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Introduction

Introduction

The National Ani mal Health Moni tor ing System’s(NAHMS) Feed ot * 99 study wasde signed to pro-
vide both partici pantsandthoseaf fili ated withthecat tlefeedingindustry withinfor mationonthe
nation’s feedlot cattlepopulationfor edu cationand re search. NAHM Sisspon sored by the
USDA:APHIS:Veterinary Services (VS).

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

The USDA’s National Agricultural StatisticsServ-
ice (NASS) collaborated with VSto selecta States Participating in the Feedlot '99 Study
statistically-valid samplesuchthatinfer 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, inthe 12 par tici pat ing states(see
map at right). NASS enumerators collected on-site
datafrom the 520 feedlots for the initial report viaa
guestionnaireadministered from August 16, 1999,
through Septem ber 22, 19909.

Part I: 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 pared re sults of
NAHMS' 1994 Cat tle on Feed Evaluation (COFE) andini tial re sultsof the Feed ot * 99 study.

#4225

Estimates related to health and health man agement of cat tlein feed lotsare docu mentedin Part 11:
Baseline Reference of Feedlot Healthand Health Man age ment Practices, 1999 (Octo ber 2000), and
in Part I11: Health Management and Biosecurity in U.S. Feedlots, 1999(De cem ber 2000). Part |l and
Part 111 report resultsfrom the sec ond phase of Feed lot * 99 datacol lectiondoneby fed eral and state
Veterinary Medical Officers (VMQO's) and Ani mal Health Tech ni cians(AHT’ ) inthe 12 states. Data
were collected on site from October 12, 1999, through January 12, 2000, from the feedlotsthat re-
sponded to the NASS question naireand agreed to continuepar tici pating.

Re sults of the Feed | ot * 99 and other NAHM S studiesare ac cessi ble 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 Sresullts, please contact:

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 rationand intended for the
slaughter market.

Cattleonfeed: Animalsbeingfedahigh- energy rationof grain, si lage, hay, and/or protein sup ple
ment for the slaugh ter mar ket, ex cluding cat tlebeing “ back grounded only” (for later sale as feed ersor
later placement inan other feed|ot).

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

Feedlot capacity: Size groupings based on feedlot capacity onJanuary 1,1999. The capacity isthe
to tal number of head of cat tlethat could be ac com mo dated inthefeed | ot at onetime.

M etaphylaxis: Therapeutic management of high-risk cattle as a group prior to diseasedevel opment
that includes an antimicrobial Also com monly referredto as” masstreat ment.”

N/A:Notappli cable.

Per cent cattle: The total number of cattle with a certainat trib utedi vided by thetotal number of cattle
on all feedlots(or onall feedlotswithinacer tain category suchasby feedlot capacity orregion).

Per centfeedlots. The number of feed lotswithacer tain at trib utedi vided by theto tal number of feed-
lots. Per cent ageswill sumto 100 wheretheat tributesaremutually ex clusive(i.e., per centage of
feedlots lo cated withineachregion). Per cent ageswill notsum to 100 where the attributes are not
mutually exclusive (i.e., the per cent ageof feed | otsusing treat ment meth odswherefeedlots may have
used more than one method).

Populationestimates Esti matesinthisreport are pro vided with ameasure of preci sion called the
standard error. A confidenceinterval can be created with bounds equal to the estimate plus or minus
two standard errors. If the only errorissamplinger ror, thenconfi dencein

ter valscreated in thisman ner will containthetrue population mean 95 out Examples of a

of 100 times. In the example at right, an esti mateof 7.5withastandarder- ~ 95% Confidence Interval

ror of 1.0 resultsin limits of 5.5 to 9.5 (two times the standard error above 10

and below theesti mate). Thesec ond esti mate of 3.4 showsastandard er ror mnﬁdgjj/:‘:
of 0.3 and resultsin limits of 2.8 and 4.0. Alternatively, the 90 per cent cor+ 8 4™ |ntervals
fi denceinter val would becreated by mul ti ply ingthestandarder ror by 1.65 s| /
in stead of two. Most esti matesin thisre port are rounded to the near est

tenth. If rounded to 0, the standard error was re ported. If therewerenore- nl y/
ports of the event, no standard error was reported. i
Repull: Ananimal that responded favorably to theinitial course of treat- 2

ment for a disease, was returned to a pen, and received additional treatment

o

for the same disease at alater date. (1.0 (0.3)

Standard Errors
#2360

Retreat: An ani mal that failedtorespondtotheini tial courseof treat ment
for a diseaseand required asec ond course of treat ment.

Sample profile: Infor mationthat describeschar acteristicsof thefeedlotsfromwhich Feedlot‘ 99 data
werecol lected.

USDA:APHISVS 2 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates A. ShippingFever Prevention

Section I: Population Estimates

A. Shipping Fever Prevention

Bovinerespi ratory diseasecomplex (BRD),adso known as ship ping fever, isthe pri mary cause of ill nessand
deathinfeedlot cattle. Thisdiseaseresultsfromacom plexinter action of hostimmunity, stressors,and
infectiouspatho gens. Whenagroup of cat tleareex posed to vari ous stressors, such as long shippingdistances,
transit shrink age, and commingling, they areat in creased risk of devel op ment of BRD, particularly if their
immunesystemsaresomewhat naive. Thesegroupsareof tenreferredtoashigh-risk cat tle. Itislikely that
bacterialinfection of the lower respiratory tract is al ready present whenthesecat tlear riveat thefeed lot.

Left untreated, feed ot managerscould ex pect ahigh oc cur renceof respiratory diseaseintheseani mals.
Therapeuticmanagement of high-risk cat tlethat in cludesan antimicrobial has been demonstratedto
economically reduceill nessand death. Thispracticeisof tenreferred to asmetaphylaxis(or masstreat ment).

1. Metaphylaxis

Largefeedlots(80.9 per cent) were morelikely than small feed lots (26.5 per cent) to metaphylactically
treat some groups of cattletoprevent BRD. A simi lar per cent ageof largefeed lots(82.1 per cent)
administeredaninjectableanti mi crobial tosomecattleat processing (Feedlot' 99Part I: Basdline
Ref er enceof Feedlot Management Practices, 1999).

a. Percent of feedlots that administeredinjectable antimicrobial s for the metaphylaxis (mass treatment)
of some cattle to prevent shipping fever by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots

Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error

265 (35| 8.9 (33| 47 (27

Percent of Feedlots (and Cattle Placed on these Feedlots) that
Administered Injectable Antimicrobials for the Metaphylaxis of
Cattle to Prevent Shipping Fever by Feedlot Capacity

Percent [ Feediots [ Cattle
100
80.9
75
50 717
26.5
25 M
75 109 104
0 [ I I
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Operations

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head) sanar

USDA:APHISVS 3 Feedlot ‘98



A. ShippingFeverPrevention

Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

Overall,10.4 per cent of cat tleweretreated metaphy lacti cally to prevent clini cal mani festationsof BRD.

b. Percent of dl cattle that were treated metaphylacticaly (mass-treated) with aninjectable antimicrobial to
prevent shipping fever by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Cattle

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More AllFeedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error [ Percent Error [Percent Error
75 (1.7) 10.9 (1.3) 10.4 (1.2)

fever in cattle.

Of those feed lotsthat administered injectabl e antimicrobials metaphylactically,agreater percent age (70.3
percent) used tilmicosin than any other antimicrobial. Large feed lotswere more likely than small
feedlotstousetilmi cosinand ceftiofur for metaphy laxis. Ap proxi mately one-third of both large and

small feedlotsadministeredinjectable oxytetracy clinesmetaphylactically toaidin prevention of ship ping

Thefol lowinglistof anti mi crobi alsisnot mutually ex clusiveasfeedlotsmay havechanged their choice
of anti mi crobia tometaphylacti cally treat dif fer entgroupsof cattle.

c. For feedlots that administered injectable antimicrobials for the metaphylaxis (mass treatment) of cattle to
prevent shipping fever, percent of feedlots by injectable antimicrobial administered and by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Feedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000-7,999 8,000 or More All Feedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Injectable Antimicrobial Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Tilmicosin (Micotil®) 59.2 (7.2) 79.6 (3.6) 70.3 (4.0
Florfenicol (Nuflor®) 144 (5.0) 28.6 45) 221 (34)
Ceftiofur (Naxcel®, Excenel®) 19 (1.1) 13.3 (2.9) 81 1.7
Oxytetracyclines (e.g., LA 200®, Biomycin®,
Oxy-Tet100™) 312 (7.2) 325 (4.4) 319 (4.2)
Penicillins/Amoxicillin (e.g., PenG,
Aquacillin™, Amoxi-Inject®) 9.6 (5.1) 9.9 (2.6) 98 (2.7)
Erythromycin (Gallamicin®) 0.0 (-) 08 0.7) 04 (0.4)
Tylosin (Tylan®200) 34 (2.5) 30 (1.5) 32 (1.9
Other antimicrobia (e.g., Spectinomy cin) 24 2.3 21 (1.3 22 1.3)
USDA:APHISVS 4 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates A. ShippingFever Prevention

Approximately two-thirds of the metaphy lacti cally treated cattlein both largeand small feed | ots were
administered tilmi cosin. Thesecattlerepresent 6.7 per cent of al cat tleplaced onfeed. Oxytetracyclines
were administeredto 14.5 per cent of metaphy lactically treated cattle, and penicillinswere administered
to13.0 percent. A total of 5.4 per cent of cat tletreated with in jectableantimicrobials (0.6 per cent of al
cat tle placed on feed) weremetaphylactically treated withceftiofur.

Thelist of anti mi crobialsinthetablebelowisnotmutualy ex clusiveascat tlemay havereceived
metaphylactic treatment on more than one occasion, al thoughthisisunusual.

d. For cattle metaphylactically treated with injectable antimicrobial s to prevent shipping fever, percent of
cattle metaphylactically treated by injectable antimicrobia administered and by feedlot capacity:

PercentCattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Injectable Antimicrobial Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Tilmicosin (Micotil®) 65.0 12.7) 648 (6.2) 64.9 (5.7)
Florfenicol (Nuflor®) 7.8 (3.8) 93 (32 91 (2.8)
Ceftiofur (e.g., Naxcel®, Excenel®) 31 (1.8) 57 (22 54 (2.0
Oxytetracyclines (e.g., LA 200®, Biomycin®,
Oxy-Tet100™) 120 (4.6) 14.9 (5.0) 145 (4.4)
Penicillins/Amoxicillin (e.g., PenG,
Aquacillin™, Amoxi-Inject®) 185 (14.2) 123 (4.3) 13.0 (4.2)
Erythromycins (e.g., Gallimycin®) 0.0 () 02 (0.2) 02 (0.2)
Tylosin (Tylan®200) 02 (0.2) 25 (2.9 23 1.7)
Other antimicrobia (e.g., Spectinomy cin) 0.6 (0.6) 04 (0.3 04 (0.3

Percent of Cattle* Metaphylactically Treated by Injectable
Antimicrobial Administered to Prevent Shipping Fever and by
Feedlot Capacity

Injectable Antimicrobial

S 3
Tilmicosin ||64'8

: 78
Florfenicol E-lg_s

Ceftiofur—%lsl7

. 12
OxytetracyclmerE—,l‘w Feedlqt Capacity
Penicillins/Amoxicillin-——Trz4 " (Number Head)

Erythromycin 2, O 1,000 - 7,999
losi 02 O 8,000 or More
Tylosin —|:|25
Other antimicrobial— 8:2
0 25 50 75 100
Percent Cattle*
*For cattle metaphylactically treated with injectable antimicrobials to prevent shipping fever. #4349

Feedlot ‘99 5 USDA:APHISVS



A. ShippingFeverPrevention Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

Many factorsmay affect thelikeli hood that agroup of ani malswill ex peri encein creased problemswith
bovinerespi ratory diseasecomplex (BRD). The feedlot manager or ani mal healthforemandecidesif a
group of ani masshould receive metaphylactic treat ment. Thisdeci sionistypi cally based on aset of
criteriadevel opedwithveteri nary consul tation.

