous(atalocation
otherthantheneck region) andintravenousad mini strationof anti mi crobi als

In 1994, 62 per cent of feedlotsad ministered somel ong- actinganti mi crobi alsintramuscu larly and 54.4
per cent used asub cutaneousroute(COFE Part 11). Addi tionally, 84.3 per cent of feed | otsadministered
short- actinganti mi crobi alsintramuscularly in 1994 (COFE Part 11). Al thoughdi rect compari sonsarenot
possi ble, 1994 and 1999 resultssug gest that morefeed | otsselected asub cutaneousroute over an

c. For feedlots that administeredany of thespecificanti mi crobials, per cent of feedlotsthat gave the

injections by locationandrouteof admini stration:

Per cent Feedlots

Locationand Route of Ad ministration

Intramuscularly (M)

Intramuscularly (M) Subcutaneously (SQ) in Any Other Any Other Route
in Neck Region in Neck Region Location orLocation
Standard Standard Standard Standard
AntimicrobialClass Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error Percent  Error
New long-acting (label specifies effect of
greater than 24 hours, e.g., Excenel®,
Micotil®, Nuflor®, Baytril®) 28.2 31 77.2 (2.9 07 (0.5) 24 (0.7)
Conventional long-acting (label specifies
effect of greater than 24 hours, e.g., LA 200®) 37.3 (4.0) 59.3 (3.9 51 (1.9) 6.3 (1.7)
New short-acting (label specifies effect of less
than 24 hours, e.g., Naxcel®) 52.6 (4.49) 44.4 (4.9 49 (1.5) 13 (0.6)
Conventional short-acting (label specifies
effect of less than 24 hours,e.g., Tylan®,
penicillin, Oxy-TethOTM) 524 (3.6) 375 (3.6) 39 (1.2) 215 (3.9
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Whencattleweread ministeredlong- actinganti mi crobi als(both new and conventional), the preferred
route and locationweresub cutaneousintheneck region. Theper cent ageof cat tlead ministered
conventional short- actinganti mi crobi alsintramuscularly intheneck regionwas53.1 per cent com pared to
subcutaneoudyintheneck regionat 34.9 per cent. Thisclassi fi cationof antimicrobiasincludes
preparationsthat arecommonly administeredintravenoudly.

Since 13.6 percent of all cattle received a new long-acting antimicrobial injection (Table 1.B.4.b) and
only 0.2 per cent of thosecat tlereceivedinjectionsintramuscularlyinlocationsother than the neck, less
than 0.1 per cent of all cattle (.136 x .02 <.01) received thesetypesof injections. Simi larly, lessthan 0.1
percent of cattlereceived conventional long- actinganti mi crobial injections, lessthan 0.2 per centreceived
new short-acting antimicrobia injections, andlessthan 0.1 per cent received short- actingantimi crobial
injectionsintramuscularly inlocationsother than the neck region. The sum of these per cent ages (less
than 0.4 per cent) is an estimate of the percentage of al antimicrobial injections that were given
intramuscularly in locations other than the neck region.

Categoriesinthefol lowingtablearenot mutually ex clusiveascat tlemay have been ad ministered
antimicrobid injectionsat morethan onelo cation and/or routeei ther at the sametime or on separate
occasions.

d. For cattlethat received the specified class of antimicrobial, percent of cattlethat received theinjection
by injectable antimicrobial given and by location and route of administration:

PercentCattle

Lo cationand Route of Ad ministration
Subcutaneously Intramuscularly
Intramuscularly (M) (SQ) in Neck (IM) in Any Other  Any Other Route
in Neck Region Region Location orLocation
Standard Standard Standard Standard
AntimicrobialClass Percent Error Percent Error | Percent  Error Percent  Error
New long-acting (label specifies effect of
greater than 24 hours, e.g., Excenel®, Micotil®,
Nuflor®, Baytril®) 21.8 (8.3 72.1 (8.1 02 0.2 6.2 (2.8)
Conventional long-acting (label specifies effect
of greater than 24 hours, e.g., LA 200®) 15.2 (6.2 78.2 (7.0) 19 (1.0 a7 (3.0
New short-acting (label specifies effect of less
than 24 hours, e.g., Naxcel®) 42.6 (14.6) 49.6 (16.9) 4.3 (2.9) 35 (2.6)
Conventional short-acting (label specifies
effect of less than 24 hours,e.g., Tylan®,
penicillin, Oxy-TethOW') 531 (8.3) 34.9 (7.6) 32 (1.6) 12.4 (3.9)
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cat tleonsmall feedlots).

Largefeedlotsweremorelikely thansmall feedlotstoad minister conventional long- acting antimicrobias
subcutaneously (administered to 82.5 per cent of cat tle onlarge feedlots com pared to 39.6 per cent of

e. For cattle that received the specified class of antimicrobial, percent of cattlethat received the injection
by injectable antimicrobia given, location and route of administration, and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Cattle

Lo cationand Route of Ad ministration and Feed lot Ca pac ity (Num ber Head)

Intramuscularly Subcutaneously Intramuscularly
(IM) in Neck (SQ)in Neck (IM) in Any Other  Any Other Route
Region Region Location orLocation
Standard Standard Standard Standard
AntimicrobialClass Percent  Error |Percent Error [Percent Error | Percent Error
1,000 - 7,999
New long-acting (label specifies effect of greater
than 24 hours, e.g., Excenel®, Micotil®, Nuflor®,
Baytril®) 128 (3.5 85.9 (3.5 00 (0.0) 33 (1.9
Conventional long-acting (label specifies effect of
greater than 24 hours, e.g., erythromycin, LA 200®) 46.7 (8.8)| 39.6 (8.0 96 (5.9) 4.1 (2.0)
New short-acting (label specifies effect of lessthan
24 hours, e.g., Naxcel®) 325 (89| 639 (9.5) 36 (3.2 0.0 (--)
Conventional short-acting (label specifies effect of
less than 24 hours, e.g., Tylan®, penicillin,
Oxy-Tet100 ™) 571 (14.0)| 259 98| 38 (28] 141 (5.6)
| 8,000 or More

New long-acting (label specifies effect of greater
than 24 hours, e.g., Excenel®,Micotil®, Nuflor®,
Baytril®) 229 (9.2 70.3 (9.0 03 (0.2 6.5 (3.1
Conventional long-acting (label specifies effect of
greater than 24 hours, e.g., LA 200®) 117 (6.3) 82.5 (6.9 11 (0.8) 4.7 (34)
New short-acting (label specifies effect of lessthan
24 hours, e.g., Naxcel®) 433 (15.7) 487 (18.2) 4.3 (3.1) 3.7 (2.8)
Conventional short-acting (label specifies effect of
less than 24 hours, e.g., Tylan®, penicillin,
Oxy-Tet100 TM) 522 (10.0)| 371 (8.9) 31 (1.9 12.0 (4.6)

Percent of Cattle that Received the Following Classes of
Antimicrobials Subcutaneously in the Neck Region by Injectable
Antimicrobial Given and by Feedlot Capacity

Antimicrobial Class

New long-acting

Conventional long-acting

New short-acting

Conventional short-acting—

Feedliot ‘99

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
[ 1,000 - 7,999 [] 8,000 or More

les.9
[7ds
396 |
825
I I
|639
[hs7
259
371
0 25 50 75 100
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5. Other injectable products

Thetablesinsection|.B.5referto injectable productsother thanvi tamins, vac cines, bacterins, toxoids,
and anti mi crobi a's. These injectablesmay bead ministeredtofeedlot cat tleasatreat ment, preventative,
or for other management reasons. Forexample, dexamethasone, acorticosteroid, may be used in

combi nationwithprostaglandinasanaborti facientregimen.

