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PREFACE

The current book contains a number of chapters based on the work done by scientists
working on the work package 2.2 of the EU-project Welfare Quality® ‘Integration of
animal welfare in the food quality chain: from public concern to improved welfare and
transparent quality’. One aim of Welfare Quality® has been to develop a scheme for
assessing animal welfare.

The aim of the current work package was to test and validate possible measures of animal
welfare in such a scheme for poultry, pigs and cattle. This book deals with the measures
on cattle. The measures included in this book have been assessed for dairy cows, fattening
bulls and veal calves.

Welfare Quality® has identified four welfare principles; good feeding, good housing, good
health and appropriate behaviour. These four welfare principles has been further divided
into twelve welfare criteria (see Table). The focus has been on animal based measures,
while resource based measures and management based measures have been used to
supplement these. The areas covered in the lives of the animals are on farm and at
slaughter. The transport is only covered in the loading/unloading phase, because the effect
of the transport can often be seen in the state of the animals at the slaughter plant.

The measures evaluated have been of three categories. The first category are measures
that have not previously been validated, the second category is measures that have been
validated, or have high face validity (there is e.g. no need to do a study to validate that
wounds cause bad welfare) but for which we do not know the repeatability of the measure.
The last category finally consists of measures for which there are already validated
protocols (e.g. for body condition score), in these cases the project groups evaluated the
alternatives and selected the most appropriate measure to be used.

Welfare principles Welfare criteria
1 Absence of prolonged hunger
2 Absence of prolonged thirst

3 Comfort around resting
Good housing 4 Thermal comfort

5 Ease of movement

6 Absence of injuries
7 Absence of disease

Good feeding

Good health 8 Absence of pain induced by management
procedures
9 Expression of social behaviours
10 Expression of other behaviours
Appropriate behaviour

11 Good human-animal relationship
12 Positive emotional state

11l
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This book is based on the work of different research groups, each chapter therefore deals
with related aspects of animal welfare, e.g. ‘health scores’, which covers 15 potential
measures of the health of the animal. This means that although there are only 23 groups
of measures/chapters, the number of measures evaluated is much higher since each group
contains information on a number of different measurements.

The current book consists of all of the measures that have been evaluated for inclusion in
the welfare assessment scheme of Welfare Quality (whether they were later included or
not). In addition we have included two appendices on possible management and resource
based measures. However, these have not been tested in the current project. Finally, there
is a third appendix with a brief note on statistics and sampling.

Described below is how each of chapters relate to the twelve animal welfare criteria.

1. Absence of prolonged hunger. The proposed measure for prolonged hunger in cattle
was condition scoring (Chapter 1).

2. Absence of prolonged thirst. There is currently no good animal based measure for
this criterion. The resource and management based measure suggested is the number
of water cups and that they are functioning (Appendix 1 and 2).

3. Comfort around resting. The hypothesis that the behaviour around resting can be
used as a measure of the comfort of dairy cattle and bulls was investigated (Chapter
2). The cleanliness of the animals is also an indicator of comfort around resting
(Chapter 3). This could also possibly be measured at the slaughter plant (Chapter 4)

4.  Thermal comfort. No animal-based measure of thermal comfort on farm was
investigated.

5. Ease of movement. The main restriction the animals experience is the either the use
of tie stalls, or because the animals are densely stocked, this concern has therefore
been addressed in the resource appendix.

6.  Absence of injuries. There are two main types of injuries investigated for this welfare
criteria. The first one is lameness (Chapter 5). The second one is integument
alterations (Chapter 6). Included in this type of injury are swellings and skin
condition, including udders (in dairy) and prepuce (in bulls). Bruises may also be
discovered on the carcasses at slaughter (Chapter 7). The category of injurious
behaviours (slipping, stepping on other individuals etc.) has also been investigated
for possible inclusion in the final scheme (on farm: Chapter 8, at slaughter: Chapter
9).

7.  Absence of diseases. Respiratory, enteric, and reproductive problems can be assessed
on farm in a valid and feasible way (Chapter 10). Dead on arrival at the slaughter
plant is another possible candidate for monitoring the health of the animals (Chapter
4)

8.  Absence of pain induced by management procedures. The pain caused by mutilation
(e.g. dehorning) is most easily recorded as a management measure (see the
management appendix). At slaughter the stunning effectiveness is regarded as an
important measure within this area of concern (Chapter 11).

9.  Expression of social behaviour. Social behaviour can both be agonistic and cohesive.
The use of direct registrations of agonistic behaviour (as opposed to wounds) was
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investigated (Chapter 12). In cattle the possibility of measuring social licking as a
cohesive behaviour was investigated (Chapter 13).

Expression of other behaviours. For the welfare criteria ‘expression of other
behaviours’ several types of behaviours were investigated. There are behaviours that
indicate poor welfare, e.g. abnormal behaviours, including stereotypes (Chapters 8
and 14).

Good human—animal relations. The avoidance reaction of the cattle can be used to
measure the human animal reaction (Chapters 15, 16, and 17).

Positive emotional state: Possible indicators of positive emotional state is exploration
and play behaviour (Chapters 18 and 19). Fearfulness is the opposite of a positive
emotional state. The measurements of fear on farm (Chapter 21 and 22) and at
slaughter (Chapter 9) were investigated. Finally, it is possible to gather information
concerning the overall emotional state of the animal as it is perceived by means of
Qualitative Behaviour Assessment (Chapter 23).

B. Forkman
September 2009
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CONDITION SCORING FOR DAIRY
AND BEEF CATTLE AND VEAL
CALVES

K.A Leach, U. Knierim and H.R. Whay

1.1 SUMMARY

Body condition reflects the body fat content and thus the nutritional status of an animal,
as indicated by its body reserves. Body condition has important implications for health.
There can be problems of dystocia and fatty liver disease, and delayed return to oestrus,
with over-fat dry cows. In early lactation, high producing dairy cows can lose a great deal
of condition due to their negative energy balance, and this can have a detrimental effect
on health and fertility. Poor body condition may reflect previous prolonged hunger or ill
health.

Published body condition scoring systems were reviewed, many of which require
palpation, and are very detailed. Since palpation will not be feasible for beef animals in
welfare assessments, we propose a simplified system, based on a published scale, but using
visual assessment of the loin and tailhead areas. This will identify animals which are too
thin, and also too fat in the case of dairy cattle. A representative random sample of the
dairy herd, including dry cows, should be scored. Beef cattle will often be more difficult
to view than dairy cows. For these we suggest that, if random sampling (to give a reliable
prevalence figure for thin animals), is not possible, the assessor should view all groups as
thoroughly as possible and any animals classified as ‘too thin’ should be reported. There
are risks of either double counting or false negatives with this method. More than a certain
number of animals which are ‘too thin’ should trigger a second, more detailed
investigation. No condition scoring methods have been validated for veal calves to date.
It would be possible to use the same system for assessing calves, but the validity and
implications of condition score in young calves are not known.
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1.2 INTRODUCTION

Body condition reflects the body fat content (Wagner et al., 1988) and thus the nutritional
status of an animal, as indicated by its body reserves. It reflects the nutritional history of
the animal, rather than the current nutrition. Body condition has important implications for
health. For example, there can be problems of dystocia and fatty liver disease and delayed
return to oestrus with over-fat dry cows (Reid et al., 1986), while in early lactation, high
producing dairy cows can lose a great deal of condition due to their negative energy
balance, and this can have a detrimental effect on health and fertility (Butler, 2003). Low
body condition per se is an indicator that the energy needs of the animal are not being met
by the dietary energy supply. Body condition monitoring is quite widely used as a tool in
management of both beef and dairy cattle. The purpose of including body condition scoring
within a welfare assessment would be to identify the proportion of animals that are either
too thin or too fat, indicating increased risk of disease, and/or inappropriate former and
possibly current nutrition. Once these animals have been identified, their management can
be improved.

A wide range of body condition scoring systems have been developed and used for
research purposes and practical monitoring on commercial farms. These were reviewed
and discussed in order to decide upon a suitable method.

1.3 METHODS

The history of the development of body condition scoring was reviewed. The various
scoring systems in use were considered in terms of their feasibility, validity, simplicity
and reliability. The suitability of existing methods, and the possibility of creating a new
method were considered, in the context of farm assessment of welfare. The practicalities
of applying the chosen system to dairy, beef and veal calves were addressed. The proposed
system was tested for reliability between observers by three observers scoring the same set
of photographs. Two were experienced in condition scoring and one was inexperienced,
and was given the training materials to study before being asked to score the pictures.
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1.4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Various condition scoring systems have been developed in different countries. The main
distinctions between systems are:

. Whether they are merely visual or require palpation, and

. Whether the animal is assessed as a whole, or separate scores are given for different
anatomical regions, which are then summarised or adjusted to give a whole animal
score.

The most commonly used and familiar systems for condition scoring in the UK use a six
point scale from 0 to 5, and are based on the work of Lowman et al (1974) (who published
the first system for beef cattle), and Mulvany et al. (1977) who applied the system to dairy
cows. These systems were produced as tools for monitoring the condition of cows at
different stages of the production cycle, and aiding management. Slightly different
descriptions were created for the two types of cattle, related to their tendency to deposit
fat at different anatomical locations at the higher levels of fat deposition. These two
systems were designed to include palpation of the tailhead and loin areas, however, notes
on Mulvany’s system suggest that palpation is only necessary for the refinement of
allocating half scores. In fact, scoring by visual assessment alone is commonly practiced.

Condition score assessment in North America has developed along slightly different lines,
with greater divergence between approaches for dairy cattle and beef cattle. The earliest
publications were of descriptive methods for beef cattle, generally a nine point system
requiring both visual assessment and palpation (e.g. Richards et al., 1986; Wagner et al.,
1988). Edmondson et al. (1989) developed and validated a system for dairy cows, based
on visual assessment. This method requires consideration of separate regions of the body,
but a whole animal score is finally allocated. The structured technique of assessing
different areas of the body can be useful in training, but the method is quite detailed since
quarter scores are included. The combination of assessing a large number of body areas,
with a large number of possible scores, makes the system rather complex. Fergusson et al.
(1994) carried out an experiment to define the principal components of a system for dairy
cows which was similar to that of Edmondson et al. (1989), in that seven body regions
were separately assessed, and given a score between 1 and 5, with quarter scores, based
on simple text descriptions of the appearance of the underlying bone structures. Although
the descriptions were visual, tactile assessment was also permitted. Principal components
analysis was then used to determine the particular criteria for individual cut-off points.
For example, this analysis showed that the appearance of the thurl region (U or V shape)
was the critical component separating scores above or below 3, and the appearance of
hook and pin bones determined whether cows were at or above 2.75. These results allowed
the development of a scheme or key system, versions of which are used by many of the
American state agricultural advisory services, e.g. <http://cahpwww.vet.upenn.edu/dairy/
bcs_cht.htm>.
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Both the UK-style and American-style systems have been widely used in research, for
investigating relationships between body condition, or its change, and many aspects of
health, fertility and production. However, as already mentioned, they are also used at a
practical level, providing targets for optimum condition at certain stages of the production
cycle, particularly for dairy and suckler cows. For fattening beef cattle they are used more
in relation to carcass composition.

For the purposes of this welfare assessment, the ability to detect animals which are at an
inappropriate condition is the main objective. This means that a simple classification of
‘too thin’, ‘acceptable’ and ‘too fat’ will suffice. Using the same description for the
condition score classes for both beef and dairy animals would simplify both the training
and assessment procedures. However, slightly different thresholds were eventually decided
upon for dairy breeds, compared with dual purpose breeds and beef breeds, to recognise
that condition loss is less likely, and therefore more of a concern, in dual purpose or beef
breeds. A method requiring palpation was not considered feasible, particularly for beef
animals, therefore a system which could be operated using only visual assessment was
needed.

In terms of welfare, it is generally accepted among users of the UK condition scoring
system that there is cause for concern when any animals fall below condition score 2 and
when pregnant dry cows reach condition score 4 or above (Ward, 2003). The American
systems generally suggest cause for concern at scores which equate closely to these cut-
off points. A simple description of the features which characterise animals above and below
these cut-off points, based on the UK descriptions, was therefore derived (Tables 1.1 and
1.2). This largely agreed with descriptors of equivalent differential points from other
systems. The indicators for all four body regions should be present to classify an animal
as ‘too thin’ or ‘too fat’.

Although there can be discussion about the capacity and necessity of dairy cows to lose
body condition in early lactation, the condition identified by this system as ‘too thin’ (i.e.
condition score less than 2 according to Lowman et al. (1973) or Edmondson (1989) should
be universally unacceptable for any animal at any stage of lactation.

The proportion of animals in a group classified as ‘too fat’ or ‘too thin’ should therefore

be determined. Animals for sampling within a dairy herd could be selected by the same
methods as for clinical scoring and condition scoring. The same sample of animals could

TABLE 1.1 Classification of dairy breeds as too thin and too fat.

Region Too thin (Lowman/Mulvany score <2,  Too fat (Lowman/Mulvany/ Edmondson et
Edmondson et al. score <2.5) al. score 4 or more)
Tailhead Cavity around tailhead Tailhead cavity full and folds of fatty tissue
present
Loin Deep depression between backbone and ~ Convex between backbone and hip bones
hip bones (tuber coxae) (tuber coxae)
Vertebrae Ends of transverse processes sharp Transverse processes not discernible
General Tailhead, hip bones (tuber coxae), spine ~ Outlines of fat patches visible under skin

and ribs prominent
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TABLE 1.2 Classification of of beef and dual purpose breeds as too thin and too fat.
Region Too thin (Lowman/Mulvany score  Too fat (cows in dairy systems
<3, Edmondson et al. score <3.25) only) (Lowman/Mulvany/
Edmondson et al. score 4 or more)

Tailhead Cavity around tailhead Tailhead cavity full and folds of
fatty tissue present

Loin Visible depression between Convex between backbone and hip
backbone and hip bones (tuber bones (tuber coxae)
coxae)

Vertebrae Ends of transverse processes Transverse processes not
distinguishable discernible

General Tailhead, hip bones (tuber coxae) Outlines of fat patches visible
visible under skin

be used. Power calculations will indicate the number of cows that need to be scored to
estimate the prevalence of a condition (e.g. ‘too fat’ or ‘too thin’) within a group of a
certain size (finite population), with a set confidence interval (see Appendix 3). A minimum
number of cows to score should be set, to ensure that small herds are properly assessed —
we suggest a minimum of 30 cows. If there are different management groups they should
be sampled proportionally. Dry cows should definitely be sampled and assessed.

