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• Ease of use cab control panel.
• Micron filtration in the Oil Reservoir keeps  

foreign debris out of the system.
• All components that make up the brain of an  

Fp2 EzSpred are protected from the dirt and  
acids that can cause a system to fail. All  
electronic controls are transferred via water  
proof magnetic plug.

• Babbitt Bearings withstand the  
harsh environment of dirt and acid.

• The two-piece design allows for  
easy replacement if needed.

• Positive Idlers reduce chain wear and damage.

• Floor Chain - two sets of heavy duty  
88C floor chain.

• Ez-Adjust Floor Take-Ups adjust the floor  
chains to the perfect tension every time.

• Removable Headboard.
• Fender Skirting is built into the bed.
• Horizontal Beaters are designed so that  

they cannot be overloaded.
• Vertical Beaters also utilize automatic  

overload prevention and are a power  
house generating 225 Hyd. HP.

• Available in Truck, Trailer or Semi-Trailer  
sizes up to 1583 cu. ft. capacity.

Fp2 EzSpred
The Fp2 EzSpred Spreader’s modular shell design  
offers versatility in attachment selection and is designed for  
commercial operators running 6 to 7 days a week with minimal downtime.

You’ll recognize us by our look.*  
You’ll remember us for our quality!
* Smooth sided 3 panel look is a registered 
  trademark of FSI Fabrication, LLC.

Designed for 
Commercial Operation

www.rotomix.com 620.225.1142FP2-1
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animals from seeing humans
in their flight zone, without
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130 Point Noise Reuction System, or NRS , ensures
a significantly reduced noise level during operation
with 130 contact points sheathed in polyethylene.

Hydraulic Neck Extender Bars - 
Control the animal’s head in
 3 ways giving the operator

more control and better 
neck access.  No need to
re-set the bars, works on 

large and small cattle!

26” Rear Walk Through
Doors (Palpation Doors) - 
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Smooth Action Drop Pan -
Can easily be removed
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EDITOR’S DESK

Suspension Rule was implemented. Many other courts 
are delving into the merits of the WOTUS rule – this 
court need not enter that fray.”

He went on to write, “As administrations change, so 
do regulatory priorities. But the requirements of the APA 
remain the same. The court finds that the government 
failed to comply with these requirements in implement-
ing the Suspension Rule. Accordingly, the court grants 
summary judgment for the environmental plaintiffs...”

WOTUS was one item that NCBA had marked off 
their “must do” list when it came to reducing govern-
ment regulation. Although the suspension was only in 
effect for two years, it bought livestock owners some 
time while groups worked for permanent repeal.

Two of the 26 states where the rule immediately 
took effect are Texas and Oklahoma. The Texas and 
Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association president 
Robert McKnight, Jr. issued a statement saying, “To-
day’s court ruling is a tremendous blow for ranchers 
and landowners who hoped the ill-conceived 2015 WO-
TUS rule had finally gone by the wayside…In the three 
years since the rule change was proposed, ranchers 
and private property rights advocates nationwide have 
fought to maintain their rights in the fact of this blatant  
federal overreach.”

The remaining 24 states in the nation who are not 
impacted by the ruling are protected by other federal 
court injunctions against the 2015 Rule (one in North 
Dakota that covers 13 states, and one in Georgia that 
covers 11 states.)

Farmers and ranchers are not against a clean water 
rule, however they are simply asking for a rule that 
protects water quality without trampling the rights of 
property owners. It will be interesting to see how this 
plays out with only half of the nation governed under 
the rule. Stay tuned. FL

It appears as though a procedural snafu 
has brought WOTUS (Waters of the United 
States) back to life, or at least has resurrect-
ed the law for the time being. 

On August 16, U.S. District Court Judge 
David Norton issued a ruling for the District 
of South Carolina, Charleston division, 
that instantly reinstated WOTUS in 26 
states where district court judges have not 
stayed the law. The ruling was made on the 
grounds that the Trump administration vi-
olated procedure by not allowing adequate 
time for public comments on Trump’s 
executive order dismantling WOTUS in 
February 2017.

The executive order suspending the rule was in 
effect for two years.

A group of conservation groups asked the court 
to declare that the rule suspension did not follow the 
Administrative Procedure Act (APA). In a ruling from 
the court, the judge wrote, “The court reiterates that 
the issue currently before the court is not the merits 
of the WOTUS rule, but the procedure by which the 

Risen from the dead? 
— But only for half of the country —

BY JILL J. DUNKEL
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Lancaster then called in addi-
tional help from Lallemand Ani- 
mal Nutrition.

“The problems Rhea Brothers 
GP experienced are common, but 
that doesn’t mean producers should 
put up with high shrink losses,” said 
Renato Schmidt, Ph.D., Technical 
Services – Silage, Lallemand Ani-
mal Nutrition. “In fact, the losses 
are only part of the story. Producers 
can see there’s less feed available, 
but what we can’t see is what’s lost. 
It’s quality that disappears too. The 
initial nutrient losses are often valu-
able sugars, organic acids, starch 
and proteins.”

Packing Up
Lancaster started making chang-

es from the ground up. One of the 
management problems he identi-
fied was the pack density of the 
bunker pile. He used an online 
calculator from the University of 
Wisconsin (available at https://fyi.
uwex.edu/forage/harvest) to help 
determine the weight needed for 
efficient packing. The free calcu-
lator accounts for multiple factors, 
including the base width of the pile, 
the delivery rate of forage to the 
pile, the forage dry matter (DM) 
content and more.

Getting the packing density right 
helps drive out air and speeds up the 
fermentation, Dr. Schmidt explained. 

“Oxygen is the enemy of high- 
quality silage. Poor packing can 
cause problems at ensiling and all 
the way to feedout,” he said “Pack-
ing literally squeezes air out of the 
silage. While oxygen is present, aer-
obic spoilage microbes can grow. 
As a result, producers experience 
reduced silage quality, shrink and 
nutrient losses.”

Rhea Brothers GP near Arling-
ton, Neb., already had a success-
ful feeding program. For years, its 
knowledgeable crew grew, chopped, 
ensiled and fed their own crops. A 
little more than 8 percent of the oper-
ation’s total rations were comprised 
of corn silage, ryelage or occasion-
ally high-moisture corn (HMC).

Yet, even experienced crews can 
run into silage challenges. In 2015, 
the feedyard saw 30 percent shrink 
loss with its ryelage — a figure well 
above its average. It was a signif-
icant hit to the year’s feed costs, 
resulting in both less available feed 
and lower quality feed. 

Calling In Experts
Tracing the source of the prob-

lem led the feedyard to re-evaluate 
both management practices and 
forage inoculant choices. Andrew 
Lancaster, Feedyard Manager, de-
termined the whole crew needed 
a refresher on silage management 
and took them to the Silage for Beef 
Cattle Conference near Mead, Neb., 
in June 2016.

“The Silage for Beef Cattle 
Conference was a great learning 

experience for our team,” Lancast-
er said. “We noticed that there 
were small but significant adjust-
ments we could make to our silage  
program that could help prevent 
losses like we experienced with 
our ryelage.”

The conference featured indus-
try experts in silage and provided 
tips on ensuring a successful initial 
fermentation, reducing shrink loss 
and the impact of silage inocu-
lation. With new information on 
silage management available to 
the beef industry, Lallemand Ani-
mal Nutrition approached exten-
sion specialists from Iowa State 
University and the University of 
Nebraska–Lincoln. Experts from 
each of the organizations organized 
a one-day conference, now in its 
second year.

Rhea Brothers GP took new tips 
back to the feedyard. At home,  
the team reviewed the cost and 
benefits of their silage program  
and addressed issues with inocu-
lant selection, pile construction, 
packing density, face management 
and aerobic stability.

MANAGEMENT

Nebraska Feedyard Rethinks Silage 
Management, Reduces Costs

Since following the recommendations, shrink and 
spoilage were drastically reduced.

6 FEED•LOT September/October 2018
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In addition, the crew no longer 
rushes to feed-out silage before it 
spoils. Previously, the feedyard saw 
spoilage on the face of the bunker. 
Now, Lancaster said there is almost 
no spoilage.

Rhea Brothers GP significant-
ly improved its bottom line feed 
costs, and Lancaster attributes the  
turnaround to his team’s willing-
ness to rethink its silage strategy. 
He also credits the expert assis-
tance from ISU, UNL and Lalle-
mand Animal Nutrition.

“Not only did Lallemand pro-
vide us with management tips and  
inoculant solutions, but the cus-
tomer service from their field team 
was top-notch,” Lancaster said. 
“The in-field team they have was 
willing to go the extra mile to make 
sure we had the right solutions  
for our operation. There are a  
thousand different producers out 
there, but they made sure we were 
taken care of.” FL

Managing Microbes
Lancaster also changed up the 

feedyard’s forage inoculant. He 
selected Biotal® Plus II inoculant 
because it contained two bacterial 
strains — Pediococcus pentosa-
ceus 12455 and Propionibacterium 
freudenreichii R2453 — proven to 
provide a fast, efficient fermen-
tation, and help with the stability 
during feedout, respectively. The 
rapid action of P. pentosaceus 12455 
helped Rhea Brothers GP directly 
combat shrink loss. 

Improving fermentation helps 
improve overall silage quality, which 
can directly impact the bottom line. 
In a study conducted by Kansas 
State University, the two specific 
strains applied to HMC resulted in 
steers consuming 4 percent more 
feed and gaining 6.8 percent faster 
than cattle fed the untreated ration. 
Overall, the study saw an overall 
increase of 6.6 pounds per ton dry 
matter intake (DMI).

“There are a lot of inoculant 
choices out there,” Dr. Schmidt said. 
“I always recommend producers 
choose a research-proven product. 
Using the right inoculant is one of 
the most cost-effective ways to help 
the fermentation process. Driving a 
fast, efficient fermentation process 
is the key to reducing shrink loss 
and improving silage quality.” 

The Results
After adjusting management 

practices and inoculant choices, 
Rhea Brothers GP saw a significant 
improvement in their ryelage — re-
ducing their shrink losses from 30 
percent down to 11 percent. Lan-
caster said the quality of the silage 
was visibly improved and green all 
the way through the pile.

“Since improving our manage-
ment practices, and adding Biotal 
Plus II, we have a lot less waste,” 
Lancaster said. “I’ve noticed that 
our calves aren’t sorting the ration 
as much as they previously did.”

Call 800.466.1146 today  
or visit AgLoan.com

A part of the Farm Credit System. 
Equal Opportunity Lender/Employer/Provider.

Manage your risks with crop insurance

from American AgCredit. You can rest 

easy, knowing that we’ll be there for 
you, no matter what tomorrow brings.

EXPECT THE UNEXPECTED
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beef producers and operations in 
the nation,” said Kansas Governor 
Jeff Colyer at a June 30 unveiling  
of the project. “We are proud that 
the Kansas beef industry has taken 
the lead in this important project 
that will enhance our ability to pro-
tect cattle health here and across 
the nation.” 

Focused discussion with indus-
try partners began in early 2018, 
with the project ready to roll in 
what Teagarden calls “record time.” 
Data collection will begin this fall 
and will continue for two years, 
with the ultimate goal of developing 
a nationwide program. For now, 
participation is voluntary. 

“The main hurdle all along has 
been finding a system that works 
for the way we market cattle,” says 
Teagarden. “We need to run cows 
all across the country through var-
ious regions, production models, 
and segments of the industry.” 

BY TERRI QUECK-MATZIE
Cattle disease traceability has 

been a hotly debated issue since 
the BSE scare of 2003.  

Authorities have claimed they 
need to be able to trace any future 
disease outbreak to its origins. 

Cattlemen have asserted their 
trademark independence. 

Now, a pilot project in Kansas 
seems to be bridging that gap. 

Cattle Trace, a public-private 
partnership of the state’s beef in-
dustry players, uses ultra-high fre-
quency technology and minimal 
data to follow an animal from end 
to end of the production system 
should the need arise. 

Cattle movement will be tracked 
using high frequency readers in-
stalled at livestock auctions, feed 
yards and processors. High fre-
quency tags provide the ID number 
while software supporting the sys-
tem records the date, time and GPS 
location of the movement. 

“This system answers one of 
the problems we have had in the 
past – the ability to track cattle at 
the speed of commerce,” says Matt 
Teagarden, CEO of the Kansas 
Livestock Association. “We need-
ed a hands-off system that did not 
require additional cattle handling, 
and that could read an alley or a 
truckload of cattle at a time.” 