More than 60 percentof feed lotscon sid ered each of thereasonsspecifiedin thetablebelow either
important or somewhatimpor tant in the decision-making processfor whether or not to metaphy lacti cally
treat agroup of cattle. Approximately two-thirdsof feed lots con sid ered appearance of animals at arrival
asanimportant cri terion. Only one-quarter of feed lotscon sid ered arrival weight of cattle and season of
year asimportant deci sion-makingcriteria.

e. Importance of criteriain decisions for metaphylaxis

i. Percent of feedlots by level of importance of criteriafor preventative metaphylaxis (mass treatment)
of cattle and calves againgt shipping fever:

PercentFeedlots

Level of Im portance
Important Some what Important Not Important Total
Standard Standard Standard
Reason Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error Percent

Long shipping distance (increased shrink) 46.1 (3.1 30.8 (3.1 23.1 (2.8) | 1000
Arrival weight 235 (2.9) 417 (3.2) 34.8 (3.2)| 100.0
Appearance of animals at arrival 65.0 (3.9 219 (3.0 131 (2.5)| 1000
Shipping fever problemsin cattle previously

received from the same source 531 32 259 (3.1 21.0 (2.8) | 1000
Occurrence of respiratory disease in some of the

cattle from the pen/group 478 (3.3) 34.3 3.2 17.9 (27) | 1000
Source of cattle 479 (3.2 36.3 (3.2 15.8 (2.6) | 100.0
Known history of lack of vaccination against

respiratory disease 493 (3.3 26.3 (2.9 24.4 (29) | 1000
Season of year 231 (2.5) 48.6 (3.9 28.3 (3.2)| 100.0
Other reason 7.3 .7) 10 (0.5) 91.7 (2.7) | 1000

Percent of Feedlots by Level of Importance of Criteria for Preventative
Metaphylaxis of Cattle and Calves Against Shipping Fever

Level of Importance
Reason B important [J Somewhat Important [J Not Important

Long shipping distance

Arrival weight

Appearance of animals

Shipping fever problems i
cattle from same source
Respiratory disease

Source of cattle

No respiratory vaccinatio

Season of year

Other reason

0 25 50 75 100
Percent Feedlots #4350

USDA:APHISVS 6 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

A. ShippingFever Prevention

Largefeed lotswere morelikely than small feed lotsto con sider five of the eight reasons specified in the
tablebelow (ap pear ance, previ ousproblemswith cat tlefrom thesource, oc cur renceof respiratory
disease, sourceof cat tle, and season of theyear) asim por tant in deciding to metaphylactically treat a
group of cat tleagainst ship pingfever. Slightly over 87 per cent of largefeed lotscon sid ered gppearance
of ani malsat arri val asim por tant cri teriafor metaphylactic treat ment, while75.7 per cent considered
shippingfever problemsincat tleprevi ously received fromthesamesourceasim portant. Additionally,
nearly two-thirdsof largefeed lots con sid ered the source of the cat tleand oc cur rence of respiratory
diseaseim por tant.

Note: Tables|.A.1.a& bshow that alarger pro por tion of large feed lotsthan small feed | ots employed
metaphy laxisfor somecat tleplaced and alarger per cent age of cat tleplaced onlargeop erations were
givenmetaphy lactictreat ment.

ii. Percent of feedlots by level of importance of criteriafor preventative metaphylaxis (mass treatment)
of cattle and calves againgt shipping fever and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

Level of Importance and Feed lot Ca pac ity (Num ber Head)

Important Some what Important Not Important Total
Standard Standard Standard
Reason Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error Percent
1,000 - 7,999

Long shipping distance (increased shrink) 45.2 (4.0 28.3 (4.0 26.5 (38) | 1000
Arrival weight 218 (3.8) 39.1 (4.2) 39.1 (4.3)| 100.0
Appearance of animals at arrival 55.9 (4.5) 28.2 (4.2 15.9 (3.5) | 1000
Shipping fever problemsin cattle previously

received from the same source 440 (4.3 29.6 (4.2 26.4 (38) | 1000
Occurrence of respiratory disease in some of

the cattle from the pen/group 41.6 (4.3) 37.0 (4.3) 21.4 (3.6) | 100.0
Source of cattle 406 (4.2) 39.7 (4.3) 19.7 (3.6) | 100.0
Known history of lack of vaccination against 1000
respiratory disease 46.4 (4.3 245 (3.8) 29.1 (4.0) | 1000
Season of year 191 (3.1) 49.6 (4.9) 313 (4.2) | 100.0
Other reason 7.2 (2.2 00 (--) 92.8 (2.2) | 100.0

8,000 or More

Long shipping distance (increased shrink) 48.2 (4.2 37.0 (4.2 14.8 (31) | 1000
Arrival weight 279 (3.7) 48.1 (4.2) 24.0 (3.6) | 100.0
Appearance of animals at arrival 87.3 (2.8) 66 (2.2) 61 (1.9 | 1000
Shipping fever problemsin cattle previously

received from the same source 75.7 (3.5 16.7 (3.0 76 (21) | 1000
Occurrence of respiratory disease in some of

the cattle from the pen/group 62.8 (4.2) 217 (4.0) 95 (2.3) | 100.0
Source of cattle 657 (4.0 28.0 (3.8) 63 (1.9)| 100.0
Known history of lack of vaccination against

respiratory disease 56.6 (4.2 30.7 (4.1) 12.7 (29) | 1000
Season of year 330 (3.8) 46.2 (4.2) 20.8 (3.4)| 100.0
Other reason 7.6 (2.2 33 a.7) 89.1 (2.7) | 1000

Feedlot ‘99 USDA:APHISVS



B. Therapeutic Treatment

Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

B. Therapeutic Treatment

1. Treatment for respiratory disease

Earlyidenti fi cationandtreat ment of bovinerespi ratory diseasecomplex (BRD) with an appropriate
antimicrobial pro videsfeedlotsthe best op por tu nity to achievealasting cure.

I nitial treatment of respiratory disease was defined as the first course of treat ment used for an ani mal
suspectedto besuf feringfromrespi ratory disease. Morethan 50 percent of feedlotsused florfenicol,
tilmicosin,ortetracy clines as part of afirsttime treatment for BRD for some cattle. Largefeed lotswere
more likely than small feedlots to use ei ther cephalosporinsor fluoroquinolones.

a. Percent of feedlots that typically used the following antimicrobials as part of theinitia treatment for

respiratory disease by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Antimicrobial Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Tilmicosin (e.g., Micotil®) 495 (4.2) 575 (4.0 51.7 (3.1)
Florfenicol (e.g., Nuflor®) 51.1 4.1 61.3 (4.0 54.0 (31
Tetracyclines (e.g., Oxy-Tet100™, LA 200®,
Biomycin®) 50.4 (4.2) 52.0 (3.8) 50.8 (3.1)
Cephalosporins(e.g., Naxcel®, Excenel ®) 328 (4.0) 51.6 (4.2) 38.1 (3.1)
Penicillingamoxicillin (e.g., PenG,
Aquacillin™, Amoxi-Inject®) 311 (3.9 31.2 (3.9 311 (3.0
Macrolides (e.g., Galamycin®, Tylan®200
[excludes Micotil®]) 18.1 35 155 (2.9 17.4 (2.6)
Fluoroquinolones (e.g., Baytril®) 232 (3.3 55.2 (4.0 321 (2.7)
Other 79 (2.2) 42 (2.6) 69 (1.6)
Any antimicrobia 100.0 () 100.0 () 100.0 )

Percent of Feedlots that Typically Used the Following Antimicrobials
as Part of the Initial Treatment for Respiratory Disease

Antimicrobial

Tilmicosin
Florfenicol
Tetracyclines
Cephalosporins
Penicillins/amoxicillin
Macrolides
Fluoroquinolones

Other

USDA:APHISVS

25 50 75 100

Percent Feedlots #4380

8 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates B. Therapeutic Treatment

Tilmi cosin, florfenicol, andtet racy clineswerethepri mary anti mi crobial drugsforthe ini tial treat ment of
bovinerespi ratory diseasecomplex (BRD). A higher per cent ageof largefeed |ots(42.4 percent) than
small feedlots(26.7 per cent) pri marily usedtilmi cosin. Largefeedlotsweremorelikely than small
feedlotsto select afluoro qui noloneasthepri mary anti mi crobial com pound (16.3 per cent com pared to
8.4 per cent).

Other antimicrobials may have included injectable sulfas and spectinomycin. Feedlotswerelimitedto
choosingoneanti mi crobial.

b. Percent of feedlots by the primary antimicrobia used as part of theinitial treatment for respiratory

disease and by feedlot capacity:
PercentFeedlots
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Antimicrobial Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Tilmicosin (e.g., Micotil®) 267 (3.4) 42.4 (4.2) 311 (2.7)
Florfenicol (e.g., Nuflor®) 23.8 34 16.9 (32 219 (2.6)
Tetracyclines (e.g., Oxy-Tet100™, LA 200®,
Biomycin®) 248 (3.3) 135 (2.9 21.6 (2.9)
Cephalosporins(e.g., Naxcel®, Excenel®) 49 (1.8) 8.8 (2.2 6.0 (1.5)
Penicillins/amoxicillin (e.g., PenG,
Aquacillin™, Amoxi-Inject®) 6.8 (2.3) 21 (1.9 55 1.7)
Macrolides (e.g., Galamycin®, Tylan®200
[excludes Micotil®]) 18 0.9 0.0 (--) 13 0.7
Fluoroquinolones (e.g., Baytril®) 84 (2.3 16.3 (2.8) 10.6 (1.8)
Other _28 1.1 _00 (--) _20 11
Totd 1000 1000 1000

Percent of Feedlots by the Primary Antimicrobial Used as Part of the
Initial Treatment for Respiratory Disease and by Feedlot Capacity

Antimicrobial
Tilmicosin 267 l42.4
. P3.8
Florfenicol 16.9
Tetracyclines 35 o4
Cephalosporins +—42 .
p p E 88 FeedIpt Capacity
PeniciIIin:s/amoxiciIIins—Ea8 (Numper Head)
Macrolides —gl's (1 1,000 - 7,999
_ 84 (1 8,000 or More
Fluoroquinolones ‘ile.s
Other —92'8
0 25 50 75 100

Percent Feedlots
#4351
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B. Therapeutic Treatment

Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

retreats andrepulls.

A retreat was defined asan ani mal that failed to re spondtotheini tial courseof treat ment for respiratory
diseaseandrequired asec ond courseof treat ment. A repullis an ani mal that respondedfavorably tothe

ini tial courseof treat ment for respi ratory disease, wasreturnedto apen, andre ceived additional treat ment
for respiratory diseaseat alater date.

