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decreased over the past few years due to the difficulty in ~ roughage corresponds to a maximum of 8% of dry matter, less
storage, handling, and mixing with the concentrate. Currently,  thanthat 10%-15 % used 20 years ago (Nagaraja & Lechtenberg

Fig.4. Stool score indicating the balance between concentrate and roughage in the diet of feedlot cattle. The score ranges from 1 (excess
protein or starch) to 5 (poor digestion of forage. Score 3 represents the balance in the composition of the diet (Adapted from Vigne etal.
2019). (A) Score 1: liquid stools; diarrheic. (B) Score 2: semi-liquid stools. (C) Score 3: pasty stools. (D) Score 4: Light and moderately
dry stools, with concentric rings and 3-4cm layers. (E) Score 5: dry and hard stools.
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2007). In many cases, despite the use of roughage associated
with the concentrate, digestive disorders are still a significant
cause of death in feedlots operations in RS (Estima-Silva et al.
2020).in feedlots operations in RS (Estima-Silva et al. 2020).

The strategy to decrease the morbidity rates of bloat
in feedlot operations includes, besides the association of
concentrate with roughage, the choice of the cereal to be fed.
Wheat has a higher fermentation rate than corn, sorghum,
and barley; thus, bloat tends to be more frequent in feedlot
cattle fed wheat-based diets (Cheng et al. 1998).

The processing of cereal entering the diet of feedlot cattle
also plays a partin the occurrence of both acidosis and bloat. The
more finely ground the starch, the more facilitate its digestion
by microbial enzymes, leading o accelerated production of
organicacids and mucopolysaccharides, consequently lowering
the pH and increased viscosity of rumen content (Cheng et
al. 1998, Meyer & Bryant 2017).

There is a parameter called “stool score”, which consists
of evaluating the stool on a scale of 1-5. Score 1 represents
diarrheic stools indicating excess protein or starch; score 5
indicates dry stools denoting inadequate digestion of forage by
ruminal microrganisms and scarcity of degradable protein in
the diet (Fig.4). This parameter aids in assessing the balance of
concentrate and roughage administered to cattle maintaining
the weight gain and minimizing the occurrence of digestive
disorders. The ideal score is 3 (Schwartzkopf-Genswein et al.
2003, Ferreira et al. 2013, Meyer & Bryant 2017).

Trough management asseses the consumption of an ideal
amount of the diet administered to animals (Schwartzkopf-
Genswein et al. 2003, Meyer & Bryant 2017). This practice
takes it account the daily leftover of feed in the troughs daily,
observed at the same period of the day, namely Feedbunk
Scoring System (Table 1). Scores correspond to 0, for a clean
trough and 4 for an intact trough. Score 1 denotes the ideal
diet that will avoid acidosis and maintain weight gain (Meyer
& Bryant 2017).

Another popular practice of controlling digestive
disorders in feedlot cattle is the use of food additives such as
ionophores, mainly monensin. Those substances will affect
lactic acid-producing gram-negative bacteria are effective
in controlling acute acidosis and promoting significant food
efficiency (Meyer & Bryant 2017). Ionophores also prevent
the occurrence of bloat. Cases of bloat in feedlot cattle were
decreased by 64% and 92% respectively by monensin and
lasalocid (Bartley et al. 1983).

Other additives have been suggested to prevent digestive
diseases in feedlot cattle, such as baking soda, mineral oil, and

Table 1. Feedbunk scoring system

Score Description

0  No feed remaining in bunk

0.5 Scattered feed remaining. Most of the bottom of the bunk
exposed

1  Thin, uniform layer of feed remaining. About one corn kernel
deep

25 to 50% of feed remaining

More than 50% of feed remaining. Crown is thoroughly
disturbed

4 Feed is virtually untouched. Crown of feed still noticeable

Source: Pritchard R.H. (1993).
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probiotics whose, but their results are controversial (Meyer
& Bryant 2017). Some authors, however, consider these
additives to be good tools to control the digestive diseases
of feedlot cattle (Hernandez et al. 2014, Valente et al. 2017).
Other precautions are suggested to prevent digestive
diseases that cause death in feedlot cattle. Weight of livestock
entering the feedlot should be uniform as possible to avoid
the dominance of larger animals and monitoring animals to
observe behavior and early clinical signs that might suggest
bloat. When more than 3% of the animals in the flock have
ruminal distension, action must be taken immediately to
prevent an outbreak of bloat (Hernandez et al. 2014).

Other diseases that cause mortality in feedlot cattle

In feedlot beef cattle, conditions such as botulism (Maboni
etal. 2010, Soares et al. 2018, Guizelini et al. 2019, Le Maréchal
etal. 2019) occasionally cause economic losses in feedlot beef
cattle operations. The study of an outbreak of botulism in the
Midwest region with morbidity and mortality of 0.4% and a
financial loss of more than US $ 13,000.00 is described (Curci
etal. 2013). In another outbreak in the same region (Guizelini
etal.2019),atotal of 1090 out of 1700 feedlot steers died due
to the ingestion of corn silage contaminated with Clostridium
botulinum neurotoxin type C (Fig.5). Vaccine can be effective.
Still, vaccinating cattle after the outbreak started, it is not the
best practice (Curci et al. 2013).

The elimination of the source of contamination of the
botulinic toxin is an adequate measure (Soares et al. 2018).
The storage and periodic cleaning of the food and water storage
place and troughs minimize the risks of botulism outbreaks
and are also part of animal welfare (Mota & Marcal 2019).

Bovine tick fever is observed mainly in feedlot cattle, the
southern region of Rio Grande do Sul with mortality of up
to 2.5% (Estima-Silva et al. 2020). The disease is especially
important in areas of enzootic instability for the tick that
results in outbreaks with considerable losses (Farias 2007).
Although the feedlot environment is not ideal for the vector,

Fig.5. Botulism. Several feedlot steers are affected in a massive
outbreak in Mato Grosso do Sul. A total of 1090 out of 1700 feedlot
steers died due to the ingestion of corn silage contaminated with
Clostridium botulinum neurotoxin type C (Courtesy of Dr. Tessie
Mock, Ulmer Strafde 14 89180 Berghiilen, Germany).
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many cattle arrive as during the incubation period of the disease
(Estima-Silva et al. 2020). In these cases, chemoprophylaxis with
anaplasmicidal and babesicidal drugs should be considered,
which, in addition to demonstrating efficiency in controlling
the disease (Estima-Silva et al. 2020), increase the weight
gain of confined cattle (Silva et al. 2015).

CONCLUSIONS

The primary diseases affecting feedlot cattle are those
associated with the respiratory and the digestive systems.

Technical assistance and proper sanitary and food
management are critical in raising cattle in confinement for
meat production, the export of live animals, or breeding.

Also, practitioners should consider endemic diseases
in each region when facing mortality outbreaks in feedlots.
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