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Senator Jackie Dingfelder
Chair, Senate Environmental and Natural Resources Committee
Oregon Senate
900 Court Street NE, S-407
Salem, Oregon 97301

Re: HB 4158 the wolf killing bill

Dear Senator Dingfelder,

I write to oppose HB 4158, the wolf killing bill, which would allow the ODFW to
circumvent endangered species protection for wolves. Unfortunately, Representative Clem has
been touting it as a ‘done deal’ and told the Cattlemen’s Association before the hearings on the
bill that it would pass the House. (Capital Press report, www.capitalpress.com/oregon/ml-Clem-
talk-021012-art) This smacks of an unsavory sort of “fix” in which environmental and
economic considerations are ignored. I hope the Senate will seriously consider the economic and
environmental facts and will reject the bill.

The bill is a waste of taxpayer dollars. Economically, the legislative hearings and
rulemaking procedures cost money. The cattlemen are asking you to go through all this work -
not to mention enforcement duties - for a loss of about 20 cattle a year to date. The cattlemen in
Oregon lose in excess of 50,000 (fifty thousand) cattle a year to non-wolf causes including
disease, weather, theft and the like. This figure comes from the federal National Agricultural
Statistics Service in its May 12, 2011 report. I attach a copy for your perusal.

HB 4158 makes a mountain out of a molehill at a time when we have so little money to
waste on such folly. Cattlemen are known for their lack of business motivation for the resources
they continually seek at public expense. Torell, L.A. and S.A. Bailey, 2000. “Is the profit motive
an important determinant of grazing land use and rancher motive?”, Western Agric. Econ. Assoc.
Annual Mtg.; June 29 - July 1, 2000; Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, 26 pages; Torell,
L.A., N. R. Rimbey, J.A. Tanaka, S.A. Bailey, 2001. “The lack of profit motive for ranching:
implications for policy analysts. Proc. Current Issues in Rangeland Resources Economics
Symposium Western Reg. Coord. Comm. On Rangeland Economics WCC-55. New Mexico
State University Res. Rep. Ser. 737. New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM. 12 pages.
Twenty cows a year is not an economic threat to ranching. I hope that the Senate would be
more careful with public money than the cattlemen are.

My second reason for asking you to oppose this bill is environmental. Based on the studies from
Yellowstone, where wolves were re-introduced, the ecosystems benefitted greatly from their
presence. The streams became healthier and their native vegetation rebounded because the
wolves kept the grazing animals from overgrazing the stream banks. This is just one example.



Wolves also kept the number of diseased animals low which prevents such diseases from
spreading rapidly. It may be that some of the cattle lost to the wolves were weak or diseased and
would have died anyway. Some of the studies and reviews that show the benefits of wolves are
listed at the end of this letter.

Most of the ranches exist on a form of government handout, such as BLM permits.
Grazing of cattle on public land is a heavily taxpayer subsidized handout to the cattlemen who do
not pay for the damaged rangeland their cattle causes. Where ever the cattle graze the streams
are degraded, the native vegetation is lost and the native fauna disappear. A few years ago I took
a trip in eastern Oregon through the high desert and in the Steens. I had hoped to see pristine
natural areas and pronghorn in the sage. I saw nothing but cattle and extreme damage to the soil
and stream sides. Wildflowers were trampled and native vegetation was severely damaged. The
state and federal governments have to pay millions to restore these areas. The ranches are so
heavily subsidized that the ranchers should not complain when the public good demands the
sacrifice of a few cattle each year. If the cattlemen had to pay their way fairly, their ‘businesses’
would be so unprofitable that they would be bankrupt and we would have no anti-wolf bill.

The overgrazing of public lands also has an impact far afield from the ranges. The
fishermen lose out when the salmon streams are degraded. The farmers lose out from the ‘dust’
and soil erosion caused by overgrazing.

These wild areas have an environmental and economic benefit of their own if they are left
in a healthy, intact state. They provide a kind of “bank account” for the future by preserving
healthy areas to mitigate the damage caused development in more populated areas. This bank
account preserves biodiversity and soils, maintains flood control and in forested areas protects
water and air quality. These have substantial economic benefits to the rest of society that far, far
outweigh the imagined economic loss to the cattlemen.

The cattlemen’s bill has no basis in real world economics so there is no cost/benefit
analysis to be done. The cattlemen’s fears appear to be based on old myths about wolves tinged
with a semi-religious association of the wolf with evil. The ranchers protect their way of life in
spite of economics, good sense and biological fact. I come from an old western family and I love
the heritage of the west. But ranching should not hang on at a loss to the taxpayers and
substantial loss to the environment. The benefit of the wolves to the environment is great; sadly,
the benefit of ranching to the taxpayer and to the environment is negative. This negativity
should not be compounded by the anti wolf bill. HB 4158 is an insult to good sense and the
legislative process - please do not let this bill pass.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

S'mcelyly, ,

il 77 é‘v
Cynthj M. Hogan
Attch.
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Released May 12, 2011, by the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS), Agricultural Statistics Board, United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA).

Cattle and Calf Death Losses

This report is released every five years as a cooperative effort between the National Agricultural Statistics Service and
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service — Wildlife Services and Veterinary Services. The information presented in
this report is based on producer reports from the January 2011 Cattle survey and includes detailed percentage breakouts of
cattle and calf losses by predators and non-predator causes as well as non-lethal control measures.

Cattle and calf losses from predators and non-predator causes in the United States totaled 3.99 million head
(excluding Alaska) during 2010. This represents 4.3 percent of the 93.9 million cattle and calves in the United States at
the beginning of 2010. Losses of cattle weighing more than 500 pounds totaled 1.73 million head or 43.4 percent of total
losses. Calves weighing less than 500 pounds lost to all causes totaled 2.26 million head or 56.6 percent of total losses.

Cattle and calf losses from animal predators totaled nearly 220 thousand head during 2010. This represented
5.5 percent of the total deaths from all causes and resulted in a loss of $98.5 million to farmers and ranchers. Coyotes and
dogs caused the majority of cattle and calf predator losses accounting for 53.1 percent and 9.9 percent respectively.

Cattle and calf losses from non-predator causes totaled 3.77 million head or 94.5 percent of the total losses during
2010. Respiratory problems represented the leading cause of non-predator deaths, accounting for 28.0 percent, followed
by digestive problems at 13.4 percent.