All small feedlots and nearly all large feedlotsusedanti mi crobi alsin the therapeutic management of

¢. Percent of feedlotsthat used antimicrobialsto treat retreats and repulls for respiratory disease by feedlot

capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Animal Status Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Retreat for respiratory disease 100.0 -) 29.1 (0.8) 99.7 (0.2
Re pull for respiratory disease 100.0 -) 98.3 (1.2) 99.5 (0.3)

Of the feedlotsthat used anti mi crobi alsasanini tial courseof treat ment for respi ratory disease, 84.6
per cent changed their choiceof antimicrobia when treating retreatsand 72.5 per cent changed their
selectionfor treat ing repullscom pared toini tial treatment.

d. For feedlotsthat used antimicrobiasto treat retreats and repulls for respiratory disease, percent of
feedlots that selected a different antimicrobial for retreats and repulls than that used in their initial treatment
for respiratory disease by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)

USDA:APHISVS

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Animal Status Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent  Error
Retreat for respiratory disease 85 (3.9 90.1 (2.6) 84.6 (2.6)
Re pull for respiratory disease 72.3 (3.7) 72.8 (3.8) 725 (2.9)
10 Feedlot ‘99



Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

B. Therapeutic Treatment

Higher per cent agesof feed | otschose flor fenicol andtilmicosin as their pri mary antimicrobial drugs
com pared to other antimicrobialswhen treat ing retreats (32.2 and 25.0 per cent, respectively) andrepulls
(34.6and 22.2 per cent, respectively). Fluoroquinolones were more likely to be used by large feedl ots
than small feed lotswhen treating re pulls (20.7 percent com pared to 8.4 per cent).

e. For feedlots that changed antimicrobials for treating retreats and repulls for respiratory disease, percent
of feedlots by primary antimicrobial used for treatment of retreats and repulls and by feedlot capecity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Antimicrobial Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Retreats
Tilmicosin (e.g., Micotil®) 217 (4.2) 18.9 (3.9 25.0 (3.1)
Florfenicol (e.g., Nuflor®) 29.1 4.2 39.3 4.3 322 (32
Tetracyclines (e.g., Oxy-Tet100™, LA 200®,
Biomycin®) 12.0 (3.1) 5.4 (2.1 10.1 (2.3)
Cephalosporins(e.g., Naxcel®, Excenel®) 7.8 (2.5) 10.3 (2.5) 85 (1.9
Penicilling/amoxicillin (e.g., PenG,
Aquacillin™, Amoxi-Inject®) 40 (1.4) 5.0 (1.9 43 (1.1
Macrolides (e.g., Galamycin®, Tylan®200
[excludes Micotil®]) 51 22 16 (1.0) 41 (1.6)
Fluoroquinolones (e.g., Baytril®) 9.8 (2.5) 184 (3.8 12.3 (2.1
Other antimicrobial _45 (1.6) _ 11 (0.8) _35 1.2
Totd 1000 100.0 100.0
| Repulls |
Tilmicosin (e.g., Micotil®) 249 4.7) 155 (3.5 222 (3.5)
Florfenicol (e.g., Nuflor®) 32.2 (4.8 40.3 4.7) 34.6 (3.6)
Tetracyclines (e.g., Oxy-Tet100™, LA 200®,
Biomycin®) 134 (3.4) 5.1 (2.2 110 (2.5)
Cephalosporins(e.g., Naxcel®, Excenel®) 108 (3.1) 13.9 3.2 117 (2.9)
Penicilling/amoxicillin (e.g., PenG,
Aquacillin™, Amoxi-Inject®) 38 (1.9 12 (0.9 30 (1.4)
Macrolides (e.g., Galamycin®, Tylan®200
[excludes Micatil®]) 34 (2.0 2.0 1.2 30 5
Fluoroquinolones (e.g., Baytril®) 84 2.3 20.7 (4.5) 119 (2.0)
Other antimicrobial _31 (1.4 _13 1.0 _26 (1.1
Tota 1000 100.0 100.0
11 USDA:APHISVS



B. Therapeutic Treatment

Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

2. Selection of antimicrobials

Appropriate use of indicated antimicrobial drugsisimportanttoef fectalasting cure. Sev eral factorscan
influencethechoiceof specific antimicrobials. Thesefactorsvary fromfeed lot tofeed lot.

Veteri narianrecommendation and personal ex peri enceeachhadstrong or moderate influence on
selection of ananti mi crobial for nearly 100 per cent of feed lots. Nearly 90 percent of feedlotswere
influenced by the drug’ s duration of action (e.g., the drug only needed to be administered once).
Laboratory test results influenced 58.8 percent of feedlots strongly or moderately. Drug company
advertisements/representative srecommendation, other producers, and cost of theanti mi crobia each
strongly influenced only a small percentage of feedlots.

a. Percent of feedlots by factors that influenced selection of injectable antimicrobials and by level of

influence:

PercentFeedlots

Levelof Influence
StrongInfluence ModerateInfluence Little/NoInfluence Total
Standard Standard Standard
Factor Percent Error | Percent Error Percent  Error | Percent
V eterinarian recommendations 79.0 2.7) 19.0 (2.6) 20 (0.7) 100.0
Other producers 13.1 (2.3 49.7 3.1 37.2 3.1 100.0
Laboratory test results 251 (2.7) 337 (3.0 41.2 (3.3 100.0
Drug company advertisementor
representative’ srecommendation 34 (1.3) 45.2 (3.3) 51.4 (3.3) 100.0
Personal experience 84.4 (1.8) 13.2 (1.6) 24 (0.9) 100.0
Cost of antimicrobial 180 (2.2 49.0 (3.2 33.0 (3.0 100.0
Route by which antimicrobial can be
given 349 3D 40.4 3D 247 27 100.0
Duration of actions (e.g., the need to
give only once) 59.0 (3.3 30.7 (3.0 10.3 (2.2 1000
Other 53 1.3 26 0.8 92.1 a5 1000
Percent of Feedlots* by Factors that Had a Strong
Influence on Selection of Injectable Antimicrobials
Vet. recommendations
Other producers
Laboratory test results
Drug co. ad/representative
Personal experience 844
Cost of antimicrobial
Route antimicrobial given
Duration of actions 59
Other
5 50 100
Percent Feedlots*
* For feedlots that placed cattle on feed. #4381
12 Feedlot ‘99
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Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates B. Therapeutic Treatment

Laboratory test resultsweremorelikely to stronglyinfluenceselectionof anti mi crobi alsonlargefeedlots
than small feed lots. Small feed lotswere morelikely than largefeed lotsto choose an antimicrobial based
on personal ex peri enceandother producers recommendations.

i. Percent of feedlots where the following factors had astrong influence on the selection of injectable

antimicrobials by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity
1,000 - 7,999 Head 8,000 or More Head
Standard Standard

Factor Percent Error Percent Error

Veterinarian recommendations 75.6 (35) 88.0 (2.8)
Other producers 15.8 3.1 64 (2.9
Laboratory test results 20.9 (34 36.1 (4.0
Drug company advertisement or representative’ s recommendation 44 (1.8) 08 (0.6)
Personal experience 91.3 (1.9 66.6 (4.1)
Cost of antimicrobial 172 (2.8) 20.0 3.1
Route by which antimicrobial can be given 327 39 40.6 (4.2
Duration of actions (e.g., the need to give only once) 56.6 4.2 64.9 (4.2
Other 3.6 (1.6) 97 2.9

Percent of Feedlots* Where the Following Factors Had a
Strong Influence on the Selection of Injectable
Antimicrobials by Feedlot Capacity

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

Vet. recommendations l756

Other producers _:FMS.B

Laboratory test results 3 136.1

188

Drug co. ad/representative 53

Personal experience ]91.3

]66.6
Cost of antimicrobial-El'é%
132.7

Route antimicrobial given 1406

. ) 156.6
Duration of actions 164.9

Other _:I'Sﬁjgj |

0 25 50 75 100

Percent Feedlots*
* For feedlots that placed cattle on feed. #4352
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B. Therapeutic Treatment Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

3. Training in antimicrobial use

On-going training of per sonnel isanim por tant qual ity assur ancetool for com paniesacrossmany types of
industries. Appropri ateuseof antimicrobial drugs by feedlotsisnoex ception.

Al most three out of four feed lots pro vided for mal training by qualified feedlot personnel, veterinary
consultants, or drug company representativesinar easrelatedtoanti mi crobial use. Nearly one-half of al
feed lotsin cluded writ ten guidelineswiththeformal training for both label use of antimicrobials and drug
residueavoid ance, whilenearly one- half of all feedlotsprovidedtraining ondiseasedi ag nosiswithout
writtenguidelines.

a. Percent of feedlots that provided forma training programs conducted by qualified feedlot personnel,
veterinary consultant, drug company representative, etc., in the following areas of antimicrobial use by
level of training:

PercentFeedlots

Level of Training
For mal With For mal With out NotApplicable
Written Guidelines Written Guidelines No Train ing Done (NoEmployees) Total
Standard Standard Standard Standard

Area of Training Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error | Percent
Disease diagnosis 27.6 (2.3) 454 (3.2 18.3 (2.7) 87 (1.9 100.0
Appropriate
antimicrobial
selection for
specific disease 38.9 (2.4) 325 (3.1 19.9 27 87 (1.9 1000
Label use of
antimicrobials 4.4 (2.5) 2717 (3.0 19.2 27 87 (1.9 100.0
Drug residue
avoidance 46.8 (2.4) 26.5 (3.0) 18.0 (2.6) 87 (1.9 100.0
Other 8.1 (1.6) 21 (0.9) 811 (2.6) 87 (1.9) 100.0

Percent of Feedlots that Provided Formal Training Programs*
on Antimicrobial Use by Use of Written Guidelines

[ ] written Guidelines [_] No Written Guidelines

27.6

Disease diagnosis |45 4

. . |38.9
Appropriate antimicrobial 25
selection for specific disease —|_, ’
Label use of antimicrobials
27.7

Drug residue avoidance

Other —F&l
21

0 o) 50 ) 100
Percent Feedlots

|44l

|4p.8

|26.5

* By qualified feedlot personnel, veterinary consultant, drug company representative, etc. #4382
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Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates C. Antimicrobiads

C. Antimicrobials

1. Antimicrobials used in feed or water

Antimicrobias are added to feed or water of feed ot cat tlefor anumber of pur poses, such asatherapeutic
responsetoanout break of respi ratory disease, diseaseprevention, toaidincontrol ling liver abscessation,
ortoincreaseav er agedaily gainsand/or im provedry mat ter conver sion. Choicesof anti microbia and
duration of admini strationdependonthedesired ef fect.

Over one- half (51.9 per cent) of all feedlotsad ministered chlor tet racy clineinthefeed or water to some
cattle asahealth or production management tool. Additionally, 16.8 per cent administered
chlortetracycline/sulfamethazine and 19.3 percent administered oxytetracycline to some cattle. Whereas
small feedlots were more likely to utilize tetracyclines, large feedlots were more likely than small
feedlotstouse tylosin (41.5 compared to 12.1 per cent, respectively). Nearly 17 per cent of feed lotsused
noanti mi crobi alsinfeed or water for any cat tle placed dur ing the year ending June 30, 1999.

Theanti mi crobid list inthefollowing tableisnot mutually exclusive asfeed |ots may have used more
than one antimicrobia during the year ending June 30, 1999. (See Appendix 2formorediscussion.
Population esti mates of feed lotsthat fed ionophores and anticoccidia sarea so pre sentedin Feed lot 99
Part 1.)

a. Percent of feedlots that used the following antimicrobials in feed or water as a health or production
management tool by antimicrobia used and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More AllFeedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Antimicrobial Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Bacitracin (e.g., BMD®, Fortracin®, Alloac®) 00 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Chlortetracycline (e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 54.0 4.3 46.7 (4.0 519 31
Chlortetracycline/sulfamethazine (e.g.,Aureo S 700®,
MoorMan’' s® Beef Cattle Boost) 193 (3.6) 10.6 (2.5) 16.8 2.7)
Neomycin (e.g., Biosol®, Neomix® 325) 0.0 (--) 18 (0.8) 05 (0.2
Oxytetracycline (e.g., OTC, Terramycin®, TM 50) 205 (3.5 16.3 (3.1 19.3 (2.7)
Sulfamethazine/sulfadimethoxine (e.g., Albon®, Sulmet®) 24 (1.4) 37 (1.4) 27 (1.2)
Tetracycline (e.g., Tetrasure ™, T-Vet®) 3.0 a7 28 1.9 29 1.3
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 12.1 (2.3 415 3.7) 20.3 (2.0)
Virginiamycin (e.g., V Max®) 0.3 (0.2 08 (0.6) 04 (0.2)
Other 0.0 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Any antimicrobial 852 (2.9 779 (3.3) 83.2 (2.3)
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C. Antimicrobials

Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

Both large and small feed lots were more likely to administer tetracyclinesto cattle weighing less than
700 Ibs. at arrival than those weighing 700 Ibs. or greater. Feed lots ap pear to have been just aslikely to
feed tylosin to cattle weighing greater than 7001bs. at placement as those weigh ing less than 7001 bs.