Largefeedlotsweremorelikely to use each category of injectable prod uctsthan small feed lots. More
thanthreeout of fivelargefeed lotsused anthel mintics, prostaglandins, corticosteroids, or non-steroidal
anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAID) for some cat tle, whereas|ess than one out of two small feed lots
reported using each of theseinjectableprod ucts.

a Percent of feedlots by injectable product given either as atreatment or preventative (excluding vitamins,
vaccines, and antimicrobials) and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (Num ber Head)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Injectable Product Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Anthelmintic injection (e.g., lvomec®) 35.7 (4.0 80.2 (3.3) 48.1 (3.0)
Prostaglandin injection (e.g.,Lutalyse®) 222 3.2 59.9 (3.9 32.7 (2.6)
Corticogteroid injection (e.g.,dexamethasone, Azium®) 47.9 (3.8 70.1 (3.9 54.1 (2.9
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID, eg.,
Banamine®) 46.8 4.2 75.3 (3.8) 54.8 (3.2
Other injectables(excluding vaccines, antibiotics, vitamins) 4.6 (1.6) 84 (2.3) 57 (1.3)
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B. Injections

Overal, 66.4 per cent of placementswereadministeredan injectable anthelmintic. Seventy-threeper cent
of placementsonlargefeed|otsweread ministered an injectable anthelmintic com paredto 31.3 per cent of

placementson small feed lots.

percent) were administeredprostaglandin.

A greater per cent ageof cat tleon largefeedlots (4.1 per cent) com pared to those on small feedlots(1.6

b. Of al cattle placed, percent of cattle given aninjectable product (excluding vitamins, vaccines, and
antimicrobials) by type of injectable product administered and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Cattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Injectable Product Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Anthelmintic injection (e.g., lvomec®) 31.3 (3.9 73.0 (3.7) 66.4 (3.1)
Prostaglandin injection (e.g., Lutalyse®) See Table|.B.5.b.i (below).
Corticogteroid injection (e.g., dexamethasone, Azium®) 20 (0.9) 27 (0.5 26 (0.9)
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID, e.g., Banamine®) 32 (0.6) 29 0.9 30 (0.9)
Other injectables(excluding vaccines, antimicrobials, vitamins) 0.1 (0.2) 08 (0.5 07 (0.9)

placed inthe feedlot,i.e.:

Thiscalculation assumesthat:

Producerswereaskedtoindi catetheper cent ageof total placementsthat weread ministered a
prostaglandininjection. How ever, prostaglandinusageincat tleisonly labeled for admini strationto
females. Tocal culatetheper cent ageof heifer placementsad ministeredaprostaglandininjection, the
origi nal responsewasmul ti plied by thetotal cat tleplaced then di vided by the number of femalecattle

Cal culatedesti mate=Origi nal response* (total placements/femal eplacements).
- progtaglandin injectionswereonly administeredtofemalecattle, and
- each producer’ sorigi nal responsewasactually theper cent ageof total placementsandnot the

per centageof femalecat tlethat weread ministeredaprostaglandininjection.

If these assumptionsdo not hold, thetrueesti mate of the per cent ageof femalecat tlead ministereda
prostaglandininjectionisbetweentheorigi nal producer responseandthecal culated estimate.

i. Of all cattle placed, percent of cattle (and percent of female cattl€) given a prostaglandin injectable

product by feedlot capacity:
PercentCattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Measure Percent Error Percent Error Percent  Error
Percent al cattle (original response) 16 (0.9) 41 (0.7) 37 (0.6)
Percent of female cattle (calculated estimate) 43 (1.2) 98 (1.6) 89 (1.9)
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large.

M ost feedlotsthat ad ministeredinjectableanthel minticsdidso subcutaneously inthe neck region (76.5
per cent). A substantial per cent age of feed lots (nearly oneinthree) re ported using aroute other than
intramuscularlyorsubcutaneously and alocationotherthantheneck for ad ministering non-steroidal
anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAID) and corti costeroidalinjections.

Theproducts, lo cations, and routeslistedinthefol lowingtablearenot mutually ex clusive. Since few
feedlotsused otherinjectables(seeprevi ouspage), standard er rorsinthefol low ingtablearerelatively

c¢. For feedlots that administered the specified injectable products, percent offeedlots by injectable product
administered and by location and route of administration:

Per cent Feedlots

Locationand Route of Ad ministration

Subcutaneously Intramuscularly
Intramuscularly (M) (SQ) in Neck (IM) in Any Other Any Other Route
in Neck Region Region Location orLocation
Standard Standard Standard Standard
Injectable Product Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error | Percent Error
Anthelminticinjection (e.g.,lvomec®) 18.1 (3.1 76.5 (3.49) 15 (1.0) 61 (2.1)
Prostaglandininjection (e.g., Lutalyse®) 725 (4.6) 20.8 (4.3 6.7 (2.2 00 (--)
Corticogteroid injection (e.g.,dexamethasone,
Azium®) 66.1 (39 22.0 (35 29 (1.2 16.3 3.1
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID,
e.g., Banamine®) 525 (4.0 225 (36) 16 (0.9 29.7 (3.5
Other injectables(excluding vaccines,
antibiotics, vitamins) 571 (12.3) 333 (12.8) 0.0 ) 129 (6.2)
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Ex cept for injectablesinthe Other injectables category,themajor ity of cat tlewerein jected with
phar maceuti calsintheneck region, e therintramuscularly or subcutaneoudly.