Non-lethal predator control measures cost farmers and ranchers throughout the United States $188.5 million during
2010. Use of guard animals was the most common method at 36.9 percent. Exclusion fencing, frequent checking, and
culling were the next most commonly used methods of preventing cattle and calf losses at 32.8 percent, 32.1 percent, and

28.9 percent respectively.
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Number of Head and Total Value of Cattle and Calf Death Loss by Cause - United States: 2010

[Totals may not add due to rounding]

Number Percent Total
Cause of head of total value
(number) (percent) (1,000 doliars)
Predator
L0704 (- RO 116,700 53.1 48,185
Mountain lions and bobcats ' 18,900 8.6 9,221
DOgSs wiuisisniisaanisnvsinsinie 21,800 9.9 10,067
VUBUTES .ovvviieeisinrecssmsennimssnssnesssrnesassansssssessassnerassnsemmassens 11,900 5.4 4,641
Wolves ... 8,100 3.7 3,646
Bears ......c.coeie. a 2,800 1.3 1,415
Other predators ......... 12,400 5.6 6,352
UNKnOWN Predators ........ccviresioninissmansisssieiesesssnsasine 27,300 12.4 14,948
Total Prodator ... 218,900 100.0 98,475
Non-predator
Digestive problems .........ccovvcrineinicresresnsssinsessessnsrenes 505,000 13.4 267,799
Respiratory problems ........cccciiiininieimninmanmsciieieessinien 1,055,000 28.0 643,146
Metabolic problems ...........cccciciiiinincninnninian 59,800 1.6 47,558
Mastitis .....coornerenans 62,000 1.6 59,112
Lameness/injury ... 140,900 3.7 112,251
Other diseases .... 179,500 4.8 114,577
Weather related .........coooiciciiiiinicicieciiieenee e errnees e 489,000 13.0 274,092
Calving problems .... 494,000 1341 274,670
Polsoning ............. 36,100 0.9 26,817
Theft .eveerevereerinnnes 15,100 0.4 9,309
Other non-predator ........ 301,600 8.0 247,092
Unknown non-predator ... cimeneeinecinenns 435,000 11.5 276,476
Total NON-Predator ... iinieresismsanieesssensesenessaneses 3,773,000 100.0 2,352,899
United States Total 2 .........cociviiiiesinmiinisiossimesnsesmesememeseesenas 3,992,900 100.0 2,451,374
" Includes cougars, pumas and lynx.
Excludes Alaska.
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Number of Head of Cattle and Calves Lost by Cause — States and United States: 2010

Stat All causes Predators Non-predators
ate Cattle Calves Cattle Calves Cattle Calves
(head) (head) (head) (head) (head) (head)

Alabama .......eeeeeieiiinen, 23,000 30,000 1,000 5,200 22,000 24,800
Arizona ..... 20,000 18,000 2,200 2,100 17,800 15,900
Arkansas ... 35,000 40,000 1,900 4,800 33,100 35,200
California .. 100,000 135,000 1,400 8,200 98,600 126,800
Colorado ......cocessesssierninens 55,000 55,000 800 4,300 54,200 50,700
Connecticut ....ccc.eeeveerines 1,100 1,200 - 100 1,100 1,100
Delaware ...... 400 500 - - 400 500
Florida ....... 23,000 31,000 900 5,400 22,100 25,600
Georgia .. 19,000 23,000 1,300 3,500 17,700 19,500
Hawali ...ocoveeeeniienrmirernnens 5,000 4,000 100 500 4,900 3,500
Idaho cussnaimisisnsae 42,000 51,000 1,900 4,200 40,100 46,800
linois ..... 18,000 30,000 300 1,500 17,700 28,500
Indiana ... 13,000 22,000 100 800 12,900 21,200
lowa s 70,000 95,000 200 1,400 69,800 93,600
Kansas ....ccooeiereersmmrinsons 125,000 80,000 800 3,900 124,200 76,100
Kentucky .... 44,000 68,000 1,200 9,500 42,800 58,500
Louisiana ... 18,000 19,000 1,800 4,600 16,200 14,400
Maine ......... 1,900 2,700 - 300 1,900 2,400
Maryland .......cocovunenininens 3,000 5,000 100 100 2,900 4,900
Massachusetts ................ 1,000 1,000 - - 1,000 1,000
Michigan .......ccceevureecrerans 22,000 43,000 200 600 21,800 42,400
Minnesota .. 46,000 88,000 400 2,100 45,600 85,900
MISSISSIPPI vvvvverreeeieiranian 21,000 27,000 800 2,800 20,200 24,200
MISSOUTT vveveernssrrsresnreesns 65,000 125,000 700 6,500 64,300 118,500
Montana 283,000 57,000 1,000 4,200 22,000 52,800
Nebraska ... 110,000 85,000 200 2,200 109,800 82,800
Nevada ............. - 5,000 12,000 500 2,300 4,500 9,700
New Hampshire .............. 800 800 - - 800 800
New Jersey .......coveeennn 500 700 - 100 500 600

lew Mexico .......ocveerrnnens 22,000 35,000 3,300 6,600 18,700 28,400
New YOrK ...cccovecviieenrinnnnns 32,000 43,000 300 1,400 31,700 41,600
North Carolina ................. 13,000 20,000 1,400 4,000 11,600 16,000
North Dakota .......cccourrenne 15,000 40,000 300 2,500 14,700 37,500
Ohio evevviiiiins 21,000 29,000 500 2,300 20,500 26,700
Oklahoma .. 90,000 130,000 3,400 10,500 86,600 119,500
Oregon .......... 20,000 35,000 600 3,200 19,400 31,800
Pennsylvania ...........c...... 35,000 43,000 100 600 34,900 42,400
Rhode Island ................... 100 200 - - 100 200
South Carolina .. 7,000 8,000 300 1,000 6,700 7,000
South Dakota .......ccoceennes 68,000 90,000 300 2,600 67,700 87,400
Tennessee ......c..cccuvereenne 34,000 56,000 1,300 7,800 32,700 48,200
Texas ... 310,000 290,000 6,000 40,000 304,000 250,000
Utah ........ 13,000 26,000 300 2,300 12,700 23,700
Vermont .. 6,000 8,000 100 200 5,800 7,800
Virginia ........ 26,000 52,000 600 4,800 25,400 47,200
Washington .... 20,000 19,000 200 1,500 19,800 17,500
West Virginia .. 5,000 15,000 100 1,000 4,900 14,000
Wisconsin ...... 75,000 140,000 500 3,100 74,500 136,900
WYOMING .vvevveerenriniraniinns 11,000 30,000 400 3,500 10,600 26,500
United States ' .......eeevee. 1,733,800 2,259,100 39,800 180,100 1,694,000 2,079,000
- Represents zero.
! Excludes Alaska.
6 Cattle Death Loss (May 2011)

USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service



Total Value per Head and Total Value of Cattle and Calf Losses by Cause — States and

United States: 2010

Totals may not add due to rounding]