KLA is one of the participants in 
the project, along with Kansas State 
University, the Kansas Department 
of Agriculture, USDA, and individu-
al producer stakeholders, including 
at least 10 feedyards. 

Teagarden says KLA members 
are ready. 

“We’ve had a policy supporting 
enhancing traceability for a num-
ber of years,” he explains. “And it 
is mentioned multiple times in the 
Beef Industry Long Range Plan.” 

At its annual meeting last Decem-
ber, KLA members endorsed creat-
ing a better system, and requested 
it be mandatory for all cattle. 

“Obviously, it has been a concern 
for some time, but the mandatory 
approach is not typical for KLA 
where we generally advocate for 
letting the market drive things. 
For our members to request this is 
reflective of their desire to move 
forward with disease traceability.” 

Teagarden says Kansas, with 
its representation of all segments 
of the beef industry, is the perfect 
testing ground for Cattle Trace. 
Statewide exercises in disease 
response have further emphasized 
the need for such a system. 

“Kansas is home to the finest 

FEEDLOT FOCUS

Pilot Project Tests the Waters 
on Disease Traceability

TRACEABILITY OPTIONS ON 
THE MINDS OF CATTLEMEN







TR
AC

EA
BI

LI
TY

10 FEED•LOT September/October 2018

public-private funding enables Cat-
tle Trace to subsidize the cost of 
ear tags. Those participating in 
the project can purchase tags at $1 
each, compared to the $2.50 regular 
price. “If the project works, and is 
expanded to everyone, the cost of 
tags should come down with vol-
ume,” says Teagarden.  

“We like to think we’ve devel-
oped a system that will prove work-
able and answer questions people 
have about traceability,” adds Tea-
garden. “You can compare disease 
traceability to insurance. You don’t 
want to make a claim, but you need 
that protection in a catastrophe.” 

The Cattle Trace project ad-
dresses two additional primary 
concerns of producers – confiden-
tiality of information and cost. 

Those leery of the government 
controlling information can be as-
sured the Cattle Trace project is set 
up as a separate entity to keep and 
maintain the database. It is that en-
tity that will develop the protocols 
as to how and when health officials 
can access the data.  

“Public health officials have to 
have access in a disease outbreak 
for this to be an effective system,” 
says Teagarden. “But it is not wide 
open.” In addition, the minimal data 

collected does not include produc-
er information. 

Teagarden credits producers’ 
increasing comfort with technol-
ogy with increased acceptance of 
the tracing concept. Some players 
already have ideas about ways to 
make the system enhance their op-
eration, by using the data collection 
and reading technology for inven-
tory management, or feedyard and 
carcass performance information. 
Others see potential for animal 
health monitoring, such as being 
able to flag an animal as having 
been treated for disease, and en-
suring withdrawal times are met. 

To address the cost issue, the 

FEEDLOT FOCUS

Beef Supply Chain Traceability 
Could Boost Value

TRACEABILITY... from previous page

BY NICOLE LANE ERCEG 
Talk about a national beef trace-

ability system in the U.S. might 
seem like a broken record. It’s been 
discussed often, but no efficient 
structure yet encompasses the 
entire supply chain. 

Advances in technology and 
evolved consumer buying trends 
might breathe new life into the idea. 

As more beef sells under brand-
ed programs, consumers expect a 
promise with each purchase, from 
cooking performance to flavor and 
guarantees about how the meat was 
produced. Brands may be forced to 
verify additional marketing claims 
to maintain consumer trust. 

According to the National Meat 
Case Audit 2015, nearly all beef at 
retail sells under a brand name, 
jumping from 51% branded in 2010 to 
97% in 2015. With a sea of brands now 
vying for attention in the meat case, 
consumers buy their beef based on 
brand loyalty and label guarantees. 

Mark McCully, vice president of 
production for the Certified Angus 

Beef® (CAB®) brand, says a trace-
ability system could have merit. 

“Traceability itself is not a mar-
keting claim,” he says. “However, I 
do believe it can be used in the fu-
ture as a framework for identifying 
marketing claims that add value to 
beef products.”

The added information traceabil-
ity could provide is the opportunity 
for branded beef, as McCully told 
the National Institute for Animal 
Agriculture earlier this year. 

The 2017 Power of Meat study 
showed nearly 70% of meat con-
sumers want more information 
about a company’s social, econom-
ic, animal welfare and environmen-
tal practices, and they are willing 
to pay for it. 

“We continue to see consumers 
looking for more assurances about 
products. As a brand that operates 
in a premium category, we believe 
scrutiny of our brand is probably 
even more rigid,” McCully says. 
“There’s an expectation, not just 
about how our product performs, 

but the social responsibility we 
have as a brand around the entire 
supply chain.”

While some labels make claims 
like sustainably-raised, humane-
ly-raised or locally-sourced, ver-
ification and even definitions of 
these terms depends entirely on  
the brand’s production chain. Vague 
assurances without distinct stan-
dards lose their value in the con-
sumer’s mind. 

A consistent traceability frame-
work could help verify those 
claims. Combine quality products 
with verified assurances and the 
pull-through demand could benefit 
the entire industry. 

“I believe the economics will 
support traceability,” says McCully. 
“Certified Angus Beef is an exam-
ple of how consumer-driven, pull-
through demand can support the 
economics of verification. The key 
with traceability will be designing 
a system that fits today’s current 
pace of business.” 

It’s not just domestic consumers 
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who are hungry for information.
As one of the few developed 

countries that does not have a 
mandatory beef traceability sys-
tem, the U.S. is at a disadvantage 
when it comes to global beef trade. 
A new framework could open up 
American beef to markets around 
the world where it’s currently not 
available to countries that require 
traceability for market access.

Many beef brands have already 
begun using some traceability  
systems to add marketing value 
and CAB is no exception. The  
Path Proven program enables mar-
keting CAB brand with addition-
al production claims, and labels 
like Georgia Proud, GoTexan and 
Fresh From Florida are proving the 
source state.

However, traceability ends at 
the feedlot, not the ranch of origin. 

In this case, information value  
is only half captured, because a 
large portion of the beef journey  
is still unverified. As one system 
varies from another, it also creates 
a lack of consistency across the 
meat case when consumers com-
pare different brands.  

A new traceability method could 
open the flow of knowledge for 
beef producers, too, McCully says. 
If information could move forward 
with the animals, it could flow back 
to provide a more robust picture of 
animal and meat quality. 

“The progress we could make on 
the production side through genetic 
selection based on carcass quality 
feedback would be remarkable,” 
he says. “Traceability could help 
provide accurate data backwards 
so that we could link genomics 
to performance traits beyond the 
ranch gate and help improve our 
overall beef product.”

McCully sees a future system as 
a real possibility because of rapid 
developments in technology.

“Maybe it’s block chain or other 
technology, but I think we have 
the capability today to make it 
work.” he says. “What I do know 
is that it needs to be mobile and 
inexpensively fit into today’s speed 
of business.” FL

PROTERNATIVE-THE NEW 
MEASURE OF PREVENTION
The industry is changing; it’s time to take cattle feeding down a new 
road.  Recent advancements in cattle nutrition have opened new routes 
to help limit pulls, treatment and positively benefit the health of an 
animal.  Adopting a new measure of prevention through the feed is an 
important first step to help minimize delays on the road ahead. 

Take a new road with ProTernative® - a proven probiotic that positively 
activates the immune system of cattle during times of stress.  
ProTernative works in the lower gut to influence the animal’s natural 
immunity through an internal active process that only a specific, robust 
and active live yeast can deliver. 

The road you’ve always taken doesn’t cut it anymore. 
Feed ProTernative and take a new measure of prevention.

LALLEMAND ANIMAL NUTRITION
Tel:  414 464 6440  Email:  LAN_NA@lallemand.com

www.lallemandanimalnutrition.com

Not all products are available in all markets nor are all claims allowed in all regions.
©2016.  ProTernative is a registered trademark of Lallemand Animal Nutrition. 



The impact of U.S. beef exports on calf prices con-
tinues to rise as experts advise ranchers to stay abreast 
of trade developments globally.

Randy Blach, CEO of CattleFax in Denver, Colora-
do, told attendees at the Texas A&M Beef Cattle Short 
Course in College Station that exports have become 
an integral part of calf prices and, following the latest 
trade discussions, are imperative when formulating 
marketing plans.

“Just look at how fast our export markets have 
grown since Christmas 2003 when we had BSE,” Blach 
said. “We have the opportunity for that value to go as 
high $500.”

Those prospects are fueled by a strong economy 
and consumer demand, he said.

“Consumers across the world want what you pro-
duce, which is a safe, reliable, wholesome, high-quality 
product,” Blach said. “As we look down the road, I want 
you to be thinking; are you doing everything you should 
be doing to deliver the best product?”

To put the importance of beef export markets into 
perspective, Blach said the U.S. exports 17 billion 
pounds of beef worth $18 billion.

“That’s $365 in value of the calf you are producing,” 
he said. “We’ve really got to keep an eye on these  
trade situations.”

Industry experts note consumers are wanting more 
protein at a record pace.  

“We will have record meat consumption in 2019 in 
the U.S.,” Blach said. “ Never in our history have we 
consumed more red meat, pork and poultry than we 
are now. People are eating livestock protein.”

Dr. Jason Cleere, Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Ser-
vice beef cattle specialist, College Station, and Kelley 
Sullivan, co-owner of Santa Rosa Ranch in Navasota 
and Crockett, discussed China markets and their po-
tential. Both serve on the Texas Beef Council board of 
directors and were part of recent visits to China and 
Japan to learn more about opportunities in trade and 
share educational programming with representatives in  
those countries.

“China is encouraging people to eat more red meat,” 
Cleere said. “There are 93 people per square mile. 

Bejing has 22 million people. By comparison, Houston 
has 6.3 million people.”

A dense population is creating more opportunity for 
U.S. beef in China as the combination of online and 
offline retail shopping trends contin-
ue. E-commerce continues to drive 
a majority of the market and with 
so many people, living quarters are 
primarily high-rise apartments with 
small square footage.

“They don’t have an oven, they use 
a Hibachi type grill and like a very thin-
sliced beef product,” Cleere said. “We 
need to think about how do we tap 
into that market with the products 
we produce.”

Sullivan touted the value of 
undesirable beef carcass parts in 
U.S. that are in great demand 
in Japan and other parts of 
the world.

“About $165 to $170 of the 
check you get from the sale 
of a calf comes from that 
export market,” Sullivan said. 
“Where that’s coming from are 
the parts we don’t like, such 
as beef tongue. In the U.S. we 
pay $1 a pound, in Japan $6  
a pound. Beef intestine, in  
the U.S. there’s zero value,  
but it’s $1.50 a pound in  
Japan. It’s critical to have those 
export markets.”  FL

MARKETING

Experts Advise Cattle Producers:

KEEP WATCHFUL EYE ON 
EXPORT MARKETS

Randy Blach, CEO of CattleFax 
was one speaker in the line up 

discussing export markets

BY BLAIR FANNIN
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YOUR DEWORMER 
ISN’T DOING ANY 
GOOD ON HERE.

Cows tend to spit up high-dose dewormer. And at that point, the only thing it’s 
effective for is staining your boots. Our mission is to get the dose where it needs 
to be: in the cow. That’s why Synanthic® offers a higher concentration at a lower 
dose — so you get effective deworming with less dewormer. 

L O W  D O S E .  L E S S  WA S T E .
Talk to your Boehringer Ingelheim rep or visit Synanthic.com for more details.

SYNANTHIC RESIDUE WARNING:
Cattle must not be slaughtered until seven days after treatment. Because a withdrawal 
time in milk has not been established, do not use in female dairy cattle of breeding age.

Synanthic is a registered trademark of Boehringer Ingelheim Vetmedica, Inc. 
©2018 Boehringer Ingelheim Vetmedica, Inc. BOV-1016-ANTH0218

Ask your BI rep about the new 
dial-a-dose applicator gun.
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predictive of treatment success or 
failure: Pathogen Load (PL). 