The random sample of cows may be selected by marking every rth cow encountered while
walking through the housing, in the parlour, or while they are restrained at the feed trough
(r being calculated from the herd size and power calculation determining the number of
animals required: ie r = N/n where N is herd size and n is sample size). Care should be
taken not to exclude animals which are lying down. The same sample of animals may be
used for other animal-based assessments, such as clinical indicators and cleanliness.
Alternatively, animals for the sample may be identified from a herd list, and observed
within or as they leave the milking parlour, or every nth cow entering the parlour could be
assessed. However, this will commit the assessor to being present for the whole of the
milking time. This may be efficient for smaller herds.

If all the animals in a group have been restrained for examination, animals can be released
individually once they have been scored. If they are already loose, their numbers must be
recorded as they are scored, or their identity determined, for example by a second mark,
to prevent scoring the same animal twice. Where there are a number of different groups
of cows, care must be taken that all are proportionally represented in the herd sample.

Beef cattle are likely to be kept in conditions where they cannot be closely controlled, and
in this situation, only a group level assessment will be feasible. In this case, for each group,
detection of any animals which are ‘too thin’ should be recorded. However, there are risks
of either double counting or false negatives with this method.

After development of the current system, two experienced observers scored the same
photographs using the new system, with percentage agreement of 90% for beef cattle and
79% for dairy cows. Including the observations of an inexperienced observer, trained only
using photographs, reduced the percentage agreement to 67% and 65% for the two groups
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of animals respectively. This suggests that training on live animals should definitely be
included.

Body condition assessment for veal calves has not been validated, therefore it is not
possible to make definitions and recommendations for target condition scores.

1.5 CONCLUSIONS

Body condition for welfare purposes can be assessed with a simple three category system
of ‘too thin’, ‘acceptable’ and ‘too fat’. These categories are differently defined for dairy
and dual purpose or beef breeds. Dairy cows can be scored individually, with a random
representative sample being taken. Beef cattle are likely to be less easy to score
individually. Identification of any animals which are too thin should be attempted, although
there is a risk of either double counting or underestimation. Body condition assessment for
veal calves has not been validated, therefore it is not possible to make definitions and
recommendations for target condition scores
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RELIABILITY TESTING CONCERNING
BEHAVIOUR AROUND RESTING IN
CATTLE IN DAIRY COWS AND BEEF
BULLS

N. Brorkens, G. Plesch, S. Laister, D. Zucca, C. Winckler, M. Minero and U. Knierim

2.1 SUMMARY

Lying is a high priority behaviour and disturbances around resting are highly welfare
relevant as they may be associated with insufficient recuperation and frustration, increased
risks for lameness and alterations or injuries regarding hair, skin and joints. A wide variety
of different measures of behaviour around lying has been used in the literature. Some of
the measures are not applicable within a short-term on-farm welfare assessment. For other
measures information about their suitability as on-farm welfare measures is limited.

It was the aim of this study to investigate in dairy cows and beef bulls these behavioural
measures around resting with regard to their feasibility, inter-observer reliability and short-
to long-term intra-farm variability (consistency). For this purpose, observations on 35
dairy (16 cubicle houses, 7 deep litter systems, 12 tie stalls) and 19 beef farms (9 deep litter,
10 fully slatted floors) were carried out on three days for about 5 h each. Farm visits took
place at approximately 60 and 180 days (tie stalls: 120 days) after the first visit.
Additionally, inter-observer reliability was tested in direct observations on 5 farms, from
video clips with 65 lying down occurrences and from 57 pictures with in total 67 lying
animals.

Many categories of behaviour around resting occurred so infrequently that their reliable
recording is questionable with regard to a short-term observation of about 2 hours. Inter-
observer reliability was generally good (Spearman r, or Kendall’s W = 0.75-1.00) for those
measures that could be recorded more than once per observation hour, except for the
percentage of collisions during rising or lying. As this measure showed a good consistency
of results over time (Kendall’s W=0.88), it is suggested to improve training and investigate
inter-observer reliability again in the next stage of the project. In general, only a small
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number of measures showed an acceptable consistency of results over time, especially
when observation times of one or two hours were simulated.

We finally recommend to include into an on-farm welfare monitoring system for dairy
cows the measures ‘duration of lying down’, taking the total duration of at least 6 voluntary
occurrences, and the ‘percentage of collisions during lying down’ during these occurrences.
Additionally, during the first two hours after the morning feeding, the ‘percentage of cows
lying partly or completely outside the lying area’ should be recorded by instantaneous
scan sampling over the whole pen every 10 to 20 minutes. During the two hours of
observations, further behavioural measures can be recorded. In beef bulls, a new measure
‘ratio of lying bulls ruminating to all bulls ruminating’ is proposed that should be tested
and evaluated in further stages of the project. Furthermore, ‘duration of lying down’ can
reliably be recorded, if a minimum of 8 voluntary occurrences in bulls heavier than 350
kg is achieved. This might take on average 5 hours. However, during this time further data
can be collected.

2.2 INTRODUCTION

Lying is a high priority behaviour (Munksgaard et al., 2005) and cattle rest mainly while
lying. Disturbances of the behaviour around resting may be associated with insufficient
recuperation and frustration (Munksgaard and Simonsen, 1996), increased risks for
lameness (Singh et al., 1994) and alterations or injuries regarding hair, skin and joints
(Wechsler et al., 2000). A number of different measures around resting have been used in
past studies with regard to beef bulls and dairy cows. While some of these measurements
such as total lying time or number lying periods cannot be recorded in short-term
observations, others may be suitable for the on-farm welfare assessment. Among them
are:

. time needed to lie down and to get up (durations of rising and lying down)’

. percentage of animals colliding with housing equipment during rising or lying down;

. percentage of animals with altered or abnormal rising or lying down behaviour;

. percentage of animals slipping during lying down or rising;

. percentage of interrupted lying down or rising movements (unsuccessful lying down
or rising attempts);

. percentage of animals in the different lying positions;

. percentage of cattle ruminating during lying;

. synchrony of lying;

. percentage of animals lying partly or completely outside lying area (only in dairy
COWS);

. percentage of animals standing in lying area (only in dairy cows in loose housing).
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It was the goal of this study to apply these measures on dairy and beef bull farms in order
to investigate their feasibility, inter-observer reliability and the consistency of results over
time.

2.3 METHODS

2.3.1 INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY TESTING (IORT)

During several meetings between partners, detailed definitions of the measures were
developed and intensive training including reliability testing undertaken. Formal inter-
observer reliability testing took place during the following sessions:

1. July 2005 (Germany), before start of regular observations, 2 observers (A, B): on-
farm observations of 21 rising occurrences and video observations of 34 lying down
occurences

2. September 2005 (Austria), 55 days after first observations, 2 observers (A, B): on-
farm recordings of 20 scans with in total 51 lying animals, 6 rising and 13 lying
down occurrences on 2 dairy farms.

3. June 2006 (Italy), 310 days after first observations, 3 observers (A, B, C): on-farm
recordings of 30 scans with in total 35 lying animals, 8 rising and 21 lying down
occurrences on 2 dairy farms.

4. July 2006 (separately at different places), around 400 days after first observations,
2 observers (A, B): video observations of 65 lying down movements and scoring of
57 pictures with in total 76 lying animals

In test session 3 a third observer from Italy participated in the reliability testing. For test
session 4, pictures of animals in different lying positions and videos of animals lying down
had been taken during the earlier farm visits from about the same position as for the on-
farm observations. Pictures and videos showed one or several animals kept in different
housing conditions.

No distinction was made between dairy cows and beef bulls as the behaviour patterns are
the same in both categories of cattle.

Depending on the number of observers, Spearman (r,) or Kendall’s W correlation analyses
were performed. For nominal data , the prevalence adjusted bias adjusted kappa coefficient
PABAK was calculated.
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2.3.2 ON-FARM RECORDINGS

Observation of resting behaviour on 19 beef bull farms (9 deep litter including sloped
straw flow systems and 10 fully slatted systems, 30—220 animals per farm, 5-27 bulls per
pen) and 35 dairy farms (16 cubicle houses, 7 deep litter including sloped straw flow
systems, 12 tie stall systems; herd size 12—100 cows) were carried out in Germany and
Austria (Table 2.1) on three days to test short-, medium- and long-term variability of the
measures within farms (see Figure 2.1) using Kendall’s W correlation analysis. All
observations took place from August 2005 until April 2006.

Farm visits took place 60 and 180 days (+ 10 days; one farm on day 227 instead of 180)
after the first visit (beef cattle farms, dairy loose housing systems). In dairy farms with tie
stalls, the third visit took place 120 days after the first visit because of organisational
reasons.

In dairy cows, separate groups of dry or periparturient cows or cows in hospital pens were
not observed. In herds larger than 25 cows, the observations were carried out in segments
of the barn which were expected to contain on average not more than 25 cows per segment.
This was mainly done because of the concurrent observation of other behaviours (e.g.
social behaviour, play) by behaviour sampling which sets an upper limit to the number of
animals that can be observed at one time. However, also scan sampling was difficult to
perform for the whole barn at one time, because of the high number of measures that
required a considerable time span. Within this time often animals changed their behaviour.
Moreover, lying positions, lying down and rising were best recorded from an elevated

TABLE 2.1 Overview of farms visited in each country.

Austria Germany Total
Dairy cows Cubicles 8 8 16
Deep litter 3 4 7
Tie stalls 6 6 12
Total 17 18 35
Beef bulls Deep litter 4 5 9
Fully slatted floor 5 5 10
Total 9 10 19
Day 1 Day 60 Day 180 (120)
First day of 60 days after first 180 (120) days after first
observation observation observation
I Short term | | Medium (short) term |

Long (medium) term

FIGURE 2.1 Schedule for on-farm observations.
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seat, but the high chair often did not allow an overview over the whole pen and needed to
be moved from segment to segment.

For fattening bulls, three weight classes were defined in line with the literature and
common farming practice:

. Initial fattening period: 200-350 kg (no animals with <200 kg);
. Medium fattening period: >350-550 kg;
. Final fattening period (finishing bulls): >550 kg.

All present weight classes were observed at equal share within each observation hour.
Only pens with more than 3 animals were included.

Observation sessions lasted in total about 5 hours including recording of rising and lying
down, scan sampling and moving between segments. They started after the main feeding
period in the morning, and were carried out by one observer positioned on the feeding
table on an elevated observation chair.

2.3.3 RISING AND LYING DOwWN

During the development of parameters, we had considered to record durations of rising and
lying down events separately for the carpal and remaining phase (for lying down the carpal
phase is defined as starting when one of the front legs is being bent, before touching the
ground, and ends when the hind quarters start falling down. The remaining phase ends
when the animal has pulled the front legs out from underneath the body. For rising it begins
when the animal starts lifting the hind quarters from the ground and ends when the first
claw (front leg) touches ground. The remaining phase ends when both front legs (claws)
touch ground). However, this turned out to be less feasible than recording the total duration
(carpal + remaining phase). At the same time, durations of carpal phase and total durations
were highly correlated both for rising (observer A: r=0.91; B: r=0.94; n=21) and lying
down (A: r=0.82; B: r=0.81; n=30). Therefore, it was decided to only record total durations
(definition see Table 2.2).

During the on-farm observations, as far as possible, durations of each voluntary normal
rising and lying down occurrence were taken by stop watch. It was intended to record 10
occurrences each for bulls per weight class and 20 each for dairy cows. Interrupted or
abnormal lying down or rising movements were only counted. Only medium weight and
finishing bulls were observed, because it was expected that durations of rising and lying
down in young animals are not yet critical in welfare terms. Moreover, we wanted to
exclude a carry-over effect from the rearing conditions regarding possible abnormalities
in rising or lying down.
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TABLE 2.2 Observed behaviours around resting, their definitions and way of calculation.

Parameter name Description Measure
Lying down/ Rising Event starts when the animal starts
rising lifting the hind quarter from the

ground. The rising sequence ends
when both front legs touch ground and
the animal stands with its whole body
weight on all four legs again.

Lying down Event of lying down starts when one
carpal joint of the animal is bent
(before touching the ground). The
whole lying down sequence ends
when the hind quarter of the animal
has fallen down and the animal has
pulled the front legs out from
underneath the body.

Duration in seconds

Collision During rising or lying down the
animal hits against housing equipment
with any part of the body.
Slipping During rising or lying down at least
one claw or leg is accidentally sliding
abruptly out of place. Ratio of specific
Interrupted The sequence of lying down or rising events/all lying down or
is not finished by the animal. rising events
Horse-like rising Animal gets up with its outstretched
front legs first.
Hind quarter first Animal lies down with its hind legs
first and bends the front legs
afterwards.

Lying and other Outside lying area ~ Animal lies with its whole body

behaviour outside the supposed lying area

around resting (cubicle or littered area) — only for
dairy cows.

Hind quarter out of ~ Animal lies with hind quarter (both

lying area hind legs) outside the lying area
(cubicle or littered area) — only for
dairy cows.

Hind quarter on edge Animal lies with a considerable part of
its hind quarter on edge of cubicle or
lying area (in sloped straw flow
system) — only for dairy cows.

Head resting Animal is lying with its head Ratio of number of cows
positioned in a relaxed way either on in specific lying
the floor, housing equipment or its position/all cows lying
own body.

Hind leg stretched ~ Animal lies with at least one of its
hind legs stretched away from its body
at an angle of = 90.

Lying on side Animal lies in lateral position with
whole body weight put on one side
and legs not underneath the body,
either stretched or bent.

Backwards Animal lies backwards in the cubicle
with head at the position where the
hind quarter is supposed to be — only
for dairy cows and cubicle systems.
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TABLE 2.2 CONT. Observed behaviours around resting, their definitions and way of
calculation.

