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» Shade structures provided 77 % 6.3ft2 of shade per animal (Strobel
Manufacturing Inc. Clarks, NE)

 All data were analyzed using MIXED procedure in SAS (v9.4, SAS
Institute In. Cary, NC)

Conclusions

 Final body weights, following gut equilibration were greater for limit-fed calves compared with calves fed for ad libitum intake and greater for calves in shaded pens

compared with calves in non-shaded pens

+ Performance and water usage model included fixed effects of shade, * Average daily gains were greater from d 0-97 for shaded calves compared with non-shaded calves

diet and shade x diet. Day served as the repeated measure for water
usage data. Panting score data model included shade, hour, and
shade x diet as fixed effects.

* .G was lower In limit-fed calves compared with calves fed for ad libitum intake and calves in shaded pens compared with calves in non-shaded pens from d 0-97
 Daily rumination was less for limit-fed calves compared with calves fed for ad libitum intake

. Rumination data were recorded using a 3-axial accelerometer ear » Water usage was lower for limit-fed calves compared with calves fed for ad libitum intake and for calves provided shade when compared with calves in non-shaded pens

tags (Allflex Livestock Intelligence, Madison, WI1) placed in calves
on day 1 of study

* Mean panting score was lower for calves in shaded pens compared with calves Iin non-shaded pens
» Stocker calf producers can potentially utilize shade in conjunction with limit-fed high energy diets to improve feed efficiency and decrease water usage

* In addition, shade can potentially be used in stocker calf operations to Iimprove animal comfort