Listsin the fol lowingtablearenot mutualy ex clusiveascat tlemay havebeeninjected with aprod uct at
more than one route and/or o cation el ther at the sametime or on separateoc casions. Since few cattle
received other injectables(seeTablel.B.5.b), standarder rorsinthefol lowingtableare relatively large.
Note: cat tle may havere ceived aprod uct by morethan onerouteor lo cation.

d. For cattle that received the specified injectable products, percent of cattle by injectable product
administered and location and by route of administration:

PercentCattle

Corticogteroid injection (e.g.,dexamethasone,

Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID,

Locationand Route of Ad ministration
Subcutaneously Intramuscularly
Intramuscularly (M) (SQ) in Neck (IM) in Any Other  Any Other Route
in Neck Region Region Location orLocation
Standard Standard Standard Standard
Injectable Product Percent Error [Percent Error | Percent Error Percent Error
Anthelminticinjection (e.g.,lvomec®) 21.8 (4.6) 76.0 (4.6) 0.3 (0.2) 20 (0.8)
Prostaglandininjection (e.g., Lutalyse®) 912 (3.1 7.6 (2.9 12 (0.5) 0.0 (--)

880 (32| 81 (26 08  (05) 31 (0.9

e.g., Banamine®) 483 (6.2 24.8 (5.5) 16 (1.9 254 (4.8)

Other injectables (excluding vaccines,

antibiotics, vitamins) 168 (11.7) 0.9 (0.7) 0.0 (--) 825 (12.1)

Percent of Cattle* by Injectable Product Administered and
Location and by Route of Administration

Location and Route of Administration

_ [ ] IM** in neck region [l] IM** in any other location
Injectable Product |:| SQ** in neck region - Any other route/location
218 | |

Anthelmintic injection g3

176

]91.2

Prostaglandin injection—.—'l_2 8
o

Corticosteroid injection~F18'1
3.1

[ 148.3

NSAID 24.8

25.4

0 25 50 75 100
Percent Cattle

|88

. o #4339
* For cattle that received the specified injectable products.
** |M = Intramuscular. SQ = Subcutaneous.
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A greater per cent ageof cat tleonsmall feedlots (11.2 per cent) received corti costeroidsvia any other
routeor location than cat tleonlargefeedlots (1.9 per cent). Cat tlethat received prostaglan dinweremore
likely to havebeeninjectedintramuscularly at alo cation other than theneck regionon small feedlots

(6.1 per cent) com paredtolargefeed lots (0.8 per cent). Note that since few cat tleonsmall feedlots
received prostaglandininjections, the 6.1 percentof injectionsgivenintramuscularly inalo cation other
than the neck re gion weregivento ap proxi mately 0.1 per cent of cat tleonsmall op erations.

i. For cattle that received the specified injectable products (excluding vitamins, vaccines and
antimicrobials), percent of cattle by injectable product administered, location and route of
administration, and by feedlot capacity:

PercentCattle
Lo cationand Route of Ad ministration and Feed lot Capacity (Num ber Head)
Subcutaneously Intramuscularly
Intramuscularly (M) (SQ) in Neck (IM) in Any Other  Any Other Route
in Neck Region Region Location orLocation
Standard Standard Standard Standard
Injectable Product Percent Error [Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent  Error
1,000 - 7,999
Anthelminticinjection (e.g., lvomec®) 13.6 (5.2) 755 (6.7) 12 (1.0) 9.7 (5.0)
Prostaglandininjection (e.g., Lutalyse®) 69.8 (10.2) 24.1 (9.3) 6.1 (3.2 0.0 (--)
Corticogteroid injection (e.g.,dexamethasone,
Azium®) 717 (7.8) 15.8 (5.7) 13 (0.7) 11.2 (3.9
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID,
e.g., Banamine®) 52.9 (10.9) 232 12.7) 0.3 (0.2) 23.6 (7.6)
Other injectables (excluding vaccines, antibiotics,
vitamins) 68.5 (16.3) 315 (16.3) 0.0 () 74 (5.6)
8,000 or More

Anthelmintic injection (e.g., lvomec®) 22.4 (4.9) 76.1 (5.0) 0.2 (0.2) 14 (0.7)
Prostaglandin injection (e.g., Lutalyse®) 928 (3.1 6.4 (3.0 0.8 (0.5) 0.0 (--)
Corticogteroid injection (e.g.,dexamethasone,
Azium®) 90.3 3.2 7.0 (2.7) 0.8 (0.5) 19 (0.8)
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID,
e.g., Banamine®) 474 (7. 25.1 (6.2) 1.8 (1.8) 25.7 (5.6)
Other injectables (excluding vaccines,
antibiotics, vitamins) 152 (11.2) 0.0 ) 00 ) 84.8 (112
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6.

Feedliot ‘99

Injections greater than 10cc

Intramuscular injections of greater than 10cc at one site (withoutredi rectingtheneedle) may resultin
injectionsiteblemishes. Vari ousbeef qud ity assur ance (BQA) programshavebeendevel oped to
edu cateproducersonissuesthatincludefol lowinglabel instructions, selecting sub cutaneousover
intramuscular routes, and, whereap pro pri ate, using separateinjection siteswhen morethan 10cc of a
prod uctisto begiven. Specia em phasishasbeen paidto intramuscularinjectionsbecauseof the
potentia forinjectionsitedefectsintheend prod uct.

Small feed lots (21.8 per cent) were morelikely than large feed lots (13.7 per cent) to give vol umes greater
than 10ccof aprod uct. Nolargefeedlotsad ministeredaninjection of greater than 10cc at an
intramuscular site other thanthe neck region. Addi tionally, largefeed lotswere morelikely to choosea
subcutaneousrouteover anintramuscular routewhengivingtheseinjections. Guidelinesforinjectionsin
BQA pro gramsseemto befoll owed intheindustry.

a Percent of feedlots that gave more than 10cc of an injectable product in one intramuscular (IM) or
subcutaneous SQ) site (excluding those products that specify that alarger volume may be given in one site,
e.g., Micotil®) by location and route of administration of the products and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Lo cation and Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Intramuscularly (IM) in neck region 136 29 41 (1.6) 10.9 (2.1)
Subcutaneously (SQ)in neck region 125 (2.5) 96 (2.4) 11.7 (1.9)
Intramuscularly (IM) in any other location 13 0.7) 00 (--) 09 (0.5)
Any other route or location 0.2 (0.2 00 (--) 02 (0.2)
Any intramuscular (1M) or subcutaneous (SQ)
injection 21.8 (3.9 13.7 (2.8) 19.6 (2.6)
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Over dl, only 2.2 per cent of cat tleweread ministered aninjectiongreater than 10cc at one or more
intramuscular or subcutaneoussitewithoutredi rectingtheneedle.

b. Percent of all cattle that received more than 10cc of an injectable product in one intramuscular (IM) or
subcutaneous (SQ) site (excluding those products that specify that alarger volume may be given in one site,
e.g., Micotil®) by feedlot capacity:

PercentCattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
48 (1.5) 17 (0.6) 22 06

Percent of All Cattle that Received More Than 10cc of an Injectable
Compound in One Intramuscular (IM) or Subcutaneous (SQ) Site*

by Feedlot Capacity
Percent All Cattle

20
15
10

5 4.8

17 22
0 T T T
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
* Excluding those compounds that specify that a larger volume may be given in one #4340

site, e.g., Micotil®.
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All of thecat tleinlargefeedlotsthat re ceived morethan 10cc of aninjectableproductin ane
intramuscular or sub cutaneoussiteweregiventheseinjectionsintheneck region. Onboth large and
small feedlots, cat tlethat receivedinjectionsof greater than 10ccinoneintramuscular or subcutaneous
sitewerepri marilyinjected subcutaneously in the neck region.