Parameter name Description Measure
Lying and other Sitting Animal sits dog-like on its hind Ratio of number of sitting
behaviour quarter with front legs fully stretched. animals/all animals lying
around resting Sitting animals are generally included
into ‘lying’ for the calculation of the
measures
Standing on lying Animal is standing in cubicle or on  Ratio of number of cows
area littered area (2 floor system) with at ~ standing on lying area/all
least two legs - only for dairy cows  cows on lying area (lying
and loose housing. and standing)
Ruminating Animal is lying and ruminating which Ratio of number of lying
can be recognised by the regular animals ruminating/all

movement of the jaw bones and ears. animals lying

Synchrony of lying  The maximum proportion of animals Maximum number of
lying simultaneously (when different lying animals/all animals
segments are observed, the value is  per pen
calculated from the total number of
segments in order to cover the whole

pen).

2.3.4 LYING AND OTHER BEHAVIOUR AROUND RESTING

Numbers of standing and lying animals in specified lying positions were recorded by
instantaneous scan sampling every 10-30 minutes depending on the number of different
sections/pens to be observed on the farm so that the whole barn was scanned within one
hour or two hours if more than six sections needed to be observed. One hour or 2 hours,
respectively, were divided by the number of sections/pens so that within one hour or 2
hours each section was observed once for at least 10 minutes. In case of the whole barn
being only one segment, scans were performed every 30 minutes (Table 2.3).

In bulls up to 4 pens per weight class were observed, with each pen being scanned at least
twice per observation day.

2.3.5 DECISION ON MEASURES

A stepwise approach was taken in order to evaluate the suitability of the measures for an
on-farm welfare assessment protocol and the following arbitrary thresholds were set:

1. On-farm incidence had to be higher than 1.0 per hour of farm visit for reliable and
feasible recording as well as differentiation between farms.

2. In terms of inter-observer reliability, correlation coefficients between observers for
the remaining measures had to be r, or W>0.70.
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TABLE 2.3 Length of scan sampling intervals in minutes for different number of
sections/pens.

Number of sections/ pens

Within one hour Within two hours
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Scan sampling 30 30 20 15 12 10 17 15 14 12 11 10
interval in minutes
3. In terms of intra-farm consistency, again for the remaining measures correlation

coefficients between results from different observation days had to be W>0.70.
4, For reliable and consistent measures, results from reduced observation times were
checked again for intra-farm consistency.

24 RESULTS

2.4.1 DESCRIPTIVE MEASURES OF BEHAVIOUR AROUND RESTING

Descriptive measures regarding rising and lying down durations are presented in Table
2.4, and regarding the proportion of different lying positions and standing on lying area
in Table 2.5.

The maximum percentage of synchronously lying dairy cows and bulls ranged from 25 %
to 100 % with a mean of 62 % (bulls: 61 %) (SD dairy: 12.2; bulls: 13.6).

2.4.2 INCIDENCES OF BEHAVIOURAL PARAMETERS AROUND RESTING

Rising and Lying Down

In beef bulls it was often not possible to record the intended number of rising and lying
down occurrences within 4 or 5 hours. For dairy cows the same was true for rising (Table
2.6 with occurrences per observation hour).

During lying down movements (903 in bulls, 2,143 in dairy cows), collisions with
equipment occurred more often than slipping, which was very rarely observed (Table 2.6).

Overall incidences of events during lying down/rising movements were of the same
magnitude in both countries, except for horse-like rising which was observed far more
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TABLE 2.4 Durations of rising and lying down in dairy cattle and beef bulls in different
housing systems (Mean; Minimum value, Min; maximum value, Max; standard deviation,
SD; observed sequences, N).

System Rising (seconds) Lying down (seconds)
N Mean Min Max SD N Mean Min Max SD
Cubicles 882 471 1.81 80.00 454 1042 545 228 3650 228
Dairy cows Deep litter 249 350 204 886 .81 474 415 225 8.89 1.00
Tie stalls 427 490 147 5078 405 627 605 231 146.16 6.08
Beef Bulls (m) Deep litter 154 299 196 468 60 252 398 202 1046 1.10
) Deep litter 148 320 171 549 70 247 411 210 846 1.09
Beef Bulls (m) Fully slatted 155 332 139 683 91 250 550 276 1461 196
) Fully slatted 112 365 139 739 1.12 154 593 228 1587 2.10

Notes: m=medium fattening period; f=final fattening period.

TABLE 2.5 Mean percentages of animals lying in different positions or standing on lying
area in dairy and beef (all weight classes merged)
System Hind leg HQnot Head Lyingon Rumi- Sitting Back- Stan- Lying
stretched visible resting  side nating wards ding on partly or
lying completely
area  outside

lying area

Dairy Cubicles 16.14 26.99 09/10/24 .67  47/04/01 00/03/01 00 155 193
cows Deep 9.98 48.89 09/09/16 52 54.70 00 n.a. 8.75 00

litter

Tie stalls 22.60 28 9.97 72 47.95 00 na. 4846
Dairy cows 16.74 24/03/0109/10/04 .66 4827 1208  00/02/01 00 09/10/22
Beef  Deep 552 4996 1159 09/02/21 4.24 00 n.a. n.a. n.a.
bulls litter

Fully 8.99 1558 11.59 132 4385 00 n.a. n.a. n.a.

slatted
Beef bulls 6.57 39.59 1.89 1.94 41.33 01 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Total 13/04/01 29.68 1.35 09/01/13 45.75 00/02/01

mean
Notes: HQ=Hind quarter; n.a =not applicable; m=medium fattening period; f=final fattening period; lying
partly or completely outside lying area = HQ on edge + HQ out + outside lying area.

often in Austrian dairy cows (81 of 98 sequences observed in total, most of them in cubicle
and tie stall systems).

Only rising and lying down as well as collisions in dairy cows occurred at average
incidences that allow to reliably record the behaviours within a limited observation time.
All other behaviours (slipping, abnormal rising or lying down sequences, and collisions
in beef bulls, Table 2.6) were, therefore, excluded from the further analysis.

Lying and Other Behaviour around Resting

The overall incidences of resting behaviours were of the same magnitude in both countries.
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TABLE 2.6 Mean frequencies of rising and lying down occurrences per farm visit and hour
in dairy cows and beef bulls (medium and final weight classes merged).

Normal sequences Abnormal sequences
System  Total Collisions| Slipping  Total Interrupted Horselike  Hind
quarter
first
Rising  Beef bulls Deep 09/01/29 00/01/01 00 00/09/01 00/01/01 00/08/01 .00
litter
Fully .89 00/02/01 14 28 00/02/01 23 .00
slatted
Beef bulls 09/01/08 00/02/01 | 00/08/01 .19 00/01/01 .16 .00
Dairy Cubicle  09/04/09 09/03/24100/03/01 00/09/01 00/02/01 00/07/01 .00
COws Deep 5.66 00 00 00/04/01 00/04/01 .00 .00
litter
Tie stall 2.96 15 100/07/01 34 00/03/01 31 .00
Dairy cows 3.78  09/01/15]00/04/01 21 00/03/01 18 .00
Mean of rising 09/02/15 A7 100/06/01 20 00/02/01 17 .00
Lying Beef bulls Deep 09/02/11 13 00 00/05/01 00/03/01 00  00/02/01
down litter
Fully 09/01/26 35 100/06/01 39 00/07/01 .00 29
slatted
Beef bulls 1.68 24 100/03/01 22 00/05/01 .00 16
Dairy Cubicle 7.00  09/05/14|00/01/01 .13 00/09/01 00  00/01/01
COws Deep 8.89  00/08/01 00 .00 00 .00 .00
litter
Tie stall 440 1.48 [00/03/01 27 .19 00  00/09/01
Dairy 09/06/02  2.47 [00/02/01 18 00/12/01 00  00/04/01
cows
Mean of lying down 3.39  09/01/12]00/03/01 21 00/08/01 00  00/11/01

Notes: exceed threshold of 1.0 occurrences/hour.

On average 5 dairy cows were observed standing on the lying area (in cubicles or on
littered area) per farm visit and hour. Those frequencies of the other behaviours around
resting that occurred more than once/hour are displayed in bold in Table 2.7.

In conclusion, resting measures that are feasible for on-farm welfare assessment behaviour
are presented in Box 2.1.

2.4.3 INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY

Rising and Lying Down

Inter-observer agreement for the total durations of rising and lying down was r>0.80
throughout the different test sessions with video and on-farm recordings (Table 2.8).

Slipping during rising and lying down sequences was never observed in any of the IORT
sessions. Also, testing IOR for abnormal rising or lying down was not possible as it neither
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TABLE 2.7 Mean number of lying animals showing different behaviour around resting per
farm visit and hour in dairy and beef cattle.
Number of Lying Rumi- Head Hindleg Lyingon Sitting Backwards Lying partly or

animals  animals nating resting stretched side completely
outside lying
area
Beef Bulls 29.13 12047 3.7 191 56 .00 n.a. n.a.
Dairy cows  27.69  13.37" 278"  4.64" 18 01 00 3.32°

Notes: " exceed threshold of 1.0 occurrences/hour; n.a. = not applicable; all weight classes merged.

Box 2.1 Resting measures that are feasible for on-farm welfare assessment behaviour.

Dairy cows Beef bulls

Duration of rising Duration of rising

Duration of lying down Duration of lying down

Percentage of collisions during rising or lying Percentage of animals lying with hind leg
down stretched

Percentage of animals lying with hind leg Percentage of animals lying with head resting
stretched Percentage of animals ruminating during lying

Percentage of animals lying partly or completely ~ Synchrony of lying
outside lying area

Percentage of animals lying with head resting

Percentage of animals ruminating during lying

Percentage of animals standing on lying area

Synchrony of lying

TABLE 2.8 Inter-observer reliability (Spearman correlation coefficient, rS) between
observers A and B for total durations of lying down and rising in different test sessions.

Test session n I Test conditions

1 34 85 Video, dairy cows
) ) 2 13 98** On-farm, dairy cows
dD(;l‘;i[lon of lying 3 21 98+ On-farm, dairy cows

4 65 95%* Video, bulls and
dairy

1 21 85 On-farm, dairy cows
Duration of rising 2 6 83%* On-farm, dairy cows
3 8 B3 On-farm, dairy cows

Notes: figures in italics exceed threshold of r,=0.70.

occurred during an IORT on farm, nor was it possible to record respective videos for IOR
testing.

Collisions with housing equipment during rising or lying down were observed during
sessions 3 and 4 with very low agreement between the two observers (PABAK=0.20) and
moderate agreement in video observations after revision of the definition from ‘hit’ to
‘forceful hit’ (PABAK=0.78). Thus, it appears that based on a more precise definition and
possibly after better training sufficient agreement can be reached.
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TABLE 2.9 Inter-observer reliability (Spearman rank correlation coefficients, rs, and
Kendall’s coefficient of concordance W) for lying and other behaviours around resting in

different test sessions for observers A, B and C.
IOR  Analysis n Lying' Rumi- Standing Head Hindlegs Lying partly Sitting, lying

session nating onlying resting stretched or on side,
area completely backwards,
outside  hindquarters
lying area out
2 I, 20 0997 0977 0997 099"  1.00™
on-farm (A, B)
3 " 30 1.00" 086" 082" 083" 050
on-farm (A, B,C) not seen not seen
I 30 1.00 093" 1.00™ 0.67° 081"
(A.B)
4 I 57 1.00" na. notseen 095" 0.82" 0.75" 1.00”

pictures (A, B)
Notes: * p=0.05; ™ p=0.01; ! basis for calculation of synchrony of lying; figures in italics exceed threshold
of r;=0.70; > C = less trained; n.a. = not applicable.

Lying and Other Behaviour around Resting

Assessment of lying or standing (on lying area) as well as ruminating while lying was
generally highly repeatable between observers throughout the test sessions (Table 2.11).
Reliability of the assessment of hind leg positions relative to the rest of the body, or of the
head position was less consistent. However, correlation coefficients were all above 0.80,
except for ‘hind legs stretched’ when a third, less well trained observer participated in the
testing (session 3, Table 2.9).

Sitting, lying on side, lying backwards in cubicles and with hind quarters outside lying area
never occurred during on-farm IORT. However, because the positions are rather
conspicuous, they showed a high repeatability when pictures were used (session 4, Table
29).

In conclusion, resting measures that can reliably be recorded within on-farm welfare
assessment are presented in Box 2.2.

2.4.4 CONSISTENCY OVER TIME

Rising and Lying Down

Kendall’s correlation coefficients for durations of lying down and rising at the three
observation days as well as for percentages of collisions during lying down were all above
the threshold of 0.7 in dairy cows (Table 2.10).
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Box 2.2 Resting measures that can reliably be recorded within an on-farm welfare
assessment.

Dairy cows Beef bulls

Duration of rising Duration of rising

Duration of lying down Duration of lying down

(Percentage of collisions during rising or lying Percentage of animals lying with hind leg
down) stretched

Percentage of animals lying with hind leg Percentage of animals lying with head resting
stretched Percentage of animals ruminating during lying

Percentage of animals lying partly or completely ~ Synchrony of lying
outside lying area

Percentage of animals lying with head resting

Percentage of animals ruminating during lying

Percentage of animals standing on lying area

Synchrony of lying

TABLE 2.10 Consistency over time (across days 1, 60 and 180) concerning durations of
rising and lying down, and concerning the percentage of collisions during lying down.

Dairy cows Beef bulls (m & f)
Kendall’s W p Kendall’s W p
Duration of rising 14 000 S0 075
Duration of lying down 78 000 82 001
% collisions during lying down 95 000 n.r. nr.

Notes: * exceed threshold W=0.70; m & f = all data from medium and final weight classes merged; n.r. =
not recommended.

When a reduction of observation time was simulated by only taken those occurrences into
account that could on average have been recorded within one to four hours (basis for
calculations), for dairy cows consistency sharply decreased for durations of rising, but not
for lying down (Table 2.11). In beef bulls only lying down observed over 2 hours
approached the threshold. However, looking at all results of simulated reductions of
observation time in beef bulls, and considering that only two occurrences of lying down
per farm were the basis for the farm values, this result is likely to be accidental.