Total value Total value Total value
State per head predator losses non-predator losses
Cattle ' Calves ? Cattle Calves Cattle Calves
(dollars) (dollars) (1,000 dollars) (1,000 dollars) (1,000 dollars) (1,000 dollars)
Alabama ......cccociiiiiiininnn 852 324 852 1,685 18,744 8,035
Arizona e 790 354 1,738 743 14,062 5,629
Arkansas ........ooeoeeenens 807 339 1,533 1,627 26,712 11,933
California .......cccccciivieinnians 923 348 1,292 2,854 91,008 44,126
Colorado ......uverreenrirnracnens 1,037 372 830 1,600 56,205 18,860
Connecticut ....ccvvirneenianens 1,095 300 - 30 1,205 330
Delaware ........cinniinnes 843 312 n - 337 156
Florida ......ccovviimeseniieraninne 766 333 689 1,798 16,929 8,525
[€1:Ya] o - R 793 330 1,031 1,155 14,036 6,435
Hawaii ....ccocciviimnninininnns 520 273 52 137 2,548 956
[4F-11 Vo RSO 967 354 1,837 1,487 38,777 16,567
llinois ..... 1,001 336 300 504 17,718 9,576
Indiana ....ccocvcnninininninnns 955 321 96 257 12,320 6,805
lOW8 .ooviiireerenirereeeesnenne 1,097 360 219 504 76,571 33,696
Kansas ... 1,017 378 814 1,474 126,311 28,766
Kentucky .....ccceermenmreisranns 871 330 1,045 3,135 37,279 19,305
Louisiana ... 871 318 1,568 1,463 14,110 4,579
Maine ........ 879 300 - 90 1,670 720
Maryland 911 312 91 31 2,642 1,529
Massachusetts 824 300 - - 824 300
Michigan .......cooeeceeenenncn 942 278 188 167 20,536 11,787
MInNesota ........oceeruvrremnanne 987 375 395 788 45,007 32,213
Mississippi . 821 315 657 882 16,584 7,623
MiISSOUT ....coivviiineiiiianinnns 997 357 698 2,321 64,107 42,305
Montana .......ccocceveienienins 1,058 384 1,058 1,613 23,276 20,275
Nebraska .......ocuveeivinnnns 1,128 393 226 865 123,854 32,540
Nevada .......eevemrrisnnenens 969 369 485 849 4,361 3,579
New Hampshire 973 300 - - 778 240
New Jersey ....... 918 249 - 25 459 149
New MexXiCO .....cccccrarerana 894 354 2,950 2,336 16,718 10,054
New YOrk ..ooocveececcrnennae 911 276 273 386 28,879 11,482
North Carolina .......ccoccenn. 838 315 1,173 1,260 9,721 5,040
North Dakota .......c.eeeveees 1,135 366 341 915 16,685 13,725
(@] 111 RSO 908 321 454 738 18,614 8,571
Oklahoma ... 914 360 3,108 3,780 79,152 43,020
(07710 o R 972 345 583 1,104 18,857 10,971
Pennsylvania ..........cccunuee 996 300 100 180 34,760 12,720
Rhode Island .........ccooennnen 951 300 - - 95 60
South Carolina ........cc....... 843 315 253 315 5,648 2,205
South Dakota .........ccvveee 1,133 381 340 991 76,704 33,299
Tennessee ......ccuvcinenrivens 820 324 1,066 2,527 26,814 15,617
Texas ......... 889 354 5,334 14,160 270,256 88,500
Utah ........ o 984 360 295 828 12,497 8,532
Vermont ......c.ccvvieniinninns 842 300 84 60 4,968 2,340
Virginia ....... 801 330 481 1,584 20,345 15,576
Washington ... 949 342 190 513 18,790 5,985
West Virginia . 884 297 88 297 4,332 4,158
Wisconsin ...... 949 423 475 1,311 70,701 57,909
WYOMING coecvecienineiircnenae 1,094 396 438 1,386 11,596 10,494
United States ® ................. 952 354 35,720 62,755 1,615,102 737,797

- Represents zero.

! Cattle value per head is based on a two-year straight average of the value of beef cows reported in the January 1 Cattle survey from 2010 and 2011,
2 Calf value per head is based on the market year average calf price. An average weight of 300 pounds was used in all States.
® Excludes Alaska. United States value per head for cattle and calves derived.
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Percent of Total Cattle Predator Losses by Predator — States and United States: 2010

[Totals may not add due to rounding]

Mountain lions Other Unknown

State Coyotes and bobcats ' Dogs Vultures Wolves Bears predators predators

(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Alabama .......ccevveeirevernnes 38.3 - 49.9 3.4 - - - 8.4
Arizona ...... 15.8 7.3 - - - 1.5 0.7 74.7
Arkansas .... 37.5 - 43.1 E - - 2.2 17.2
California ... 57.0 325 8.5 - - 1.0 - 1.0
Colorado ......cesue. 17.7 4.0 0.8 - - 21.4 476 8.5
Connecticut .......... - - - . - - - -
Delaware ...... - = - - " - - -
Florida ........ 40.8 1.9 9.0 3.1 - - 25.6 19.6
Georgia .. 7.0 - 1441 0.1 - - 71.5 7.3
Hawaii ..... - - 67.2 - - - 14.8 18.0
{0 1-1 1T R 3.9 1.5 0.5 - 30.0 0.4 3.2 60.5
HNOIS «.vveveierireirccsniiniaiens 66.5 17.4 - - 5 - 16.1 -
[T (71T PR 67.6 16.2 s » - - 16.2 -
lowa ........ 38.0 7.1 26.1 - - - - 28.8
Kansas .... 66.1 24.6 1.8 - - - 3.4 4.1
Kentucky .......ccovrmeiivinninns 50.7 - 16.8 7.1 0.5 2.4 7.5 15.0
Louisiana ......c.iseesimenasnes 68.8 - 4.8 1.1 - - 19.6 57
Maine ......... - - - S " 2 = i
Maryland .... - - - : z - - 100.0
Massachusetts ........ccceeeee - - - - - - - .
Michigan ......c.cocveirnvennne. 59.5 - 25.0 - - - 15.5 -
Minnesota .......cceueinnininins 52.1 5.4 7.0 - 16.8 - l 18.7
MissiSSIPPi .ooeeviieiiiraiiirianns 79.3 - 17.2 - 2 = 3.5 -
MiSSOUM ..cvvvecviiriricreiiinnie. “10.3 - 44.0 - - - - 45.7
Montana ....c..oueesnnineas 4.8 - - - 440 6.5 3.7 41.0
Nebraska ......cccccceiiinnianane 39.0 59.0 - - - = - 2.0
Nevada ........ccceeemrrneersasnns 4.7 17.3 - - - - - 78.0
New Hampshire .............. - - - - - - - -
lew Jersey * = # - » E - -
New Mexico 25.9 44.3 17 - 2.4 0.4 3.4 21.9
New YOrK .....ccoovriemncscienns 7.3 - 5.9 - - - - 86.8
North Carolina .................. 26.1 - 23.1 - - 6.8 - 44.0
North Dakota .......c..coeerense 85.8 - - - = - - 14,2
Ohlo szt 79.5 . - 6.8 - - 13.7 -
Oklahoma ........cccouieiiinins 35.7 6.8 19.5 7.8 - - 13.6 16.6
Oregon ........... 63.6 13.3 - - - 7.3 - 15.8
Pennsylvania .... - - - - - - - 100.0
Rhode Island ..........ceuniunes - . - - - - - -
South Carolina ..........c...... 65.8 . 6.3 - - - 25.5 2.4
South Dakota .........c.eennees 72.0 24.0 - 4.0 - - - -
TenNesSee ......cccverevarernnes 62.1 - 26.4 - - - - 11.5
TOXAS wsisswiinisassstrassarsaseinsos 222 27.7 6.5 6.0 - 0.1 11.3 26.2
Utah ......... 44.0 1.9 - - - 42.8 0.4 10.9
Vemont .. 100.0 - - - - - - -
Virginia ........ 31.7 - 5.9 7.8 - 0.8 1.7 521
Washington .... 80.7 7.5 - - - " - 11.8
West Virginia .. 495 - - - - 18.4 - 32.1
Wisconsin ...... 31.5 - - - 58.0 10.5 - -
WYOmMING ...coeenriiannicinienns 19.8 11.9 1.0 - 18.6 16.7 - 33.0
United States 2 ..........ccooes 34.4 1241 11.3 2.3 3.8 1.9 9.3 24.9

- Represents zero or less than 0.1 percent.