Note that the 1.1 per cent of cat tleon small feed lotsthat re ceived aninjection of greater than 10cc at one
intramuscullar or sub cutaneoussiterepresented 0.05 per cent of cat tleplaced onsmall feedlots.

Thelocationsandroutesinthefol lowingtablearenot mutually ex clusiveascattiemay have been
administeredinjectionsof greaterthan 10cc at more than one route and/or lo cationel ther at thesametime
Or on separate oc casions.

c. For cattle that received more than 10cc of an injectable product in one intramuscular (IM) or
subcutaneous (SQ) site (excluding those products that specify that alarger volume may be given in one site,
e.g., Micotil®), percent of cattle by location and route of administration of the products and by feedlot

capacity:

PercentCattle

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Locationand Route Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Intramuscularly (M) in neck region 3095 (10.0) 194 (11.0) 26.4 (8.9)
Subcutaneously (SQ) in neck region 654 (9.4) 80.6 (11.0) 75.3 (8.5)
Intramuscularly (M) in any other location 11 (0.6) 00 (--) 04 (0.2
Any other route or location 19 (1.8) 00 (--) 0.7 (0.6)
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7. Injection information recording

Data relating to admini stration of any injectableprod uctscanprovidefeedlotswithimpor tantinfor mation
and safeguards. For ex ample, if agroup of cat tlearesold onafor mulabasistoapack ing plant and a

sub stantial per cent age of thecat tlehaveinjection siteblemishesinthetop butt, records of injections
administeredtothosecat tlecouldbeex amined. If therecordsindi catethat only sub cutaneousinjections
in the neck regionweread ministered at thefeedlot, theinjectionsof concernlikely occurred prior to the
cattle' sarrival atthefeedlot. Recordsalsoal low for mor tal ity ratesand ac curatedetermination of
withdrawal period and treat ment successfor specificdrugs.

The majority of feedlots al ways or most of thetime recorded the date, type, and amount of injection that
was given. About one-third of feedlots re corded route and location of injection always or most of the
timeor some of thetime

Somefeed lots may have stan dard operating proceduresthat require aspecific routeand lo cation, and
amount, and therefore, personnel may not needtorec ordthisinfor mationif they fol low standard
operatingprocedures.

a. Percent of feedlots by the frequency with which the following injection-related information was
recorded when clinically normal cattle were given an injection (e.g., vaccination, vitamin, antimicrobial):

Per cent Feedlots

Frequency
Al ways or Most
of the Time Some of the Time Never Total
Standard Standard Standard

Injection- related Information Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error Percent
Date injection was given 79.6 (2.8) 41 @.5) 16.3 (2.6) 100.0
Type of injectable product 74.6 (3.0) 81 (2.1) 17.3 (2.7)| 100.0
Amount that was given 69.3 (3.2) 31 (1.3) 276 (3.1) 100.0
Route of injection (e.g., intramuscular or
subcutaneous) 367 (2.8) 89 (1.8) 55.4 (3.0) 100.0
Location of injection (e.g., neck or
shoulder) 349 (2.9) 8.2 2.7 56.9 (3.0 100.0
Product lot/serial number 28.2 (2.4) 10.1 (1.9 61.7 (2.7) 100.0
Other 124 (1.8) 12 (0.6) 86.4 (1.9) 100.0
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A greater per cent ageof largefeed|otsthan small feedlots al waysor most of the time recorded eachtype
of infor mationspeci fiedbelow.

i. Percent of feedlots that recorded the following injection-related informationalways or most of the
time when clinically normal cattle were given an injection (e.g., vaccination, vitamin, antimicrobial) by

feedlot capacity:
PercentFeedlots
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 Head 8,000 or More Head
Standard Standard
Injection-related Information Percent Error Percent Error
Date injection was given 721 (3.9 99.1 (0.8)
Type of injectable compound 65.4 (4.1) 98.3 (1.0)
Amount that was given 58.7 (4.2) 96.7 (1.5)
Route of injection (e.g., intramuscular or
subcutaneous) 29.6 (4.1) 51.3 (4.2)
Location of injection (e.g., neck or shoulder) 285 (3.6) 51.6 (4.1)
Product lot/serial number 19.0 (2.8) 52.0 (4.2)
Other 8.7 (2.2) 21.9 (3.3)

Percent of Feedlots that Recorded the Following
Injection-related Information When Healthy Cattle Were Given
an Injection Always or Most of the Time by Feedlot Capacity

FeedlotCapacity (Number Head)

Injection-related Information [ 1,000-7,999 [] 8,000 or More
L [72.1
Date injection given : : 991
Type injectable compound l65.4] 98]
, ' — 1587 |
Amount given | 94.]
R 29.6
Route of injection ]51.3
Location of injection 28.5 ||51.6
Product lot/serial number 19 | |52
87
Other :l—|21.9

0 25 50 75 100

Percent Feedlots #4301
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C. Nutrition

1. Processing grain

Not all starch consumedingrainsand ker nelsisavail ablefor rumi nal mi cro bial degradation, so some
energy canescaperumi nal fer mentationand evenintestinal di gestion. Processinggrainsal lowsgreater
mi cro bial accessand fermentation within theru men. The need and ex tent of proc essing will vary with
the en ergy source used.

Nearly 4 per cent of largefeed lotsand 29.5 per cent of small feed lotsfed un proc essed wholegrain.
Gener aly, largefeed lots proc essed grainsto agreater extent than small feed lots. Over 61 per cent of
largefeed lotsand 4.2 per cent of small feed lots steam flaked or rolled grain. A greater per cent ageof
small feed lotsthan large feed lots util ized ground high moisture corn.

The list of methodsinthefol low ingtableisnot mutually ex clusiveasfeed lotsmay have util izedmore
than one form of grain processing.

a. Percent of feedlots by method used to process grain fed to cattle and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Grain Proc essing Method Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Steam flaked and rolled 42 11 61.3 (3.8) 20.2 (1.9
Dry rolled 51.2 37 36.1 39 47.0 (2.9
Cracked 409 (3.6) 231 (3.3) 35.9 (2.8)
Ground high moisture corn 57.0 (4.2) 394 (4.0) 52.0 (3.2
Unprocessed whole grain 295 (3.9) 37 (1.49) 223 (2.8)
Other method 43 1.8 56 2.8 46 (1.4)

Percent of Feedlots by Method Used to Process Grain
Fed to Cattle and by Feedlot Capacity

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)

[] 1,000 - 7,999 [ ] 8,000 or More
Grain Processing Method

Steam flaked and rolled | a2 | | 61.3

Dry rolled 361 |51.2
Cracked 43 1 |40.9

. . |57
Ground high moisture corn 394

Unprocessed whole grain 37 29.5
Other method 34536
0 25 50 5 100
Percent Feedlots #4342
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2. Energy concentrates

Al most all (98.2 per cent) small feed lotsand all largefeed lotsused at |east somecorninthe finishing
ration dur ing the year end ing June 30, 1999. A greater per cent ageof small feed lots(43.6 per cent) used
corn by prod uctscom pared to largefeed lots (29.9 per cent). Largefeedlotsweremorelikely than small
feedlotstoutilize milo, and wheat. By prod uctsinthe Other category included, but werenot limitedto,
wheat middlings, bak ery waste, distill ersgrains, molasses, and potato waste.