Anti mi crobi aslistedinthefol lowingtablearenot mutually ex clusiveasfeedlotsmay have used more
than one anti mi crobial infeed orwater dur ing the year end ing June 30, 1999.

i. Of the feedlotsthat placed some cattle of the weights indicated below, percent of feedlots that used
the followingantimicrobialsin feed or water as a health or production management tool by
antimicrobial used, feedlot capacity, and by arrival weight:

Per cent Feed lots by Arrival Weight

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More AllFeedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Antimicrobial Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Cat tle with an Arri val Weight of Less than 700 Ibs.!
Bacitracin (e.g., BMD®, Fortracin®, Alloac®) 00 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Chlortetracycline(e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 56.8 (4.6) 48.3 4.3 54.2 (34
Chlortetracyclindsulfamethazine (e.g., Aureo S 700®,
MoorMan’' s® Beef Cattle Boost) 204 (4.0 11.0 (2.6) 17.4 (2.9
Neomycin (e.g., Biosol®, Neomix® 325) 0.0 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Oxytetracycline (e.g., OTC, Terramycin®, TM 50) 214 (4.0 16.8 (3.2 20.0 (2.9)
Sulfamethazine/sulfadimethoxine (e.g., Albon®, Sulmet®) 21 (1.6) 38 (1.5 26 (1.2)
Tetracycline (e.g., Tetrasure ™, T-Vet®) 0.8 0.7) 18 1.1 11 (0.6)
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 95 (2.4) 395 (3.8 18.9 (2.2)
Virginiamycin (e.g., V Max®) 0.3 (0.2 00 (--) 02 (0.2)
Other 0.0 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Any antimicrobial 86.7 (2.9) 77.7 (3.4) 83.9 (2.2)
Cat tle with an Arri val Weight of 700 Ibs. or Mor |

Bacitracin (e.g., BMD®, Fortracin®, Alloac®) 00 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Chlortetracycline(e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 338 (3.9 345 4.3 34.0 (29
Chlortetracyclingsulfamethazine (e.g., Aureo S 700®,
MoorMan’' s® Beef Cattle Boost) 94 (2.8) 54 (2.9 82 (2.0
Neomycin (e.g., Biosol®, Neomix® 325) 0.0 (--) 18 (0.9 06 (0.3
Oxytetracycline (e.g., OTC, Terramycin®, TM 50) 140 (3.2 91 (2.4) 125 (2.3)
Sulfamethazine/sulfadimethoxine (e.g., Albon®, Sulmet®) 08 (0.7) 18 (0.9 11 (0.5)
Tetracycline (e.g., Tetrasure ™ , T-Vet®) 2.8 1.9 29 1.5 28 (1.4
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 13.7 (2.6) 123 (3.8) 224 (2.2)
Virginiamycin (e.g., V Max®) 0.3 (0.2 09 (0.7) 05 (0.3)
Other 0.0 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Any antimicrobial 60.6 (4.5) 66.3 (3.8) 62.4 (3.3)

1 For feedlots that placed cattle with an arri val weight of less than 700 Ibs. (Feedlot ‘99 Part 1)

2 For feedlots that placed cattle with an arri val weight of 700 Ibs. or more. (Feedlot ‘99 Part 1)

USDA:APHISVS
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Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates C. Antimicrobiads

Higher per cent agesof cattleon small feed |l ots than on large feedlotswereadministeredchlortetracycline
and chlortetracy cline/sul famethazineintheir feed or water. Simi lar per cent agesof cattleon large and
small feedlotsweread ministered oxytetracycline. Al most one- half (47.2 per cent) of cattleonlarge

feed lotswere fedtylosin, whereas only 16.1 per cent of cattle on small feed lotswerefed this
antimicrobial. Overall,42.3per cent of cattlereceived tylosin in their ration.

Antimi crobi aslistedinthefol lowingtablearenot mutualy ex clusiveascattiemay have been
administeredmorethanoneanti mi crobia dur ing their time on feed. (Populationesti matesof feedlots
that fed ionophoresand anticoccidias are pre sented Feed lot ‘99 Part |.)

b. For al cattle placed in the specified feedlot size groups, percent of cattle that received each of the
following antimicrobialsin the feed or water as ahealth or production tool by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Cattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More AllFeedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Type of Antibiotic Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Bacitracin (e.g., BMD®, Fortracin®, Alloac®) 00 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Chlortetracycline (e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 3382 (3.7) 145 (32 18.2 27
Chlortetracycline/sulfamethazine (e.g., Aureo S 700®,
MoorMan’s® Beef Cattle Boost) 84 (22 21 0.9 31 (0.8)
Neomycin (e.g., Biosol®, Neomix® 325) 0.0 (--) 02 (0.1) 02 (0.0)
Oxytetracycline (e.g., OTC, Terramycin®, TM 50) 7.6 (1.6) 81 (2.7) 80 (2.3)
Sulfamethazine/sulfadimethoxine (e.g., Albon®, Sulmet®) 00 (0.0 04 (0.3 03 (0.2)
Tetracycline (e.g., Tetrasure ™, T-Vet®) 1.0 0.7) 13 0.8 13 (0.7)
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 16.1 (3.1 47.2 (5.7) 123 (4.9)
Virginiamycin (e.g., V Max®) 0.3 (0.2 00 (0.0 01 (0.0)
Other 0.0 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)

Percent of Cattle* that Received Each of the Following
Antimicrobials in the Feed or Water as a Health or
Production Tool by Feedlot Capacity

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

38.2
Chlortetracycline:
14.5

84

Chlortet./sulfamethazine —
21

76
Oxytetracycline —

8.1

16.1
Tylosin
47.2
0 25 50 16 100

Percent Cattle*

* For all cattle placed in the specified size groups. #4353
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C. Antimicrobials

Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

Theper cent ageof cat tlereceivingeach of theanti mi crobi aslistedbelowwassimi lar regardlessof
arrival weight when com par ing cat tle of lessthan 700 |bs. to those 700 |bs. or more.

i. For cattle placed in the specified size groups, percent of cattle that received each of the following
antimicrobials in the feed or water as a health or production management tool by feedlot capacity and

by arrival weight:
Per cent Cattle by Arrival Weight
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More AllFeedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Type of Antibiotic Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Cattle with an Arri val Weight of Less than 700 Ibs.
Bacitracin (e.g., BMD®, Fortracin®, Alloac®) 00 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Chlortetracycline (e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 434 4.7 14.1 (25 18.8 (29
Chlortetracycline/sulfamethazine (e.g., Aureo S 700®,
MoorMan’s® Beef Cattle Boost) 10.8 (29 17 (0.6) 32 (0.7)
Neomycin (e.g., Biosol®, Neomix® 325) 0.0 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Oxytetracycline (e.g., OTC, Terramycin®, TM 50) 106 (2.4) 96 (3.5 97 (3.0)
Sulfamethazine/sulfadimethoxine (e.g., Albon®, Sulmet®) 00 (0.0 05 (0.3) 04 (0.3)
Tetracycline (e.g., Tetrasure ™, T-Vet®) 0.9 0.8 14 0.9 13 (0.8)
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 99 (2.7) 449 (6.0 39.3 (5.3)
Virginiamycin (e.g., V Max®) 0.3 (0.2 00 (--) 00 (0.0)
Other 0.0 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
| Cattle with an Arri val Weight of 700 Ibs. or More |
Bacitracin (e.g., BMD®, Fortracin®, Alloac®) 00 (--) 00 (--) 00 (--)
Chlortetracycline (e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 340 (4.9 14.8 (3.9 17.7 (349
Chlortetracycline/sulfamethazine (e.g., Aureo S 700®,
MoorMan’ s® Beef Cattle Boost) 6.4 (29 23 a3 29 (1.1
Neomycin (e.g., Biosol®, Neomix® 325) 0.0 (--) 03 (0.2 03 (0.2
Oxytetracycline (e.g., OTC, Terramycin®, TM 50) 51 (1.5 638 (3.0 6.6 (2.6)
Sulfamethazine/sulfadimethoxine (e.g., Albon®, Sulmet®) 00 (0.0 03 (0.2 03 (0.2)
Tetracycline (e.g., Tetrasure ™ , T-Vet®) 1.2 (1.0 13 0.9 13 (0.8)
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 21.3 (4.3 49.2 (5.9 448 (5.1)
Virginiamycin (e.g., V Max®) 0.3 (0.2 00 (0.0 01 (0.0)
Other 0.0 (--) 00 (--) 00 (=)
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Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

C. Antimicrobias

2. Length of antimicrobial use

Feedliot ‘99

duration of the feedingperiod.

Tetracyclineswerefed between 4 and 12 days, on av er age, whereastylosin was fed for alonger time
period, likely becausethedesired pur posedif fersdepending onwhichanti mi crobi alswereadministered.
Tetracyclinesareof ten used to prevent or treat out breaksof respi ratory disease, whiletylosinis fed to
reduce the oc cur renceof liverabscessation. Tylosinispri marily fed for most of, if not theentire,

a For feedlots that used the specified antimicrobialsin the feed or water as a health or production
management tool, average number of daysthat cattle received the following antimicrobialsin feed or water

by arrival weight:
Average NumberDays
ArrivalWeight
Less than 700 Ibs. 700 Ibs. or More
Number  Standard Number Standard
Type of Antibiotic Days Error Days Error
Bacitracin (e.g., BMD®, Fortracin®, Alloac®) - (--) - (--)
Chlortetracycline (e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 8.6 1.3 7.7 1.1
Chlortetracycline/sulfamethazine (e.g., Aureo S 700®, MoorMan’ s®
Beef Cattle Boost) 120 1.2 76 (0.9
Neomycin (e.g., Biosol®, Neomix® 325) -- (--) 20.8 (8.1)
Oxytetracycline (e.g., OTC, Terramycin®, TM 50) 7.5 (1.1 72 (1.5)
Sulfamethazine/sulfadimethoxine (e.g., Albon®, Sulmet®) 81 (1.0 104 (3.9
Tetracycline (e.g., Tetrasure ™, T-Vet®) 7.4 1.9 43 (0.2
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 145.0 4.7 138.0 (4.9)
Virginiamycin (e.g., V Max®) 130.0 () 1245 (2.8)
Otherantimicrobial -- () - )
Average Number of Days that Cattle* Received the
Following Antimicrobials in Feed or Water by Arrival Weight
Arrival Weight
[ Less than 700 Ibs. [ 700 Ibs. or More
86
Chlortetracycline—ﬂ
7.7
12
Chlortet./sulfamethazine—?6
7.
Oxytet line >
xytetracycline .
_ |1k
Tylosin
|138
0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175
Average Number of Days
* For cattle on feedlots that used the specified antimicrobials in the feed or #4383
water as a health or production management tool.
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C. Antimicrobias Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

6.6 days.