' Includes cougars, pumas, and lynx.

2 Excludes Alaska.

Cattle Death Loss (May 2011)
USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service



Percent of Total Calf Predator Losses by Predator — States and United States: 2010

[Totals may not add due to rounding]

State Coyotes “gg:rggg;:?:? Dogs Vultures Wolves Bears p reoézg - ;’;’g::g_:
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Alabama .......coverssuniveisanns 48.4 1.5 26.0 9.9 - - 6.7 75
Arizona ...... 38.3 31.9 8.7 - 12.7 34 25 55
Arkansas ... 38.7 3.2 30.6 13.8 - - 7.1 6.6
Callifornia ... 75.7 11.7 4.3 - - 0.1 2.3 5.9
Colorado ....... 82.2 6.3 1.0 - - 7.8 0.3 2.4
Connecticut .. 100.0 - - = - - - -
Delaware ... - = - o « - - -
Florida ....... 77.4 - 0.5 8.7 - - 8.2 7.2
Georgia . . 53.7 - 15.8 12.5 - - 13.3 47
Hawaii .ccvviemieensinnnienns - - 89.9 s s - 7.5 2.6
Idaho ..... 26.9 4.3 3.3 0.3 47.4 0.7 3.0 14.1
lliinois .... 87.9 71 1.0 0.3 4 - 1.6 2.1
Indiana .. 71.8 - 26.8 1.4 - - - -
lowa ....... 66.9 1.0 13.9 - - - 8.4 9.8
Kansas ...... 71.2 7.9 138 . 5 = - 71
Kentucky .... 79.0 0.4 8.1 25 0.4 0.4 1.3 7.9
Louisiana ... 81.7 - 6.1 6.9 - - 3.0 2.3
Maine ........ s 14.0 - & - - - 86.0 -
Maryland ........cccoommmecnnnn 56.6 - 6.6 - - - - 36.8
Massachusetts ................ - - = . 3 - - -
Michigan ........ccccecmceiniannns 55.5 - 5.6 - - - - 38.9
Minnesota ........ccccuivmininnnie 35.3 1.9 14 - 377 - 5.2 18.5
MissisSippi ..covveeeiiciiiinnnns 65.9 1.2 16.0 3.8 - - 121 1.0
MiSSOUr ..cviviniissnrneiinnnns 29.5 14.4 33.2 3.8 - 22 1.5 15.4
Montana .......cccceeieciinnns 46.9 5.2 - - 20.3 2.3 1.6 23.7
Nebraska .......cccocvvrvievininns 59.4 375 - - - - - 3.1
Nevada ........ccv.e. —_— 61.8 2.4 17 - - 0.1 3.6 30.4
New Hampshire ............... - . - = » . - -
New Jersey ......ocvvrrssvnsens 59.4 3 - 32.8 - 7.8 - -
New MeXiCO ...ccccvvreesiunnnas 65.2 16.4 6.3 - - 1.3 3.6 7.2
New YOrk .....cccoernrecincnnnns 88.5 1.8 3.6 - - - - 6.1
North Carolina ........c........ 63.7 - 121 10.4 - - 1.8 120
North Dakota .........ccceueu.et 86.2 3.7 1.7 - 0.7 - 24 5.3
ORIO ..evvvrirrannans 90.0 - 1.4 1.7 - - 6.9 -
Oklahoma .. 52.6 7.1 13.8 4.4 1.5 1.5 9.3 9.8
Oregon ......covvuieniessnisinns 70.0 8.7 0.5 - 7.7 1.0 8.7 3.4
Pennsylvania ...........cc..... 66.7 - 1.9 1.5 - - - 29.9
Rhode Island .........ccccinns - - - - - - - -
South Carolina .......c..cceeue. 80.2 0.5 5.0 7.0 - - 3.8 3.5
South Dakota ........c...eeeeeee 95.5 3.5 - - 1.0 -
Tennessee .......ccccuveauainns 62.5 0.3 16.0 8.8 - - 0.9 115
TOXAS ..vevivccriiinniinreisiuionns 40.1 154 9.3 14.0 0.4 - 7.9 12.9
Utah o, 58.8 6.2 4.8 - 1.8 154 9.8 3.2
Vermont 95.2 - . - * r - 4.8
Virginia .......... 65.0 - 7.5 129 - 5.4 0.8 8.4
Washington ...... 77.3 3.4 - - 2.4 3.3 - 13.6
West Virginia ........cocvveenns 80.9 - - - - 8.8 - 10.3
WISCONSIN ...ocvviieviiciiainiien 42.0 3.2 - 0.1 47.5 0.9 - 6.3
WYOMING .ccvvnnirercssunsnnens 46.5 115 17 - 14.6 77 3.3 147
United States  ......cceveennne 57.2 7.8 9.6 6.1 37 1.1 48 9.7

- Represents zero or less than 0.1 percent..

! Includes cougars, pumas, and lynx.

2 Excludes Alaska.

Cattle Death Loss (May 2011)
USDA, National Agricultura! Statistics Service



Percent of Total Cattle Non-Predator Losses by Type — States and United States: 2010

[Totals may not add due to rounding]

Digestive Respiratory Metabolic - Lameness Other
State problems problems problems Masiitls or injury diseases
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

Alabama ......cccecvcninniene 4.9 5.3 2.6 0.7 3.9 5.9
Arizona .... 8.6 10.9 0.5 3.1 5.0 14
Arkansas ., 8.1 13.6 1.2 1.1 1.2 11.0
California .... 7.9 27.3 3.9 10.6 11.0 5.6
Colorado ..... 18.2 39.7 16 2.0 5.3 7.1
Connecticut . 13.9 111 8.5 23.0 13.2 5.5
Delaware .... 8.9 2.7 1.5 216 6.2 6.2
Florida ...... 5.9 10.8 3.8 5.3 6.8 2.3
Georgia .... 4.6 12.5 3.1 2.5 4.6 7.0
L 1= 1.0 0.6 0.3 - 0.6 2.2
Idaho s 13.4 256 5.6 7.6 9.9 8.1
llinois ... 14.0 25.6 45 3.2 10.5 3.9
Indiana . 10.9 20.9 6.7 3.8 8.9 2.4
lowa ..... 10.0 455 1.5 2.3 6.8 3.8
Kansas ..... 5.2 63.8 0.3 0.7 18 2.9
Kentucky .. 9.9 35.7 1.0 11 3.3 1.9
Louisiana . 4.1 11.6 0.2 1.1 4.8 5.6
Maine ....... 5.6 30.5 16.0 6.5 20.9 27
Maryland ......... 9.7 6.5 6.4 7.5 9.1 5.3
Massachusetts ................ 9.6 8.1 13.0 16.8 6.9 0.2
Michigan .....ceousvmeeinne 11.4 27.1 7.6 9.2 9.1 6.0
Minnesota ... 13.2 242 5.1 6.8 8.4 46
Mississippi .. 5.1 14.3 1.7 0.7 3.9 3.3
Missouri ...... 4.5 115 15 1.0 5.0 8.3
Montana ... 6.6 16.9 0.7 0.5 5.1 47
Nebraska . 9.3 39.2 0.4 0.3 4.2 2.0
Nevada ........coceee 8.0 11.0 4.3 3.7 8.1 6.0
New Hampshire .... 8.5 6.2 9.0 7.5 116 9.9