a. Percent of feedlots by sources of energy concentrates used in the finishing ration and by feedlot

capecity:
PercentFeedlots
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More
Standard Standard
Source Percent Error Percent Error

Corn 98.2 (1.0) 100.0 )
Milo 59 (1.9 16.3 (2.6)
Wheat 54 (1.2 232 (3.2
Barley 37 (1.0) 81 (2.2)
Oats 66 (2.9) 38 (1.5)
Other grains 04 (0.9) 25 (1.2
Cornbyproducts (e.g., corn gluten meal) 436 (3.8) 299 (3.7)
Beet pulp 85 (2.3 92 (2.3
Other byproduct 165 (2.9) 212 (3.6)
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Themajor ity of all feed lots (94.3 per cent) used corn asthe pri mary source of non-structural
carbohydrates (energy con centrate) for rations. Nearly 5 per cent of largefeed lotsand 1.7 percent of
small feedlotsutil izedmilo as a primary energy source.

b. Percent of feedlots by theprimary source of energy concentrates used in the finishing ration and by

feedlot capacity:
PercentFeedlots
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Source Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Corn 94.9 1.3 92.6 (2.0) 94.3 (1.0
Milo 17 (0.8) 4.8 (1.6) 25 0.7)
Wheat 16 (0.8) 1.6 (1.0) 16 (0.6)
Barley 12 (0.8 1.0 (0.9) 12 (0.6)
Oats 00 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Other grains 0.0 (--) 0.0 () 00 (-)
Cornbyproducts (e.g., corn gluten meal) 0.0 (--) 0.0 --) 00 --)
Beet pulp 0.0 (--) 00 -) 00 -)
Other byproduct 0.6 (0.6) 0.0 (--) 04 (0.4)
Totd 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent of Feedlots by the Primary Source* of Energy
Concentrates Used in the Finishing Ration and by Feedlot Capacity
Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
Percent Feedlots [ ] 1,000-7,999 [ ] 8,000 or More [l] All Feedlots
100 949 976
75
50 H
25
17 (2825 16 16 16 12 1 12
0 T . —T T
Corn Milo Wheat Barley
Source*
* Other sources each accounted for less than 1 percent of feedlots. #4344
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3. Protein source

Proteinisanimpor tant compo nentinfeedlot rations. Somedietary proteinisprovided by energy

con centratessuchascorn. How ever, thisproteinisusually not suf fi cient for opti mal animal

per formance. Therefore, proteinsup plementssuch as soy bean meal, cot ton seed meal, and ureaare used
toprovidesupplemental protein. Thesesup plementsmay ar riveat thefeedlot asindi vid ud commodities
orasinclusionsinaprepared sup plement premix.

The majority of feedlots used some protein supplements as a premix (83.4 per cent). Most feedlots (82.3
percent) used at least some non-protein ni trogensuch asurea. Over 55 per cent of feed lotsused soy bean
productsand 26.9 per cent used cot tonseed prod ucts. Protein sourcesinthe Other categoryincluded, but
were not limited to, sunflower products, feather medl, unspecified plant protein, and adfadfa

a. Percent of feedlots by form and by type of protein source received:

PercentFeedlots

Type of Pro tein Source
BothIndividual
Individual Component
Component Premix and Pre mix Don’'t know None Received Total
Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand.

Protein Source Percent  Error | Percent Error [ Percent Error | Percent Error Percent Error [ Percent
Soybean products 89 (L8 456 (3.3) 07 (0.3) 78 (1.6) 370 (3.0 100.0
Cottonseed
products 34 (0.7) 22.2 (2.3) 13 (0.9) 13.4 (2.3) 59.7 (2.9) 100.0
Poultry litter 0.5 (0.3 04 (0.3 00 (--) 10.4 (2.1) 88.7 (22 100.0
Non-protein
nitrogen (e.g., urea) 49 (1.5) 76.2 (2.8) 12 (0.8) 26 (1.0) 151 (2.4)| 100.0
Beet pulp 0.0 (-0 37 (2.0 00 (--) 17.1 (2.4) 79.2 (25 100.0
Canola meal 0.3 (0.2 35 (0.9 02 (0.2 21.5 (2.7) 745 (29 100.0
Fish meal 0.2 (0.2 48 (1.0 00 (--) 16.2 (2.5) 788 (27) 100.0
Other 4.8 (1.3 10.7 .7 05 (0.3 14.0 (2.4) 70.0 (3.0 100.0
Any protein source 191 (2.3) 834 (2.3) 34 (1.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
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D. Labor

1. Full-time employees

Full-timeem ploy eesin cluded paid and un paid per sonnel. Full-timeem ploy eesthat only handledcattle
may in clude cow boysor pen check ers, processingcrew per sonnel, anddoctoringcrew per sonnel.
Esti matesdonotincludepart- timeemploy ees.

Labor constitutes asignificant proportion of the operating expenditurefor feed lots. Large feedlotshad
approximately one-half the total fulktime employees per 1,000head of cattle than small feedlots.

Simi larly, largefeed lots had fewer ful ltime em ploy ees per 1,000 head of cat tlewho only handled cattle
thansmall feedlots.

a. For feedlots with inventory on July 1, 1999, average number of paid or unpaid, full-time employees per
1,000 head of cattle on July 1, 1999, by employee category and by feedlot capacity:

Av er age Num ber Employees per 1,000 Head of Cattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Numberper Standard | Numberper Standard | Number per Standard
Em ployee Category 1,000 Head Error 1,000 Head Error 1,000 Head Error

All employeesincluding clerical and

management personnel and those who
handled cattle 218 (0.14) 121 (0.04) 1.36 (0.04)
Employees who only handled cattle
(such as pen riders, doctoring crew,
processors) 0.93 (0.07) 0.43 (0.02) 0.51 (0.02)

Average Number of Paid or Unpaid, Full-time Employees
per 1,000 Head of Cattle* on July 1, 1999, by Employee
Category and by Feedlot Capacity

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)

Average Number ] 1,000 - 7,999 [ 8,000 or More [ All Feedlots
2.5
2.18

2 —

1.5 136
1.21
1 093
0.51
0 T T
All Employees** Those Who Only Handled Cattle**

Employee Category

* For feedlots with inventory on July 1, 1999.
** All employees: included clerical and management personnel and those who handled cattle.
Those who handled cattle: Such as pen riders, doctoring crew, processors. #4378
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Full-time em ploy eeswho left their jobs may haveretired, quit, or beenfired or injured. Replace ment of
employeesrepresentsconsider ablecoststofeedlotsintermsof training, ori entation, etc. Esti matesdo
notincludepart- timeemploy ees.