As the number of bacterial and/
or viral pathogens found in the up-
per respiratory tract increased at 
time of treatment, regardless of an-
timicrobial sensitivity pattern, BRD 
treatment success plummeted. 
The impact of having two or more 
pathogens present was significant, 
and three pathogen combinations, 

particularly those including Myco-
plasma bovis, were associated with 
poor treatment outcomes. If PL is 
strongly associated with treatment 
failure, which of our management 
practices best addresses it? We 
can agree that many of our ani-
mal health interventions, such as 

The primary focus of 
animal health manage-
ment and judicious use 

of antimicrobials is reducing 
the number of animals that 
require treatment. Rightly  
so. But reducing losses and 
antimicrobial use also requires 
improving treatment success  
in animals needing treatment. 
And even when the number of 
animals requiring treatment is 
modest, losses can be severe 
when treatment success is low.

Many chute-side bovine respira-
tory disease (BRD) conversations 
between cattlemen and veterinar-
ians start with, “we need a better 
drug” and gravitate to discussions 
on antimicrobial resistance; which 
is an important topic not only on 
the minds of people in our industry, 
but society as a whole. This often 
results in submitting laboratory 
work and then a “revolving door” of 
changing therapy based on culture 

and sensitivity results with a hope 
it will improve BRD outcomes. It 
usually doesn’t.

Choosing BRD therapy based on 
antimicrobial susceptibility testing 
in past treatment failures has been 
frustrating. Many veterinarians and 
producers remark that “Product A 
always looks good on antimicrobial 
susceptibility testing reports but 
gives poor results in our treatment 
programs.” Or the reverse, “We 
frequently get reports back show-
ing resistance to Product B, but 
it performs best in data from our 
treatment program.” 

When I recently examined a 
large volume of investigative field 
work, where pathogen identifica-
tion and antimicrobial susceptibil-
ity testing was done at the time of 
BRD treatment, I was unimpressed 
with the “predictive value” of an-
timicrobial susceptibility testing 
on BRD treatment success. But 
there was information within these 
lab results that appeared highly 

Pathogen load is driver of BRD 
treatment success

?
BY T. ROBIN FALKNER, DVM

BRD Treatment Success — 
Better Drugs or Fewer “Bugs”

FEEDLOT FOCUS

Biocontainment
Is the use of management 

practices to reduce the 
movement of pathogens 

between animals and/or groups
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where antimicrobial resistance 
is part of the problem. From a 
clinical efficacy perspective, is 
the larger issue that resistance is 
present on an operation that uses 
antimicrobials, or that management 
gaps result in the “loading” of the 
pathogen(s) into other animals 
at risk of disease? Let’s not argue 
the nuances of inarguable Natural 
Law — animals do not die of 

vaccination and antimicrobial use, 
can function to reduce PL. But 
what if we ask the question another 
way: “Which of our management 
practices increases PL, and can we 
eliminate some of them?” 

This is a different perspective, 
and one that challenges us to 
look beyond relying on critical 
animal health tools as “baling wire 
and duct tape patches” on issues  
we may be causing with (mis)
management. A simple example,  
present on many operations, is 
placing dosing equipment into the 
mouths of animals at arrival pro-
cessing without disinfecting be-
tween them. There should be little 
disagreement that this practice 
adds to the PL of individual calves, 
which would be expected to both 
increase the risk of illness and de-
crease treatment response 

While many others share the 
view that any perceived “loss of 
efficacy” of newer therapies is 
driven by antimicrobial resistance, 
my opinion is we often overwhelm 
any improvements in efficacy by 
offsetting increases in the PLs 
placed on animals. Things like 
procuring younger naïve animals in 
larger numbers from farther away, 
prioritizing procurement costs over 
basic animal husbandry, utilizing 
larger pens in the receiving period, 
managing hospital pens poorly 
and other common practices can 
increase PL.

My grandfather had this advice: 
“When you are having problems, 
the first place to take a hard look 
is in the mirror.” We chase our own 
tails with an overwhelm-wreck-
swab-switch approach to BRD 
management. It can provide a 
handy excuse to justify repeating 
the same mistakes, with the same 
outcomes. We can blame repeated 
failure on pharmaceuticals instead 
of our own flawed management. 
Our management should instead 
support sustained efficacy of the 
therapies available.

The solution to treatment failure 
is maybe not a new antimicrobial, 
or waiting for cow/calf produc-
ers to do something different. It is  

reducing PL’s through improved use 
of sound Biocontainment Principles 
in our procurement, facilities and 
management. Better biocontainment 
for BRD can eliminate exposures, 
reduce exposures, and/or delay ex-
posures until after the post arrival 
BRD risk period, resulting in fewer 
pulls, lower antimicrobial use, and 
less resistance selection pressure.

Clearly there are situations 

Even the Smallest Components
Can Have a Big Impact 

According to research trials, the strain 
Lactobacillus acidolphilus BT-1386 found in 
Micro-Cell probiotics has been shown to: 

• Decrease shedding of E. coli O157:H71    
• Reduce re-infection of Salmonella2

• Increase average daily gain3

• Improve feed to gain4

Probiotic strain Lactobacillus acidophilus 
BT-1386, available exclusively from Lallemand 
Animal Nutrition, was added to the 2015 
pre-harvest production best practice (PBP) 
document released by the Beef Industry Food 
Safety Council (BIFSCo).  It is commercially 
available for purchase under the brand names  
Micro-Cell FS and Micro-Cell FS Gold. 

Every ration component plays an 
important role on overall performance 
and ensuring you provide the best beef 
product to the consumer. Consistent 
performance lies in the details.

Micro-Cell® probiotics are high 
quality feed additives that feature 
proven bacterial strains that help your 
cattle maintain an ideal intestinal 
balance.  

Micro-Cell probiotics are a small yet 
critical component and another tool to 
help you produce a top quality product 
that consumers want.  

1 Production Best Practices (PBP) to Aid in the Control of Foodborne Pathogens in Groups of Cattle. Beef Industry Food Safety Council 
Subcommittee on Pre-Harvest. Spring 2015. Accessed March 19, 2015.
2  Tabe ES, Oloya J, Doetkott DK, Bauer ML, Gibbs PS, Khaitsa ML. Comparative effect of direct-fed microbials on fecal shedding of 
Escherichia coli O157:H7 and Salmonella in naturally infected feedlot cattle. J. Food Prot. May 2008; 3(71): 539-544.
3 Lallemand Animal Nutrition. Unpublished. United States. 1996.
4 Hutcheson D and Lallemand Animal Nutrition. Unpublished. United States. 1986.

LALLEMAND ANIMAL NUTRITION
Tel:  414 464 6440  Email:  LAN_NA@lallemand.com

www.lallemandanimalnutrition.com

©2016. Micro-Cell is a registered trademark of Lallemand Animal Nutrition.
Not all products are available in all markets nor are all claims allowed in all regions.
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use of antimicrobials. It might also 
help guide us when we ask the 
question, “What can I do differently 
from a management and husbandry 
perspective to reduce the magni-
tude of pathogen exposure?” We 
will explore that question more in 
the next issue.

T. Robin Falkner is a technical services 
veterinarian with Zoetis and brings 
30 years of professional experience as 
a private practitioner and Extension 
veterinarian, as well as serving in a 
support role to practicing veterinari-
ans and beef producers in his industry 
positions. Dr. Falkner is recognized 
throughout the beef industry for his 
expertise in feeder cattle health and 
the management of feeder-cattle-based 
businesses, and his passion for help-
ing producers find better management 
solutions to the issues they face.  FL

diseases they are not exposed to. 
BRD in feeder cattle is a complex 
disease also involving stress and 
management factors, and better 
BCP can reduce or delay pathogen 
exposure long enough for co-fac-
tors that increase disease severity 
to be mitigated.

We often see in disease challenge 
models a relatively mild disease 
course when healthy animals are 
exposed to BRD pathogens singly, 
as compared with severe illness 
when we combine two or more 
“mild” pathogens. These models are 
consistent with field observations 
on pathogen loading: the immune 
system appears to often do quite 
well with a single BRD pathogen, 
but struggles with two or more 
concurrently. Our identifying and 
prioritizing management practic-
es that reduce multiple pathogen 
loading early in the receiving pe-
riod appears to hold tremendous 
promise in reducing the incidence 
and severity of BRD. Those same 
practices could also impede the 
movement of any particularly vir-
ulent or resistant pathogen through 
an operation. 

In a world where antimicrobials 

did not exist, reducing pathogen 
exposure would be our No. 1 pri-
ority. It should still be our priority 
when afforded the privilege of 
using them. 

Maybe this perspective, and a 
continued investment in BRD re-
search to better understand the role 
of PL, could help us come up with 
better approaches that improve 
treatment success and judicious 

FEEDLOT FOCUS

Which of our management practices increases PL,  
and can we eliminate some of them? A simple 

example, present on many operations, is placing dosing 
equipment into the mouths of animals at arrival  
processing without disinfecting between them. There 
should be little disagreement that this practice adds  
to the PL of individual calves.

Treatment Success... from previous page
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A quick glance at the drought moni-
tor would suggest it has been pretty 
good year for much of the south-
east. However, dry conditions are 
becoming a larger issue for a good 
portion of cattle country. Signifi-
cant drought (and abnormally dry 
conditions) appears to extend from 
Missouri south to Louisiana and 
west from there, taking in much of 
the southern plains. While we don’t 
get state-level estimates in July, it 
is very possible that this may par-
tially explain the decreased heifer 
retention. As we move towards 
fall, it will be interesting to see if 
we see much movement of cows, 
or increased cow slaughter, in the 
region. This has the potential to 
greatly impact beef cow numbers 
between now and winter.

Lastly, I would briefly comment 
on cattle-on-feed numbers. July 
1 cattle-on-feed numbers were 
estimated to be 4% above year-ago 
levels. I would remind everyone 
that cattle-on-feed numbers were 
up 9% in March. From a big picture 
perspective, feedlot inventory was 
going to be larger in 2018 because 
the 2017 calf crop was larger. But, 
feedlot inventories were also artifi-
cially higher this spring due to poor 
wheat grazing conditions last winter 
forcing a lot of calves on feed sooner 
than usual. It continues to appear 
that we have worked through a lot 
of that inventory. A summary of the 
mid-year inventory report can be 
seen in the table. FL

USDA’s January Cattle Inventory 
Report suggested that growth in 
the size of the US cow herd was 
slowing. July’s numbers generally 
pointed in a similar direction. Both 
beef cow numbers and total cattle 
and calves were up about 1% from 
July 2017, which suggests a more 
moderate growth rate. This was 
coupled with a 2% reduction in heif-
ers held for beef cow replacement. 
Beef heifer retention as a percent 
of beef cow inventory was 14.2%, 
which generally does not suggest 
expansion. While this is significant, 
I tend to put more stock in the Janu-
ary numbers than the July numbers 
and January heifer retention was 
still pointing to some herd growth.

Several factors drive beef cow 
numbers, with calf prices likely at 
the top of the list. Our current calf 
market is very similar to where it 
was last year. Given the much high-
er meat supplies and uncertainty 
on the international trade front, I 
actually think this cattle market 
has been incredibly resilient. While 
many producers aren’t pleased with 
calf prices, I don’t think calf prices 
are low enough yet to be encour-
aging liquidation at the national 
level. On the other hand, weather 
is becoming a growing concern 
for many.

While there are always excep-
tions, this has been an excellent 
year for forage growth in Kentucky. 

MARKETING

MID-YEAR CATTLE INVENTORY  
SUGGESTS SLOWER EXPANSION AHEAD

BY DR. KENNY BURDINE, LIVESTOCK MARKETING  
SPECIALIST, UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY

USDA July 1, 2018 Cattle Inventory Estimates
2017

(1,000 Head)
2018

(1,000 Head)
2018 as %

of 2017

Total Cattle and Calves 102,200 103,200 101

Cows and Heifers 
That Have Calved 41,600 41,900 101

Beef Cows 32,200 32,500 101
Milk Cows 9,400 9,400 100

Heifers 500 Pounds and Over 16,200 16,300 101
For Beef Cow Replacement 4,700 4,600 98

For Milk Cow Replacement 4,200 4,200 100
Other Heifers 7,300 7,500 103

Steers 500 Pounds and Over 14,500 14,500 100
Bulls 500 Pounds and Over 2,000 2,100 105
Calves Under 500 Pounds 27,900 28,400 102

Calf Crop 35,808 36,500 102

Cattle on Feed 12,800 13,300 104
Source: NASS, USDA
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COW/CALF CORNER BY CHANDA ENGEL, FORMER SDSU  
EXTENSION COW/CALF FIELD SPECIALIST

Cow-calf pairs are getting 
moved to green grass and it 
is a good feeling to see them 

out grazing. While weaning may be 
a ways off, calf growth that leads to 
excellent calf weaning weights is a 
major goal of this phase of the cow-
calf business. If someone asked you 
to give them $1.50 per steer calf at 
spring turn out, in return, for every 
37 head (your cost is $56), they will 
give you an additional 550 lb steer 
calf at weaning. Would you take the 
deal? This is essentially the return 
cattleman can expect if they place 
a small hormone implant into the 
ear of each suckling steer calf at 
turn out.