Although for collisions during rising we found relatively high correlations between results
from different days, we excluded the measure from further analysis, because it can only
be recorded if rising is specifically observed. However, levels of duration of rising showed
low consistency for a limited number of occurrences which led to the exclusion of this
measure from our candidate list.

For durations of lying down and collisions during lying down in dairy cows, there were
good correlations between results from longer and shorter observations (Table 2.12).
Lying and Other Behaviour around Resting

Regarding resting behaviour in beef bulls, only the percentages of lying bulls ruminating
showed a sufficient consistency over time in finishing bulls (Table 2.13). In the medium
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TABLE 2.11 Consistency over time (across days 1, 60 and 180) concerning durations of
rising and lying down, and collisions in dairy cows with simulated reductions of
observation time to 1 to 4 hours.

1 hour 2hours 3hours 4 hours

Kendall’s W 72 74 76 78
Lying down p 000 000 000 000
Number of events 6 12 18 24
Kendall’s W .39 .56 .67 .68
Rising p 219 008 000 000
Number of events 3 6 9 12
o ] Kendall’s W 88 .93 .94 94
Collisions during 000 000 000 000
lying down Number of events 6 12 18 24
. i Kendall’s W 83 86 .86 87
Collisions during 000 000 000 000
rsing Number of events 3 6 9 12
Lying down Kendall’s W S0 .70 59 .60
p 082 004 021 021
Number of events 1 2 3 4
peet vuis Rising Kendall’s W 48 38 .39 37
p .105 300 284 330
Number of events 1 2 3 4

Notes: figures in italics exceed threshold W=0.70.

TABLE 2.12 Correlations (Spearman r,) between durations of lying down and collisions
recorded during one to four hours of observation (1-4, simulated data on the basis of

results from Table 2.8) and total number of recorded occurrences (All).
1-to-All 2-to-All 3-to-All 4-to-All

I, 83 93 99 1.00
) 000 000 000 000
Lying down pNumber of 6 12 18 24
. events
Dairy cows I, 97 99 99 1.00
Collisions during P 000 .000 .000 000
lying down Number of 6 12 18 24
events

TABLE 2.13 Consistency over time (across days 1, 60 and 180) concerning lying and other
behaviour around resting in the different weight classes of beef bulls.

Initial period Medium period Final period
Kendall’s p Kendall’s P Kendall’s P
W A N
. Hind leg stretched 21 870 A3 A77 .63 207
Behaviour pe,d resting 37 326 57 031 41 225
around  pyinating 58 026 66 008 82 043
resting  gynchrony of lying 23 828 39 275 39 272

Notes: figures in italics exceeds threshold W=0.70.
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TABLE 2.14 Consistency over time (across days 1, 60 and 180) concerning lying and other
behaviour around resting in dairy cows and beef bulls (medium and final weight class
merged).

Dairy cows Beef bulls
Kendall’s W p Kendall’s W p
Hind leg stretched .63 001 49 094
Lying partly or completely 87 000 n.a.
Behaviour outside lying area
around Head resting .60 003 61 016
resting Ruminating S7 006 74 002
Synchrony of lying S4 012 37 339
Standing on lying area 59 019 n.a.

Notes: figures in italics exceed threshold W=0.70; n.a. = not applicable.

weight class, the correlation coefficient was near to the threshold. Finishing bulls are not
continuously present at the farms, whereas medium weight bulls are the class that can
most consistently be found. Moreover, differentiation between medium and final weight
is often difficult. We, therefore also investigated correlations of results over time for the
two weight classes merged, but no improvement of consistency was reached by this (Table
2.14). However, as the correlation between percentages of ruminating lying bulls over
time was still above a Kendall’s W of 0.70, we regard it acceptable for reasons of feasibility
to observe both weight classes without differentiation.

In dairy cows, the only consistent measure over time was the percentage of animals lying
partly or completely outside the lying area (Table 2.14).

When simulating a reduction of observation time by only taking results from the first or
the last two observation hours into account, consistency even slightly increased when the
first two hours were selected, but decreased for the last two hours of observation (Table
2.15).

In conclusion, resting measures recommended for an on-farm welfare assessment are
presented in Box 2.2.

2.5 DISCUSSION

2.5.1 RISING AND LYING-DOWN MOVEMENTS

Inter-observer reliability for lying down and rising was consistently high in all test sessions
(r,: 0.83-0.98), even with limited experience of the observers in the first session. This was
probably due to an intensive training beforehand. In dairy cattle, it was possible to record
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TABLE 2.15 Consistency over time (across days 1, 60 and 180) concerning ‘percentage of
dairy cows lying with hind quarter on edge of lying area’ and ‘percentage of lying and
ruminating beef bulls’ (medium and final weight class) when a reduction of observation
time to 2 hours (first and second, third and fourth observation hour) is simulated.

Measure hour 1+2 hour 3+4
Kendall’s W p Kendall’s W p
Lying partly or completely outside lying area .88 000 .80! 000
(dairy cows)
Ruminating (beef bulls, m & f) 17 001 .63 012

Notes: ! value of hour 3+4 missing for two farms; m & f = medium and final weight classes merged.

Box 2.2 Resting resting measures recommended for an on-farm welfare assessment.

Dairy cows Beef bulls
Duration of lying down (Duration of lying down)
(Percentage of collisions during lying down) Percentage of animals ruminating

Percentage of animals lying partly or completely
outside lying area

reasonable numbers of 3 or 6 events per hour of observation, respectively. In general,
behaviours preceding the lying down event such as stepping onto the lying area and
sniffing the ground make it easier to observe lying down compared to rising which often
starts without conspicuous signs beforehand and thus is easily missed during on-farm
observations.

Considering further the aspects of consistency over time and the limited observation
available in an on-farm welfare assessment situation, in dairy cows only ‘duration of lying
down’ can clearly be recommended for the monitoring system. Even with only 6 lying
down occurrences per farm a sufficiently representative value for the farm was achieved.
For rising, our data suggest that not even from an average of 12 rising occurrences per
farm a representative value can be calculated for the individual farm. Consistency over
time was only acceptable when about 18 to 19 occurrences per farm were available. It
may be considered to include ‘duration of rising’, if it is possible to record the behaviour
during a longer time span in which further data are collected. However, at present we do
not recommend the measure for feasibility reasons.

In beef bulls, in general much lower numbers of rising and lying down could be recorded.
Here the measure ‘duration of lying down’ can only be recommended, if the welfare
assessment protocol allows the recording over a longer time span during which further
data are collected. With our data, an acceptable consistency over time was only reached
with on average about 8 lying down occurrences per farm (within about 5 observation
hours).

Collisions with housing equipment during lying down were rather frequent in dairy cattle.
Additionally, consistency was very high in dairy cows (W=0.95). Although inter-observer
reliability was partly problematic (PABAK=0.20 and 0.78), after revision of the definition
(e.g. ‘hit’ to ‘forceful hit’) and intensive training this measure appears to suitable for
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inclusion into the assessment protocol. However, an improvement in inter-observer
reliability would have to be demonstrated in the next stages of the project.

Animals slipping during rising or lying down events as well as all abnormal behaviours
around rising and lying down such as interrupted movements, animals lying down with
their hind quarter first, animals rising with front legs first (horse-like) were observed very
infrequently in dairy and beef cattle (abnormal behaviours: 0.04—0.39 events per hour)
during on-farm observations. Therefore IOR testing could not be performed. All these
measures were excluded from further analysis and cannot be recommended for on-farm
application.

2.5.2 LYING AND OTHER BEHAVIOUR AROUND RESTING

Animals lying were almost identically recorded by different observers (r,: 0.99-1.00) and
also animals ruminating (during lying) were assessed highly reliably (r;: 0.86-0.97).

Levels of synchrony of lying (maximum value of animals lying simultaneously) were not
consistent over time. However, the method applied in this study of scanning segments
instead of the whole barn was not optimal for this measure. Where many segments were
observed, in the worst case, it only produced 2 complete scans for the whole group within
four hours of observation. This method was chosen because of the high number of
measures that had to be recorded at one time. If only a very limited number of measures
have to be recorded, it would be feasible and recommendable to scan whole pens —and not
segments- at relatively short intervals (10-20 minutes). Then synchrony of lying could
tentatively be included and evaluated again as it is easily assessed.

Consistency over time was only sufficient in dairy cows for the ‘percentage of cows lying
partly or completely outside lying area’ (W=0.88 for data from first two hours after
morning feeding) Inter-observer reliability (r,: 0.75) could only be tested in one session
using photographs (behaviour shown in 6 out of 57 animals). Disagreement might have
been caused by the two-dimensionality and the perspective of the pictures. From on-farm
observations improved inter-observer reliability can therefore be expected. The importance
of training was also shown for the measure lying with hind leg stretched for which the
overall agreement between three observers was substantially reduced by one observer who
was not as experienced as the others.

In beef bulls consistency over time was acceptable for the ‘percentage of bulls ruminating
during lying” (W=0.77 for data from first two hours after morning feeding and for bulls
heavier than 350 kg). However, this measure is very likely heavily influenced by the total
number of ruminating bulls. Differences are, therefore, possibly more feeding related than
related to resting comfort and not necessarily linked with welfare concerns with respect
to resting. We realised that a better option had been to record the ratio of bulls ruminating
during lying to all bulls ruminating in order to only capture the extent of rumination



24/ Animal Welfare Measures for Dairy Cattle, Beef Bulls and Veal Calves

associated with lying. However, as the number of standing bulls ruminating had not been
recorded, we could not test this measure. We recommend to use further stages of the project
to test and evaluate this measure.

All other measures around resting occurred too infrequently during farm visits in both
animal categories and therefore can not be recommended.

2.6 CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we recommend to include into an on-farm welfare monitoring system for
dairy cows the measures ‘duration of lying down’, taking the total duration of at least 6
voluntary occurrences, and the ‘percentage of collisions during lying down’ during these
occurrences. Additionally, during the first two hours after the morning feeding, the
‘percentage of cows lying partly or completely ouside lying area’ should be recorded by
instantaneous scan sampling over the whole pen every 10 to 20 minutes. During the two
hours of observations, further behavioural measures can be recorded.

In beef bulls, we recommend to record the ‘duration of lying down’, but a minimum of
eight voluntary occurrences in bulls heavier than 350 kg should be achieved which might
take on average five hours. However, during this time further data can be collected. In
further stages of the project possibly the measure ‘ratio of lying bulls ruminating to all
bulls ruminating” should be tested and evaluated.
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CLEANLINESS SCORING FOR DAIRY
AND BEEF CATTLE AND VEAL
CALVES

K.A Leach, U. Knierim and H.R. Whay

3.1 SUMMARY

Cleanliness of cattle reflects the environment in which they are kept and has implications
for a number of health issues. There is some evidence that cattle find dirty environments
aversive, especially when first introduced to them. Associations between dirty udders and
mastitis, and dirty legs and digital dermatitis, have been shown. Dirt on the body may
cause skin irritation, although published evidence of this has not been found. A number of
systems of cleanliness scoring have been published, for use in scientific studies, or giving
management advice.

We propose a simplification of one of these published systems for dairy cows, which
reduces the number of categories from four to two — acceptable or too dirty. This would
involve scoring dairy cows for cleanliness in three different anatomical areas: udder, lower
legs, and hind quarters; since dirt in these areas has different health implications. The
proportion of animals which are scored as ‘too dirty’, according to a set of descriptive
criteria, in each of these regions will be recorded. Both milking and dry cows should be
assessed, since intra-mammary infections often originate from cows being kept in dirty
conditions in the dry period.

Since beef cattle will be more difficult to view safely and satisfactorily, we propose a
simpler system, in which the side view of the animal is assessed as a whole, rather than
scoring separate areas. Veal calves could be assessed in the same way as dairy cows if
individually housed, but if they are group housed this may be difficult.

Experience has shown that hygiene scoring is quite subjective, and training should include
clear instructions, discussion, and viewing live animals.
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3.2 INTRODUCTION

Cattle are frequently exposed to large amounts of mud and faeces in their environment.
There is some evidence from behavioural choice experiments that cattle find these dirty
environments aversive, particularly when first introduced to them, and will avoid them if
possible (Phillips and Morris, 2002). Such conditions could therefore be considered as
compromising the welfare of cattle. Additionally, the hygiene of the environment is known
to be related to infectious diseases such as mastitis (Schukken et al., 1990) and digital
dermatitis (Roderiguez-Lainz et al., 1996). The cleanliness of the teats and lower limbs is
directly important for health, since if these areas are dirty, they are more likely to be
contaminated with micro-organisms which may invade the udder, or affect the skin. A
direct relationship with subclinical mastitis has been reported by Schreiner and Ruegg
(2003). The presence of mud or faeces on the skin may be irritant, causing discomfort.
The cleanliness of animals themselves reflects the nature of their past environment, even
if very recent measures have been taken to disguise poor environmental hygiene, and
therefore can be a useful indicator on farm welfare visits.

Assigning scores for different areas of the animal gives indications as to the source of
contamination. For example, dirty lower legs imply cows are walking through mud or
slurry, dirty flanks indicate dirty and wet lying conditions. A particular pattern of manure
splashed on the flanks is a sign that the cow has been flicking its tail, covered with thin
faeces. This combination of behaviour and faecal consistency may be associated with
disturbed rumen function (Huxley and Whay, 2006).

In young calves, dirty flanks and perinaeal area will reflect the presence of gastrointestinal
problems — if the calves have suffered from or are suffering from scours, the flanks and
perinaeal area are likely to be more dirty.

The cleanliness of cattle has been introduced relatively recently as an indicator in scientific
and veterinary investigations relating to animal health and welfare. A small number of
similar scoring systems, referred to as ‘cleanliness scores’ or ‘hygiene scores’ has been
developed.

3.3 METHODS

Searches were made of the scientific literature and internet resources to discover
cleanliness/hygiene scoring systems which have been used. The feasibility of using the
various systems was considered, as was the relevance of the assessment to different types
of cattle. Repeatability of the proposed systems for dairy and beef cattle was tested between
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two experienced observers assessing photographs. An inexperienced trainee’s scores were
also compared.