lew Jersey ........ 27 71 8.3 0.8 7.8 27
New MeXiCo ......covcvrirennne 19.8 18.2 2.9 17.7 2.7 7.2
New YOrk .....veevemsnasenas 11.3 11.5 8.4 13.3 17.7 45
North Carolina .... 4.6 11.3 56 3.0 6.1 4.3
North Dakota ... 9.7 247 0.7 0.2 3.0 4.2
Ohi0 iisiisisgiss 13.0 257 5.7 6.3 12.7 3.9
Oklahoma 4.7 283 0.6 0.5 3.9 6.8
Oregon .....co.e 9.9 9.9 4.5 5.0 12.4 3.6
Pennsylvania .. 101 14.3 6.1 16.8 13.2 9.8
Rhode Isfand ...... 36.6 - 36 3.6 134 5.3
South Carolina ... 19.8 6.5 1.7 4.2 3.2 4,0
South Dakota ......cccoeevunens 126 31.1 27 1.9 54 5.2
Tennessee .......cccuvevmvrerns 5.1 116 16 13 5.1 5.2
TEOXAS weevrverrenonsirersensseneens 7.3 221 1.2 1.2 2.8 48
Utah ......... 126 19.3 5.9 3.8 6.5 2.8
Vermont ... 140 10.0 6.6 16.7 128 9.5
Virginia ........ 4.3 124 25 2.8 7.8 6.3
Washington ..........ceevveenns 10.7 255 3.9 8.1 8.6 6.7
West Virginia ......cooninenins 7.3 9.2 21 1.3 4.6 56
Wisconsin ...... 10.8 17.3 8.2 9.4 17.5 5.0
WYOMING coveeeniniiinsiansnes 5.2 117 1.6 14 3.0 55
United States " ....occreurenee 8.7 26.5 26 37 6.1 5.0
See footnote(s) at end of table. --continued
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Percent of Total Cattle Non-Predator Losses by Type — States and United States: 2010 (continued)

[Totals may not add due to rounding]

Weather Calving " Other Unknown
State related problems olzoning Bt non-predator non-predator
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

Alabama ......ccoveinieinninens 16.4 16.8 3.1 1.3 25.1 14.0
Arizona ....... 8.5 8.7 1.9 0.1 6.1 475
Arkansas .... 16.3 121 6.3 0.1 19.3 9.7
California .......cooeeeineieinens 1.5 10.2 - 0.2 12.9 8.9
Colorado ........ 5.2 3.8 2.3 0.1 5.7 9.5
Connecticut ... 0.7 9.7 4.3 0.6 4.9 4.6
Delaware ....... - 20.1 - - 10.8 22.0
Florida .... 185 17.6 1.5 0.1 20.7 6.7
Georgia .. 3.4 21.8 0.3 - 26.4 13.8
Hawaii ..oeeevniiniiiniieiinninns 74.4 6.5 0.1 2.5 9.8 2.0
[o -1 T T 341 9.0 26 0.1 9.7 5.3
lllinois 11.4 9.4 0.9 - 12,5 41
Indiana .... 1.8 151 0.5 0.9 13.5 14.6
lOWA sisiiwssimsinmsississismimvinies 8.5 71 06 - 7.2 6.7
Kansas .......cccccvmcimeeniiiins 13.0 3.2 0.3 0.3 4.3 4.2
Kentucky ..... 6.5 8.8 1.7 - 145 15.6
Louisiana .... 1741 15.7 4.2 - 19.9 15.7
Maine ......... - 6.7 - - 5.1 6.0
Maryland ........ccoccenmecrennnns 1.6 12.8 0.3 - 22.0 18.8
Massachusetts ................. 14 16.6 47 2.4 10.7 9.6
Michigan ........ccceeecenniinnns 1.5 8.6 - - 7.7 11.8
Minnesota ... 5.3 7.7 1.2 - 14.3 9.2
Mississippi .. 171 17.4 0.7 0.6 21.6 13.6
Missouri ... 20.7 14.9 1.0 1.2 20.0 10.4
Montana ..... 9.7 71 3.6 1.1 19.7 243
Nebraska .... 17.9 4.8 04 0.2 7.2 141
Nevada .......c...u.. 15 4.2 6.8 9.4 9.5 27.5
New Hampshire . - 18.5 - - 16.0 12.8

lew Jersey ..... 21.3 9.4 " - 39.2 0.6
New MeXiCo ....ovvvirenrenrein 3.2 7.2 1.8 1.1 5.3 12.9
New YOrK .coceeeveeciencirniinnns 1.6 11.0 23 0.2 10.5 7.7
North Carolina ... 10.9 21.3 0.5 1.0 21.0 10.4
North Dakota .. 16.0 24 0.4 0.4 22.4 15.9
(0] [ TR 24 147 0.2 0.1 10.8 45
Oklahoma 1141 104 0.4 1.8 18.6 12.9
Oregon ........... 3.3 8.4 1.7 0.1 29.7 11.5
Pennsylvania .. 1.3 1041 0.3 - 9.7 8.3
Rhode Island ..... - 6.3 = - 31.2 -
South Carolina ... 104 18.4 1.4 0.2 20.0 10.2
South Dakota ......ccceenunins 13.1 5.9 3.1 0.1 13.3 5.6
Tennessoe .......ccuueeasuncees 7.9 16.8 1.9 0.7 28.1 147
Texas ... 10.8 12.2 1.4 0.2 174 18.6
Utah ......... 6.2 4.8 3.7 14 13.6 19.4
Vemont ... 0.5 10.8 0.9 - 7.2 11.0
Virginia ........... 194 14.3 25 - 17.3 10.4
Washington .... 3.0 6.8 - 0.1 13.8 12.8
West Virginia .. 28.2 184 27 21 9.6 8.9
Wisconsin ....... 3.1 10.9 1.3 - 8.8 7.7
WYOMING .ccovvvvnenieriainninnns 15.2 6.6 75 1.3 17.0 24.0
United States * ......cocevuunes 9.9 9.8 1.4 0.4 13.8 12.1
- Represents zero or less than 0.1 percent..
! Excludes Alaska.
Cattle Death Loss (May 2011) 1
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Percent of Total Calf Non-Predator Losses by Type — States and United States: 2010

[Totals may not add due to rounding]