Small feed lotsad ministeredtylosinfor longer peri odsthanlargefeedlotsregardlessof arriva weight.
However, largefeed|otsad ministeredchlor tet racy cline/sulfamethazineto cattleweighing greater than
700 Ibs. for anav er ageof 11.5 days, and small feed lotsad ministered thiscombinationfor anav er ageof

i. For feedlots that used the specified antimicrobials in the feed or water as a health or production
management tool, average number of days that cattle received the following antimicrobialsin feed or

water by feedlot capacity and by arrival weight:

Av er age Num ber Days by Arrival Weight

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More
Number  Standard| Number Standard
Type of Antibiotic Days Error Days Error
Cattle with an Arri val Weight of Less than 700 Ibs.
Chlortetracycline (e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 9.6 (1.8 61 (0.4)
Chlortetracycline/sulfamethazine (e.g., Aureo S 700®,
MoorMan's® Beef Cattle Boost) 124 1.4 10.2 (1.9
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 164.6 (7.4) 134.6 (5.7)
| Cattle with an Arri val Weight of 700 Ibs. or More

Chlortetracycline (e.g., Aureomycin® 100, CTC) 8.4 (1.6) 6.1 (0.6)
Chlortetracycline/sulfamethazine (e.g., Aureo S 700®,
MoorMan's® Beef Cattle Boost) 6.6 (0.8) 115 (2.1
Tylosin (e.g., Tylan®) 149.8 (8.8) 129.4 (2.6)

Average of Number Days* that Cattle Received the
Following Antimicrobials in Feed or Water by Arrival Weight

and by Feedlot Capacity

1,000 - 7,999 Head Capacity 8,000 or More Head Capacity
Arrival Weight Arrival Weight
Avg. # Days* [ Less than 700 Ibs. Avg. # Days* [ Less than 700 Ibs.
[ 700 Ibs. or More [ 700 Ibs. or More
175 175
1646
149.8
150 150
1346 129.4
125 125
100 100
75 75
50 50
25 25
9.6 g1 24 102 84 6.1 6.6 115
o == |__ 0
Chlortetracycline Tylosin Chlortetracycline Tylosin
Chlortet./sulfamethazine Chlortet./sulfamethazine
* For feedlots that used the specified antimicrobials in the feed or water as a
health or production management tool. #4355
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D. Management of Sick Cattle

D. Management of Sick Cattle

1. Disease conditions

Feedlot ‘99

based on producer reports.

Thefol low ingtablepresentsthe per cent age of feed | otsthat had at | east one place ment develop the
specific disease conditionslisted below dur ing theyear ending June 30, 1999. Esti matesin clude animals
that required medi cal treat ment or re moval from their home pen, those that died with or with out

treat ment, and those that re cov ered and were shipped (real ized) prior to har vest weight. Estimates are

Al most all small feed lots(96.7 per cent) and all largefeed lots had at | east one case of res pi ratory disease.
Largefeed lotswere more likely than small feed lotsto have had at least one animal develop acute
intergtitial pneumonia, a digestive prob lem, buller steer syn drome, and acentral nervoussystem prob lem.

a. For feedlotsthat placed cattle on feed, percent of feediots that had at least one animal develop the
following disease conditions after arrival by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Disease Condition Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Respiratory disease such as shipping fever 96.7 (1.5) 1000 ) 976 1.1
Acute interstitial pneumonia 74.0 (3.6) 89.4 (2.5) 78.4 (2.7)
Digestive problems (excluding non-eaters) 67.0 (3.9 97.1 (1.5 78.5 (2.9
Bullers 65.0 (3.9 91.4 (2.4) 72.4 (2.9)
Lameness 90.1 (2.5) 96.6 (1.5) 92.0 (1.8)
Central nervous system problems 538 (4.0 86.0 (2.9 66.4 (3.0
21 USDA:APHISVS



D. Management of Sick Cattle Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

Bovinerespiratory diseasecom plex (BRD) wasthemost com mon causeof illnessin cat tleon both large
and small feed lots. Thisdiseasewasmorelikely to be seenin cattle on large feed lots (15.5 per cent of
cattle) com pared to small feed lots (8.7 per cent of cattle). The cause of thedif fer encein proportionof
cattle af fected on large and small feed lotsisnot clear. For the sametime period, 1.3 per cent of cattleon
largefeed lotsand 0.9 per cent of cat tleon small feed lotsdied (Feed lot ‘99 Part 1) and 19.0 per cent of
cattlereceivedananti mi crobial injection (Feedlot‘ 99 Part I1). Itislikely that thelargest use for
injectableanti mi crohi asisfortreat mentand control of BRD.

Acute interstitial pneumoniais an often fatal disease of cattle, andthereismuchspeculation regarding
the cause. Care should be taken when interpreting these results as signs of acute interstitial pneumonia
can be similar to severecasesof bovinerespi ratory diseasecomplex (shippingfever). A definitive
diagnosis of acute interstitial pneumoniarequires postmortem ex ami nation of tissues. Itispossi blethat
the estimate of animals affected withacuteinterstitial pneumonia(3.1 per cent) isinaccu ratedueto
misclassification.

Cat tleon largefeed lotswere morelikely than those on small feed |lots to have developed digestive
problems. Ap proxi mately 2 percent of al cattledevel oped these problems.

i. Percent of alcattle placed that devel oped the following disease conditions after arrival by feedlot

capacity:
PercentCattle
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Disease Condition Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Respiratory disease such as shipping fever 8.7 (0.7) 155 4.7 14.4 (4.0
Acuteintertitial pneumonia 29 (0.9) 31 (0.9) 31 (0.3)
Digestive problems (excluding non-eaters) 11 (0.2) 20 (0.3 19 (0.3
Bullers 14 (0.2) 23 (0.9) 22 (0.3)
Lameness 1.3 (0.2) 20 (0.9) 19 (0.8)
Central nervous system problems 0.3 (0.1 04 (0.1 04 (0.1

Percent of All Cattle Placed that Developed the Following
Disease Conditions After Arrival by Feedlot Capacity

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

Respiratory disease
such as shipping fever

Acute interstitial pneumonia
Digestive problems
(excluding non-eaters)

Bullers

Lameness

Central nervous system
problems

0 5 10 15 20
Percent All Cattle Placed #4384
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2. Treatment of disease conditions

Al most all feed lots (99.8 per cent) used an injectable antimicrobial aspart of anini tial therapeutic

regi menforanani mal believedtobesuf feringfromarespi ratory disease. Ap proxi mately 40 per cent of
feedlotstypi cally used arespi ratory vac cineand asimi lar per cent age of feed | otsused a non-steroidal
anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID) inad di tionto antimicrobial s. Be tween one- fifth and one- third of all
feed lotsused an oral antimicrobial, vitaminBinjection, corticosteroidanti histamine, probiotic paste, and
some sort of oral electrolytes/fluids. Itap pearsthat, on somefeedlots, theini tial treatment for respi ratory
diseasemay havein cluded an injectableanti mi crobial andanoral anti mi crobial. Interestingly,22.3

per cent of feed | otstypi cally used corticosteroids, apotent anti-inflammatory but also an
immunosuppressant, as part of the ini tial treat ment of respi ratory disease.

I njectable antimicrobia swere typically used by less than one-third of feed lots as part of aninitial
treatment for digestive disorders. The most common inclusiontotreat di gestive problems, aprobiotic
paste, was used by 45.6 percent of feedlots. Other common products ad ministeredwereanoral
antimicrobia (19.6 percent), vitamin B injection (20.9 percent), and ora e ectrolytes/fluids/drenches
(32.9 percent). The Other prod uct cate gory likely included detergent-type com pounds, |axatives, and
addition of hay to the ration.

Over 90 percent of feed lotsused aninjectableanti mi crobia aspart of theinitial treatment for lameness.
Other common therapeutics included an oral antimicrobial (32.5 per cent of feed lots), corticosteroid (26.6
percent), and NSAID (17.2 percent).

a Percent of feedlots by products usually given to cattle as part of an initial course of treatment for the
following medical conditions:

PercentFeedlots

MedicalCondition
RespiratoryDisease Digestive Problems
(i.e., Shipping Fever)  (ExcludingNon-eaters) Lameness
Standard Standard Standard
TherapeuticProduct Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

I njectable antimicrobial N8 (0.2 31.3 (3.0 90.2 (2.0
Oral antimicrobial 270 31 19.6 23 325 27
Vitamin C injection 89 (1.6) 3.9 (0.9 2.6 (0.8)
Vitamin B injection 314 (3.1 20.9 (2.6) 7.4 1.7)
Respiratory vaccination (e.g., IBR) 40.6 (29 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Corticosteroid (e.g., dexamethasone,
Azium®) 223 (2.5) 6.4 (1.4 26.6 (2.6)
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (e.g.,
Banamine®, aspirin) 405 (3.) 8.4 (1.6) 17.2 (2.0
Antihistamine 333 (2.7) 7.3 (1.3) 3.1 (1.0)
Anthelminthic (dewormer) 83 (1.8) 7.5 (1.7) 1.0 (0.8)
Probiotic paste 295 321 45.6 (3.1 3.3 (1.1
Oral electrolytes, fluids, drenches 239 27 32.9 27 2.6 0.8
Other product 15 (0.8) 16.6 (2.0 2.4 (0.7)
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Largefeed lotswerelesslikely to use an ora antimicrobial than small feed lotsfor theini tial treat ment of
respiratorydisease and morelikely to usean ora antimicrobia for the treatment of di gestivedisor ders.
(SeeTablel.C.1.bforinfor mationonthepri mary anti mi crobi alsused.) Largefeedlots were more likely
than small feed lotsto use acorticosteroid or anon-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID) as part of
anini tia treat ment for lameness. Largefeed lotswerea so morelikely than small feed lotstoadminister a
respiratoryvaccine, such as IBR, to animalsthat were believedtohavearespi ratory disease.

i. Percent of feedlots by products usually given to cattle as part of aninitial course of treatment for the
following medical conditions and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

Medical Conditionand Feedlot Capacity (Num ber Head)
RespiratoryDisease DigestiveProblems
(i.e., Ship ping Fe ver) (ExcludingNon-eaters) Lameness
Stand. Stand. Stand.
TherapeuticProduct Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
1,000 - 7,999
Injectable antimicrobial 9.8 0.2 314 (3.9) 90.9 (2.5)
Oral antimicrobial 311 4.0 16.4 29 35.4 (35)
Vitamin C injection 61 (1.8) 3.7 (1.2 22 (0.9
Vitamin B injection 318 4.0 22.4 (3.5 7.2 (2.2)
Respiratory vaccination (e.g., IBR) 315 (3.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Corticosteroid (e.g., dexamethasone, Azium®) 20.4 (3.1 51 (1.8) 21.9 3.3
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory (e.g.,
Banamine®, aspirin) 37.7 (4.0 6.0 (1.9 11.7 (2.6)
Antihistamine 316 (3.4) 45 (1.49) 36 (1.3)
Anthelminthic (dewormer) 87 (2.4) 6.8 (2.3) 12 (1.2)
Probiotic paste 319 (4.0) 46.5 4.2) 32 1.4
Oral electrolyte, fluids, drenches 202 (34 28.2 (34 20 0.9
Other product 1.3 (1.1) 14.6 (2.6) 2.3 (0.9
| 8,000 or More

Injectable antimicrobial 1000 (-) 309 (3.6) 88.3 (2.7)
Oral antimicrobial 165 () 27.9 (36) 25.1 (3.8
Vitamin C injection 16.0 3.2 44 (1.1 36 (1.9
Vitamin B injection 30.3 (3.6) 17.0 (2.9 8.2 (2.3
Respiratory vaccination (e.g., IBR) 64.1 3.9) N/A N/A N/A N/A
Corticosteroid (e.g., dexamethasone, Azium®) 27.1 (3.7) 9.8 (2.2) 38.6 (3.9
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory (e.g.,
Banamine®, aspirin) 47.6 4.1 145 (2.9 313 3.7)
Antihistamine 375 (4.0 145 (2.7) 20 (1.2)
Anthelminthic (dewormer) 71 (2.0) 9.2 (2.0) 0.6 (0.6)
Probiotic paste 231 (35) 43.3 (4.0) 38 (1.6)
Oral electrolytes, fluids, drenches 334 39 44.8 (4.0 4.3 (1.6)
Other product 18 1.1 21.6 (3.3 26 (1.2
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3. Costs of treating disease conditions

Esti matesof coststotreat onesick ani mal inthetablebelow in cluded costs of medi cinesandrelated
items, such assy ringes, but did not in clude vet eri nary, labor, or other, simi lar charges. Retreatment costs

wereasoincluded.