3.4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The first published system of assessing cleanliness of cows was proposed by Faye and
Barnouin (1985). Five areas: the anogenital area, back of the udder, the bottom part of the
hind legs (from the hock to the dewclaws), the udder sides and belly and the thighs were
clearly defined. The cleanliness of each area was scored on a scale, where:

0 = no dirt;

0.5 = some small dirty parts;

1 = large dirty parts covering less than half the area;
1.5 =large dirty parts covering more than half the area;
2 = area completely covered with dirt.

The scores were illustrated by drawings. When an area had two sides, only the dirtier side
was scored. This system has been used in welfare assessment on the continent, e.g. by
Krebs et al. (2001). It was used in a modified form by Napolitano et al. (2005). The scores
for all five regions are often summed to give a single value for the animal.

Bergsten and Pettersen (1992) assessed cleanliness when investigating the effects of
electronic position training for cows in tie-stalls. They assessed five areas of the body:
each side above and below the hock, viewed laterally, and the tail end directly from behind,
from video films, and awarded scores from O (perfectly clean) to 3 (very dirty). Two
observers scored independently, and then an iterative process was continued until a score
was agreed upon. However, publications gave no clear description of these categories.

Hughes (2001) developed a scoring system for use in the dairy industry, which has been
applied, for example, in observations on the association between cleanliness and mastitis
(Ward et al., 2002). Separate scores, on a scale from 1 (very clean) to 5 (heavily soiled),
are allocated to the flanks, hind legs, udder and tail. A series of photographs is given to
illustrate the scores. The cow is scored from both sides, and if scores differ, the higher
score is taken.

Another system has been developed and applied for practical use on farms by Cook, at the
University of Wisconsin-Madison School of Veterinary Medicine, which can be found at:
<http://www.vetmed.wisc.edu/dms/fapm/fapmtools/hygiene .htm>.
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This categorises manure contamination on the udder, lower rear limb, and upper limb and
flank, with verbal, diagrammatic and photographic descriptions of four categories for each
site. The system has been widely used in extension work.

Schreiner and Ruegg (2002) used leg and udder hygiene scores when investigating the
influence of tail docking on cleanliness and subclinical mastitis. They used model
photographs to illustrate four categories:

completely free of dirt or has very little dirt;
slightly dirty;

mostly covered in dirt;

completely covered, caked in dirt.

BN

An alternative very simple method is used in the UK ‘BWAP’ welfare assessment scheme
(Leeb et al., 2004). The same areas — lower limb, udder, upper leg and flank are scored as
clean or dirty, with the threshold for dirtiness being a patch of dirt the size of a hand.

In the UK, a cleanliness scoring system for cattle at slaughter is in regular commercial
use. In the mid 1990’s, following outbreaks of E. coli 0157 in the UK, abattoirs introduced
UK Standards for Cleanliness of Cattle Submitted for Slaughter. This system is in place
for food hygiene reasons, but it could equally be used in welfare assessments. Although
the assessment concentrates on areas of the body important in the slaughter process,
excessive dirt in these areas suggests the animal has been kept in unhygienic conditions
generally. There are 5 categories, ranging from 1 — clean and dry, to 5 — filthy and wet. The
Food Standards Agency (2002) publication ‘Red Meat Safety and Clean Livestock’ gives
photographic examples of animals in each category, but no clear verbal description.

34.1 Selection of a Cleanliness Scoring System

All the existing systems used for dairy cattle are largely similar, with the main differences
being the degree of detail, and format, of the description for each category. The criteria for
choice were a simple system, with clear descriptions, concentrating on the clinically
important areas.

It is suggested that a simplification of Cook’s system should be used (Table 3.1). This
covers the clinically important areas for dairy cows, i.e. the lower limb and udder, with
additional information on the flanks. The condition of the flanks gives an indication of
the cleanliness and dryness of the lying area, which is important in terms of environmental
mastitis. We propose including the rear view of the hind quarters (above the udder) also,
since dirt from here may transfer to the udder. The terms ‘splashing’ and ‘plaques’ need
to be more clearly defined, particularly as we propose that scores 3 and 4 indicate the
animal is ‘too dirty’, and therefore the distinction between 2 and 3 is important. It is
suggested that ‘plaques’ should apply to areas of dirt which either cover more than half the
area being assessed, or have a ‘third dimension’, ie a visible thickness to the layer of dirt.
Each body area would be classed as ‘acceptable’ or ‘too dirty’, and the proportion of
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TABLE 3.1 Proposed cleanliness scoring system for dairy cattle and calves.

Region Acceptable Too Dirty
Score 1 Score 2 Score 3
Lower hind legs Little or no manure above Minor splashing above  Separate or continuous
(coronary band to hock) the coronary band the coronary band plaques of manure above
the coronary band
Hind quarters — upper No manure present Minor splashing of Separate or continuous
hind leg (above the hock), manure plaques of manure

flank, and rear view
excluding udder
Udder (not calves) No manure present Minor splashing of Distinct plaques of
manure near the teats manure on udder or any
dirt on and around the
teats

Notes: based on Cook, n.d.

animals sampled scoring ‘too dirty’ would be the summary measure used. Both sides of
the animal should be viewed if possible and the dirtiest side scored. The same system
could be used for veal calves.

For beef cattle, we recommend that the assessment should be made from outside the pen,
for safety reasons. Therefore, scoring specific areas of a selected sample of animals is not
feasible, and a simpler, ‘whole animal score’ is required. We propose that an assessment
is made at group level of the proportion of animals in which more than a quarter of the side
view (excluding head and lower legs), is covered with plaques of dirt.

We define ‘plaques’ as areas of dirt which have a third dimension (visible thickness) or
cover more than half the region being assessed.

3.4.2 Repeatability and Reliability

Cleanliness scoring using a five point system, based on similar diagrammatic
representations to those of Cook, was tested for between-observer reliability by Faye &
Barnouin (1985), by comparing the scores of 9 observers for the various areas of the body
with those of an ‘expert’. Spearman correlation coefficients ranged from 0.67 to 0.94,
depending on the observer and the area being assessed. Divergence was greatest for the
lower leg and least for the udder. All correlations were highly significant (p < 0.001).
Schreiner and Ruegg (2003) analysed the repeatability of scoring within observer, using
their four point system, by duplicate scoring of 100 cows. Repeatability was 77% for
udders and 85% for legs. When scores were grouped as ‘Clean ‘ (score 1 or 2) and ‘dirty’
(score 3 or 4), repeatability increased to 95% for udders and 96% for legs.

3.4.3 Validation

Cleanliness is considered very important for dairy cows, in view of the implications for
intramammary infection, and the possible indication of rumen dysfunction (animals might
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be more dirty if faeces were very loose due to rumen upsets). The relationship with risk
factors for lameness (prolonged contact with large amounts of slurry) is also important. For
beef cattle the main relevance would be in relation to lameness, possible rumen
dysfunction, and the general level of care of the animals. For veal calves, the main issue
reflected in cleanliness is likely to be the occurrence of scours. An assessment of the flanks
of the animal, and the rear view of the perinaeal area, are considered the most relevant for
this group, although there is no published literature on the cleanliness of veal calves.

3.4.4 Feasibility

In terms of sampling, Hughes (2001) recommends scoring 20 cows at random to assess a
herd, taking approximately 30 minutes, while Cook advocates whole herd scoring in herds
under 100 cows, or 25% of each group in larger herds. In the context of a welfare
assessment, it would be reasonable to score the same random sample of animals as is
selected for condition scoring, and clinical scoring, in the case of a dairy herd. Individually
penned veal calves could be sampled in a similar way to dairy cows. Sample sizes (see
separate chapter) will be large for many EU dairy herds if 95% confidence intervals and
5% absolute precision are required. For beef cattle, it will be necessary to conduct the
assessment from outside the pen, and therefore at group level, for reasons of feasibility and
safety. This may pose difficulties in observing the legs, if the animals are lying down.
There is a risk of either under estimation, or double sampling of the animals which are too
dirty. Therefore we suggest that the assessment is made at group level, using the whole
animal assessment as described earlier and recording the proportion of the group which are
‘too dirty’.

3.5 CONCLUSIONS

Cleanliness does have a relationship with animal welfare, through links with mastitis,
lameness and gastrointestinal problems. A system of cleanliness scoring simplified from
that of Cook is proposed for use on dairy cows and veal calves, applying random sampling.
The proportion of the animals scored which are unacceptably dirty in a particular body area
will be the outcome measure. Three body areas will be assessed, which have implications
for different aspects of welfare. For beef cattle, detailed examination of individuals is not
feasible and a simple assessment of one side of the body is all that could be expected.
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CARCASS DAMAGE, DEAD ON
ARRIVAL AND DOWNGRADES AT
SLAUGHTER IN CATTLE

R. Westin, A. Velarde, A. Dalmau and B. Algers

4.1 SUMMARY

Clean, healthy, unstressed animals and animals free from blemishes are profitable animals
both from an economic and welfare point of view. To evaluate such parameters,
questionnaires have been sent to 10 abattoirs (4 in Belgium, 3 in Spain, 3 in Sweden) with
questions regarding present procedures for measuring and documentation of ‘dead on
arrival’ and animal welfare related parameters resulting in carcass damage and downgrades
in the slaughter line.

‘Dead on arrival’ and other welfare related parameters possible to detect at clinical live
animal inspection at slaughter are unsuitable candidates for auditing of animal welfare in
cattle since they are rare and documentation records are not available in all abattoirs.

A scoring system developed and tested by Swedish Meat Industry Association (Kott and
Charkforetagen, 2006) is concluded to be a promising method for assessment of cleanliness
of cattle within Welfare Quality. The measure reflects the farm hygiene conditions. ‘Dead
on arrival’ and other welfare related parameters possible to detect at clinical live animal
inspection at slaughter are unsuitable candidates for auditing of animal welfare in cattle
since they are rare and documentation records are not available in all abattoirs.

In assessment of cleanliness each animal is individually scored into one of 4 categories
depending on the level of dried in manure. Fresh faecal contamination is not recorded.

. Category 0 — ‘clean’: animals which are clean or slightly soiled with dried in manure
in critical areas.

. Category 1 — ‘moderately soiled’: animals which are noticeably soiled with dried in
manure in critical areas.

. Category 2 — ‘heavily soiled’: animals which are heavily soiled with dried in manure

or ‘manure armour’ in critical areas.
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. Category 3 — ‘extremely heavily soiled’: animals which are extremely heavily soiled
with dried in manure and/or ‘manure armour’ in critical areas, large spread and/or

urine/manure burn marks in the skin.

The ‘critical areas’ monitored are:

. under surface/mid line of abdomen;

. Under surface of the chest;

] hook and Achilles tendon;

. under surface of the neck;

. udder and genitalia;

. area around the anus, including rear part of udder.
4.2 INTRODUCTION

Animals presented for slaughter needs to be clean, healthy, unstressed and free from
blemishes in order to be profitable. Dirty animals increase the risk for faecal contamination
of the meat, the carcase of a sick animal will be fully or partly rejected, stress and bleedings
decrease meat quality and may cause meat rejection (Greogry, 1998). Besides the
economic value, these parameters are related to animal welfare. Animals arriving dead or
dying during lairage also are considered important both from an economic and a welfare
point of view. The aim of this study is to define and standardise measures of ‘dead on
arrival’, and animal welfare related parameters resulting in carcass damage and
downgrades in the slaughter line. Measuring of bruising and meat pH is not included in
this study.

4.3 METHODS

Questionnaires have been sent to 10 abattoirs (4 in Belgium, 3 in Spain, 3 in Sweden) with
questions regarding present procedures for measuring and documentation of ‘dead on
arrival” and animal welfare related parameters resulting in carcass damage and downgrades
in the slaughter line. Visits have been made to three abattoirs when veterinarians and
slaughter house personnel were interview and different clinical findings were documented
on photo.
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4.4 RESULTS

In all abattoirs deaths during transport of cattle were very unusual. In one abattoir it had
never occurred. In the other companies the number of ‘dead on arrivals’ varied from
179,000 to 1/30000 slaughtered animals. In two abattoirs ‘dead on arrivals’ were not
documented at all. In 7 this was documented on the trade/transport document. One abattoir
did not say if or how ‘dead on arrivals’ were documented.

The only animal welfare related parameter that may cause downgrading of the carcase
that is assessed by all companies except one was cleanliness of the animal. The 3 Swedish
abattoirs use a standardised scale with 4 categories of cleanliness (0-3) devised by the
Swedish Meat Industry Association (Kott & Charkfoéretagen, 2006). This scale is
implemented in all large Swedish abattoirs (Rutegard, 2006, personal message). A similar
scale is used in one of the other asked abattoirs. This scoring system is based on 5
categories insted of 4 (--, -, 0, +, ++). Five companies only assess the animals as clean or
not (0-1).

Other parameters related to animal welfare possible to detect during live animal inspection
are clinically assessed by the veterinarians working at the slaughter plants. Clinical
findings easy to detect, that may result in immediate rejection or downgrades at the
slaughter line are fractures, abscesses, wounds and exhaustion (Askar, 2006, personal
message). Overgrown/deformed claws and broken horns or horns growing into the scull
are also findings related to animal welfare but they will in most cases not cause any
downgrading or meat rejection (Askar, 2006 personal message). In most of the asked
abattoirs these findings were not regularly documented during live animal inspection.
According to veterinarians working at slaughter plants all these findings nowadays are
extremely rare (Askar, 2006 personal message; Brattberg, 2006 personal message).

4.5 DISCUSSION

Deaths during transport and clinical findings possible to assess at live animal inspection
related to animal welfare such as fractures, abscesses, wounds, exhaustion,
overgrown/deformed claws and broken horns or horns growing into the scull are rare. An
observer can therefore not expect to find any of these findings during a short visit to an
abattoir. Abscesses, old wounds, overgrown/deformed claws and horns growing into the
scull are related to farm conditions wile fractures, broken horns, exhaustion and eventually
fresh wounds are more related to transport and lairage conditions. To be able to use these
parameters in an audit system all abattoirs would need to record those findings
systematically. This is however not done at the moment. ‘Dead on arrival’ is often
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documented but since it occurs so seldom we conclude it to be an unsuitable candidate for
auditing of animal welfare in cattle.