In 1997 Selk from the Oklahoma 
Agricultural Experiment Station 
summarized 23 research projects 
evaluating performance of suck-
ling steer calves implanted be-
tween 30 and 90 days of age, with 
36 mg of a product containing the 
growth-promoting Zeranol. At the 
end of the experiment they docu-
mented a 5.3% increase in average 
daily gain. Over a 130 day pasture 

period implanted steers would 
wean off 13 pounds heavier than 
their non-implanted counterparts. 
Since genetics have changed and 
improved over the years, it is im-
portant to note that Bayliff and 
colleagues recently found simi-
lar results when they studied a 
group of cattle in Oklahoma. In 
a 130 day pasture period, suck-
ling steers weaned off 17 pounds 
heavier than their non-implanted 
counterparts. Additionally, work 
by Pritchard and colleagues at 
SDSU in 2015 documented implant 
technology can increase wean-
ing weights of suckling steers by  
22 pounds.

The SDSU study looked at the 
effects of suckling calf perfor-
mance from implants based on 
timing of the implant and age of 
dam. They implanted calves in May 
or August and classified dams into 
two groups: less than or greater 
than four years of age. Overall 
steers from mature dams weaned 
heavier calves than younger dams. 
Steers from mature dams that were 

implanted in May, weaned off 40 
pounds heavier than their non-im-
planted counterparts. However, 
if they were implanted in August 
they only added an additional 17 
lbs. Conversely, steers from young 
dams (< 4 years of age) implanted 
in August weaned off 25 pounds 
heavier than non-implanted steers. 
Steers from young dams implanted 
in May only posted a 9 pound in-
crease in weaning weight. Cow age 
definitely impacts the response that 
cattlemen can expect from using 
implant technology. Planning the 
implant timing based on the dam’s 
age will give the best possible re-
sponse in suckling calves. Implant 
earlier in the grazing season for 
steers suckling older dams or later 
in the grazing season for steers 
suckling younger dams.

The amount of added gain po-
tential that implants provide would 
make one think nearly every steer 
turned out should have one in its 
ear. However, according to the 2008 
National Animal Health Monitoring 
System (NAHMS) survey, the use 

Suckling calf 
implants add value
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of implant technology in suckling 
calves has actually declined from 
14 percent to 9.8 percent over a 
ten-year period. The reasons for 
this decline are not fully known or 
understood. Some of these non-im-
planted calves are likely being sold 
into specialty or branded programs 
that prohibit anabolic implant use. 
However, another reason cattle 
managers leave suckling implants 
out of their tool box is the “stig-
ma” that calves implanted in the 
suckling phase are discounted at 
the sale barn.

In 2015 Rogers and colleagues 
published results from studying 
the effects of growth-promoting 
implant status on sale price of beef 
calves sold through livestock video 
auction services from 2010 to 2013. 
Over the three years they noted 
about 28% of the weaned steers 
marketed had received an implant 
prior to weaning. They found that 
implant status of calves had no 
effect on the sale price of beef 
calves. In other words there were 
no discounts as a result of using 
implant technology or more over 
no cattle received premiums for 
their non-implant status.

Another reason suckling calf im-
plant use may have declined is the 
thought that previously implanted 
calves do not respond as well to 
subsequent implants in the grow-
ing and finishing phase. Two SDSU 
studies, one by Pritchard and col-
leagues (2015) and one by Web and 
colleagues (2017) further studied 
the impact of suckling calf implants 
on post-weaning live animal and 
carcass performance. Both studies 
found there were no effects on aver-
age daily gain, or feed efficiency in 
the receiving, backgrounding or fin-
ishing phase if a calf was previously 
implanted during the suckling phase 
of life. Both studies found there 
were no negative impacts from 
suckling implants on subsequent 
carcass characteristics.

So after ruminating on all that—
who will take the deal proposed in 
the first paragraph? FL

Some of the biggest successes in nutritional additives were 
invented in our labs. By our employees. And that expertise helps 
us better understand the components that go into our products, 
and pushes our team to develop unique combinations for greater 
performance. Find some of your own at PMIadditives.com.

©2018 PMI. All rights reserved.
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HOW 
IT 
ALL 
WORKS  
TOGETHER.
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not allow their employees to try to 
work around them and go directly 
to you. This will undo all efforts 
to establish that manager as the 
authority with that employee. If 
an employee comes directly to you 
rather than speaking directly with 
their manager, you should ask that 
employee several questions. Some 
questions would include, “What did 
your manager suggest you do?” or 
“Did you ask your manager about 
this?” or “Why are you coming to 
me instead of talking directly with 
your manager?”

Once you’ve gotten the answers 
to these basic questions you can 
then get in touch with their man-
ager, while you are talking with 
this employee, and determine what 
should be done.

These questions and this strate-
gy help the employee understand 
that their manager is the person 
that they need to be going to for 
these issues and if they come to you 
you’re going to go directly back to 
their manager any time they come 
to you.

Many feedlot owners and man-
agers have found that when they 
utilize these strategies and continu-
ally work to establish and enhance 
the level of authority of their key 
people, they are free to spend much 
more time on the major issues of 
their business such as long-term 
planning, marketing, working with 
customers, sourcing inputs and 
the other activities with significant 
financial impact.
Don Tyler is founder of Tyler & Associ-
ates Management Coaching. For assis-
tance with this and other challenging 
employee management issues contact 
him at dhtyler@frontiernet.net or by 
calling 765-490-0353. FL

New and younger 
employees sometimes 
struggle to understand 

the importance of accountability 
and how their position fits  
into the company’s objectives. 
If your organization has  
clear levels of authority that 
are well-defined and fully 
established, your entire staff 
will know who is in charge of 
each area and to whom they 
are personally accountable.

Additionally, employees often 
don’t fully understand how having 
clear accountability and authority 
is to their advantage, how it helps 
the quality of the decisions that 
are made in the operation and its 
effect on overall efficiency and 
measurable results.

Some situations where it would 
be beneficial to reinforce the level 
of authority each person has would 
include when a new family member 
joins the operation in a management 
role, when a new manager has been 
hired from outside the organiza-
tion, when an employee has been 
promoted from within the system, 
or other times when there is a need 
for clarity on who is ultimately 
accountable for each area. It might 
also be helpful when there are sev-
eral new people in the operation 
that have been added in different 
areas, several people within the 
organization have been reassigned, 
or at the beginning of the year when 
you are making adjustments to the 
organizational structure.

Simple Strategies
Here are some techniques to 

help your supervisors and manag-
ers establish their level of authority 

with their direct reports.
•  During the hiring process by 

including them in interviews and 
final selection.

•  Updating your job descriptions 
and have these new managers 
present the updates to each em-
ployee individually.

•  Anytime that you are revising 
standard operating procedures.

•  During disciplinary actions and 
terminations.

•  Having them lead staff meetings 
with you present, which shows 
that you are deferring to their au-
thority in this area and have trust 
in their ability and management.

•  They should be accountable for 
the safety training in their depart-
ment and all safety initiatives.

•  When new employees are hired 
they should lead that employee’s 
orientation and training.

•  They should do performance 
evaluations and develop the 
performance improvement plans 
for their direct reports.

•  Anytime there are staff meetings, 
be sure to have your managers 
present information relevant 
to their department while you 
are there to show all employees 
that you see them as a person  
with authority.
These simple strategies help 

your managers and supervisors 
gain confidence in their ability to 
lead and helps build trust through-
out the organization. The more you 
show your confidence in them, the 
more their employees will show 
the same confidence in them as the 
manager of their area.

While implementing and rein-
forcing these authority-establishing 
strategies it is very important to 

MANAGEMENT BY DON TYLER

ESTABLISHING MANAGEMENT 

AUTHORITY
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need to conduct studies to get 
this information. For any studies 
that are performed, the sponsor 
analyzes the results.

•  Based on the collected informa-
tion, including any study results, 
the sponsor decides if there is 
enough proof that the drug is 
safe and effective to meet the 
requirements for approval.

•  The sponsor submits a New An-
imal Drug Application (NADA) 
to CVM. The NADA includes all 
the information about the drug 
and the proposed label. 

•  A team of CVM personnel, in-
cluding veterinarians, animal 
scientists, biostatisticians, 
chemists, microbiologists, phar-
macologists, and toxicologists, 
reviews the NADA. If the center’s 
team agrees with the sponsor’s 
conclusion that the drug is safe 
and effective if it is used accord-
ing to the proposed label, CVM 
approves the NADA and the drug 
sponsor can legally sell the drug.

FDA gives “marketing exclusiv-
ity” to a drug company that gets a 
brand name animal drug approved. 
Starting on the date of approval, 
marketing exclusivity is the time 
period during which FDA will not 
approve a generic copy of the ap-
proved brand name animal drug. 
The marketing exclusivity lasts for 
five years for a first-time approval 

Today’s producer has a wide 
range of pharmaceutical products 
available to prevent disease, treat 
disease, control parasites, regulate 
estrus and so much more. Products 
range in price from less than a 
dollar per head to $30 or more per 
treatment. Some products are fairly 
new on the market while others 
are decades old. Regardless, all 
pharmaceuticals are regulated by 
the FDA’s Center for Veterinary 
Medicine (CVM), and the process to 
bring products to the marketplace 
is a very expensive one.

Bringing a pharmaceutical to 
market is a time-consuming, ex-
pensive, and scientifically rigorous 

process. Companies must demon-
strate that the pharmaceutical 
is safe and effective in animals. 
According to the Animal Health 
Institute (AHI), the development 
of a major new animal drug takes 
seven to 10 years and can cost up 
to $100 Million. 

Pioneer Product
To eventually reach the store 

shelves, a pioneer product goes 
through the following steps, ac-
cording to the FDA.
•  The drug sponsor (typically a 

pharmaceutical company) col-
lects information about the safe-
ty and effectiveness of a new 
animal drug. The sponsor may 

PIONEER AND GENERIC PRODUCTS UNDERGO STRICT  
PROCESSES TO REACH THE MARKETPLACE
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drugs is whether CVM has deter-
mined that veterinary oversight is 
required for the safe and effective 
use of the drug. If the center deter-
mines that adequate “directions for 
use” can be written on the drug’s 
label in such a way that a non-veter-
inarian can use the drug safely and 
effectively, then it can be marketed 
as OTC. If not, then the drug must 
be marketed as either Rx or VFD.

Both Rx and VFD drugs require 
veterinary oversight to be used 
safely and effectively. The main dif-
ference between these two catego-
ries of animal drugs is whether the 
drug is used in or on animal feed. 

According to AHI, member com-
panies spent 10 to 12% of their sales 
investing in new innovations in ani-
mal health. That investment is used 
to cover animal health innovations 
for the world’s 24 billion chick-
ens, more than 1 billion cattle and 
sheep, 750 million pigs and goats, 
500 million dogs and 400 million 
cats. The time, care and investment 
put into the research and develop-
ment of animal medicines ensures 
a steady stream of products that 
improve the health and well-being 
of animals.

Considerable information for this article 
was obtained from the FDA. For addi-
tional information on how pioneer and 
generic products reach the marketplace, 
visit www.fda.gov/AnimalVeterinary/
GuidanceComplianceEnforcement/ 
ComplianceEnforcement/Unapproved 
AnimalDrugs/ucm249392.htm. FL

of an animal drug and three years 
for subsequent approvals of that 
drug. For example, the first time 
FDA approves a dewormer in hors-
es, the drug company receives five 
years of marketing exclusivity. 
If FDA later approves that same 
dewormer for cows, the company 
receives three years of marketing 
exclusivity specific to the addition-
al cattle claims.

“Exclusive marketing rights” 
apply to designated brand name 
animal drugs for minor species 
or minor uses in a major species 
(called “MUMS drugs”). FDA gives 
seven years of exclusive marketing 
rights to a drug company that gets a 
brand name MUMS drug designated 
and then approved, or conditionally 
approved. This means FDA cannot 
approve a generic copy or another 
brand name version for seven years 
from the date of approval, or con-
ditional approval, of the designated 
brand name MUMS drug.