Acute interstitial pneumonia, respi ratory diseases, and central nerv oussystem problemshad the high est
costs to treat one sick ani mal. Treat ment costsfor both respiratory categorieswere higher for larger
feed lotsthan small feed lots ($16.26 com pared to $11.09 for respi ratory diseaseand $16.49 compared to
$11.87 for acute interstitial pneumonia).

a Operation average medicine costs (in dollars) to treat one sick anima for the following medical

conditions by feedlot capacity:
Operation Average Cost(InDollars)
FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Medi cal Condition Cost Error Cost Error Cost Error
Respiratory disease such as shipping fever $11.09 ($0.62) | $16.26  ($0.77)| $1259 ($0.49)
Acuteintergtitial pneumonia $11.87 ($0.58) $16.49  ($0.86) | $13.33 ($0.48)
Digestive problems (excluding non-eaters) $6.14 ($0.83) $6.27  ($0.36) $6.19  ($0.56)
Bullers $0.86 ($0.18) $1.55 ($0.23) $1.10 ($0.14)
Lameness $7.03 ($0.71) $9.24 ($0.55) $7.68  ($0.53)
Central nervous system problems $11.61 ($1.02) $11.29  ($0.71) | $11.50 ($0.72)

Operation Average Medicine Costs to Treat One Sick Animal
for the Following Medical Conditions by Feedlot Capacity

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

Respiratory disease $11.09 51626
such as shipping fever .
i iti i $11.8
Acute interstitial pneumonia $16.49
Digestive problems i%lz‘;
(excluding non-eaters) .
$0.86
Bullers $1.55
$7.03
Lameness ob.24
Central nervous system <—1$$1111.2%1
problems .

$0.00 $5.00 $10.00 $15.00 $20.00

Operation Average Costs (in Dollars)
4358
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Sectionl: PopulationEsti mates

4. Treatment locality protocol

Al most all small feed lots(95.6 per cent) and all largefeed lotshad ahospi tal pen or areafor treat ment or
housing of sick ani mals.

a. Percent of feedlots with a hospital pen or area by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
95.6 (1.8) 100.0 () 9%6.9 (1.3

Treatment local ity protocolslistedinthefol lowingtablearenot mutually ex clusiveasfeedlotsmay
sometimes treat an ani mal in ahospi tal areaand leaveitin ahospi tal penfor 24 hoursor more, return the
treated ani ma to the home pen in lessthan 24 hours, and treat some ani malsin their home pen or
associated a ley. Typi cally, feedlotsthat an swered always for a one category did not an swer usually or
always foranother category.

Three- fourths(74.8 per cent) of feed lotsalways or usually treated animals in a hospital area and kept
them in a hospital pen for 24 hours or more. Few feedlots (13.3 percent) always or usually treated
animals and re turned them to their home pen within 24 hours. Additionally, 93.8 percent of feed lots only
sometimes or never treated animalsin their home pen or aley.

b. Percent of feedlots by treatment locality protocol:

PercentFeedlots

Frequencyof TreatmentProtocol
Always Usually Sometimes Never NoHospitalPen | Total
Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand.

Treat ment Locality Protocol |Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error [ Percent
Treat in hospital area and
leave animals in hospital pen
for 24 hours or more 485 (3.2) 263 (2.8)| 212 (2.7) 09 (0.49) 31 (1.3)| 100.0
Treat in hospital area and
remove animals from the
hospital penin lessthan 24
hours 0.7 09 126 (24 389 (3.0 47 (3.1 3l (1.3 1000
Treat in home pen or an alley 25 1.2 37 (14 256 (27) 68.2 (3.0 N/A N/A 1000
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D. Management of Sick Cattle

oralley.

Overall, 69.9 per cent of feed lotspreferred to treat ani malsin ahospi tal pen/areaand leave themina
hospi tal penfor 24 hoursor more. Only 7.8 per cent of feed lotspreferred to treat ani malsin a home pen

c. Percent of feedlots by preferred treatment locality protocol and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Preferred TreatmentLo cality Protocol Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Treat in hospital area and leave animalsin
hospital pen for 24 hours or more 714 3.7 65.8 (4.0 69.9 (2.9
Treat in hospital area and remove animals
from the hospital pen in less than 24 hours 215 (32 244 (3.8) 22.3 (2.5
Treat in home pen or an alley 71 (2.1) 98 (2.9) 78 (1.6)
Totd 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percent of Feedlots by Preferred

Treatment Locality Protocol

In hospital area/
leave in 24+ hours

Feedliot ‘99

Percent Feedlots

In home pen or alley

In hospital area/
leave in <24 hours

27
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Small feed lotsweremorelikely than largefeed lotsto pro vide ani malsin hospi tal pens/areas with

in creased bunk space (com pared to the home pen), wind breaks, and shade. On the other hand, large
feed lotsweremorelikely than small feed lotsto providecat tleinahospi tal pen/areawith ad di tiona hay
than they would have in the home pen. Overal, 92.9 per cent of feed | otsprovidedaddi tional hay for
cattleinahospi tal pen/area.

d. For feedlotsthat had a hospital pen or area, percent of feedlots that provided the following resources to
cattlein the hospital pen or area by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Re sourcesin Standard Standard Standard
Hos pital Penor Area Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Wind bresks 90.9 (2.0 67.7 3.7 84.2 a.7)
Shade 725 (349 555 (4.1) 67.6 (2.7)
Sprinklers/misters to keep cattle cool 132 (2.5) 30.3 (4.0) 181 (2.2)
Additional bedding (e.g., straw, newspaper)
compared to home pen 715 (3.5) 77.6 (3.2 73.3 2.7)
Additional hay to eat compared to home pen 0.7 (2.0 98.4 (0.9 929 (1.5
Increased waterer space per animal
compared to home pen 89.0 (2.6) 80.0 (3.2 86.4 (2.1)
Increased bunk space per animal compared
to home pen 91.6 (1.9 75.9 (3.5) 87.1 1.7
Otherresources 47 (1.6) 88 (2.2) 59 (1.3)
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E. General Information

1. Parasiticides

Nearly al small feedlots(98.9 per cent) and all largefeed lots (100 per cent) used at least one parasiticide
during the year ending June 30,1999. More than three- quarters(78.8 per cent) of all feed |otsadministered
apreparation containing only anavermectin to at least some cattle. Large feed lotswere morelikely than
small feedl otstouseacombi nationaver mectin/clor sulonpreparation (34.5 per cent compared to 6.8

per cent, respectively). Simi lar percentagesof lar geand small feedlotsad ministered permethrins and
organophosphates. For all feed lots, 23.0 per cent used per methrinsand 25.7 percent used
organophosphates.

Oxfendazol eand fen ben dazolewere among thosein cluded in the Other parasiticide category.

Theparagiti cideslistedinthetablebelow arenot mutually ex clu siveasfeed|otsmay have used more
than one type.

a. Percent of feedlots that gave any cattle the following parasiticides by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Parasiticide Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Avermectins (such as lvomec®, Eprinex®,
Dectomax®) 79.7 (3.0 76.3 (3.3) 78.8 (2.3)
Clorsulon (such as Curatrem®) 0.0 (--) 49 1.7) 14 (0.5
Avermectin/Clorsulon combination
(Ivomec®Plus) 6.8 (1.8) 345 4.1 14.6 (1.8)
Levamisole (such as Totalon®, Tramisol®,
Prohibit ™) 6.7 (2.3) 81 (22 71 (L7
Permethrins (such as Permectri n™
CyLenceTM, Ectiban®) 230 (3.8 23.0 (3.5) 23.0 (2.9
Organophosphates (Co-Ra®, Spotton,
Tiguvon, Warbex) 26.7 (3.7) 22.9 (3.4) 25.7 (2.8)
Other parasiticide 134 (3.0 7.7 (2.0 11.8 (2.2
Any parasiticide 939 (0.7) 100.0 ) 02 (0.5)
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Themajority of cat tle(65.1 per cent) weread ministered a parasiticidecontainingonly an avermectin. A
larger per cent age of cat tleon small feed lots (75.2 per cent) than onlargefeed lots (63.2 per cent) received
such a preparation. How ever, 25.3 per cent of cattle onlargefeed lotscom pared to 2.8 per cent of cattleon
small feedlotsweread ministered a parasiticide containingan avermectin/clorsuloncombination.
Althoughsimi lar per cent agesof feedlotsused permethrins and organophosphates (see previ oustable),a
lower per cent ageof cat tleweread ministered aper methrin (6.7 per cent) com pared to an organophosphate
(11.9per cent).

Theparasiti cideslistedinthetablebelow arenot mutualy ex clu sive ascattlemay havebeen
administered aparasiticide on more than one occasion.

b. Percent of cattle placed that were given the following parasiticides by feedlot capacity:

Per cent Cattle
Feed lot Capacity (Num ber Head)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Parasiticide Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Avermectins (such as lvomec®, Eprinex®,
Dectomax®) 75.2 (3.2) 63.2 (4.2) 65.1 (3.6)
Clorsulon (such as Curatrem®) 0.0 (--) 17 (1.0 15 (0.8
Avermectin/Clorsulon combination
(lvomec® Plus) 2.8 1. 25.3 (4.0 21.7 (3.9
Levamisole (such as Totalon®, Tramisol®,
Prohibit ™) 2.0 (0.9) 10  (04) 12 0.3)
Permethrins (such as Permectri nTM,
CyLence™, Ectiban®) 9.4 (1.9) 61 (L6 67 (1.4)
Organophosphates (Co-Ra®, Spotton,
Tiguvon, Warbex) 15.0 (2.5) 11.3 (2.9) 11.9 (2.5)
Other parasiticide 7.6 (1.9 45 (1.9 50 (1.2

Percent of Cattle Placed that Were Given the Following
Parasiticides by Feedlot Capacity

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

75.2

Avermectins 1632

Clorsulon -ﬂ”

28

Avermectin/Clorsulon

Levamisole _ﬂz

o 94
Permethrins 61
15

Organophosphates T1.3

Other parasiticide _:I_ZIEZ 6

0 25 50 75 100
Percent Cattle
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2. Fly control

Nearly al small feedlots(98.1 per cent) and all largefeed |otsat tempted to control fliesusing at least one
method. Themost com mon method wasmanureremoval (96.9 per cent of feed lots). How ever, 84.1
per cent of small feed lotsand 97.4 per cent of largefeed | otsused prac tices other than manureremoval to
control flies. Most feed | otsat tempted to control fliesusing morethan one method.

Largefeedlotstendedto usegranular fly bait (82.1 per cent), envi ron mental sprays(71.0 per cent), and
biologi cal control (predatory insects, 57.7 per cent) morefrequently than other meth ods. Small feedlots
tended to use envi ronmental sprays(57.1 per cent), granular fly bait (55.4 per cent), and com pounds

ap pliedtoani mal (37.0 per cent) morefre quently than other meth ods. Small feed lots (18.1 per cent) were
more likely thanlargefeedlots(7.2 per cent) to useear tagscontaininganinsecti cide. Largefeedlots
were more likely than small feedlots to use the remaining methods listed below, ex ceptfor applying
pour- onsor dusting pow der.