The number of full-time employees per 1,000 head that I€eft their jobs during the year ending June 30,
1999, was higher for small feed lotsthan large feed lots. Twenty-four percent of the full-time employees
per 1,000- head of cattle who only handled cattle | eft their job, whereas 18 percent of al full-time
employeeslefttheir job. Cal culations:

012 on 0%

051
The turnover rate appears greater for full-time employees who only handled cattle compared to all
full-time employees.

024 180%
136

b. For feedlots with cattle inventory on July 1, 1999, average number of paid or unpaid, full-time
employees per 1,000 head of cattle on July 1, 1999, that |eft their job for any reason, e.g., retired, quit, fired,
or injured, by feedlot capacity and by employee category:

Av er age Num ber Employees per 1,000 Head of Cattle

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Numberper Standard | Numberper Standard | Numberper Standard
Em ployee Category 1000 Head Error 1000 Head Error 1000 Head Error
All employeesincluding clerical and
management personnel and those who
handled cattle 0.33 (0.06) 0.22 (0.02) 0.24 (0.02)
Employees who only handled cattle
(such as pen riders, doctoring crew,
processors) 0.16 (0.04) 011 (0.01) 0.12 (0.01)
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E. Information Flow

1.
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Information from packing plants

Car casschar acteristicscandi rectly orindi rectly af fect theval ueof finished ani mal's, depending onthe
marketing strategy used by feed lots. Feed lotsthat sell onafor mula, grid, or carcass basisaredi rectly
af fected by at least dressing per cent age, whereasthosesell ing onalivebasisareindi rectly af fected.

Dressingper centagewas al mostal ways available to three- fourths (72.2 per cent) of feed lotsand was
never avail abletoonly 2.7 per cent of feed lots. Other char ac ter isticsthat were com monly almost al ways
available wereper cent ageof under- or over weight car casses (55.8 percent), car cassesin eachyield grade
(42.9 percent), car cassesin each qual ity grade (40.6 percent), dark cut ters (40.3 percent), and carcasses
not given USDA grades (no-roall, 35.4 percent). Information onthe presenceof hide defectswasal most
always or sometimes avail ableto nearly one- third (31.1 per cent) of feed lots. Almost 60 and 70 per cent
of feedlotsreported that infor mationregardingthepresenceof injection siteblemishes and hide defects,
respectively, wasnever avail ableor they didn’t know whether or not it was avail able.

a. Percent of feedlots by availability of information from the packing plant where cattle were sent for
slaughter during the year ending June 30, 1999, and by type of information:

PercentFeedlots

Availability
No Heifers
AlmostAlways Sometimes Never or Cows
Available Available Available Didn't Know  Slaughtered | Total
Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand.
TypeofInformation Pct.  Error Pct. Error Pct. Error Pct.  Error Pct.  Error | Pct.
Dressing percentage 722 (2.5 242 (24 27 (10 09 (0.6)| N/A N/A| 100.0
Percentage of out-weights
(under- or overweight
carcasses) 55.8 (3.0) 355 (3.0 52 (1.5) 35 (14| N/A N/A| 100.0
Percent of cattlein each
yield grade 429 (31| 485 (3.1) 6.4 (1.6) 22 (1.0)| N/A  N/A | 100.0
Percent of cattle in each
quality grade 406 (31 486 (32 88 (20 20 (10| N/JA N/A| 1000
Percent no-roll (not
USDA graded) 35.4 (31 22 (32 158 (25 66 (1.9 | N/A N/A| 1000
Percent dark cutters 403 (32)| 418 (32| 120 (21 59 (1.7)| N/A N/A| 100.0
Presence of injection site
lesions 136 (2.2) 270 (25| 379 (31| 215 (29| N/A N/A | 100.0
Presence of hide defects 112 (2.2) 199 (23)| 449 (33)| 240 (3.00| N/A N/A| 100.0
Liver condemnations 205 (26)| 422 (@O0 | 264 (29| 109 (24| N/A N/A| 1000
Percent pregnant (if
heifers or cows sent to
slaughter) 119 (2.1)| 318 (2.6)| 306 (3.0 123 (2.3)| 134 24 | 100.0
Other 52 (11 12 (0.5)| 790 (2.6)| 146 (2.4)| N/A N/A | 100.0
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characteristics.

Dressingper centagewas al mostal waysavail ableto alarger per cent age of small feed lots(77.0 per cent)
than largefeed lots (60.0 per cent). Per cent agesfor small and large feedlotsweresimi lar for other carcass

b. Percent of feedlots where information was almost always availablefrom the packing plant where cattle
were sent for aughter during the year ending June 30, 1999, by type of information and by feedlot

capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Typeofinformation Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Dressing percentage 770 (3.2 60.0 (3.8 722 (2.5)
Percentage of out-weights (under- or

overweight carcasses) 58.1 3.9 50.0 (4.0 55.8 (3.0
Percent of cattlein each yield grade 430 (4.2) 429 (3.9) 42.9 (3.1)
Percent of cattle in each quality grade 393 (4.2) 439 (3.9) 40.6 (3.1)
Percent no-roll (not USDA graded) 31 (4.0 325 (3.9) 354 (3.1)
Percent dark cutters 409 (4.2) 38.7 (4.1) 40.3 (3.2
Presence of injection site lesions 118 (2.8) 18.3 (3.3) 13.6 (2.2)
Presence of hide defects 109 (2.8) 12.0 (2.9) 112 (2.2)
Liver condemnations 19.3 (3.9 236 (3.9 205 (2.6)
Percent pregnant (if heifers or cows sent

to slaughter) 110 2.7) 14.1 (3.0 119 (2.1)
Other 38 (1.4 91 (2.1) 52 (1.1

Infor mationfromthepack ing plant was veryimpor tant to 80.3 per cent of feed lotsand notimpor tant to
only 1.4 per cent of feed | ots. Pack ing plant infor mationwasequally im por tant tolargeand small feed I ots.

c. Percent of feedlots by level of importance of information from the packing plant and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Importance of Information Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Very Important 80.9 33 78.7 (3.3 80.3 (2.6)
Somewhat important 175 (3.1 20.5 3.3 18.3 (2.9
Not important _16 1.2 _0.8 (0.6) _ 14 (0.9)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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2. Returning information to sources of cattle

Infor mationreturnedto the sourceof the cat tlemay in cludedisease occurrence and death | osses, ani mal
per formance, and car casschar acteristics. Identi fi cation of theorigi nal sourceof cat tlemay not be

possi bleandinfor mationmay gototheimmedi atesource, e.g., ranch owner or per sonproviding cattle
for customfeeding.