Generic Product
After the patents and marketing 

exclusivity periods for an approved 
brand name animal drug have ex-
pired, another drug sponsor can 
obtain approval for a generic copy. 
Generally, a generic drug sponsor 
will begin the registration process 
several years earlier. A generic 
animal drug goes through the Ab-
breviated New Animal Drug Appli-
cation process, which is different 
than the full approval process for 
the pioneer drug. 

The FDA requires a generic drug 
to have the same quality, perfor-
mance, and intended uses as the 
brand name drug. Before marketing 
a generic animal drug, the drug 
company must prove to the FDA 
that the generic copy is the same 
as the approved brand name animal 
drug in:
• Active ingredient;
• Strength;
• Dosage form; and
•  Dosage regimen, including route 

of administration.

According to the FDA, the pro-
cess is abbreviated because the 
sponsor doesn’t have to conduct 

new safety and effectiveness stud-
ies with the generic drug. Instead, 
the drug company must prove to 
the FDA that the generic copy 
is bioequivalent to the approved 
brand name drug. This means that 
the generic drug is absorbed by 
and performs the same way in the 
animal’s body as the brand name 
drug. The FDA requires that the 
generic drug be manufactured un-
der the same strict manufacturing 
standards as the brand name drug. 
The manufacturing processes for 
the generic drug must consistently 
produce a product that is equiv-
alent to the brand name animal 
drug in identity, strength, purity, 
and quality.

After approval, the quality and 
monitoring processes continue for 
the generic product, just as they 
do for the pioneer product. Those 
include reporting any manufactur-
ing changes, ongoing stability test-
ing, adverse event monitoring and 
submission of all advertising and 
promotional materials to the FDA.

The science behind bringing 
products to the market is consid-
erable and requires significant in-
vestments. The approval process is 
the same for any new animal drug, 
whether it’s an over-the-counter 
(OTC), prescription (Rx), or vet-
erinary feed directive (VFD) drug. 
All must go through the NADA pro-
cess, but one difference between 
these three categories of animal 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

$800,000

$700,000

$600,000

$500,000

$400,000

$300,000

$200,000

$100,000

$0

Animal Medicines – Investments in  
Research and Development

In Millions



28 FEED•LOT September/October 2018

150 mg/mL ANTIMICROBIAL

NADA 141-328, Approved by FDA

For subcutaneous injection in beef and non-lactating dairy cattle 
only. Not for use in female dairy cattle 20 months of age or older or in 
calves to be processed for veal.

Caution: Federal (USA) law restricts this drug to use by or on the order 
of a licensed veterinarian.

READ ENTIRE BROCHURE CAREFULLY BEFORE USING THIS PRODUCT.

INDICATIONS

ZACTRAN is indicated for the treatment of bovine respiratory 
disease (BRD) associated with Mannheimia haemolytica, Pasteurella 
multocida, Histophilus somni and Mycoplasma bovis in beef and 
non-lactating dairy cattle. ZACTRAN is also indicated for the control 
of respiratory disease in beef and non-lactating dairy cattle at high 
risk of developing BRD associated with Mannheimia haemolytica and 
Pasteurella multocida.

CONTRAINDICATIONS

As with all drugs, the use of ZACTRAN is contraindicated in animals 
previously found to be hypersensitive to this drug.

WARNING: FOR USE IN CATTLE ONLY. NOT FOR USE IN HUMANS. 
KEEP THIS AND ALL DRUGS OUT OF REACH OF CHILDREN. NOT FOR 
USE IN CHICKENS OR TURKEYS.

The material safety data sheet (MSDS) contains more detailed 
occupational safety information. To report adverse effects, obtain an 
MSDS or for assistance, contact Merial at 1-888-637-4251.

RESIDUE WARNINGS: Do not treat cattle within 35 
days of slaughter. Because a discard time in milk 
has not been established, do not use in female 
dairy cattle 20 months of age or older. A withdrawal 
period has not been established for this product in 
pre-ruminating calves. Do not use in calves to be 
processed for veal.

PRECAUTIONS 

The effects of ZACTRAN on bovine reproductive performance, 
pregnancy, and lactation have not been determined. Subcutaneous 
injection of ZACTRAN may cause a transient local tissue reaction in 
some cattle that may result in trim loss of edible tissues at slaughter.

ADVERSE REACTIONS

Transient animal discomfort and mild to moderate injection site 
swelling may be seen in cattle treated with ZACTRAN.

EFFECTIVENESS

The effectiveness of ZACTRAN for the treatment of BRD associated 
with Mannheimia haemolytica, Pasteurella multocida and Histophilus 
somni was demonstrated in a field study conducted at four geographic 
locations in the United States.  A total of 497 cattle exhibiting clinical 
signs of BRD were enrolled in the study. Cattle were administered 
ZACTRAN (6 mg/kg BW) or an equivalent volume of sterile saline as 
a subcutaneous injection once on Day 0. Cattle were observed daily 
for clinical signs of BRD and were evaluated for clinical success on Day 
10. The percentage of successes in cattle treated with ZACTRAN (58%) 
was statistically significantly higher (p<0.05) than the percentage of 
successes in the cattle treated with saline (19%).

The effectiveness of ZACTRAN for the treatment of BRD associated 
with M. bovis was demonstrated independently at two U.S. study 
sites. A total of 502 cattle exhibiting clinical signs of BRD were 
enrolled in the studies. Cattle were administered ZACTRAN (6 mg/
kg BW) or an equivalent volume of sterile saline as a subcutaneous 
injection once on Day 0. At each site, the percentage of successes in 
cattle treated with ZACTRAN on Day 10 was statistically significantly 
higher than the percentage of successes in the cattle treated with 
saline (74.4% vs. 24% [p <0.001], and 67.4% vs. 46.2% [p = 0.002]). 
In addition, in the group of calves treated with gamithromycin that 
were confirmed positive for M. bovis (pre-treatment nasopharyngeal 
swabs), there were more calves at each site (45 of 57 calves, and 5 of 6 
calves) classified as successes than as failures.

The effectiveness of ZACTRAN for the control of respiratory disease 
in cattle at high risk of developing BRD associated with Mannheimia 
haemolytica and Pasteurella multocida was demonstrated in two 
independent studies conducted in the United States. A total of 467 
crossbred beef cattle at high risk of developing BRD were enrolled in 
the study. ZACTRAN (6 mg/kg BW) or an equivalent volume of sterile 
saline was administered as a single subcutaneous injection within 
one day after arrival. Cattle were observed daily for clinical signs of 
BRD and were evaluated for clinical success on Day 10 post-treatment. 
In each of the two studies, the percentage of successes in the cattle 
treated with ZACTRAN (86% and 78%) was statistically significantly 
higher (p = 0.0019 and p = 0.0016) than the percentage of successes 
in the cattle treated with saline (36% and 58%).

Marketed by Merial Limited  
3239 Satellite Blvd., Duluth, GA 30096-4640 U.S.A.

Made in Austria  
®ZACTRAN is a registered trademark of Merial.  
 ©2016 Merial. All rights reserved. Rev. 01/2016

MANAGEMENT

presents major challenges for the 
beef industry and can often jeop-
ardize the health and well-being of 
livestock. We are grateful that Rep-
resentative Yoho and 45 bipartisan 
cosponsors stepped up to support 
the legislation.”  

A similar bill, the Modernizing 
Agricultural Transportation Act, 
was introduced in the Senate.

According to FMCSA, the up-
coming Advanced Notice of Pro-
posed Rulemaking (ANPRM), 
which will be published in the 
Federal Register, responds to wide-
spread Congressional, industry, 
and citizen concerns and seeks 
feedback from the public to deter-
mine if HOS revisions may alleviate 
unnecessary burdens placed on 
drivers while maintaining safety on 
our nation’s highways and roads.  

The four specific areas under 
consideration for revision are:
•  Expanding the current 100 air-

mile “short-haul” exemption 
from 12 hours on-duty to 14 
hours on-duty, in order to be 
consistent with the rules for 
long-haul truck drivers;

•  Extending the current 14-hour 
on-duty limitation by up to 
two hours when a truck driv-
er encounters adverse driving 
conditions;

•  Revising the current mandatory 
30-minute break for truck driv-
ers after 8-hours of continuous 
driving; and

•  Reinstating the option for splitting 
up the required 10-hour off-duty 
rest break for drivers operating 
trucks that are equipped with a 
sleeper-berth compartment.
Instructions on making public 

comments on the issue can be 
found at www.fmcsa.dot.gov/regu-
lations/hours-service-advanced-no-
tice-proposed-rulemaking FL

The Federal Motor Carrier Safe-
ty Administration (FMCSA) an-
nounced in late August an Advanced 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on 
Hours of Service (HOS) regula-
tions. FMCSA is seeking public 
comment on revising HOS regula-
tions for interstate truck drivers. 

Advanced notice for the public 
comment was limited, with the 
first public listening session taking 
place just three days after the press 
release announcing the public com-
ment period was published. The 
comment period will be open for 
30 days.

Earlier this year, the congressio-
nally mandated electronic logging 
device (ELD) rule, which required 
most FMCSA-regulated motor 
carriers to convert their records 
from paper to an electronic format, 
became effective. According to 
FMCSA, compliance with the ELD 
rule has reached nearly 99 percent 
across the trucking industry,  how-
ever it has also brought focus to 
HOS regulations, especially with 
regard to certain regulations having 
a significant impact on agriculture 
and other sectors of trucking.

Almost immediately, an ELD 
exemption was granted to those 
hauling livestock and other sensitive 
agricultural commodities, citing 
that animals and other items like 
produce could not survive or would 
be damaged sitting on the side of the 
road during mandated breaks.

In June, the Transporting Live-
stock Safety Across America Act 
was introduced to the U.S. House of 
Representatives. NCBA president 
Kevin Kester said, “The House ver-
sion of the Transporting Livestock 
Across America Act is another 
important step toward fixing the 
current Hours of Service rules for 
livestock haulers. The status quo 

Positive Step: Public Comment Period 
Open on Hours of Service Rules
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Important Safety Information: For use in cattle only. Do not treat cattle within 35 days of slaughter. 
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Y O U  C A N  O U T S M A R T  I T .

Stress can leave your cattle susceptible to performance-robbing pneumonia. 
With ZACTRAN, you get a potent combination of six factors that helps you protect 
the genetic potential of your calves – and your profitability. Get the facts to see 
what makes ZACTRAN the smart choice. ZACTRAN.com

Protect your calves against bovine  
respiratory disease (BRD) with Zactran® (gamithromycin).
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receiving program should include 
nutrition and health protocols in-
cluding target intakes, injectable 
and feed-grade antibiotic treatment 
protocols, and necropsy protocols. 

Prior to calves arriving at your 
operation, make sure your feed 
inventory is fresh and you have 
your receiving rations ready to 
go. Pens should be scraped clean 
and waters should be cleaned and 
disinfected. As calves enter the 
pen, they should have immediate 
access to highly-palatable grass or 
prairie hay. 

Aside from being highly pal-
atable, receiving rations should 

School is back in session and 
many children have recently ex-
perienced the stress of their first 
trip to school. Undoubtedly, both 
parents and children experience 
a certain level of stress the first 
day they have to go their separate 
ways. Children are exposed to a 
variety of new people, new expe-
riences, and new challenges. Per-
haps it is not the perfect metaphor 
for weaning calves, but there are 
some similarities. Is it any wonder 
that the stress and exposure can 
lead to a rash of sickness in both 
cases? The following are sugges-
tions for managing the weaning 

phase to improve profitability, qual-
ity of life, and reduce morbidity  
and mortality. 