The cleanliness of animals reflects the hygiene level of their surrounding. Clean animals
are thus likely to be living under good farm conditions. Cleanliness was assessed to some
extent in all asked abattoirs except one. Assessment of cleanliness is possible to conduct
during regular slaughter procedures. The method devised by the Swedish Meat Industry
Association (Kott & Charkforetagen, 2006) is tested an evaluated with good results
(Rutegard, personal message). We therefore conclude that this is a promising method for
assessment of cleanliness of cattle within Welfare Quality. Since the measure is an
indicator of farm conditions, it should be used in farm assessments of animal welfare even
if it is audited at abattoirs.

4.6 CONCLUSION

The scoring system developed and tested by Swedish Meat Industry Association (Kott &
Charkforetagen, 20006) is a promising method for assessment of cleanliness of cattle within
Welfare Quality. The measure reflects the farm hygiene conditions. ‘Dead on arrival” and
other welfare related parameters possible to detect at clinical live animal inspection at
slaughter are unsuitable candidates for auditing of animal welfare in cattle since they are
rare and documentation records are not available in all abattoirs.
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LAMENESS IN DAIRY AND BEEF
CATTLE AND VEAL CALVES

K.A. Leach, C. Winckler and H.R. Whay

5.1 SUMMARY

Lameness constitutes a major welfare issue in cattle, causing pain and alteration to normal
behaviour. Recent figures for the prevalence of lameness in dairy cattle in European
countries range from 22% (Whay et al., 2003) to 45% (Winckler and Brill, 2004) for loose
housing systems, and from under 1% up to 21% for systems in which cows are tied for at
least part of the time (Bielfeldt et al., 2005; Sogstad et al., 2005). The prevalence in beef
cattle is generally lower.

Scoring of gait by observation while animals are walking remains the most feasible
measure of lameness, despite its subjective nature. Examination for lesions is too labour
intensive, and automatic methods of measuring floor-foot forces or weight-bearing are not
sufficiently developed for regular practical use. However, gait scoring requires that
individual animals can be clearly seen, walking on a suitable surface. This is possible with
loose housed dairy cows, but cannot be achieved for tied cows, or the majority of beef
cattle, which are unaccustomed to handling.

For loose housed dairy cows, we recommend locomotion scoring using a three point scale
—0: sound, 1: lame: 2 severely lame, based on a published, validated scale. The prevalence
of lame and severely lame cows in the herd can be calculated. Percentage agreement
between two observers was 83% for the proposed scale. For tied cows we have developed
anew ‘standing scoring’ system, based on the stance of the cow and movement within the
stall. This method gives acceptable repeatability (70% agreement within and 89% between
observers), and, although it is less sensitive than locomotion scoring, a correction factor
can be applied to adjust the prevalence for comparison with herds assessed by locomotion
scoring. Random sampling of the milking portion of dairy herds with over 30 cows is
suggested. However, power calculations indicate that a large number of cows will need to
be assessed in many EU dairy herds. Therefore the time required will probably be
considerable. The animals selected could also be used for assessment of other clinical
parameters, although dry cows should also be included in the sample for other parameters.
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For beef cattle, due to practical and safety issues associated with handling, the only feasible
possibility applicable to all farms and systems would be group assessment to identify the
number of severely lame animals detected in a group of known size. However, the
sensitivity of detection is likely to be low and influenced by the housing system. Thus
assessments in different types of housing could not be fairly compared. There are no
studies validating this approach. There are no validated methods for lameness assessment
in veal calves either. Lameness could not be easily assessed in individually penned calves,
but group housed calves might be assessed in the same way as beef cattle.

5.2 INTRODUCTION

Lameness is a definite welfare problem, indicating pain (Whay et al., 1997) and restricting
normal behaviour in cattle (Singh et al., 1993; Hassal et al., 1993). A wide selection of
methods for assessing lameness by observing the gait of cattle has developed in recent
years (Whay, 2002). These are often referred to as ‘locomotion scoring’ or ‘gait scoring’
systems. Some of these are more suited to experimental work, being very detailed, while
others are simpler and more appropriate for monitoring at herd level. The presence of
clinical foot lesions is another indicator of lameness in cattle, but detecting these lesions
requires intensive expert handling of the animals, including lifting their feet, and therefore
is not applicable for the purposes of monitoring schemes at herd level. Technology
measuring the forces under the feet has been used to demonstrate differences between
lame and sound cows (Rushen et al., 2006), and relationships between reaction forces and
gait (Dyer et al., 2004) but is not at the stage of development to be feasibly useful in
commercial welfare assessments. Gait scoring currently remains the only feasible
approach.

5.3 METHODS

Areview of lameness assessment methods was made by Whay (2002), which served as the
starting point for the possible existing methods of lameness assessment which could be
used. The range of systems considered included those developed by Manson and Leaver
(1988), Sprecher (1997), Whay et al. (1997), Breuer et al. (2000) and Winckler and Willen
(2001), and the system currently used by RSPCA Inspectors when carrying out welfare
assessments on farms in the UK: O (sound), 1 (abnormal but not lame), 2 (lame), 3
(severely lame).
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Once a lameness scoring system had been decided upon, the practicalities and approaches
for applying it to dairy cattle, beef cattle and veal calves were discussed.

A new method was developed for assessing lameness in tied cows, since none was
available (Leach et al., 2009). With the help of a veterinary surgeon experienced in the
husbandry of cows kept in tie-stalls, a number of potential indicators for lameness in
standing cows were identified. These were: rotation of a foot from the medial axis of the
body, resting a foot, repeated weight-shifting (‘stepping’), standing on the edge of a step
to relieve pressure on a foot, and reluctance to bear weight on a foot when moving
sideways. Four observers together carried out pilot exercises, assessing tied cows using
these criteria and then scoring the cows as lame or not lame when walking. Following
discussion, the assessment procedure was formalised. Three observers used this formalised
procedure to assess 138 tied cows on 7 farms. 110 of these were scored by all three
observers, and the rest by only 2 of the observers. On three of these farms, locomotion
scoring was also carried out by one observer, giving a score of lame or not lame for 76
cows in total, to allow comparison of ‘standing score’ and locomotion score. Data for
testing intra-observer repeatability of the standing score was gathered on two farms where
the same observer scored the same cows (n =46) 6 to 12 hours apart. Comparison between
standing score and a five point locomotion score (Winckler and Willen, 2003) was later
carried out by two observers on four farms, with a total of 99 cows. These data sets were
used to test repeatability, sensitivity and specificity of the new method, and the
relationships between lameness prevalence rates detected using the ‘standing score’ and
locomotion score.

5.4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

5.4.1 Selection of a Lameness Scoring Scale for Cows Able to Move Freely

Manson and Leaver’s scale (Manson and Leaver, 1988) was not considered suitable as it
is complex, and has a strong emphasis on subtle alterations in gait without lameness; also
a behavioural component is incorporated which is not clearly defined. The arched back
criterion which is crucial to Sprecher’s scale (Sprecher, 1997) is often not seen in heifers
which are lame (Whay, personal communication); also, this indicator was not affected by
the use of anaesthetics in lame cows (Rushen et al., 2006), suggesting it may be a long term
learned response to chronic pain, and may persist beyond the duration of lameness.
Therefore this system was not considered suitably robust. The ‘headbob’ included in the
system of Breuer et al. (2000) was not considered to be helpful as a primary distinguishing
factor, so this system was excluded.
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The decision was made to use a scale with three categories.

Not lame. Timing of steps and weight-bearing equal on all four feet.

1 Lame — i.e. imperfect temporal rhythm in stride creating a limp (irregular foot fall
— uneven temporal rhythm between hoofbeats, weight not borne for equal time on
each of the four feet).

2 Severely lame. Strong reluctance to bear weight on one limb, or more than one limb
affected.

This amounts to a simplification of the scheme of Winckler and Willen (2001), with
categories 1 and 2 combined into ‘not lame’ and categories 4 and 5 combined into ‘severely
lame’, or a simplification of the RSPCA method, again with ‘sound’ and ‘abnormal but not
lame’ combined. After considerable discussion, it was decided that separating out the
‘abnormal gait’ was an unnecessary complication, since lameness per se was the critical
issue in this case.

5.4.2 Development of a Lameness Scoring System for Tied Cows

The following indicators for lameness in standing cows were validated: rotation of a foot
from the medial axis of the body, resting a foot, repeated weight-shifting (‘stepping’),
standing on the edge of a step to relieve pressure on a foot, and reluctance to bear weight
on a foot when moving sideways. All of these, with the exception of rotation, occurred
significantly more often in cows which were lame when walking than in those which were
sound. Following analysis of the individual indicators, in relation to locomotion score, it
was confirmed that, to optimise sensitivity and specificity, a cow showing a single
indicator, with the exception of rotation, should be classified as lame.

5.4.3 Validity and Reliability

Work by Whay et al. (1997) indicates that lame cows, as defined by locomotion scoring,
have a reduced nociceptive threshold, and improvement in gait of lame cows has been
reported after administration of analgesics (Sedlbauer et al., 2006). These findings provide
validation for locomotion scoring as a welfare indicator. The fact that more severe
lameness presents a greater overall welfare insult (e.g. greater restriction on movement,
reducing the animal’s ability and or willingness to reach or compete for resources) was the
reason for differentiating two levels of lameness severity.

In terms of reliability, Winckler and Willen’s five point system achieved 68% agreement
between observers, with observers differing by one point in 30% of cases (Winckler and
Willen, 2001). The majority of disagreements occurred between sound cows and those
with ‘abnormal locomotion’ but not lameness. If the ‘sound’ and ‘abnormal’ categories
are amalgamated, as in the proposed scheme, much of this disagreement is removed and
83% agreement is achieved. The scheme chosen employs familiar concepts, and is simple,
with clearly defined categories. It is feasible to carry out in many farm situations.
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Agreement between observers on the standing score ranged from 85 to 93 % (PABAK 0.7
to 0.86). Within observer repeatability was 70% for one observer scoring 46 cows twice
within 12 hours. The scoring system for tied cows showed 78 to 87% agreement with
locomotion score, depending on the observer. Scoring the standing cow was less sensitive
than locomotion scoring, with lameness prevalence being underestimated by 25 to 33%,
depending on farm and observer. Regression of prevalence of lameness detected using
locomotion score (Pls) on that detected using standing score (Pss) using the data for 3
observers on 4 farms revealed the following relationship:

Pls = (1.54 * Pss) — 2.3 (1> =9.47)

This equation, or a simple correction factor of 1.5 could be used to correct for the
underestimation caused by the lower sensitivity of the standing score.

Specificity of the standing score for detecting cows which were lame when walking was
always over 0.81.

54.4 Sampling
There are two possible approaches for lameness scoring — either

1. the whole herd is scored; or
2. arepresentative (random) sample of animals is scored.

On balance, in terms of feasibility, it was decided that for loose housed dairy herds, the
representative sampling method should be used, since the time required to score all animals
in large herds would be prohibitive. Power calculations are used to calculate the number
of cows that need to be scored to estimate the prevalence of lameness within a group of a
certain size (a finite population). A minimum number of cows to score should be set, to
ensure that small herds are properly assessed — we suggest 30 cows. In general, in tied
herds all the cows should be assessed. These herds are likely to be relatively small, and the
test is less sensitive than locomotion scoring.

In many cases it will not be practical, safe or possible to have sufficient control over beef
cattle to direct them for standard locomotion scoring. Housing for beef cattle tends to be
less well adapted for accessibility and controlled movement of animals than that for dairy
cattle, and the animals are less accustomed to handling. In these cases it may only be
possible to detect severely lame animals, from observations made at a distance, often from
outside the pen. This amounts to group assessment, rather than individual animal
assessment. In fact, because the sensitivity of detection even of severely lame animals will
be affected by stocking rate and housing design, this method cannot be used as a fair
comparison between farms. Any lame animals identified during such observations should
be indicated to the farmer, and the assessor should ensure that these animals have been
appropriately treated.
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For groups of veal calves, individual marking and scoring might be possible, depending
on pen size, group size and the demeanour of the animals. For large or flighty groups, the
same comments as for beef cattle will apply.

For young individually housed veal calves locomotion scoring is not feasible, and has not
been validated at all. Therefore no recommendations can be made at present.

54.5 Carrying out the Assessments

In dairy herds in which the cows are free to move, the widely accepted approach for all
locomotion scoring systems can be employed for the milking portion of the herd, i.e. an
observer watches each cow individually, walking freely on a smooth, hard, non-slippery
surface. An ideal time to do this is as cows leave the milking parlour, however, this may
not be feasible in large herds where milking may take up to 4 hours. If in a separate group,
the dry cows may be more difficult to control in this way, particularly if they are out at
grass. Thus we recommend limiting observations to the milking cows. In herds where
cows are kept in tie-stalls but regularly released, conventional locomotion scoring can be
carried out by releasing the cows individually and observing their gait.

Where cattle are tied and it is not possible to release them to observe locomotion, an
alternative approach must be taken, based on behavioural observations and animal
measures, which can be made with the cows in the stalls. The cow is observed when
standing undisturbed, and when it is moved from side to side in the stall. Using a series of
indicators cows can be classified as lame or not lame.

For beef animals, it will be much more difficult to control the movement of individuals,
and the only possibility is for group assessment. It is recommended that in this case, each
group should be observed from a safe point, and the number of severely lame animals
noted. The assessor should attempt to observe all animals in the group walking, if this can
be done safely. If a lame animal is noted, the assessor should ascertain from records that
the animal has been treated suitably; if not, this should be an immediate requirement. If
more than a threshold proportion of severely lame cattle are recorded, this should trigger
a more detailed investigation, at a later date. (The threshold level needs to be decided upon
at the next stage of the consultation process). The possibility of locomotion scoring beef
cattle at loading when they leave the farm, or at the point of slaughter, was considered.
However, this would require a separate visit from the main assessment, and was therefore
discounted. (If in fact, other parameters are being assessed when the animals arrive for
slaughter, locomotion scoring might be possible as they are unloaded). It is recognised
that the group assessment method suggested for beef cattle has a high risk of false
negatives, dependent on group size and the design of the building. The lameness will also
be underestimated if the animals are observed walking on a soft surface, e.g. straw bedding.
Also, the sensitivity of the method will depend upon the stocking rate and housing system,
and therefore this method cannot be used fairly to make comparisons between farms.
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As described in the sampling section, locomotion scoring of veal calves has not been
validated. It is not appropriate for individually penned animals, but for group housed veal
calves, individual marking and scoring might be possible, depending on pen size, group
size and the demeanour of the animals. For large or flighty groups, the same approach as
with beef cattle would have to be taken.