Feedlots in the Central region weremorelikely thanthosein the Other regionto provideinformation
back to the sources of cattle. Over one-third of al feedlots(38.7 per cent) never or al most never returned
any infor mationwhichmay indi catethat many cat tlewere bought in such away hat the source was not
readilyidentifiable, e.g., traded throughsale barns. Approximately one- third of cat tlewerereported to be
purchased through auctions(Feedlot ‘99 Part|).

a. Percent of feedlots by frequency that any information (e.g., occurrence of disease, performance or
carcass quality) was returned to sources of the cattle placed on the feedlot and by region:

PercentFeedlots

Region
Central Other All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Frequency Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Always or most of thetime 28.3 (2.9) 17.3 (5.2) 24.7 (2.6)
Sometimes 399 (34 29.6 (5.9 36.6 (3.0
Never or almost never _318 (34) 531  (66) _387 (3.1)
Totd 100.0 100.0 100.0

Feedlot '99 Study Regions

I other [ cCentral

Shaded states =
participating states.
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E. Information Flow

Largefeed lotsweremorelikely than small feed lotsto pro videin for mation back to the sources of cattle.
Only 9.5 per cent of largefeed lots never or al most never returned information. For nearly 84 per cent of
feedlots, pre-arrival processinginfor mationwasavail ableal ways or most of thetime or sometimes (see
Tablel.A.2.9). Theseresultsalongwith esti matesinthetable below may indi catethat feed lotsand their
cattlesourcesprovided constructiveinfor mationto eachother onaregular basis.

b. Percent of feedlotsby frequency of returning any information (e.g., occurrence of disease, performance
or carcass quality) to sources of cattle and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feed lots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More
Standard Standard
Frequency Percent Error Percent Error
Always or most of the time 17.9 (3.2 42.3 (4.2)
Sometimes 321 (3.8) 48.2 (4.2
Never or almost never _500 4.2 _95 (2.5)
Totd 100.0 100.0

Percent of Feedlots by Frequency of Returning Any Information*
to Sources of Cattle and by Feedlot Capacity

Percent Feedlots

100

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
[ 1,000 - 7,999 [] 8,000 or More

48.2

50

42.3

17.9

32.1

9.5

1

Always/Most of the Time Sometimes

Frequency

* E.g., occurrence of disease, performance or carcass quality.

Feedlot ‘99

Never/Almost Never

#4388
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3. Location of packing plants

in the Other region.

Onav er age, largefeed lotsshipped finished cat tlefewer milesto apack ing plant than small feedlots(100
milescom paredto 144 miles, respectively). Theseesti matesmay indi catethat pack ing plantsarelo cated
closer tolargefeedlotsor that small feed lots chose amore distant plant over acloser one. Additionally,
feedlotsinthe Central region shipped cattle, on av er age, 69 mileslessto the pack ing plantthan feed lots

a. Average distance (in miles) that feedlots shipped finished cattle to the packing plant during the year

ending June 30, 1999, by feedlot capacity:

Av er age Distance (In Miles)

Feedlot Capacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Average Error Average Error Average Error
144 9) 100 (7 12 (7

i. Average distance (in miles) that feedlots shipped finished cattle to the packing plant during the year
ending June 30, 1999, by region:

Average Distance (in Miles)

Region
Central Other
Standard Standard
Average Error Average Error
110 (6) 179 (16)

Average Distance (in Miles) that Feedlots Shipped Finished Cattle
to the Packing Plant* by Feedlot Capacity and by Region

Average Distance (in Miles) Average Distance (in Miles)

200 200
150 144 150
100 H 100 100
50 M - M 50
0 T T 0
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More Central Other
Feedlot Capacity (Number Head) Region
*During the year ending June 30, 1999. #4345
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F. Familiarity with Quality Assurance Programs

Qual ity assur anceprogramsmay beor ganized and ad ministered at thestatelevel or throughthe National
Cattlemen’ s Beef Association(NCBA). Col lectively, theseprogramsareof ten, but not al ways, referred
toasBeef Qual ity Assur ance (BQA) pragrams. Theseprogramsproviderecommendationsregarding
opti mal practicesfor ani mal handling, drugresi dueavoidance, recordkeeping, and maintaining ahigh
qual ity prod uct for thecon sumer.

Themajor ity of both large (96.7 per cent) and small feed lots (86.3 per cent) werefamiliar with BQA
programs. A small segment of large (3.3 per cent) and small feedlots(10.3 per cent) char acterized their
level of famili arity ashavingheard of the name only. Just over 3 percent of feed lotswith acapacity of

less than 8,000 head were unfamiliar with such programs.

a. Percent of feedlots by level of familiarity with the Beef Quality Assurance program either of their Sate
or of the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA) and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

Feedlot Capacity (Num berHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Level of Familiarity Percent Error Percent Error Percent  Error
Very familiar 43.7 39 63.1 4.0 49.1 (3.0
Somewhat familiar 42.6 4.2 336 (3.9 40.1 (3.2
Heard name only 103 (2.5) 33 (1.7) 8.4 (1.9
Unfamiliar _34 a.7) _00 (--) _24 1.2
Totd 1000 1000 100.0
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TheNCBA hascon ducted sev eral Nationa Beef Qual ity Auditsin cludingauditsof beef pro duced by the
feedlotindustry. Thepubli cationsareavail ablefromthe NCBA. Almost 90 per cent of largefeed lotsand

63.9 per cent of small feed lotswere familiar with at |east one National Beef Qudity Audit.
Ap proxi mately the same per cent age of small and largefeed lotswere somewhat familiarwithNational

Beef Quality Audit results.

b. Percent of feedlots by level of familiarity withthe results of any of the beef industry’ s National Beef
Quadlity Audits and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Level of Familiarity Percent Error Percent Error Percent  Error
Very familiar 19.6 (34) 39.2 4.2 251 (2.7
Somewhat familiar 44.3 4.1 50.3 (4.2) 459 (3.2
Heard name only 186 (3.3) 41 (1.8) 14.6 (2.9)
Unfamiliar _175 33 _64 21 _144 (2.9
Totd 1000 1000 100.0
48 Feedlot ‘99
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Section II: Methodology

A. Needs Assessment

Objectives were devel oped for the Feed ot ' 99 study fromin put ob tained over aperiod of several
months via a number of focus groups and individual contacts. Participants included producer repre-
sentatives,government personnel,veterinary consultants, researchers, andani mal healthofficials.

Feedlot ‘99 study objectives were to:
1) Describeani mal health manage ment practicesinfeedlotsandtheir relation shiptocat tle health.
2) Describechangesin man age ment practicesand ani mal healthin feed lotsfrom 1994 to 1999.

3) Identify factors associ atedwith shed ding of speci fied patho gensby feed ot cat tle, such as:
- E. coli 0157
- Salmonella spp.
- Campylobacter spp.

4) Describeantimicrobial usage in feedlots.

5) Identify priority areas for pre-arrival processing of cattle and calves.

6) Describethemanagementinfeedlotsthatim pactsproduct qual ity.
B. Sampling and Estimation

1. State selection

A goal of the NAHMS national stud iesisto include states that account for at least 70 percent of the
animal and producer population. The National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) publishes the
number of cattle on feed and the number of feedlots in the U.S. The February 1999report showsthat
2 percent of the feedlots had over 80 percent of the U.S. inventory. These feedlots were those with
1,000 head or more one-time capacity. Therefore, to enhance prudent use of available resources, our
goal of focusing on animal health was achieved by concentrating efforts where most of the animals
were located. This plan meant examining those feedlots with 1,000-head or more capacity. Ona
monthly and quarterly basis,the NASS sur veysthese large feedlotsin 12 key cattle feeding states,
which in general are those states with the largest inventories. To minimize respondent burden on
these large feedlots, NAHMS chose to direct efforts in these same 12 feedlot states which were
Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, lowa, Kansas, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South
Dakota, Texas, and Washington. The number of feedlots published for these 12 statesin 1998 was
1,746. On January 1, 1999, they had 10,217,000 head on feed.

