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Summary and Implications 

Timing of anabolic implant administration relative to 

caloric intake can have impact on the outcome of final 

carcass measures.  Waiting to implant until caloric intake 

of NEm was twice the need for an animal’s maintenance 

requirements resulted in increased carcass weight and 

carcass ribeye area over steers implanted at a lower NEm 

intake relative to maintenance needs.  

 

Introduction 

The use of an anabolic implant in cattle has been 

shown to increase the rate of growth and amount of 

saleable meat.  However, the timing of implant 

administration relative to starting steers on feed and the 

implications this may have on carcass measures is not 

always clear. Often, trials that explore this issue do not 

fully disclose previous management of the animals used 

or the feed energy intake at the time of implanting. 

Therefore, the objective of this trial was to implant steers 

started on feed at increasing fractions of their 

maintenance requirement (1.5, 1.8 and > 2x in terms of 

caloric intake) to determine impact on carcass 

characteristics.  

 

Materials & Methods 

Springborn, purebred Angus steers were weaned in 

September and transported from the ISU McNay 

Research Farm to the cattle finishing facility at the ISU 

Armstrong Farm on November 7.  One hundred and eight 

steers were stratified by weight, sire, and dam age, and 

split into three groups of 36 head. After 6 days at the 

farm, consecutive day weights were collected and the first 

group was implanted on d 0 of the study (Nov. 12). The 

second group was implanted on d 14 (Nov. 26), and the 

third group was implanted on d 28 that (Dec. 10).  The 

implant used for all groups was Revalor-XS.  The 

receiving ration all cattle were fed for 60 days from 

arrival on a dry matter basis was as follows: 26.7% 

modified distillers grain, 17.0% hay, 53.3% whole corn 

and 3.0% supplement.  All steers were transited to a 

finishing ration on a dry matter basis and maintained until 

harvest was: 18.5% modified distillers grain, 6.9% hay, 

72.2% whole corn and 2.4% supplement.  Individual feed 

intakes of cattle on test were collected using the ISU Feed 

Intake Monitoring System.  All steers were harvested on 

June 24 at a commercial packing plant (Tyson, Dakota 

City, NE) and individual carcass data was collected. 

 

Results 

Table 1 outlines when the implant was given to each 

group and the NEm intake relative to the requirement for 

each group based on the average weight of the animals in 

the group by week.  Table 2 provides a similar look based 

on the week of implanting and the week following along 

with the NEm intake relative to maintenance requirement 

per pen but also displays the range of actual intakes 

relative to actual steers weights within the pen indicating 

a large range of actual intake.  Table 3 then provides a 

summary of live body weights over the trial.  

The impact of caloric intake at the time of implanting 

appears to affect final carcass weight as shown in Figure 1 

and primarily in carcass muscling as shown in Figure 2. 

On average, steers implanted on arrival had hot carcass 

weights 53 lbs. lighter than steers implanted at 2- or 4-

weeks following arrival. In addition, steers implanted 

upon arrival had ribeye areas 0.8 sq inches smaller. 

Combined, these data support the value and importance of 

nutritional intake at the time of implant to support the 

enhanced growth requirements association with anabolic 

implants.  

Rib fat, carcass quality grade and carcass yield grade 

did not seem to be significantly affected by implant 

timing relative to NEm intake above maintenance in this 

set of cattle.  The strongest effect of post implant nutrition 

seems to have occurred in the second week post 

implanting based on Figures 3 and 4. The group 

implanted 14 days post arrival although initially 

consuming NEm similar to what the first group did post 

implanting increased significantly in the second week 

allowing carcass results to match the third group in REA 

and carcass weights.  
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Table 1. Pen energy intake levels of NEm relative to steer maintenance requirement 

Implant Time 

NEm intake relative to 

maintenance energy 

requirement 

 

Day 0 1.26 Group 1 Implanted 

Day 7 1.82  

Day 14 2.00 Group 2 Implanted 

Day 21 2.36  

Day 28 2.54 Group 3 Implanted 

Day 35 2.78  

Day 42 3.04  

 

 

Table 2. NEm intake pen average and range for individual steers within pen for first- and second-weeks post 

implant 

 Group 1 – NEm intake: 

Maintenance Energy 

Requirement and within 

pen range 

Group 2 – NEm intake: 

Maintenance Energy 

Requirement and within 

pen range 

Group 3 – NEm intake: 

Maintenance Energy 

Requirement and within 

pen range 

1st week post implant 1.26 (0.04 to 4.02) 2.00 (0.05 to 3.54) 2.54 (0.68 to 4.05) 

2nd week post implant 1.82 (0.05 to 7.37) 2.36 (0.43 to 3.54) 2.78 (1.09 to 4.76) 

 

 

Table 3. Live body weights during trial 

 IMP Group 1 IMP Group 2 IMP Group 3 

Initial Body Weight (lb) 513 521 511 

Day 14 519 526 513 

Day 28 567 572 560 

Day 223 (shipping weight 

adjusted to 63% yield) 

1300 1389 1380 
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Figure 1. Carcass Weight Figure 2. Ribeye Area 

 

 

Figure 3. Week 1 post implant Figure 4. Week 2 post implant 
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