First and foremost, understand-
ing the kind of calves you are receiv-
ing is important. There is quite a dif-
ference in the level of risk between 
fully preconditioned calves direct 
from a single well-managed ranch 
versus put-together fly-weights col-
lected over the course of 2–3 days at 
1 or more sale barns. From a health 
standpoint, we strongly encourage 
you to talk to your local veteri-
narian and customize a program 
for your operation and the kind of 
calves you deal with. A weaning and 

STOCKER SPECIAL

Weaning and Starting 
Calves on Feed
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during this time period. On a per 
head basis, the additional cost of 
these ingredients amounts to ap-
proximately $4–5 over the first 30 
days. In other words, it represents 
far less than 1% of your investment 
in the cattle. We would be happy to 
share the research we use to make 
these decisions with you if you 
desire, but rest assured we have 
your return on investment in mind. 
For more information, visit Great  
Plains Livestock Consulting at www.
gplc-inc.com. FL

be nutrient dense as 
intakes will likely be 
low during the first 
few days, particular-
ly on bawling calves. 
Rations for incoming 
cattle should gener-
ally be at least 14.5% 
crude protein, 40% 
moisture or less, and 
35 to 65% roughage. 
Fermented forages 
should be introduced 
slowly, after the calves are readily 
coming to the bunk. We recom-
mend receiving cattle with high 
quality grass hay in the bunk, and 
top-dressing 0.5% – 1.0% of body-
weight (BW) on a dry-matter (DM) 
of starter ration over the hay 12–24 
hours later. Over the following 
days, increase intake of the calves 
carefully and consistently. Your 
goal should be to achieve an intake 
of 1.7–2% of BW DM basis by day 
7–10 depending on your program. 

I cannot stress enough that 
“reading the bunk” is a misnomer 
when starting calves, you must read 
the cattle. If you don’t read your 
cattle, you will always get ahead 
of them, resulting in decreased 
intakes and feed left in the bunk. 
In reality, everybody gets ahead 
of calves some time and knocks 

them off feed. At 
the first sign it has 
happened to a set of 
calves, I recommend 
cutting intake sub-
stantially in order to 
make the calves ag-
gressive again. It is 
better not to “chase 
them down” on in-
take, but rather to 
get underneath them 
immediately. Do not 

be afraid to cut DM intake by 25% 
or more in order to do so. 

Nutrition of highly-stressed 
calves is a topic of frequent dis-
cussion amongst the GPLC nutri-
tionists, and as a group we agree 
that a starter program benefits from 
addition of certain key ingredients. 
We believe a starter supplement 
should contain a high proportion of 
their trace minerals from chelated 
sources, and chromium propionate 
should be included at a dose proven 
to drive intake the first 30 days on 
feed. Additionally, the supplement 
should contain yeasts designed to 
enhance energy utilization and/or 
gut health. All of these products 
add cost, but during the first 30 
days on feed, we are focused on 
best cost, not least cost – and the 
two are absolutely not the same 

RANCH FOR SALE

14,225 acres of Nebraska Sandhills  
McPherson/Hooker County.  861 
acres pivot irrigated for grazing or 
winter feed; balance rangeland. Very 
well fenced and watered. Oilmat 
road access from NE#92 at Tryon. 
Excellent cattle facilities and shop; 
nice managers home, second house.

WRIGHT VALLEY 
RANCH

John Childears - 308.539.4450
Mike Polk - 308.539.4446

Bruce Dodson - 308.539.4455 
308.534.9240   agriaff iliates.com

Jeremy Martin, Ph.D.

Specializing In:
• Turn-Key Feedyard Construction
• Hog Site Construction • Complete 
Dairy Construction • Sprinkler System
• CAD Design • GPS Survey 
• Slipform Concrete Feedbunks 
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Machinery • All types of Fencing

Phone: 800-536-2634
maxjantzexcavating.com
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and clearance between the process-
ing rolls is important when using 
a kernel processor. Particle size 
influences digestibility.

To obtain optimal digestibility, re-
searchers found that approximately 
90 percent of the particles should be 
between 0.31 and 0.75 inch. Kernel 
processing equipment on choppers 
can ensure that a greater proportion 
of particles falls into the ideal range. 
The equipment breaks down large 
pieces of cob and stalk, helping 
achieve an ideal particle size and 
enhancing silage compaction.

Meehan and Dahlen advise that 
prior to harvest, producers should 
select a location for the silage pile 
and determine the proper pile size. 

Factors to consider when select-
ing a location include:

• Drainage
• Distance to water well
• Snow movement/drifting
• Distance to feeding area
• Space to maneuver equipment
•  Ability to exclude livestock 

and wildlife 
Dahlen recommends keeping the 

silage face as straight as possible 
and removing at least 6 inches of 
silage from the entire face of the pile 
on a daily basis. Producers can use 
this concept to determine the ap-
propriate dimensions of silage piles.

“Corn silage can provide a 
high-quality feed for livestock if it 
is harvested and ensiled properly,” 
Meehan says. “Careful planning of 
the harvest, pile size and location, 
and feeding management can en-
sure quality and reduce the amount 
of silage lost due to spoilage.

“Considering the high variability 
in quality due to harvest conditions, 
harvest methods and ensiling meth-
ods, we recommend that producers 
test forage quality to ensure they 
are meeting animals’ nutritional 
requirement,” she adds. FL

Growing conditions have been 
ideal for corn in several parts of 
North Dakota this year, and many 
livestock producers are preparing 
to produce corn silage.

“Even under ideal conditions, 
dry-matter losses between the 
time that corn is harvested and 
when the silage is consumed by 
animals can approach 15 percent,” 
cautions North Dakota State Uni-
versity Extension livestock envi-
ronmental stewardship specialist  
Miranda Meehan.

“With poor harvest and manage-
ment, these losses can be in excess 
of 50 percent,” she notes. “There-
fore, proper harvest and manage-
ment are important to ensure you 
are maximizing the amount of 
good-quality silage available for 
feeding your livestock.”

Harvesting corn silage at the 
appropriate moisture level is key 
to getting proper fermentation for 
preservation and forage quality, 
according to Carl Dahlen, an asso-
ciate professor in NDSU’s Animal 
Sciences Department. Moisture 
levels outside of the ideal range 
will lead to improper fermentation, 
which can impact packing and feed 
loss through spoilage.

Traditional indicators of when 
to start chopping silage, such as 
when corn reaches the 50 percent 
milk line, can be deceiving with 
different silage hybrids. Dahlen 
and Meehan recommend producers 
harvest based on whole-plant dry 
matter. For bunkers and piles, they 
recommend a moisture content of 
60 to 70 percent.

“If you are utilizing a custom 
harvester, it is important to keep 
the harvester updated on the status 
of your crop so it can be harvested 
at optimal conditions,” Dahlen says.

When harvesting, having the 
chopper set at the proper length 

Corn Can Make Good Silage

MANAGEMENT
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BRD KEEPING THEM OFF FEED?
Reduce fever and get ’em back to the bunk sooner.1

You know the signs. Cattle hanging back from the bunk, fighting the fever of 
BRD. It can feel like they’re a far cry from getting back on feed.

It’s time to close the gap. New, pour-on Banamine® Transdermal  
(flunixin transdermal solution) is FDA-approved to control fever due to BRD. 

Better yet, Banamine Transdermal is the only non-steroidal, anti-inflammatory 
(NSAID) cattle product with a convenient pour-on route of administration.  
It’s absorbed within minutes and has a long duration of activity.

To learn more, visit BanamineTD.com.

1. Hellwig D, Kegley E, Johnson Z, Hunsaker B. 2000. Flunixin meglumine as adjunct therapy for bovine 

respiratory disease in stocker cattle. Arkansas Animal Science Report. AAES Research Series 478. 

IMPORTANT SAFETY INFORMATION: NOT FOR HUMAN USE. KEEP OUT OF REACH OF CHILDREN. Only for topical use  
in beef and dairy cattle. Do not use Banamine Transdermal pour-on within 48 hours of expected parturition. Do  
not use in animals showing hypersensitivity to flunixin meglumine. Cattle must not be slaughtered for human  
consumption within 8 days of the last treatment. Not for use in female dairy cattle 20 months of age or older,  
including dry dairy cows; use in these cattle may cause drug residues in milk and/or in calves born to these cows  
or heifers. Not for use in suckling beef calves, dairy calves, and veal calves. A withdrawal period has not been 
established for this product in pre-ruminating calves. Not for use in dairy or beef bulls intended for breeding 
because reproductive safety has not been evaluated. 

Copyright ©2018 Intervet Inc., d/b/a Merck Animal Health, a subsidiary of Merck & Co., Inc. All rights reserved.
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Injectable 
Minerals Can 

Enhance Stocker 
Calf Health

all essential trace minerals. Hansen 
recommends testing water sources 
for concentrations of sulfur or iron. 
Other antagonists, such as molyb-
denum, also bind trace minerals in 
the rumen, making them unavail-
able to the animal. 

“Injectable minerals can be a 
powerful tool to quickly improve 
the trace mineral status of cattle,” 
Hansen concludes. “Producers 
need to have a good understanding 
of other products, especially seleni-
um, going into calves when they are 
received. If you’re a stocker opera-
tor, you need to have an apprecia-
tion for what the previous mineral 
status of that calf is, particularly 
if it received injectable minerals 
recently. Be careful not to double 
dip on that. Definitely, read the 
label and follow the instructions.”

David Sturgeon, D.V.M., operates 
a pre-conditioning yard in Cordell, 
Oklahoma, where he raises high-
stress, commingled calves with 
unknown backgrounds.

“There’s a good chance a per-
centage of them could either be be-
low normal levels or at the low end 
of their trace minerals,” Sturgeon 
reports. “Using injectable trace 
minerals is a good way to make sure 
we start that set of calves, so our 

Sale barn calves are often 
high-risk animals, simply 
because the buyer has  

no way to know exactly what 
environment they come from. 
Sometimes bull calves and 
steers have not received 
extensive preconditioning, 
mineral supplementation or 
additional health protocols. 
The producer’s goal is to 
promote calf health, aiming for 
a two-pound average daily gain. 
Successful stocker operators 
frequently rely on injectable 
trace mineral supplementation 
to increase the well-being and 
productivity of these cattle.

Larry Hollis, D.V.M., retired Kan-
sas State University veterinarian, 
says injectable minerals give pro-
ducers a chance to improve trace 
mineral deficiencies. 

“The huge difference with an 
injectable mineral vs. oral is speed, 
how fast we get it into the animal 
so it goes to work,” Hollis reports. 
“We know that injectable mineral’s 
peak absorption occurs eight to 10 
hours post-injection. The majority 
of the product is absorbed within 
the first 24 hours, moving to the 
site of need. If there’s excess above 
what is immediately needed in the 
body, it’ll go to the liver, where it is 
stored and used over time. Inject-
able minerals don’t replace a good 
oral trace mineral program, which 

calves need for maintenance.”
Stephanie Hansen, Ph.D., Feed-

lot Nutritionist with Iowa State 
University, has conducted several 
injectable trace mineral trials. In a 
recent study, stockers were back-
grounded in the university’s feedy-
ard on a high roughage diet, some 
of them receiving antagonists, sul-
fur and molybdenum. Sorted into 
separate mineral supplementation 
groups, Hansen found a significant 
boost in trace mineral status 14 
days after calves received Multi-
min®90, an injectable mineral. Data 
suggests animals treated with inor-
ganic and chelated-organic mineral 
blends reached the same level after 
28 days as cattle treated with in-
jectable trace minerals. The group 
receiving only inorganic minerals 
took about a month and a half to 
reach the same trace mineral status 
as the injected calves.

“We actually found that regard-
less of dietary antagonists, the Mul-
timin®90 response was extremely 
consistent,” Hansen explains. “That 
tells us it can be a powerful tool to 
quickly improve [mineral] status of 
animals, even when they’re being 
fed a high-antagonist diet.”

Producers often feed distiller’s 
byproducts, however they should 
account for sulfur in molasses, 
lick tanks, lick tubs or distiller’s 
byproducts. Sulfur can tie up cop-
per, zinc, manganese and selenium, 

BY GILDA V. BRYANT

STOCKER SPECIAL
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1-800-536-8438

“We can customize a system
to meet your needs.”

� Platform Scales
(10 sizes/self-contained)

� Single Animal 
Weigh Cage
(self-contained)

� Single Animal Scales
(under squeeze chutes)

� Portable Calf Scales
(3 designs for various
weights)

� Hay Processor Scales

vaccines perform closer to the way 
we expect them to. We know we 
can optimize their performance in 
terms of growth, immune function.”

He advises producers to check 
with their local veterinarian or 
extension expert to learn if their 
area has trace mineral deficiencies. 
Animals with marginal trace miner-
al levels quickly become deficient 
during stress events, resulting in a 
poor immune response, and illness.

Sturgeon noticed trace mineral 
deficiency symptoms in his cattle 
20 years ago. They had poor re-
production rates, and some calves 
experienced extra bleeding at cas-
tration, a sure sign of copper defi-
ciency. He reports poor hair coats, 
slow growth rates and susceptibil-
ity to infectious disease are much 
more common in these calves. 
In his search for a suitable trace 
mineral solution, he tried several 
products but was dissatisfied with  
the results. 