Theper cent age of feed lotsthat used these con trol meth odschanged lit tlefrom 1994 to 1999 (NAHMS
Cattleon Feed Evaluation Part |1: Feed|ot Health Management Reporf). How ever, agreater per centage
of feed lotsused fly trapsin 1999 (25.6 per cent) thanin 1994 (13.6 per cent) and alower per centage used
granular fly bait in 1999 (62.8 per cent) com paredto 1994 (77.6 per cent).

a. Percent of feedlots by methods used to control flies on the feedlot during the year ending June 30, 1999,

and by feedlot capacity:
PercentFeedlots by Feedlot Capacity
(NumberHead).
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Method Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error

Manure removal 96.4 (1.2 98.2 (1.1 96.9 (0.9
Biological control (predatory insects) 207 (2.5) 57.7 (4.2) 311 (2.1)
Ear tags containing insecticides 181 3.3 72 (2.1) 151 (2.4)
Environmental sprays 571 (3.9 710 3.7) 61.0 (3.0
Pour-ons,dusting powder or animal spray 37.0 4.2) 36.3 (4.0 36.8 32
Feed additive that killslarva (such as
phenothiazine, ronnel, Co-Ra®) 73 (2.3) 53 (1.9) 6.8 (1.7)
Sticky tape or other fly traps 222 (3.2) 34.2 (3.8) 25.6 (2.5)
Granular fly bait (such as GoldenMalrin®) 55.4 3.9) 82.1 (3.6) 62.8 (3.0
Other method 3.0 (1.9 13.2 (3.2 5.8 (1.4)
Any method (other than manure removal) 841 (3.2 97.4 (1.3 87.8 (2.3
Any method 981 (2.0) 100.0 ) 9.6 (0.7)
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3. Home pen environment

Nearly 83 per cent of small feed lotscom pared to 43.4 per cent of largefeed lotsprovidedwind breaks in at
least some pens. Small feed lotswere also morelikely to sup ply shadein at least some pensthan were
largefeed lots (39.7 percent com pared to 21.6 per cent). Sprinklersor misterstokeep cat tle cool were
provided in at least some penson 29.3 per cent of small feed lotsand 25.4 per cent of large feedlots.

Note that some feed lots may have had sprinklersin pens primarily for dust control pur posesthat could
asoservetocool cattleduring ex tremeheat. Feedlot ‘99 resultsreportedinPart | indi cated that 8.0
per cent of small feed lotsand 17.6 per cent of largefeed | otshad per manent sprinklerspri marilyfor dust
control. Additionaly, 26.7 per cent of largefeed |otsand 69.4 per cent of small feed lotshad mobile
sprinklerspri mar ily for dust control. Some of these units might be used to keep cat tle cool when the
need arises.

a. Percent of feedlots by frequency the following resources were provided for cattle in their home pens
(excluding hospital, receiving and shipping pens) during the year ending June 30, 1999, and by feedl ot

capacity:
Per cent Feed lots by Feed lot Capacity
Fre quency Re source Was Pro vided (Num ber Head)
All or Most Pens Some Pens No Pens Total
Standard Standard Standard
Home Pen Resource Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error Percent
1,000 - 7,999

Wind breaks 56.8 (3.6) 259 B2 17.3 (25 1000

Shade 153 (3.3 244 (3.5) 60.3 (3.6) 100.0

Sprinkles/misters to keep cattle

cool 135 (2.8) 158 (3.2 70.7 (3.9) 100.0

Mounds 59.4 (4.0) 25.0 (3.7) 15.6 (3.2) 100.0
| 8,000 or More

Wind breaks 10.3 (33 331 37 56.6 4.0 1000

Shade 9.6 (29 12.0 (25 784 35 1000

Sprinkles/misters to keep cattle

cool 131 (2.8) 12.3 (2.7) 74.6 (3.5) 100.0

Mounds 65.6 (4.0) 19.1 (3.7) 15.3 (2.8) 100.0
| AllFeedlots

Wind breaks 43.8 (2.7) 279 (2.5) 28.3 (2.1 100.0

Shade 13.7 (25 210 (2.6) 65.3 27 1000

Sprinkles/misters to keep cattle

cool 133 (2.1) 14.9 (2.4) 718 (2.9) 100.0

Mounds 61.1 (3.0) 234 (2.8) 155 (2.3) 100.0
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4. Animal health and production information management

moreimpor tanttofeedlotoperators.

A higher per cent age of largefeed | ots (10.3 per cent) than small feed lots (2.8 per cent) found the World
Wide Web very importantfor gath ering ani mal health and pro ductioninfor mation; however, overall,
only 4.9 per cent of al feed lotsfound it to bevery important Two- thirds of small feed lots(63.2 per cent)
and nearly one- half of largefeed lots (47.2 per cent) re sponded that theweb was not important for their
feedlot. Cur rently, much productioninfor mation can be ob tained through other sources. Oncethese
services and others, such ascat tle pro curement, becomewidely avail ableortline, the web may become

a. Percent of feedlotsby level of importance of the Internet and World Wide Web for obtaining cattle
health and production information for their feedlot and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (Number Head)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Level of Importance Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Very important 28 1y 10.3 (29 49 (1.0
Somewhat important 340 (3.9 42.5 (4.2 36.4 3.
Not important _63.2 (39 _47.2 41| _58.7 (31
Totd 100.0 100.0 100.0

Al most al largefeed lots(95.8 per cent) and two- thirdsof small feed lots (63.5 per cent) storedani mal
health and/or pro ductioninfor mationinanelectronic database.

b. Percent of feedlots that stored production and/or animal health-related information in a computer data

base by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

FeedlotCapacity (NumberHead)

1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More AllFeedlots
Standard Standard Standard
Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
63.5 (4.2 95.8 (1.8) 72.6 (3.0
33
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Of the feedlotsusinganelectronicinfor mation stor agesystem, morelargefeedlotstended to consider
each of the following uses of an electronic data base to beveryimpor tant than small feed lots. Higher
per cent agesof bothlarge and small feedlots consid eredtrack ing production and economicrec ordson
comput ersto be veryimpor tantcom pared to other uses. Thenext high est per cent agefor largefeed lots
was tracking withdrawal times (88.7 per cent), whereas on small feed lotsit was comparing current
informationtohistorical infor mation (55.1 per cent).

Theprevi ousandfol low ing tableclearly indicate that abroad majority of largefeed lotsrely on
com put er ized technology to store dataand as a health and/or production management tool.

c. For feedlotsthat stored production and/or animal health-related information in a computer database,
percent of feedlots by level of importance of computers for the following types of use and by feedl ot

capacity:
PercentFeedIots
Level of Im por tance and Feed lot Ca pac ity (Num ber Head)
Very Important SomewhatImportant Not Important Total
Standard Standard Standard
Type of Use Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error Percent
1,000 - 7,999
Comparing feedlot to other feedlots 23.0 (3.8) 49.0 (4.9 28.0 (4.5) | 100.0
Comparing current information to
historical information 55.1 (5.1) 39.0 (4.9) 5.9 (2.3) | 100.0
Tracking withdrawal times 438 (5.0) 18.8 (3.9 374 (5.0) | 100.0
Tracking production 79.5 (4.2) 17.3 (4.0) 3.2 (1.8) | 100.0
Tracking economic records 83.0 (3.6) 12.8 (3.3) 4.2 (2.0) | 100.0
8,000 or More
Comparing feedlot to other feedlots 43.2 (4.4) 43.7 (4.3) 131 (2.7) | 100.0
Comparing current information to
historical information 65.0 (3.9) 315 (3.8) 35 (1.5) | 100.0
Tracking withdrawal times 88.7 (2.7) 59 (2.0) 5.4 (1.8) | 100.0
Tracking production 90.4 (2.9) 8.0 (2.2) 1.6 (1.0) | 100.0
Tracking economic records 90.4 (2.3) 6.9 (1.9 2.7 (1.3) | 100.0
All Feed lots |

Comparing feedlot to other feedlots 30.4 (3.0 47.1 (3.5 22.5 (3.0) | 100.0
Comparing current information to
historical information 588 (3.5) 36.2 (3.9 5.0 (1.6) | 100.0
Tracking withdrawal times 60.4 (3.5) 14.0 (2.6) 25.6 (3.3) | 100.0
Tracking production 835 (2.7) 13.9 (2.7) 2.6 (1.2) | 100.0
Tracking economic records 85.8 (2.5) 10.6 (2.2) 3.6 (1.4) | 100.0
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F. Biosecurity

1. Control of human and animal movement

Biosecuritycan beavau ableand ef fectivetool inthecontrol of infectiouspatho gensof cat tleand
people. Thefol lowingtablereferstolimitsor controlsonthemove ment of peo ple and horseson the
feedlot. For example non-em ploy eesmay bedenied ac cessor madetowear cleanclothing. Redtriction
of horsesmightincludepreventing entry of horses, unlessthey arefromadesig nated area, or preventing
horses from reenteringafter leavingthefeedlot.

A greater per cent age of small feed lots (35.4 per cent) thanlargefeed lots (1.7 per cent) did not allow any
horses on the premises. Greater percentages of large feedlotscomparedto small feedlotsrestricted
move ment of peopleand horseson thefeed lot. Feed lots may restrict move ment of peoplefor reasons
other thanfor bio security, al thoughthisinfor mationwasnot col lected aspart of the Feedlot ‘99 study.

a. Percent of feedlots that restricted people or horse movement (or no horses allowed) for biosecurity

reasons by feedlot capacity:
PercentFeedlots
Restriction and Feed lot Ca pac ity
(NumberHead)
Re strict Movement No Horses Allowed
Standard Standard
Restriction Percent Error Percent Error
1,000 - 7,999
People 155 31 N/A N/A
Movement of horses on the feedlot 10.9 (2.3) 35.4 (3.6)
8,000 or More
People 25.6 39 N/A N/A
Movement of horses on the feedlot 38.7 (3.9) 17 (1.1
All Feed lots
People 18.3 (25) N/A N/A
Movement of horses on the feedlot 18.7 (2.0 26.0 (2.6)

Percent of Feedlots that Restricted People or Horse
Movement for Biosecurity Reasons by Feedlot Capacity

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
Percent Feedlots [ ] 1,000 - 7,999 [_] 8,000 or More [l All Feediots

100
75
50
38.7
25.6
25
15.5 18.3 18.7
0 T T
People Movement of horses on the feedlot
Restriction #4365
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Ex cept for wild rumi nants, morethan 50 per cent of feed lotscon sid ered each category of ani mal listed
belowtobeaproblem. Rodentsweremorelikely toreceiveag gressiveor mod er ate control (72.8 per cent
of al feed | ots) than any other category of ani mal. Nearly one- half (45.1 per cent) of feed lotspracticed
aggressiveor mod er atecontrol of coyotes, foxes, and stray dogs, whileap proxi mately one- third (34.3
percent) practiced aggressiveor mod er atecontrol of rac coons, skunks, rabbitsand squir rels.

While 86.3 per cent of feed |otsper ceived birdsto beaproblem, themajor ity of feed lots(61.0 per cent) put
inmini mal ef fort or made no at temptsto control them.

b. Percent of feedlots that attempted to control the presence of the following animals on the feedlot
premises during the year ending June 30, 1999, by level of effort:

PercentFeedlots

Level of Ef fort

Aggressive Moderate Minimal No Control Not a Problem Total
Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand.