5.5 CONCLUSIONS

Lameness is considered an important indicator of welfare in cattle. Locomotion scoring of
individual animals is a feasible, validated and well recognised method of assessment for
dairy cattle which are able to move freely. A very simple three point scale distinguishing
lame and severely lame animals from those which are sound is considered most appropriate
for inclusion in welfare assessment. A method for assessing tied cows based on stance and
movement within the stall has been developed. This is less sensitive than locomotion
scoring but identifies approximately 60% of lame cows and 70% of severely lame cows,
as defined by locomotion scoring. A regression equation provides a correction factor which
can be used to adjust the prevalence of lameness detected using the standing score to an
estimate of the prevalence which would be detected using a locomotion score. There is no
validated method for lameness assessment of veal calves. Detection of severely lame
animals is the only feasible option with beef cattle and probably for group housed veal
calves also. The strong influence of housing conditions on the sensitivity of these
observations render them unsuitable for making comparisons between farms. They can
only serve to draw attention to some of the most severe problems. A threshold level for
severely lame animals must be decided upon, and if this threshold is exceeded, further
investigations should be carried out. Likewise, acceptable proportions of the dairy herd in
each lameness category need to be defined.
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SCORING OF CATTLE: INTEGUMENT
ALTERATIONS OF DAIRY AND BEEF
CATTLE AND VEAL CALVES

H. Schulze Westerath, K.A. Leach, H.R. Whay and U. Knierim

6.1 SUMMARY

Literature was reviewed and personal experiences taken into account in order to propose
an assessment system for skin alterations in cattle that can be used in the framework of a
broader on-farm welfare assessment tool. In the published studies a wide variety of
different methods regarding detail as well as regarding type of the qualitative and
quantitative descriptions of the alterations were used. Moreover, there was no scheme
covering all alterations of the integument. Instead, usually particular body parts or types
of alterations were investigated depending on the focus of the study. There was an almost
complete lack of published data on the issues of validity, reliability and feasibility. Only
two studies provide data from reliability testing and also on time needed for the
assessment. On this basis, we propose a new assessment scheme that includes general
aspects from a number of published systems and differentiates between lesions or swellings
on the one hand and only loss of hair on the other. As the on-farm assessment will often
only allow for visual assessment from a certain distance, only alterations of a minimum
diameter of 2 cm at the largest extent and overt swellings can be taken into account. The
number of swellings/lesions (i.e. broken skin either in the form of a scab or a wound
dermatitis due to ectoparasites and (partly) missing teats) and of hairless patches
(hyperkeratosis possible) shall be recorded, assessing one complete side of the animal
including udder and prepuce in dairy cows and bulls, but excluding the underside of the
belly and inner sides of the legs above the carpal and tarsal joints, as they are often not
clearly visible. Four measures of skin alterations are generated from these recordings: the
mean number of animals affected on the farm per alteration category and the mean number
of alterations per category per animal. The scheme can be applied to dairy cows, beef
cattle and calves. The proposed assessment system is easy to learn and simple to apply. We
estimate that the assessment takes no longer than 2 minutes per animal depending on the
number of alterations, accessibility of the animals and complexity of the farm regarding
groups and buildings. Assessors should be trained with the aid of photographs of various
affected animals and additionally on farm. Reliability should be tested during training.
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6.2 INTRODUCTION

The integument is the skin, including its various layers and their appendages. In the context
of a welfare assessment of cattle, the hair, skin and claws are most important. Adjacent
tissues such as muscles or joints may also be affected and are typically included in an
assessment of the integument. Whether certain parts of the body that belong (in part) to the
integument, such as tails or horns, are removed (mutilations) is also welfare relevant, and
should be considered in association with an assessment of the farm management. Alteration
of claws or joints may result in lameness, but scoring of lameness will be covered in
another report. As an assessment of the claws’ condition is not feasible within a short-term
welfare assessment, only the assessment of hair and skin (including joints) will further be
considered.

The scope of our work is to review the literature with respect to methods used for the
assessment of alterations of the integument in cattle (dairy, beef and veal calves).
Alterations of the integument may be due to different causes, and poor nutrition may,
additionally, play a role with regard to hair condition and to a possible predisposition for
lesions. The different causes can largely be differentiated by the type of the resulting
alteration. For explanatory reasons, a brief overview on the different types of possible
alterations will be provided. However, the exact origin of the alteration generally has only
little effect on the welfare state of the animal. Therefore, we will focus our further
discussion on different published assessment methods on general descriptions of alterations
rather than on cause-specific ones. The reason for this is our goal to identify an assessment
scheme that is easy and quick to learn and apply, and that has good reliability. One keyword
to meet these requirements is simplicity. If the assessment scheme were required to lead
to the provision of advice on how to improve conditions, more differentiation according
to possible causes would be necessary.

6.2.1 TYPES OF ALTERATIONS OF THE INTEGUMENT AND THEIR SPECIFIC ASSESSMENT

Alterations Due to External Parasites

Infestations with the ectoparasites described below are enhanced by malnutrition and also
by humid housing conditions resulting in higher numbers of more severely infested
animals in indoor housing especially in winter. Young animals and animals with long hair
are more likely to be affected by ectoparasites (Rosenberger, 1970). In cattle, two types of
skin disease due to ectoparasites are common:
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Mange (scabies)

Mange is caused by mites. The mites either burrow and feed on dermal structures
(sarcoptic mange) or live at the skin surface and feed on epidermal debris or tissue fluids
by sucking (psoroptic mange) or biting (chorioptic mange). Due to mite bites and reaction
to saliva, mange is connected with scabs and severe itching (pruritis), which in turn causes
damage of the integument due to rubbing and licking. Advanced lesions are described as
hairless, scaly and scabby areas and crusts. Preferential locations for mange are the lateral
udder in cows and the insides of the hind legs in young stock, as well as the area around
the tail and sacrum and at the head and neck (Rosenberger, 1970).

Pediculosis

The ectoparasites causing pediculosis are lice. Distinction is drawn between chewing and
biting lice (mallophage) which feed on exfoliated epithelium and skin debris, and sucking
lice (anoplura) feeding on blood and tissue fluid. Depending on degree of infestation,
hairless patches, skin irritation and chronic dermatitis in association with itching can be
observed. Similar to mange, consequential injuries through self-inflicted trauma can be
found. Even though pediculosis is supposed to be harmful only when infestation is heavy,
hide damage and decreased growth even at lower levels (Rosenberger, 1970) indicate
welfare relevance already at this point. Favoured sites of infestation are the neck and the
area around the withers of cattle.

In clinical examination, the degree of infestation with ectoparasites is measured by
counting individuals on cattle or from a skin scraping (e.g. Rosenberger, 1970; Colwell &
Himsl-Rayner, 2002). Coles et al. (2003) assessed damage due to external parasites in the
hides after slaughter, but not in a quantitative manner.

Alterations Due to Actions of Pen Mates

Agonistic interactions

While agonistic interactions in dehorned cattle mostly do not lead to overt skin damage,
horned cattle can inflict severe injuries. The degree of injuries depends on the form of the
horns and temperament of the cows, the suitability of housing conditions, the management
and human-animal relationship (Menke et al., 1999). Following Menke (1996), lesions
inflicted by horns can be differentiated from lesions due to housing equipment by their
vertical direction and are mostly located at the rump of the animals. Groth (1984, 1985)
mentions that especially in bulls, horn inflicted lesions can be found at the head.

Stepping on teats or tails

Depending on udder size and shape as well as housing conditions (e.g. Ekesbo, 1966;
Blom, 1983; Groth, 1985), injury on teats can occur through stepping of pen mates, or
often the cow herself (but udder lesions can also occur after collisions with barbed wire
fences on pasture). Resulting teat lesions are described as erosions, contusion and tear-off
(partial or total) (Groth, 1984, 1985), or superficial and deep wounds, scab, erosion and
loss of teats (Zerzawy, 1989), injuries (Platz et al., 1999; Bareille et al., 2003), lesions
(Danuser and Regula, 2001), or tramped teats (Ekesbo, 1966).
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Especially in fattening bulls, stepping on the tail-tip can cause cracks, injuries (scab, blood
secreted tissue fluid, purulent or necrotic) and swellings (Schrader et al., 2001), or necrosis
(Groth, 1984, 1985).

Cross-sucking/inter-sucking

Cross-sucking or inter-sucking, mainly in young animals, but sometimes also in dairy
heifers and cows, may cause hairless patches or injuries at the prepuce (Groth, 1984, 1985;
Plath et al., 1998), scrotum or teats (Lidfors and Isberg, 2003, review). Due to the fact that
ears are among the preferred sites of cross-sucking, alterations may be found also there.

Housing Equipment

In general, most alterations of the integument are caused by repeated collisions or contact
with housing structures. They are also called technopathies, and they are most prevalent
at leg joints (carpus, fetlock joints, stifle and tarsus), withers, neck, hip and spine/backbone,
as well as brisket and shoulders. However, protruding and sharp-edged parts of equipment
in the housing system may cause injuries at any part of the body (Groth, 1985).

6.3 RESULTS

6.3.1 METHODS OF ASSESSMENT OF SKIN ALTERATIONS

Using our own data bases and CAB Abstracts for literature searching, we found 37 relevant
studies in which alterations of the skin were assessed and that report in sufficient detail
about their assessment scheme, with most of them relating to dairy cows. Results of
reliability testing are presented in only two studies. Also in two studies, information is
given on time requirements of the assessment, although this included additional measures
in both cases and did not match the recommended recording scheme in total. No
investigation could be found on necessary sample sizes or on the welfare impact of
different alterations on cattle. Most of the studies aimed at comparing effects of different
housing or management conditions on health of the animals or at determining risk factors
for skin alterations.

The different working groups vary considerably with regard to the classification,
quantification and welfare evaluation of skin alterations. The easiest method is to only
record any alteration as present without any classification (Alban et al., 1996; Hindhede
et al., 1996; Mogensen et al., 1997; Bareille et al., 2003). However, often alterations are
differentiated in varying detail according to location, type and dimension or severity of
alteration. Furthermore, they are either counted, assessed in terms of area affected or
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allocated a score. Allocating a score includes evaluation of the severity of alterations (less
severe alterations are allocated lower scores) and calculation of the degree of damage on
the whole animal.

6.3.2 CLASSIFICATION OF ALTERATIONS

The location of an alteration potentially yields information about its cause. For the reasons
stated above, we will disregard location in the following and concentrate on the
classification of type and size.

Types of alterations can be hyperkeratosis (=callosity), pale hairless, red hairless,
abrasions, open or infected wounds, superficial lesions, open sores, scabs of dried blood,
scars, crusty skin, local inflammations, cellulites, abscesses, phlegmone, ulcerations and
swellings as described and assessed, with varying grade of differentiation, in different
studies (Ekesbo, 1966; Gruner, 1972; Groth, 1984, 1985; Zerzawy, 1989; Rodenburg et al.,
1994; Troxler, 1994; Menke, 1996; Friedli et al., 1999; Hindhede et al., 1999; Schaub et
al., 1999; Chaplin et al., 2000; Weary and Taszkun, 2000; Wechsler et al., 2000; Danuser
and Regula, 2001; Schrader et al., 2001; Vokey et al., 2001; Livesey et al., 2002; Klaas et
al., 2003; Whay et al., 2003; Kogler et al., 2004; Zurbrigg et al., 2005; Keil et al., 2006;
Schulze Westerath et al., 2007).

In most cases, the size or grade of the alterations was differentiated. For instance, the area
affected was recorded or alterations were graded as slight or severe, or even as slight,
medium or severe. Often the size of alterations was divided into classes by their diameter,
with 2 cm and 4 or 5 cm, respectively, being usual thresholds, but also more detailed
differentiations were made (<1 cm, 1 2 cm, 2-4 cm, 4-8 cm, >8 cm).

6.3.3 QUANTIFICATION OF ALTERATIONS

Quantifying the amount of alterations is another important aspect in the evaluation of the
impact on the animal. As reviewed by Webb and Nilsson (1983), variables of measuring
alterations are the frequency and number of alterations, the severity of alterations, the
number of types of alterations and the number of sites at which alterations are found. The
quantity of alterations can be calculated as number or percentage of animals or sites
affected (e.g. Ekesbo; 1966; Gruner, 1972; Zerzawy, 1989; Rodenburg et al., 1994; Chaplin
et al., 2000; Weary and Taszkun, 2000; Danuser and Regula, 2001; Livesey et al., 2002;
Whay et al., 2003; Kogler et al., 2004; Zurbrigg et al., 2005), or as number of lesions per
animal or per location (Troxler, 1994; Friedli et al., 1999; Schaub et al., 1999; Wechsler
et al., 2000; Schrader et al., 2001). Occasionally, skin alterations were assessed as area



48 / Animal Welfare Measures for Dairy Cattle, Beef Bulls and Veal Calves

affected (e.g. Weary and Taszkun, 2000; also used by Mowbray et al., 2003, measured by
means of the diameter in x- and y-axes).

Some authors scored the alterations, and registered only the most severe score at a given
site (e.g. Krebs et al., 2001; Kogler et al., 2004) Another approach is to calculate total
alteration scores (Walberg, Blom, both cited in Webb and Nilsson, 1983; Gustafson et al.,
1993; Busato et al., 2000; Vokey et al., 2001; Bahrs, 2005; Schulze Westerath et al., 2007).

6.3.4 WELFARE EVALUATION OF ALTERATIONS

Some authors used interpretative classifications of the alterations in terms of their welfare
impact. For instance, Kogler (2003) judged hairless patches as mild alterations, abrasion
of the skin as medium and swellings at the bursa as severe alterations. In a similar way,
but only using two categories, Livesey et al. (2002) characterised hair loss as minor
abnormality and skin abrasion, subcutaneous swelling and enlargement of the hock joints
or associated synovial structures as severe abnormalities. Slightly deviating, Groth (1985)
termed not only hair loss, mild abrasion and callosity, but also swelling of the bursa at the
leg joints as light alterations. Open infected wounds, phlegmone, bursitis and arthritis were
judged as critical and associated with pain. However, none of these evaluations were based
on any validity studies.