2. Feedlot selection

A total of 1,250 feed lotswere selected from apopulation of 1,782 feed lotsbased on NASS' May
1999 Cattle on Feedsurvey. In eight of the 12NAHMS states, all feedlots were selected. Inthere-
maining four states (Colorado, lowa, Kansas, and Nebraska), a sampleof operationswasselected to
match resource availability both within the state and nationally. These four states were chosen for
subsampling because of their relatively large number of smaller feedlots. In these four states, all
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feedlots with more than 4,000 head were included in the sam ple, while the sampling interval varied
between one in 1.61 (Colo rado) to onein 4.39 (Ne braska) for smaller feedlots.

3. Population inferences

Inferencescover the population of feedlots with 1,000 head or more one-time capacity in the 12 study
states since these feedlots were the only ones eligible for sample selection. These states accounted for
84.3 percent of the feedlots with a 1,000-head or more capacity in the U.S. and 95.8 percent of the
U.S. cattle on feed inventory on those feed lots as of January 1, 1999, or 77.3 percent of all cattle on
feed in the U.S. All respondent data were properly weighted to reflect the population from which it
was selected. The inverse of the probability of selection for each of the 1,250 feedlots was the initial
selection weight. This selection weight was adjusted for non-response within each of two regions and
two size groups to allow for inferences back to the origi nal populationfromwhichthesample was
selected.

C. Data Collection

1. Phase I: Feedlot Management Report, August 16 - September 22, 1999

NASS enumerators administered the Feedlot Management Report. The interview took approximately
1 hour to complete.

2. Phase lI: Veterinary Services Visit, October 12 - January 7, 1999

Farms for which the operation had signed a consent form were contacted by Veterinary Services (VS)
for the second phase of the study. Veterinary Medical Officers (VMO's) contacted each feedlot,
explained the program, and, if the feedlot agreed to continue in the study, administered a
guestionnaire. Feedlot '99 Parts |l and |11 report the results of this phase of the study.

D. Data Analysis

1. Validation and estimation

Ini tial dataentry and validation for the Feed lot Man age ment Report (resultsreported in Feedlot ' 99

Part I) were performed in each individual NASS state of fice. Datawereenteredinto a SAS data set.
NAHMS national staff per formed ad di tional datavalidation ontheentire dataset af ter datafromall

states were combined.

Dataentry and editing for the VS visit phase of Feedlot ' 99 were done by the NAHMS national staff
in Fort Collins, CO. VSfield staff followed up with producers, where necessary, to ensure data
validation. Summarization and estimation for Parts Il and I11 were performed by NAHMS national
staff using SUDAAN software (1996. Research Triangle Park, NC).

2. Response rates

A total of 520 of the initially selected 1,250 feedlots com pleted the Feedl ot M anagement Report (Part
I). Therewere 130 selected feedlots (10.4 percent) that had zero cattle on feed, were out of business,
or were otherwise out of scope for the study (Table 1). These two groups combined (n=650) repre-
sented the re spon dentsto the sur vey. There sponserate (650/1,250 = 52.0%) wassimi lar to the
response rate from the NAHMS' 1994 Cattle on Feed Evaluation (43.5 percent for feedlots with a ca
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D. DataAndysis

pac ity of 1,000 or more head). Forty-one selected feedlots were inaccessible or could not be

contacted within the study timelines.

There were 341 of the 520 respondents to the Feed ot Management Report, conducted by NASSenu-
merators, who con sented to have their namesturned over to VSfor potential participationinthe
second phase of the Feedlot '99 study. Of these 341 feedlots, 275 participated in the VS phase of the

study. The overall response rate for Phase Il was 52.9 percent (275/520).

Feedlot ‘99

Number Percent

Re sponse Category Feedlots Feedlots
Completed survey 520 41.6
Had zero cattle on feed 83 6.6
Out of business 40 32
Out of scope of survey 7 06
Refusals 559 4.7
Inaccessible a4 33
Totd 1,250 100.0
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Appendix|: SampleProfile

Appendix I: Sample Profile

A. Responding Feedlots

1. Number and percent of feedlots by feedlot capacity and by region:

Num ber and Per cent Feed lots

Size of Feed lot (Num ber Head)

Region

Central
Other
Tota

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More
Number  Percent | Number Percent
115 418 97 363
_48 175 5 B4
163 59.3 12 40.7

AllFeedlots
Number  Percent
212 771
_63 29
275 100.0

2. Number and percent of feedlots by number of placements

Num ber Placements

Number Percent
Feedlots Feedlots

1-2,499
2,500-9,999

10,000-39,999
40,000 or more

Totd

USDA:APHISVS

7 254
&% 30.9
72 26.2
_48 75
275 1000
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NAHMS FEEDLOT ‘99 Study:
Completed and Expected Outputs
and Related Study Objectives

1. De scribechangesin man age ment prac ticesand ani mal health infeed lotsfrom 1994 to 1999.
» Changesinthe U.S. Beef Feedlot Industry, 1994-1999, August 2000

2. Describethemanagementinfeed|otsthatim pactsprod uct qual ity.
» Part I: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Management Practices, 1999, May 2000
» PartIl: Basdline Reference of Feedlot Health and Health Management, 1999, November 2000
o Part Il1: Health Management and Biosecurity in U.S. Feedlots, 1999, expected December 2000
» Quality assurance (interpretive report), expected 2001
» Water quality (info sheet), November 2000
» Feed quality (info sheet), expected 2001
3. Identify factorsasso ci ated with shed ding by feed ot cattle of speci fied patho gens, such as E. coli 0157, Sal-
monella spp., and Campylobacter spp.
» E. coli 0157:H7 (info sheet), expected 2001
» Salmonélla (info sheet), expected 2001
» Campylobacter (info sheet), expected 2001

4. Describeanti mi crobia usageinfeedlots.
» Part I: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Management Practices 1999, May 2000
» PartIl: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Health and Health Management, 1999, November 2000
o Part Il1: Health Management and Biosecurity in U.S. Feedlots, 1999, expected December 2000
* Injection practices (info sheet), November 2000
» Antimicrobia usage in feedlots (interpretive report), expected 2001

5. Identify pri or ity ar easfor pre- arrival processing of cat tleand calves.
» Part I: Basdline Reference of Feedlot Management Practices, 1999, May 2000
» Part I1: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Health and Health Management, 1999, November 2000
» Implants (info sheet), May 2000
» Attitudestoward pre-arrival processing (info sheet), November 2000
» Vaccination against respiratory disease pathogens (info sheet), November 2000
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