Animal Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent
Coyotes, foxes, and stray
dogs 18.2 (22 26.9 (2.8) 191 (26) 6.1 19 29.7 (3.2 100.0
Stray cats 46 (1.2) 134 (2.0) 243 (2.9) 20.1 (2.6) 37.6 (3.3) 100.0
Wild ruminants (such as
deer and elk) 17  (06) 45 (13 134 (24) 261 (30)| 543 (33| 1000
Rodents 44.8 (3.1 28.0 (2.9) 146 (2.4 4.7 (1.5 79 (1.9) 100.0
Small animals (such as
raccoons, skunks, rabbits,
squirrels) 108 (2.9 235 2.7) 169 (2.2 25.1 (3.0 23.7 (2.9 100.0
Birds 83 (1.6) 17.0 2.3 239 (2.8) 37.1 (3.0 137 2.3 100.0
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2. Maintenance of water troughs

Nearly all feed lotscleaned their water troughsdur ing each season. Only asmall per cent age of small
feed lots (3.6 per cent) cleaned their waterers annually or semi-annually.

a Percent of feedlots that routinely cleaned water troughs by season and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

Feedlot Capacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Standard Standard Standard
Season (Months) Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
Winter (December, January, February) 934 (2.4) 99.2 (0.8) 95.0 (1.7)
Spring (March, April, May) 934 (2.4) 100.0 ) 952 (1.7)
Summer (June, July, August) 93.1 (2.5 100.0 ) 5.1 (1.8)
Fall (September, October, November) 933 (29 1000 ) 952 .7
Annualy or semi-annualy 3.6 1.7) 00 (--) 26 (1.2)

The number of days between water trough clean ing tended to below est in sum mer (12.7 days) and
greatestinwinter (15.7 days). Theinter val betweencleaning waterers for larger feed lotswas
ap proxi mately one- half that of small feed | ots.

b. For feedlots that routinely cleaned water troughs in the following season, average number of days
between routine cleaning of water troughs by season and by feedlot capacity:

Average NumberDays
Feedlot Capacity (NumberHead)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More All Feed lots
Number Standard | Number Standard | Number Standard
[Num ber Days] Season (Months) Days Error Days Error Days Error
Winter (December, January, February) 183 (1.4) 96 (1.0 15.7 (1.2)
Spring (March, April, May) 155 (1.3 85 (0.7) 134 (0.9)
Summer (June, July, August) 15.0 (1.3 75 (0.7) 12.7 (0.9)
Fall (September, October, November) 155 1.3 82 0.7) 13.3 (0.9

Average Number Days* Between Routine Cleaning of Water
Troughs by Season and by Feedlot Capacity

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)

Average Number Days* [ 1,000 - 7,999 [ 8,000 or More [ All Feedlots

25

20 133
15 15.5
12.7

15

134 13.3

10

5

0

T T T
Winter (Dec/Jan/Feb) Summer (Jun/Jul/Aug)

Spring (Mar/Apr/May) Fall (Sep/Oct/Nov)

*For feedlots that routinely cleaned water troughs in the specified season. #4366
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3. Storage of feedstuffs

Only the primary method by which feedlots stored basicfeedcommodi tiesisreported below. Feedlots
may have used more than one method. Sealed containers(si 1os, tanks, bins, or drums) werethe pri mary
method of stor agefor all feed commodi tiesex cept roughageand mineral sup plement. Ap proximately
one-half of small feedlotsstored minera sup plementinbags, andone- third pri marily stored it in sealed
containers. Of largefeed|lots, 35.8 per cent pri mar ily stored min eral supplementinbags, and one-half
pri mar ily used sealed contain ers. Largefeed lotsweremorelikely than small feed lotsto primarily store
feedad di tives, suchas iono phores, in bags(35.8 per cent com paredto 14.5 per cent, respectively).

a Percent of feedlots by primary method of storing the followingfeedstuffs and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

Stor age Method and Feed lot Ca pac ity (Num ber Head)
SealedContainers CoveredPiles,
(Silos, Tanks, UncoveredPiles, Bunks, Pits,
Bags Bins, Drums) Bunks, Pits or Sheds NotApplicable | Total
Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand. Stand.
Type of Feedstuff Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error | Percent Error |Percent
1,000 - 7,999

Minera supplement 501 (4.3) 325 (4.0 1.8 (1.0 29 (1.4 127 (2.8) | 1000
Protein supplement 26 (1.4 86.7 (2.9) 4.6 (1.9 49 1.7 12 (1.2)| 100.0
Fat supplement 00 ) 206 (2.8) 0.6 (0.6) 06 (0.6) 782 (2.9) | 100.0
Feed additives, such as

ionophores 145 (3.0) 711 (3.9 0.7 (0.7) 32 (1.2 105 (2.7)| 100.0
Energy concentrates, such as

com 00 ) 658 (3.8) 6.6 (1.7) 27.3 (3.6) 03 (0.2)| 100.0
Roughage,such as hay or silage 0.0 (--) 54 (2.1 61.6 (4.2) 32.7 (4.2) 03 (0.2)] 100.0

8,000 or More |

Mineral supplement 358 (4.0 496 (41 0.9 (0.8 45 (2.0) 92 (24) | 1000
Protein supplement 0.0 ) 8.1 (3.0 4.0 (1.5) 10.0 (2.6) 09 (0.8)| 100.0
Fat supplement 00 ) 755 (3.6) 2.6 1.3 10 (0.9) 209 (3.4)| 1000
Feed additives, such as

ionophores 358 (4.0) 482 (4.1 2.9 (1.9) 41 (1.8) 90 (2.4)| 100.0
Energy concentrates, such as

com 06 (0.6) 635 (4.1) 8.7 (2.3) 27.2 (3.8) 00 (--) | 100.0
Roughage, such as hay or silage 0.0 (--) 55 (1.8) 53.6 (4.1) 40.9 (4.0) 00 (--) | 100.0

All Feed lots

Mineral supplement 462 (3.3) 373 (31 15 (0.7) 33 (1.1 117 (2.1) | 1000
Protein supplement 19 (1.0 86.3 (2.3 4.4 (1.9) 6.3 (1.4) 11 (0.9)| 100.0
Fat supplement 00 ) 360 (2.3) 12 (0.5) 0.7 (0.5 62.1 (2.3) | 100.0
Feed additives, such as

ionophores 204 (2.5) 647 (3.1) 13 (0.6) 35 (1.0) 101 (2.1) | 100.0
Energy concentrates, such as

com 02 (0.2) 651 (2.9 7.2 (1.4) 27.3 (2.8) 02 (0.1)| 100.0
Roughage,such as hay or silage 0.0 () 54  (1.6) 59.4 (3.2 35.0 (32 02 (0.1)| 100.0
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4, Familiarity with FDA policy

A greater per centageof largefeedlots(72.8 per cent) than small feed lots (43.5 percent) wereveryfamil iar
withthepol icy of the Food and Drug Ad ministration (FDA) that pro hib itsthe use of any prod uct
containingmammal ian protein (ex cept blood) frombeingfedtocattle. For all feedlots, approximately
four out of five (79.6 per cent) were very or somewhat familiar with the FDA’spol icy, and 90.8 per cent
had at least heard of it.

Thelevel of famili ar ity withthe FDA' spolicy onfeedlotsmay be greater than reported here because the
peopleresponsi ble for ration manufacturing on the feedlots, who have the greatest interaction with
nutritionists and knowledge of the policy, may not have been the contactsprovid ing datadur ing
guestionnaireadministration.

a Percent of feedlots by level of familiarity with the Food and Drug Administration’s (FDA) policy that
prohibits the use of any product containing mammalian protein (except blood) from being fed to cattle [or
other ruminants] and by feedlot capacity:

PercentFeedlots

Feedlot ‘99

Feedlot Capacity (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 435 4.2 72.8 3.7 51.7 32
Somewhat familiar 333 4.2 14.1 (2.7) 27.9 3.1
Heard of policy only 119 (2.6) 94 (2.6) 11.2 (2.0)
Never heard of policy _113 (29 _37 (1.6) _92 (2.2
Totd 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percent of Feedlots by Level of Familiarity with the FDA
Policy that Prohibits the Use of Any Product Containing
Mammalian Protein (Except Blood) from Being Fed to
Cattle [or Other Ruminants] and by Feedlot Capacity

Percent Feedlots

100 113

119

80

3

Level of Familiarity
[ ] Never heard of policy
[ ] Heard of policy only
B somewhat familiar
B Vvery familiar

60

40

20

#4367
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More

Feedlot Capacity (Number Head)
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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 feedlotsfrom 1994 to 1999.

3) Identify factors associ ated with 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 feedlotsin 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 sasmpleof 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 fromwhich 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 7, 1999

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

2. Phase Il: 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 |1 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 (resultsreportedin Feedlot ' 99

Part I) were performedineachindividual 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 initialy selected 1,250 feedlots completed the Feedlot Management Report
(Feedlot ‘99 Part 1). There were 130 selected feedlots (10.4 percent) that had zero cattle on feed,
were out of busi ness, or were otherwise out of scope for the study (Table 1). Thesetwo groups com-
bined (n=650) rep re sented the re spon dentsto the sur vey. There sponserate (650/1,250 = 52.0%) was
similar to the re sponseratefromthe NAHMS' 1994 Cat tle on Feed Evaluation (43.5% for feed lots
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with a capacity 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).

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
USDA:APHISVS 42
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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)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More AllFeedlots
Region Number Percent | Number Percent | Number  Percent
Central 115 418 97 363 212 771
Other 48 175| 15 54| 63 29
Totd 163 59.3 12 40.7 275 100.0

2. Number and percent of feedlots by number of placements

Number Percent

Num ber Placements Feedlots  Feedlots
1-2,499 70 254
2,500-9,999 &b 30.9
10,000-39,999 72 26.2
40,000 or more _48 175

Totd 275 100.0
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Appendixl|

Appendix i

Impact of Question Format on Response and Estimation

Antimicrobial Use in Feed and Water

Thefirst Feedlot‘ 99 questionnairead ministeredtofeed|ot operatorsby National Agri cultural Statistics
Service(NASS) enumeratorscontainedaquestionrelatedtouseof anti mi crobi als in feed or water.

Op eratorswerenot prompted with alist of potential antimicrobialsthat could be con tained in the feed or
water but were asked to spec ify the number of daysthat antimicrobicswere in cluded in thefeed and the
number of daysthat anti mi crobicswerein cludedinthewater. Aspart of the sec ond phase of Feedlot
‘99, thefeed | ot op eratorswerequestionedinmoredetail regard ing use of antimicrobialsin feed or water.
They were pro vided alist of nine anti mi crobi als(seepagel5) and were asked to respondregardingthe
per cent of cat tle, both lessthan 700 pounds and 700 pounds or more when placed, that re ceived each of
the antimicrobics and for how many days each antimicrobicwasin the feed or water.

Operatorsfor atotal of 275feed lotsre sponded to both questionson therespectiveinter views. Of these
feedlots, responsesfor 218 wereconsistent regardingeither providing (191 feedlots) or not providing (27
feedlots) antimicrobialsin the feed or water. IntheNASSinter view, respon dentsfor 27 feed lots stated
that they used antimicrobials. When presented with alist of specificanti mi crobi alsinthesecond

inter view, they contradicted them selves. Similarly, re spondentsfor 30 feed lotsstated inthe first
interview that they did not use anti mi crobi asinfeedandinthesecondinter view wereable to list one, or
sometimes two, antimicrobials that they put in the feed. Tylosin was the most frequently listed
antimicrobic (n=17) fol lowed by Chlor tet racy cline(n=10) for thesefeedlots.

Re spon dentsfor an equal number of feedlots gave inconsi stent responsesre sult ing in point estimates of
the fre quency of use that were fairly close when comparing overall use. Standard errorsin theNASS
interview were substantially smaller because of the larger sample size in that phase compared to the
second phase.

PercentFeedlots

Size of Feed lot (Num ber Head)
1,000 - 7,999 8,000 or More AllFeedlots
‘ Standard Standard Standard
Interview Percent Error Percent Error Percent Error
NASS 79.1 (2.2) 73.7 (1.8) 77.6 (1.6)
Second 85.2 (2.9) 779 (3.3) 83.2 (2.3)
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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.

Changesin the U.S. Beef Feedlot Industry, 1994-1999, August 2000

2. Describethemanagementinfeed|otsthatim pactsprod uct qual ity.

Part |: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Management Practices, 1999, May 2000

Part 11: Basdline Reference of Feedlot Health and Health Management Practices, 1999, November 2000
Part 111: Health Management and Biosecurity in U.S. Feedlots, 1999, December 2000

Quality assurance (interpretive report), expected 2001

Water quality (info sheet), December 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
Salmonella (info sheet), expected 2001
Campylobacter (info sheet), expected 2001

4. Describeanti mi crobia usageinfeedlots.

Part |: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Management Practices 1999, May 2000

Part 11: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Health and Health Management Practices, 1999, November 2000
Part 111: Health Management and Biosecurity in U.S. Feedlots, 1999, 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 cattleand calves.

Part I: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Management Practices, 1999, May 2000

Part I1: Baseline Reference of Feedlot Health and Health Management Practices, 1999, November 2000
Implants (info sheet), May 2000

Attitudes toward pre-arrival processing (info sheet), November 2000

Vaccination against respiratory disease pathogens (info sheet), November 2000
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