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ABSTRACT METHODS

e Structural soundness in beef cattle affects both animal well-being and
profitability. Using an explanatory mixed-methods design, data was
collected from August 2024 - March 2025. A gquantitative survey,
based on extension manuals, breed association materials, and expert
input, was distributed. We received 466 responses from 36 states, I T

“In your experience, what
are the common causes of
structural issues?”

“I LOOK TO EXTENSION
RESOURCES FIRST THEN
YOUTUBE TO LEARN NEW
SKILLS”
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e Participants were generally accurate in identifying front leg, hoof, and
pastern defects, but responses on hindleg and shoulder angle were
more varied. Most respondents (67.80%) ranked structural soundness
as a top priority, and 84.44% consider structure in their culling
decisions. Notably, 84.55% agreed that more education on the topic
is needed.

e Feedback on a follow-up short-answer survey (n=19) highlighted three
main themes: (1) educational preferences, (2) phenotypic selection
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Structural soundness, defined as an animal who moves comfortably as a
result of correct skeletal and lower limb construction, is a key
component of animal merit (Beeson et al., 1970).

Score

1. Descriptive statistics were ran on demographic information, each question, and
total score CONCLUSION

2.0ne-way ANOVA and an independent sample t-test was used to evaluate the
relationship between demographic variables (i.e., gender, years of experience,
self-assigned knowledge level) and technical knowledge scores.

3.Using inductive content analysis, qualitative transcripts were coded using a
three-phase coding process (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

e Participants were accurate in identifying front leg, hoof, and pastern defects
whereas questions on shoulders & hindlegs produced varied responses.

e Participants find this topic relevant and immediately applicable to their
position in the beef cattle industry.

Lameness issues are economically detrimental causing diminished
performance and decreased longevity (Langova et al., 2020)
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