“I went to an Academy Of Veteri-
nary Consultants meeting,” Surgeon 
recalls. “Multimin [representatives] 
showed their research, and I decid-
ed to try it. Once I did, I never quit 
using it.”

In Newcastle, Oklahoma, L.D. 
Barker, D.V.M., recommends 

injecting trace miner-
als in the neck, a hand-
breadth away from 
other injections. Better 
yet, inject vaccinations 
and injectable miner-
als on opposite sides 
of the neck. Thanks 
to trace mineral in-
jections, his stocker 
calf health program 
is more consistent, 
providing adequate 
immune responses in 
calves. He strives to 
enhance calf health, 
performance and min-
imize expenses. Barker 
suggests operators in-
vest on the front end 
to get a return on the 
back end. When he first 

used trace mineral injections, he 
reduced pull rates from 50 to 60 
percent down to below 17. Death 
losses also dropped from 12 percent 
to under five.

“We see healthier calves respond 
to the first treatment so much bet-
ter,” Barker explains. “We’re re-
ducing retreats by two-thirds. It’s 
so essential for animals to over-
come infection. They respond to 

treatment much better and are 
turned out quicker. It diminishes 
your cost of antibiotics. I feel really 
good about the tools and technolo-
gy we have today to minimize our 
issues and problems. It has reduced 
a lot of frustration and economic 
losses by having a product we 
know will get all those animals on 
the same page and maximize their 
response performance. It’s cost-jus-
tified from that standpoint.” 

Scott Williamson also raises 
stocker calves in the Texas coun-
ties of Jones and Baylor, and the 
headquarters is located between 
Anson and Stamford.  At two dol-
lars a head, an injectable mineral 
like Multimin®90 is an affordable 
tool for his management strategy. 
When his stockers reach a healthy 
trace mineral status, death loss is 
significantly reduced.

“I have experienced reduced 
labor from pulls and calves are go-
ing to take to feed faster and gain 
faster, particularly the ones that 
you reduced illnesses in,” William-
son reports. “In the big scheme of 
things, that cost is so minimal, and 
the returns on that animal so huge, 
that it is a necessary staple in my 
processing battery.”  FL
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perennial, which has been grazed 
out on most Texas ranches.

“We were seeing positive im-
pacts from grazing separate herds 
but when we moved to one herd 
grazing, the benefits that were pro-
duced were explosive,” said Debo-
rah. “The diversity of the grasses 
and the forbs and covering the bare 
ground made a big difference.”

Birdwell and Clark knew that 
one day they would have to find a 
better solution of getting water to 
each paddock. They partnered with 
NRCS and put in 25 miles of pipe-
line throughout the ranch. Emry 
had the idea of creating a mobile 
water trough that connected to all 
the water valves in the pastures. 
The mobile water trough offers 
flexibility for the ranch and has 
also allowed Emry and Deborah to 
fence the cattle out of riparian ar-
eas and stock tanks to allow better 
grazing distribution.

“I believe that people can look 
and see what Emry and Deborah 
have done here with just grazing 
management,” said Tony Dean, Dis-
trict Conservationist, USDA-NRCS. 
“They have turned this place 
around and the condition of the 
ranch is in an upward swing. It is a 
much healthier environment with 
the ranch being in great condition.”

With plant diversity, wildlife 
habitat is abundant and Emry and 
Deborah host visitors to share how 
they are continuing to improve the 
ranch. Each day they work together 
to build a legacy on the land.

“Right now, I love growing 
grass and improving this ground,” 
said Emry. “There isn’t going to 
be any more land, and this is our 
legacy and our chance to make  
a difference.”

The BIRDWELL AND CLARK 
RANCH spans across 14,000 

acres in North Texas. The ranch was 
established in 2004 by husband and 
wife Emry Birdwell and Deborah 
Clark. They have 340 paddocks and 
rotate their one herd of 5,000 stock-
er cattle 3-6 times a day depending 
on the size of the paddock and the 
quality of the grass. The ranch has 
implemented an intense grazing 
management plan because they don’t 

want the cattle to stay in one place 
too long, and they don’t overgraze.

Using stocker cattle to graze the 
ranch lets them achieve the stock 
density and hoof action they desire 
to knock down old plants, break 
up the soil surface and incorporate 
litter and manure into the soil. 
Because of the ranch’s grazing 
management, plant diversity has 
increased to include eastern gama 
grasses, a highly palatable native 

MANAGEMENT

Cattlemen Honored For 
Environmental Stewardship

SIX OPERATIONS IN THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY 
were honored as regional winners of the Environmental 
Stewardship Award Program (ESAP) during the 2018 

Cattle Industry Summer Business Meeting in August. The 
award recognizes each operation’s outstanding steward ship 
and conservation efforts. 

“Cattlemen and women everywhere understand that the land, air and 

water resources in their care are the cornerstone of their success and 

they are only stewards of those resources for a short time,” said NCBA 

President Kevin Kester. “Each of us understands the importance of im-

proving those resources and leaving them better for future generations. 

This year’s nominees are outstanding examples of what is possible for the 

beef industry and they serve as an inspiration for producers everywhere to  

continue improving their stewardship practices.”

BIRDWELL & 

CLARK RANCH
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leave the land in a better condition 
than I found it for the next gener-
ation who will hopefully take as 
good or better care of it than we 
have,” said Dusty.

Owned by the Baldwin fami- 
 ly for nearly six generations, 

HALEAKALA RANCH is a family 
held corporation with about 100 
shareholders that are all family 
members. The ranch covers nearly 
30,000 acres on the island of Maui. 
Over time, the ranch has evolved, 
and lands that once belonged to 
Haleakala Ranch are now part of the 
Haleakala National Park, with nearly 
1 million visitors annually traveling 
through the ranch to get to the sum-
mit of Haleakala.

“In the late 1920s there was an 
exchange, and that beautiful world-
class crater area was conveyed to 
become a national park,” said Jor-
dan Jokiel, a land manager for Hale-
akala Ranch. “To me that speaks to 
the commitment and history of land 
stewardship at Haleakala Ranch.”  

Haleakala Ranch covers a di-
verse climate, with some of the 
herd of 1,200 cattle foraging in 
drier country near the ocean while 
other parts of the herd are rotated 
through mountain pastures at high-
er elevations.

Cattle and rotational grazing 

Operated by the Hahn family, the  
 HAHN RANCH raises 550 cat-

tle across nearly 28,000 acres 
of public and private land  
and has been doing so for near-

ly a century. Today multiple fami-
ly members work together on the  
Hahn Ranch.

“I’m the third generation on the 
ranch,” Chuck Hahn said, “and my 
sons are the fourth. The fifth gen-
eration is coming up with nieces 
and nephews.”

With fewer than 12 inches of rain 
each year, the Hahns have installed 
more efficient irrigation systems 
and have added new stock water 
tanks to allow them to fence their 
cattle out of riparian zones.

“We’re looking at ways to main-
tain water quality in those wa-
tersheds to maintain a healthy 
ecosystem and also to do things to 
improve the streambank health,” 
said Dusty Hahn, Chuck’s son and 
the fourth generation on the ranch.

The Hahn family was also part 
of the restoration of Deep Creek, 
the Missouri river tributary that 
crosses the Hahn Ranch. The fam-
ily worked with private and public 
partners to install the Montana 
ditch siphon, rerouting irrigation 
water under instead of through the 
creek, reducing sediment issues, 
improved water flow, and allowed 
fish to return.

“Immediately after that project 
was done, we started having fish 

move up from the Missouri riv-
er into Deep Creek here to start 
spawning,” said Ron Spoon, a fish-
eries biologist with Montana Fish, 
Wildlife & Parks. 

“There’s more grass on the range 
units due to the rotational grazing 
system that the Hahns are imple-
menting, getting stock water away 
from the creeks and the springs so 
those areas can be left for wildlife 
with less livestock impacts,” said 
Justin Meissner, a district conser-
vationist with USDA NRCS.

The Hahn Ranch also grows 
wheat, barley and hay crops, ex-
tending the grazing season to allow 
for longer rest periods on the range. 
Additionally, reduced tillage and 
cover crop rotations have had a 
positive impact on soil health.

“I want to do things better and 

HAHN RANCH

HALEAKALA 
RANCH
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that can help them become better 
stewards of the land. Their feeding 
systems includes identification tags 
to allow for increased efficiency in 
sorting. They also use their tablets 
and smartphones to keep track of 
the feed wagon and monitor the 
health of the cattle—even when 
they’re away from home. 

For more than a decade, John 
has worked with South Dakota 
State University (SDSU) on beef 
cattle reproduction projects.  
The research has helped them  
tighten up their breeding and calv-
ing seasons. “This family’s real-
ly willing to try new things,” said 
Stephanie Perkins, a lab technician 
at SDSU. “Every year when we 
finish with the study John wants to 
know the results right away. He’s 
very keen on knowing what the 
next step is and what he can do to 
better his operation.” 

The Moes family has also plant-
ed 25 acres of trees to serve as a 
windbreak and to provide habitat 
for wildlife. Their pastures are 
currently in a 10-year easement 
program, and they put a perpetual 
easement on 230 acres. Over the 
years they’ve cross-fenced pastures 
and installed pipelines and water 
tanks to help improve their rota-
tional grazing system. 

“When we do all this, we’re 
thinking of the next generation,” 
said Bryan. “We want to make this 
land as good—or better—than 

play a key role in the fight against a 
wide variety of invasive species on 
Maui. “Gorse is a weed in Hawaii. 
It’s native to Western Europe and 
the British Isles and was brought in 
the late 1800s to Hawaii. Like every-
thing else, the genie got out of the 
bottle once it arrived to Hawaii, and 
it’s spread across Haleakala Ranch, 
covering a couple thousand acres 
of high quality pasture.”

The team at Haleakala Ranch 
works with conservation partners 
to protect the watershed and im-
prove their natural resources, in-
cluding restoring native rainforests.

Haleakala Ranch is also a mem-
ber of the Maui Cattle Company, 
finishing their cattle to be sold as 
local beef.

Each year the ranch hosts a 
variety of groups including the 
Ag in the Classroom program. 
“It’s a very important program 
that Haleakala Ranch and the rest 
of the community gets involved 
with because these kids are  
very disconnected from where  
their food comes from,” said  
 Greg Friel, livestock operations at 
Haleakala Ranch, “and the more 
we can get involved with exposing 
them to [the ranch], the better it is 
for them and for us as the agricul-
ture community.”

“The family has the same goals 
that I have,” said Friel. “They want 
to see this ranch get better and 
better every year. We just celebrat-
ed 130 years of this ranch being 
founded. We’re looking forward 
to that 150th anniversary, and that 
200th anniversary.”

MOES FEEDLOT got started  
 in 1987, with 20 bred heifers 

in 1988. The operation got to the 
point where they were feeding 400 
head on outside lots without much 
in the way of their own facilities, 
but changed when John Moes’ son, 
Bryan, returned to the operation. The 
Moes family knew that they needed 
a way to support future generations, 
so they installed a new monoslope 

MANAGEMENT
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MOES FEEDLOT

facility in order to increase the ca-
pacity of the feedyard.

“We didn’t really have the avail-
ability to buy any land,” said Bryan, 
“so we started investing in the 
feedlot. In 2011 we did another ex-
pansion to have 1,999 head.”

With the feedlot expansion came 
the need to control any runoff. All 
of the facilities were carefully de-
signed so water and nutrients are 
captured before they can reach 
sensitive wetlands and watersheds.

“It was very important for us to 
make sure that all of our runoff was 
contained and handled in a safe 
matter to the environment,” said 
Bryan. “So, everything is collected 
from the manure for rain runoff 
where nothing goes to our slews. 
That was very important for us to 
coexist with the water holes we 
have around us.”

Manure scraped from the pens 
is a valued asset and applying it to 
the fields has improved soil quality 
and crop yields while decreasing 
the use of commercial fertilizer. 

“We’ve raised our organic matter 
from a two to a 6½̋ , said John. “With 
that, every percent of organic mat-
ter that you increase you get an ex-
tra inch of holding capacity. We’re 
keeping the water on the ground, 
and it’s going up to the atmosphere 
and coming back down on our area 
instead of running down the river.” 