State Digestive Respiratory Metabolic Lameness Other
problems problems problems or injury diseases
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Alabama ... 5.0 12.7 25 2.8 47
AMZONA .oviireeiimiensnsssinasrenne 15.0 25.2 - 1.1 6.2
ArKansas ........oovuieieisiasiiiaiinns 4.3 24.7 0.1 1.3 4.9
California .......cocceevieevsiniienns 241 46.6 2.1 1.6 58
Colorado ......ccevreeivnirnrrasirananas 18.4 30.8 0.2 1.2 2.6
Connecticut ........ccovviiiieniains 38.8 20.5 0.4 1.1 6.0
Delaware .........ccocvemiiniiiciaens 21.4 18.9 24 - 16.0
(51T 11 - 124 14.1 2.0 2.7 14.4
Georgia .. 8.1 16.4 0.5 1.0 2.6
Hawali ....cooiiiniiininiesnnininn 5.6 47 - 2.6 43
I1daho s 24.9 33.9 1.8 3.0 5.5
lllinois ..... 18.1 25.8 0.3 2.8 52
Indiana ... 25.6 29.5 0.7 0.5 15
JOWR: civssasissssssssisissmianstiinmm 21.0 30.7 0.5 1.3 17
Kansas siizaiiiassiisissasssis 8.3 35.4 0.3 15 22
Kentucky ... 14.8 21.0 0.1 241 5.9
Louisiana .. 4.9 225 0.1 0.4 37
Maine isuisivrssisssisstiirasminssvibi 24.8 30.5 4.4 6.5 2.0
Maryland ......ccooeviennnrininanens 146 13.4 0.6 3.8 6.9
Massachusetts .........ccoovneninns 21.8 15.0 - 10.0 741
Michigan .......coceeememsressemsenssens 30.1 417 0.1 1.4 2.9
Minnesota ..........cccveviesirmanians 27.7 31.6 1.3 2.6 2.8
Mississippi .... 5.7 247 0.5 2.8 1.5
MISSOUT ..ooeeerrrirernrnecasransnsnnns 10.1 248 0.2 1.4 21
Montana .....ccoceereeieccienrnenannas 14.3 13.6 0.1 0.7 1.2
Nebraska ... 159 226 0.5 0.9 22
Nevada ......occoennnnieinricnnnnes 121 216 - 0.7 0.9
New Hampshire 35.9 34.6 3.8 0.7 0.4
NEW JErsey ...cocvvvuinienecinrenanns 6.0 10.2 - - 5.1
New MexXiCo ......cccvmrimiinninnns 1541 33.1 1.3 29 3.8
New YOrK ....cccvcnmnsiimnnssssaannns 32.9 31.8 2.4 3.2 7.6
North Carolina ... 9.4 18.7 2.6 2.8 6.7
North Dakota . 14.5 28.6 0.4 0.8 3.0
Ohio .ccvvveiranee 27.2 28.5 0.5 3.0 46
Oklahoma .. 43 35.1 0.8 2.0 6.4
Oregon .......... 18.4 31.2 1.1 1.6 3.8
Pennsylvania 253 39.0 0.4 13 4.3
Rhode Island ..... 39.0 22.0 - B R
South Carolina .. 24.4 10.7 1.5 0.5 2.8
South Dakota ........cceemrnnanins 12.8 29.2 0.3 0.4 0.9
TONNESSEO ..oevvvieecnaieniirnninnnns 14.4 21.0 0.6 2.6 8.6
Texas ... 11.8 28.2 0.5 2.2 9.2
Utah ........ 23.4 25.7 0.5 0.9 2.1
Vemont .. 38.6 28.4 1.6 1.9 23
Virginia ....... 9.9 12.7 0.2 1.8 3.8
Washington .... 19.4 31.8 0.8 28 4.9
West Virginia ..... 8.0 127 - 2.6 42
Wisconsin ...... 38.1 37.5 1.3 2.0 4.3
WYOmING ..coevvimsimeisscssssnnnne 9.3 18.3 0.1 0.4 3.9
United States ' .......ccovecennnnnes 17.2 29.1 0.8 1.8 45
See footnote(s) at end of table. --continued
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Percent of Total Calf Non-Predator Losses by Type - States and United States: 2010 (continued)
[Totals may not add due to rounding]

Weather Calving i Other Unknown
State related problems Poisoning Theft non-predator non-predator

(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Alabama ......ccceeerercesianinns 20.5 22.0 0.2 0.7 741 21.8
ATiZONA ...cviiviniiiinininrnaeinas 9.3 12.1 0.2 3.1 3.6 24.2
Arkansas ..........ccoceeerirenes 16.6 201 8.5 - 5.9 13.6
Califomnia ... 3.6 7.0 0.1 0.1 1.9 71
Colorado ....... 15.8 174 2.4 0.2 4.1 7.2
Connecticut .. 1.6 7.3 - - 4.2 20.1
Delaware ...... - 35.4 - - - 5.9
Florida ....... 11.0 29.2 0.4 0.1 0.3 13.4
Georgia .. i 7.0 35.6 2.6 - 3.7 225
Hawaii ..ooveiimivesianinsoinnnns 66.5 5.9 - 1.2 4.3 4.9
Idaho ......... 5.4 20.5 0.1 0.2 1.0 37
llinois ..... 13.7 20.5 - - 8.6 5.0
Indiana ... i 7.3 13.4 0.1 E 6.1 15.3
lowa i 12.5 19.2 0.6 - 4.1 8.4
Kansas ...... 24.6 15.3 0.1 0.5 2.4 9.4
Kentucky .... 19.4 135 0.7 0.6 3.5 18.4
Louisiana ... 23.4 22.8 3.1 2.0 5.4 11.7
Maine ........ - 114 10.9 - - 1.3 8.2
Maryland .........ceeeinviniens 32.8 9.4 z - 5.9 12.6
Massachusetts ................. 10.3 12.5 - - 14,7 8.6
Michigan .......ccocevrveneiinnee 5.0 586 - 0.2 4.3 8.7
Minnesota .. 7.6 16.4 0.9 - 1.9 7.2
[ IEETEE T o) 12.7 3141 0.4 0.6 2.1 17.9
MISSOUT <cecvvirniireniariinrennins 28.8 20.7 0.1 - 2.2 9.6
Montana ........cccoeciieriennne 271 224 1.3 2.3 1.6 154
Nebraska ... 28.0 23.2 0.3 - 1.3 5.1
Nevada .......cooivvniiinnnianinns 9.2 7.5 0.7 - - 47.3
New Hampshire ............... - 19.0 1.1 - 0.5 4.0
\ew Jersey ....... 21.6 27.2 - - 12.5 174
New MeXiCo ..ococeerrunnuneenns 16.1 6.0 1.1 3.2 4.5 13.9
New YOrK ...c.coocveeernerenees 1.7 10.9 0.2 0.3 4.1 4.9
North Carolina ......cccuvien 17.7 16.8 0.3 0.4 3.6 21.0
North Dakota .... 26.3 17.7 0.2 0.1 2.8 5.6
[0]17 SRR 8.3 247 - - 0.6 2.6
Oklahoma .......cccueesviarienen 15.0 17.8 0.7 15 4.6 11.8
Oregon ....cociecreesessinessenns 105 19.2 0.2 - 2.8 11.2
Pennsylvania ..........cccoveee 2.5 12.9 0.6 = 3.6 10.1
Rhode island ................... 4.9 29.2 - - 4.9 -
South Carolina .......cccovvuune 3.8 23.9 0.3 1.2 30.9
South Dakota ..........coceeevee 36.8 15.6 0.1 0.1 0.6 3.2
TENNessee ......cccurvveerenies 11.0 26.8 0.6 0.5 6.0 9.9
Texas ........ 10.9 115 0.5 0.4 3.8 21.0
Utah ..... 21.3 7.7 0.2 2.2 21 13.9
Vermont .......ocvivunnnniescrens 1.6 9.5 - - 22 13.9
Virginia .ooeeeeiieiennecionnenns 30.0 16.5 0.3 - 12.1 13.7
Washington ........ccoecceenne 3.7 174 0.1 - 3.2 16.2
West Virginia ......ccooveeunenns 52.6 124 - 0.6 2.2 4.7
Wisconsin .....ovcceevuieniennns 55 5.7 0.3 - 1.6 3.7
Wyoming ......oceeeveemremsnenes 29.0 25.0 0.5 0.4 2.6 10.5
United States " ................. 15.4 15.8 0.6 0.4 3.3 11.1
- Represents zero or less than 0.1 percent.
' Excludes Alaska.
Cattle Death Loss (May 2011) 13

USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service



Percent of Operations using Non-Lethal Methods to Prevent Losses of Cattle and Calves to Predators

by Method- States and United States: 2010

"Use of multiple non-lethal methods will result in percentages summing to greater than 100]

Guard Exclusion . Night Fright
State animals fencing Herding penning tactics
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

AlaDamMa ...eccerreeernresrrenssanaassens 53.0 32.1 1.2 15 1.4
AMZONE .ooeieeerreieieirmraersaeaeseeeans 26.8 8.5 81.8 53.4 0.1
ArKanNSas .......ccovueveerneiricineinns 51.7 15.0 0.3 111 3.2
California .......ccecreeeriemsessrnnnns 29.8 74.6 1.6 0.5 1.4
Colorado ........cocvemvermrmismesannns 27.5 226 1.7 28.5 27
Connecticut ....couicereeninnniinnns 59.0 35.2 1.2 1.2 -
Delaware ........ccoiveriiinnennes - - - -
Florida .csspessenssamssssmssseasins 37.4 141 2.8 2.3 0.5
(€ T=ToT {o 1 N 49.2 31.9 1.9 0.6 -
Hawalii ....covvnererecceneeeennnrecninnee 0.8 80.6 0.4 - 21
ldaho s 21.8 19.6 10.9 127 12.8
lNOIS ...covevrrecieririniaaisins 39.9 425 2.9 20.6 2.7
Indiana ... 16.4 36.8 23 18.0 4.8
lowa sssanadsmaanisaiss 46.5 223 - 6.6 -
Kansas ininmsisisiiiismiie 19.1 103 74 - 8.3
Kentucky .....oocomeeiiinninnicinannne. 36.9 522 2.2 1.7 0.2
Louisiana .......ccciicimmainninicnias 31.0 38.5 7.9 - 2.0
Maine .. 46.5 85.7 - 7.6 -
Maryland i - 80.5 - - -
Massachusetts ....................... 26.7 93.1 1.2 22.7 0.5
Michigan ......coeeneneereiinnnne. 38.6 23.3 - 2.8 0.8
Minnesota ........coiimeiineniinnnnns 59.0 24.9 5.2 12.8 6.7
MissiSSIPPi ...oovuirrivieiininiinnene 72.4 17.2 - -
MISSOUM .eeeueeeererereeenereserneeenne 35.9 31.2 6.0 4.8 -
Montana ..... 34.6 3.1 12.7 19.8 4.4
Nebraska .......ccccooviiiniiiiannins 24.5 48.1 17 5.1 2.7
Nevada ........ 58.1 - - -

Jew Hampshlre 4.0 59, 6 5.2 13.2

New Jersey .. 0.8 94.1 - 17.8 19.3
New MexXiCo ...ccccceerrrrervevennnns 38.0 253 5.7 11.5 0.1
NeW YOrK ....covernnrirmeeriasiansanns 23.8 51.0 9.3 4.9 2.0
North Carolina ... 64.0 36.2 0.7 0.5 0.4
North Dakota ..... 38.6 19.2 1.5 1.0 16.4
(@711 S 30.1 59.0 2.0 227 0.7
Oklahoma . 41.8 247 8.9 3.6 3.2
Oregon .. 27.3 244 1.7 7.2 1.9
Pennsylvanla 6.3 78.4 5.6 5.7 2.0
Rhode Island ..... 10.9 945 5.5 13.1 -
South Carolina .. 16.5 65.7 7.3 - 0.5
South Dakota .....c..ccccvmeevenenen. 39.9 16.9 0.6 14.6 45
Tennessee ......c.ccevvevreresceerens 33.9 33.9 4.6 4.2 0.5
Texas ......... 50.2 241 47 1.2 1.3
Utah ........ 17.9 79.2 6.9 0.5 0.4
Vermont .. 37.3 82.7 4.5 4.5 -
Virginia ....... 36.8 17.8 10.1 6.0 5.1
Washlngton 45.7 32.2 1.6 0.4 10.7
West Virginia .. 47.0 47.3 15.3 9.9 0.1
Wisconsin ...... 27.0 413 5.4 221 5.0
WYOMING ..covevnrinierninensninonenans 19.8 235 22.7 19.4 3.5
United States ' 36.9 32.8 5.3 6.6 25
See footnote(s) at end of table. --continued
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Percent of Operations using Non-Lethal Methods to Prevent Losses of Cattle and Calves to Predators
by Method- States and United States: 2010 (continued)

Use of multiple non-lethal methods will result in percentages summing to greater than 100]

Livestock Frequent Other
SHhie carcass removal Culling checks non-lethal
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

Alabama ......ccociviniiniininin 17.2 20.4 14.2 2.4
Arizona 0.7 5.4 46.8 0.6
ArKansas .....ccccoceerinneninnanens 7.8 46.86 22.5 -
California ......coocorreeieemriiansinn 26.6 5.2 20.3 7.3
Colorado ........ 2141 18.6 36.8 17.6
Connecticut ......covereeinieiaannn 1.2 - " 5.9
Delaware ........ccccceeeiiiiniiinans - - - 100.0
Flomida ......cccvrrvreererrnrrenaenns 74.2 68.5 80.6 0.4
GeOrgIa .ccvvivrrireeresiniirainine 25.1 34.9 21.0 9.2
Hawail .....ccoceieieiamriinreesannnens 2.1 12.8 9.9 4.5
1daho cuurimssssisamnasssasssonsiages . 28.8 36.3 66.4 13.4
HlNOIS +.evvvrrsviesraeersessrecavanns 38.5 28.1 13.7 4.2
Indiana ......cccvieiiniiiiiininn. 40.1 31.3 35.3 4.3
lowa ........ 22.8 30.7 323 23.9
Kansas ... 45.4 40.6 414 1.4
Kentucky . 14.2 14.2 18.1 4.8
Louisiana ......cceeereerermraneesaeeas 17.9 19.7 24.5 18.9
Maing ....cccoviiiiiiiiiniinininen - - - -
Maryland ............ 14.0 324 29.3 1.3
Massachusetts - = - -
Michigan ......cccovvienniiiianianns 15.4 24,7 14.5 11.2
Minnesota ......cocvveeeveeernsnneres 17.7 14.7 231 3.7
Mississippi .. 0.7 0.7 4.1 14.0
Missouri ...... 18.8 44.4 15.3 0.1
Montana ..... 36.9 30.1 26.6 1741
Nebraska .....cccccoeceensieencuncas 63.7 72.7 64.9 116
Nevada ......cccecrveeraiiorenianas 17.1 23.3 36.2 -