The Moes family is always on 
the lookout for new technology 
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THUNDER VIEW FARMS 
originated in 1958 when Phil 

Coombe brought five registered 
Angus cows to the farm. Phil’s broth-
er Dick joined the operation soon 
after and they have been running 
the operation together ever since. 
Today, the farm has more than 200 
seedstock cows on 1,500 acres 100 
miles north of New York City. It sits 
between two of the state’s biggest 
reservoirs supplying drinking water 
to the nine million people in the city. 
In the 1990s, New York City proposed 
tough watershed regulations that 
would have driven most farmers out 
of business, but the Coombe fami-
ly, along with other families in the 
area, convinced officials that a way 
to keep land and water in pristine 
conditions was to keep the land and 
forests in well managed farms.

“I think it’s been a huge advan-
tage to the beef industry that we 
fought the battle with the city and 
won and now have a strong part-
nership,” said Dick Coombe. “We’ve 
turned a negative that should 
have put us out of business into  
a positive.”

As part of this effort, Thunder 
View Farms has installed a gravity 
flow system to deliver clean water 
to all their pastures and allow them 
to fence cattle out of the streams. 
The Coombe family developed an 
approach to avoid nutrient and 
sediment runoff. They installed 
heavy feeding pads that are placed 
more than 1,000 feet away from any 
streams to protect surface water. 
They use silage bags to feed the 
cattle, which provides a healthier 
environment for the cattle while 
reducing feed waste and workload.

“They have been excellent stew-
ards of the land,” said Paul Rush, 
Deputy Commissioner, New York 
City Department of Environmental 
Protection, “They work very closely 
with the water supply to protect it 
while producing high quality beef.”

when we got it for them. So by 
making it as good or better for 
them they can keep growing and 
expanding, and keep this symbiotic 
relationship with the livestock and 
the wildlife.”

LANDUYT LAND AND LIVE- 
 STOCK has roots going 

back to 1928. Today, father and 
son George and Mike work together 
to care for their crops and cattle. The 
operation originally was a dairy farm, 
but Mike’s grandfather also had beef 
cattle. He exited the beef business 
in the 1950s and it took until 1999 for 
Mike to bring the cattle back to the 
farm. Since then Landuyt Land and 
Livestock has built a hoop barn and 
a monoslope barn.

“Our operation is a fourth- 
generation cattle feedlot and 
farm. We have about 2,200 acres of  
crops and about 700 cattle on feed 
at a time,” said Mike Landuyt. “We 
feed all our cattle under roofs here 
and it works well for us. It keeps 
the environment steadier for the 
cattle and we have zero run-off 
from the barns.”

On the crop side of the farm, the 
Landuyts use a reduced tillage sys-
tem to prevent erosion. To protect 
water quality they have installed 

MANAGEMENT

Stewardship... from previous page buffer zones along their fields to 
prevent run-off. They have inten-
sified their soil sampling to better 
apply their crop inputs and to make 
sure they are properly utilizing the 
manure as a valuable fertilizer.

A significant challenge on the 
farm is controlling erosion due to 
rainfall. The Landuyts have part-
nered with NRCS to build 15 water 
retaining structures. The basins 
are there to control heavy rains 
and most of them can hold a 6-inch 
rainfall. The basins hold the water 
and slowly release it back into the 
stream by a metered system.

“We are able to treat the water 
in the watershed before it gets 
to the stream. That’s important 
for the streams and rivers here  
in Minnesota, and they are get-
ting better all the time,” said Brian  
Pfarr, Resource Specialist, Soil and 
Water Conservation District. “It’s 
because of people like Mike and the 
Landuyt family; they are practicing 
better management.”

From crops to cattle, everything 
works together on Landuyt Land 
and Livestock and it’s clear that the 
family tradition of doing what is 
right for the land is in good hands. 
The goal is to have the farm be 
around for at least another 90 years.

“Take care of the earth,” accord-
ing to George Landuyt. “Sure, it will 
take a little bit of money, but if it’s 
going to save the soil and the earth 
you just need to do it.”

THUNDER VIEW 
FARMS

LANDUYT LAND 

AND LIVESTOCK
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Come to Feed•Lot Magazine first. Search  

back issues and articles. Visit feedlotmagazine.com

Creating a sustainable family 
farm was the goal of the Coombe 
brothers. Over the years, Thunder 
View Farms has exceeded their ex-
pectations. The family is proud of 
the operation, but they are prouder 
of what they have done to protect 
the land from development, pre-
serving it for generations to come.

Established in 1991 by the Na-
tional Cattlemen’s Beef Associa-
tion to recognize outstanding land 
stewards in the cattle industry, 
ESAP is generously sponsored by 
Corteva Agriscience,™ the Agricul-
ture Division of DowDuPont;™ Mc-
Donald’s; USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS); U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service; and the 
National Cattlemen’s Foundation.

This year’s regional winners  
will compete for the national 
award, which will be announced 
during the Annual Cattle Industry 
Convention in New Orleans, La., in 
February 2019. FL

To supplement their electrical 
needs, the Coombe family built a 
wind turbine and installed solar 
panels. These systems provide 
enough electricity to operate the 
farm shop and their freezer beef 
business. Selling their quality beef 
to consumers lets Thunder View 

Farms share their conservation 
story with the public.

“People that buy our beef really 
like to come to the farm and see the 
cattle and the green grass,” said Ric 
Coombe. “They appreciate it and it 
makes a loyal customer for a very 
long time.”
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Hopson Harvesting and Hay Grinding
Serving: KS, NE, CO, TX, OK

(719) 342-1680

All types of hay - Corn Grinding 
Loader Available - Multiple Screens

High Moisture Corn and small 
grains John Deere Equipment

Dirks Earthmoving
Precision Land Forming

• Livestock Pen Shaping
• Lagoon Construction
• Conservation Practices
• Laser Equipped Site Preparation

Call Richard Dirks Toll Free
1-877-872-3057

Cell: 620-872-1793
dirksearthmoving.com

Holds 
three  
250 lb. 
calves  
at once

Half 
Circle  
& Alley 
System

Calf Processor

Winkel
Glen Elder, KS 67446-9717

              785.545.3606 

800.466.3606

winkelmfg.com

“Quality Cattle 
Handling Equipment”

Garden City, KS
1-800-426-9626

Fremont, NE
1-402-721-7604

www.cattlechutes.com

www.FeedlotMagazine.com

Your source for Feeder 
Information Highlights

ALL NEW design to 
dynamically resize for 

all of your devices.
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BJM Sales & Service�
3925 US Highway 60 • Hereford, TX 79045-7291

(806) 364-7470 • www.bjmsales.com

Sales & Service
SINCE 1983

®

Silencer Commercial
Pro Model

Commercial Series
920-18 ®

ezration@ezration.com  • Kim, CO 81049

www.ezration.com 800.242.9599 Patented

Square Bale 
Processor 

Truck or Trailer

•  Lower winter feed cost
•  Better grass management
•  Increased production
•  Improve your options with  

weather and market variables

Find Out   
How At  

ezration.com

Do I Sell Cows or Do I Feed?
During the last drought, ranchers that  
embraced today’s technology and fed  
balanced least-cost rations were able to  
maintain a profit margin and hold their  
herd together without overgrazing grass. 

Cut Feed Costs  
Up to 50%

Caught in the Drought
with high hay prices

www.JohnEase.com

John-
Ease
SMALL CALF

CHUTE
THE NEWEST
AND EASIEST
WAY TO WORK
THIS YEARS 
CALF CROP.
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● 9500 Crop Max 20’ – 24’ – 30’ lengths
● Shock Coupler protection (S100 & S200)
● HFX Trailer (Bigger tires – Wider Stance)

● 3 Apron Chains
● Optional Scales and

GPS Controls
Farm EquipmentMEYER

MEYER Manufacturing
1-800-325-9103 • Email: sales@meyermfg.com • www.meyermfg.com • Fax: 715-654-5513

CROP MAX
MEYER

9500 BIG SPREADERS
FOR BIG JOBS
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PROCESSING, SORTING and SHIPPING LAYOUTS

GRANDIN 
LIVESTOCK SYSTEMS
3504 North Shields / Fort Collins, CO 80524
970-229-0703 / www.grandin.com

By World Famous Dr. Grandin
Originator of Curved Ranch Corrals

CUSTOM DESIGN 
SERVICE AVAILABLE

Curved chute with raised walking plat-
form for safe working of the flight zone.
Drawings for gates, hinges, latches, chutes,
sorting pens and loading ramp plus cattle
behavior information.

BOOK OF LAYOUTS $55 Check/MO
For Large & Small Operations
INSTRUCTIONAL VIDEO on low 

stress cattle handling.
DVD $68 – DVD set includes additional

Spanish video and picture CD

To advertise 
in this section 

call Greg Strong
1-800-747-7575
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SUMMIT TRUCK GROUP
4354 Canyon Drive / Amarillo, TX 79109

800-692-4430    806-355-9771
www.summittruckgroup.com

We Carry the Full Line of
Kuhn Knight Mixers

Mounted on International
or Kenworth Trucks.

Greg Strong, publisher; Jill Dunkel, ed-
itor; Annita Lorimor, general manager, 
Amy Spillman, digital/circulation man-
ager, Robert A. Strong, editor emeritus.

The editor assumes no responsibility 
for unsolicited manuscripts and photo-
graphs. Publisher reserves the right 
to reject advertising 
matter. Copyright 2018  
by FEED•LOT Maga-
zine All rights reserved.
FEED•LOT is published under  
ISSN 1083-5385

FEED•LOT (ISSN 1083-5385) is published 
eight times per year in February, March, April/
May, June, August, September/October, Novem-
ber and December at no charge to qualified 
recipients, by FEED•LOT Magazine, Inc. 116 
E. Long, Dighton, KS 67839. Periodicals post-
age paid at Dighton, KS 67839 and additional 
mailing offices. Non-qualifying subscription 
rates: $55 per year within USA. $80 per year 
for foreign, including Canada. Back issues $10, 
including postage and handling. Please call 
FEED•LOT Magazine, Inc. for reprint and copy 
authorization, 620-397-2838. POSTMASTER: 
Send address changes to FEED•LOT Magazine, 
Inc. PO Box 850, Dighton, KS 67839.

Brand names appearing in this publication 
are for product identification purposes only. 
No endorsement is intended, nor is criticism 
implied of similar products not mentioned.

Audited by:

While the truck 
is unloading the
loader is refilling
the Batch
Box.

THE BATCH BOX
GIVES YOU 1/3 MORE USE

OF FEED TRUCKS WITH 
1/3 LESS MAN HOURS

STREAMLINE YOUR 
FEEDING WITH A

BATCH BOX
402-564-1400

feedingsystems.biz
Feeding Systems, LLC

2500 E 23rd St. • Columbus NE 68601





U.S. Tractor & Harvest
Alamosa, CO

Western Implement
Grand Junction, CO

Montrose, CO

Kuhn Knight of Greeley
Greeley, CO

SEMCO
Lamar, CO

Mid-America Truck Equipment 
Belleville, KS
Seward, NE

KanEquip 
Ellsworth, KS

Garden City, KS
Herington, KS
Marysville, KS

Topeka, KS
Wamego, KS
Syracuse, NE

Midwest Mixer Service
Dodge City, KS
Scott City, KS

Prairieland Partners
Emporia, KS

R & R Equipment
Fort Scott, KS

Lott Implement
Minneapolis, KS

Sandhill Equipment
Bassett, NE

Grossenburg Implement
Bloomfield, NE
Hartington, NE

Wayne, NE

West Point Implement of 
Columbus

Columbus, NE

Landmark Implement
Holdrege, NE

Kuhn Knight of Lexington
Lexington, NE

Steve’s Truck & Equipment
Scottsbluff, NE 

West Point Implement
West Point, NE

Tidenberg Welding & Repair 
Clovis, NM

Summit Truck Group
Amarillo, TX

Mixer Center Dalhart
Dalhart, TX

Mixer Center Friona
Friona, TX

Visit your local KUHN Knight dealer today!

Ask about other KUHN Knight mixers and spreaders!

• Faster, more even feedout with a 4-auger discharge
• Stronger auger to driveshaft connections provide more
   power transfer and longer life
• Low horsepower requirement resulting from raised
   lower auger and offset upper auger

BTC 100 SERIES BOTEC® COMMERCIAL MIXER
New sizes: 550, 630, 720 and 900 cu. ft. mixing capacities • truck & trailer models

RETHINKING 4-AUGER MIXERS

KuhnNorthAmerica.com