lew Hampshire . 4.0 3.8 28.5 1.1
New Jersey ........ 2.9 8.3 20.7 0.8
New Mexico ........coccviiiniarnnnn 13.5 9.2 37.6 0.9
New York ........... 11.5 26.5 19.3 2.0
North Carolina ... 10.7 2.6 9.3 -
North Dakota ..... 20.8 30.8 26.6 115
ORIO .o ceecrecreerenearienes 22.6 10.8 44.4 4.4
Oklahoma ... 18.2 24.7 16.7 14.3
Oregon ....coviiiniiimsninneninies 12.9 12.6 60.9 5.9
Pennsylvania .. 17.5 21.2 15.2 7.4
Rhode Island ..... 18.5 13.1 18.5 -
South Carolina ... 28.3 26.6 39.0 1.0
South Dakota .......cceevcrnnriinnes 121 18.8 37.7 15.3
TEeNNeSSee ......ccvriveressiassnnns 25.3 22,0 45.0 7.6
Texas ...... 8.1 31.4 29.6 7.2
Utah ......... 12.6 21.9 17.6 50.8
Vermont ... 4.5 12.7 4.5 -
Virginia .... 34.3 47.9 37.7 14.8
Washington .... 13 2.6 2.2 11.4
West Virginia .. 10.2 33.8 16.2 13.9
Wisconsin ....... 19.0 22.4 31.4 6.6
WYOmMING ...occorvemmmmmsrmmsenrenns 42.9 28.3 47.0 8.3
United States ' ..........cc.uu.... 23.9 28.9 32.1 7.0
- Represents zero or less than 0.1 percent.
' Excludes Alaska.
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Statistical Methodology

Survey Procedures: A random sample of United States producers were contacted during the January Cattle Inventory

urvey to provide data for these estimates. Survey procedures ensured that all cattle producers, regardiess of size, had a
chance to be included in the survey. Large producers were sampled more heavily than small operations. Data were
collected from about 40,000 operators during the first half of January by mail, telephone, and face-to-face personal
interviews and 78 percent of the reports were usable.

Estimating Procedures: These estimates of death loss were prepared by the Livestock Branch of the National
Agricultural Statistics Service using producer data from the January 2011 Cattle survey. Cattle and calf inventory
estimates were published in the Cattle report released on January 28, 2011 while total cattle and calf death losses from all
causes were published in the Meat Animals Production, Disposition and Income report released on April 28, 2011. In
setting the predator and non-predator loss estimates, first total predator and non-predator losses were estimated first as a
percent of total losses, then specific predator and non-predator losses were estimated as a percent of total predator and
non-predator losses. Value estimates were rounded to the nearest $1,000.

Revision Policy: Revisions to previous estimates are made to improve current estimates. Previous year estimates are
subject to revision when current estimates are made. Estimates of losses from all causes are subject to revision in next
year’s Meat Animals Production, Disposition and Income report. No revisions to predator and non-predator loss estimates

are planned.

Reliability: Since all cattle operators are not included in the sample, survey estimates are subject to sampling variability.
Survey results are also subject to non-sampling errors such as omissions, duplications, and mistakes in reporting,
recording, and processing the data. The effects of these errors cannot be measured directly. They are minimized through

rigid quality controls in the data collection process and through a careful review of all reported data for consistency and
reasonableness.

ferms and Definitions

Cattle includes all cows, bulls, steers, and heifers weighing over 500 pounds. This includes beef and milk breeds as well
as cattle on feed.

Calves include beef and milk breed steers, heifers, and bulls weighing less than 500 pounds.

Information Contacts

Listed below are the commodity specialists in the Livestock Branch of the National Agricultural Statistics Service to
contact for additional information. E-mail inquiries may be sent to nass@nass.usda.gov

Dan Kerestes, Chief, LiveStock Branch ......ccccccociiviroiccnnnenececrereremnnens et ssesessessessessesserssssssssenss (202) 720-3570
Scott Hollis, Head, LivVeStOCK SECHIOM ....cccecuieieriiiueiriireiinreriicti st sessesiassssassa s asssesesesestenesssssesassassesssesessnssesrasass (202) 690-2424
Travis Averill — Dairy ProdUCES PTICES ....cccuouieueeuiorriesiescsiesresessesnsssessessssesesassassssesseseesesessesessesssensesssaess (202) 690-2168
Sherry Bertramsen — Livestock SIaUhter ... nesssessenens (515) 284-4340
Doug Bounds — HOgs and Pigs .iicssiisssssssisassessassossssssisosonsaisesissssiissonsssssioss sissnsissassssisssonsenssiavinsasssssniss (202) 720-3106
Jason Hardegree — Cattle, Cattle 0n FEed .......cccoieiiiiiiiiiciiicin st ste s st esa s resens (202) 720-3040
Mike Miller — Milk Production and Milk COWS .......cciiimiiiiiiiniicienesesesesessiesees st sessesesaessssens (202) 720-3278
Everett Olbert — Sheep and GOALS ........cc.ciciiiiiimiiiisin s s as e a st e nare s (202) 720-4751
Lorie Warren — Dairy PrOQUELS .....iciuiiruiiiiiieniriiiiiesisinssesinsisessse s ssssessssssssssseessnsssesssssessasmesssnes (202) 690-3236
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Access to NASS Reports

For your convenience, you may access NASS reports and products the following ways:

> All reports are available electronically, at no cost, on the NASS web site: http://www.nass.usda.gov

> Both national and state specific reports are available via a free e-mail subscription. To set-up this free
subscription, visit http://www.nass.usda.gov and in the “Receive NASS Updates” box under “Receive reports by
Email,” click on “National” or “State” to select the reports you would like to receive.

> Printed reports may be purchased from the National Technical Information Service (NTIS) by calling toll-free
(800) 999-6779, or (703) 605-6220 if calling from outside the United States or Canada. Accepted methods of
payment ate Visa, MasterCard, check, or money order.

For more information on NASS surveys and reports, call the NASS Agricultural Statistics Hotline at (800) 727-9540,
7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. ET, or e-mail: nass@nass.usda.gov.

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the
basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental
status, religion, sexual orientation, political beliefs, genetic information, reprisal, or because all or a part of an individual's
income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with
disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.)
should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, Office of the Assistant
secretary for Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Stop 9410, Washington, DC 20250-9410, or call toll-free at
(866) 632-9992 (English) or (800) 877-8339 (TDD) or (866) 377-8642 (English Federal-relay) or (800) 845-6136
(Spanish Federal-relay). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.