Only few reference values for a herd welfare assessment on the basis of skin alterations
can be found. Bartussek et al. (2000) provide limits regarding the percentages of animals
affected by minor to bad degrees of damage in order to evaluate herd welfare as very good
to very bad. Platz et al. (1999) within a herd health assessment system allocated lower
scores when more than 0 % or 2.5 % of animals showed technopathies. The DLG (2000)
defined maximum prevalences of different degrees of tarsal joint alterations in order to
evaluate soft lying mats for cubicles as recommendable in terms of animal welfare.
However, the scientific basis for the different reference values is not provided or discussed.
Moreover, little or no definition of the categories of alteration is given by Bartussek et al.
(2000) and Platz et al. (1999).

6.3.5 RELIABILITY

Danuser & Regula (2001) report agreements between two observers of 75 % for swellings
at carpus or tarsus (yes —no), 78 % for injuries at the rump (no — one abrasion — more than
one abrasion) and 79 % for alterations at the tarsus (no alteration — hairless patch — redness
or swelling — open wound or abscess). They investigated 94 animals and used kappa-
values for the comparison. Zurbrigg et al. (2005) trained numerous inspectors to assess skin
alterations through scoring cards and on farm until an agreement of 80 % with previous
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scores and with those of other inspectors were reached. Details about methods used
(including number of inspectors) and amount of training are not given. However,
agreement on recording teat injuries was low (Zurbrigg et al., 2005).

6.3.6 FEASIBILITY

Skin alterations were either evaluated by palpation or by inspection or by both. In most
investigations all animals of a herd or batch were examined. Whay et al. (2003) selected
20 % of the cows by examining every fifth animal. In one case where the effects of
different lying mats were investigated, focal animals were selected according to a
minimum time spent in the housing system and stage of lactation (DLG, 2000).

From only two studies data are available about the necessary time for the assessment of
the integument. Zurbrigg et al. (2005) report that half a day was spent for one herd of dairy
cows. They assessed the condition of the hock (no alteration — swollen — hairloss — broken
skin or scabs) and additionally, other animal-based parameters (presence of an arched
back, position of the claws and animal cleanliness) and stall-based measurements were
assessed. Krebs et al. (2001) needed no more than three minutes for the examination of a
cow including an assessment of cleanliness, status of coat and claws and alterations at the
legs (no alteration — loss of hair — swelling or inflammation — presence of open wound or
abscess, the most severe was scored) and at other parts of the body (no alteration — loss of
hair — superficial wounds — deep wounds or abscesses).

6.4 DISCUSSION

The assessment schemes for skin alterations vary considerably between studies. Methods
are specific to the subject of investigation and the animal category (dairy, beef, calves).
This leads to differences in body location investigated, in the degree of differentiation
concerning type and extent of alterations, and in the sampling methods. No scheme appears
to be directly applicable for a welfare assessment scheme covering all aspects of the
condition of the integument in cattle. However, broadly used categorisations of alterations
are hairless patches, alterations characterised by broken skin in different forms, and
swellings, which are judged diversely on their severity. Values often used to distinguish
different sizes of skin lesions are 2 cm and 4 or 5 cm. The frequency of animals affected
and the mean number of alterations per animal or per location are often calculated. Due
to handling problems with bulls or cows in extensive housing conditions, a palpatory
assessment of skin alterations is not feasible. With this precondition, solely clearly visible
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alterations can be assessed. Small alterations, especially at the tail-tip, very likely cannot
reliably be recorded.

6.5 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the literature review and our own practical and scientific experience, we propose
the following on-farm assessment scheme for skin alterations in cattle:

Animals are visually examined from one side from a maximum distance of 2 m. This
allows the inspector to assess bulls without entering the pen and extensively housed cattle
without the need for capture. Only alterations with a minimum diameter of 2 cm at the
largest extent are recorded, and two categories are distinguished: i. hairless patches (area
with hair loss including extensive thinning of the coat as a response to parasites, skin not
damaged, hyperkeratosis possible); ii. lesions (damaged skin either in the form of a scab
or a wound, dermatitis due to ectoparasites and (partly) missing teats) and overt swellings.
Alterations of the two categories are counted per animal and the percentage of animals
affected as well as the mean number of alterations per animal calculated for each category.
The same sample of animals can be used for the assessment of the integument as for the
scoring of cleanliness, body condition and lameness.

The proposed assessment system is easy to learn and simple to apply. We estimate that the
assessment takes no longer than 2 minutes per animal depending on the number of
alterations, accessibility of the animals and complexity of the farm regarding groups and
buildings. Assessors should be trained with the aid of photographs of various affected
animals and additionally on farm. Reliability should be tested during training.
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ASSESSMENT OF ULTIMATE PH AND
BRUISING IN CATTLE

R. Westin, A. Velarde, A. Dalmau and B. Algers

7.1 SUMMARY

There are strong relationships between animal welfare, meat quality, ultimate pH and
bruising. This makes ultimate pH and assessments of bruise level valid candidates for
animal welfare auditing.

Questionnaires have been sent to 10 abattoirs in 3 EU countries (Belgium, Spain and
Sweden). The results show that both sampling procedures (point of time for sampling after
slaughter, sample site) and acceptable pH range varies (<5.8 up to 6.2) within and between
the countries. It was therefore concluded that it is not possible to use the companies own
records in a welfare audit.

The Australian Carcass Bruise Scoring System (ACBSS) is concluded to be a good method
for scoring of bruising in cattle. The carcase is divided into 7 defined areas (butt, rump and
loin, rib, forequarter, back, hip, and pin). In each area, the level of bruising is assessed on
the basis of diameter (Slight = 2—-8cm, Medium = 8—-16cm, Heavy = >16cm) and depth
(deep = other than surface muscle involved). Bruises below 2 cm in diameter are not
recorded, as well as fire bruises (superficial bleedings in the fat) and bruises caused by
shackling. This makes a total of six categories: Slight (S), Slight-deep (Sd), Medium (M),
Medium-deep (Md), Heavy (H), Heavy-deep (Hd). Bruise scores are then calculated by
multiplying the assessed bruises in each site class by a weighting factor (S=1, Sd=3, M=3,
Md=5, H=5, Hd=7) and summing these values.
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7.2 INTRODUCTION

Meat pH and bruising are well known parameters of meat quality, closely related to animal
welfare and economically valuable (Gregory, 1998; Atkinson, 2000). Carcase bruise marks
arise for instance when the live animal strikes against fences or sharp corners causing
blood vessels to rupture. Transport and lairage conditions, facility design and animal
handling procedures have been shown to influence the level of bruising in cattle (McNally
and Warriss, 1996; Weeks et al., 2002).

When an animal is slaughtered, its muscle continues to metabolize energy thru breakdown
of glycogen. As glycogen storage decreases, lactic acid instead accumulates causing meat
pH level to drop during the early post-mortem period. Normal pH levels drop from pH 6.8
to 5.6 within 24 hours known as the ultimate pH (Atkinson, 2000). Stress in the live animal
also leads to depletion of glycogen storage since stress-induced release of adrenalin
triggers energy metabolism and the breakdown of glycogen. If the muscle does not contain
sufficient levels of glycogen at slaughter, only a small drop in ultimate pH level will occur
and the meat is likely to become dark, firm and dry (DFD). Thus, a high pH after 24 hours
indicates that the animal has been metabolically stressed before slaughter (Gregory, 1998).
Exposing animals to long-term stress conditions i.e. extreme environmental temperatures,
being mixed with unfamiliar cohorts, long transportation and lairage times, and prolonged
rough handling can contribute to causing DFD in slaughter animals (Atkinson, 2000;
Gregory, 1998). There are however several different ultimate pH limits that has been used
for assessment of DFD incidence in cattle (Fabianson et al., 1982).

The aim of this study was to examine what pH ranges are considered as acceptable in
different EU countries considering meat quality/incidence of DFD in cattle. The objective
was also to develop and evaluate a scoring method for assessment of carcase bruising.

7.3 METHODS

Questionnaires have been sent to 10 abattoirs (4 in Belgium, 3 in Spain, 3 in Sweden) with
questions regarding accepted meat pH ranges and present measuring procedures for
sampling of ultimate pH and bruise carcase bruising. One of the abattoirs was visited
during one day when bleedings on carcases were documented on photos. Contact has been
made with 3 different Swedish veterinarians working with meat inspection to discuss
assessment of bruising. In addition, literature regarding methods for scoring of carcase
bruising has been scanned.
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7.4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

74.1 pH

All 10 abattoirs answered the questionnaires. In 9 of the 10 abattoirs pH was regularly
measured and controlled after slaughter. Accepted pH ranges and sampling procedures are
listed in Table 7.1.

The results in table 1 indicate that there are differences both within and between different
European countries regarding acceptable levels of ultimate pH. Three abattoirs accepted
a pH of up to 6.2, two accepted pH 6.0, one accepted pH 5.9 and the last three accepted
pH 5.8. One abattoir did not use pH as a measure of meat quality at all. Seven abattoirs
measured pH in M. Longissimus dorsi.

Meat with a high ultimate pH (DFD meat) is less resistant to microbial spoilage and is
less tasty compared to meat with normal pH (Gregory, 1998). Differences in acceptable pH
ranges can thus have economically reasons. However, different pH limits ranging from
5.8 to 6.4 have been suggested in the literature (Fabiansson et al., 1984) and still there are
different opinions. In a recent survey of 1000 animals a longissimus muscle pH of 5.87 was
identified as the approximate cut-off limit between normal and DFD meat (Page et al.,
2001). The authors in another study conclude that carcasses that fall into the ultimate pH
range of 5.8-6.0 should be regarded as ‘DFD’ if they are steers or heifers but ‘normal’ if
they are bulls (Wulf et al., 2002). A lot of research investigating the relationship between
animal welfare and high pH define DFD as ultimate pH =6.0 (Gregory, 1998; Scanga et
al., 1998; Apple et al., 2005).

TABLE 7.1 Accepted meat pH range and use pH-sampling procedures for 10 abattoirs.

Abattoir Accepted pH range Muscle used for sampling Time lag post Amount of
(Country) slaughter animals
sampled
1. (BEL) Not measured - - 0%
2. (BEL) 5.5<pH<6.2 Gluteus muscle 24h ?
3. (BEL) <5.8 M. Longissimus dorsi +/—48h 50%
4. (BEL) 5.8<pH<6.2 M. Latissimus dorsi 24h 6%
5. (ESP) 43t0<59 M. Longissimus dorsi 24h 2%
6. (ESP) 55t0<6.0 M. Longissimus dorsi 24h 20%
Sometimes pH 5.4 is accepted.
7. (ESP) <60 M. Semi—membranosus 24h 10%
8.(SWE) <6.2 M. Longissimus dorsi 12h 100%
9. (SWE) <581f5.8-6.2 M. Longissimus dorsi 24h 100%
New sampling is done after 12h.
10. (SWE) <581f5.8-6.2 M. Longissimus dorsi 24h 100%

Different parts of the carcase are
individually measured.
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There is a strong relationship between animal welfare and muscle pH. This makes meat
pH a valid candidate for auditing of welfare. However, measurement must be taken after
slaughter (24-48 h after slaughter), at the same site and acceptable pH range must be
defined. Since all three parameters varies both within and between different EU countries,
it is at the moment not possible to use the slaughter companies own records.

74.2 Carcass Bruise Scoring

No asked abattoir used any standardized method for scoring of bleedings/bruises on
carcase. The carcases are visually inspected and bleedings are trimmed but no
documentation is performed unless crime against animal protection legislation is
suspected. At Swedish abattoirs, the farmers got compensation for the trimmed meat if
the bleedings are pronounced and have arose after the animal left the farm. However, there
is no standardized system in use for assess of the age of the bleedings.

In the literature three methods for scoring of bruising has been identified. The most
frequently used in research is ‘The Australian Carcass Bruise Scoring System’ (ACBCC)
developed by the Australian Meat and Livestock Corporation and the Queensland
Department of Primary Industries (Anderson and Horder, 1979). In this method, bruising
is recorded on seven different areas on both sides of the carcase (butt, rump and loin, rib,
forequarter, back, hip, and pin). At every area, the level of bruising is assessed on the basis
of diameter (<2cm, 2—8cm, 8—16cm, >16cm) and depth (other than surface muscle
involved or not). Bruise scores are then calculated by multiplying the assessed bruises in
each site class by a weighting factor (1,3,5 or 7) and summing these values. Several
different possibilities for comparison of bruise levels are than available i.e. mean bruise
score per carcase, distribution of bruising and proportion of bruised animals (Wythes et al.,
1985; Weeks at al., 2002). The second identified method, devised by McNally and Warriss
(1996), is very similar to ABCSS but assessment is based on area instead of diameter (2—
400cm?, 400-800cm?, 800—-1200cm?...) and the depth of the bruise is divided into 3
categories (<lcm, 1-2cm, >2cm) instead of two. Bruise score in each site class are then
calculated from the bruised area divided with 400 and multiplied with a weighting factor
(1,2 or 3). Summation of these values will than give the average bruise score for the whole
carcase. The third described method is used in National Beef Quality Audits in North
America. Five or seven different sites are studied (round, loin, rib, chuck, brisket, flank and
plate). The severity of a bruise is subjectively scored into 3 or 4 categories (minor, medium,
major, extreme/critical) reflecting the weight of trim needed to remove the bruise (Roeber
et al., 2001; Bolemanet et al., 1998; McKenna et al., 2002). The scoring result is used for
analysis of severity of bruises within site but no average score for the whole carcase is
calculated. Instead the number of bruises on carcase is used for comparison between
carcasses.

All of these methods are quite similar. The carcase is divided into several different areas
where bruises are individually scored. Scoring is based on spread and depth of the bruise,
or the weight of trim needed to remove the bruise. In ACBSS and the method devised by
McNally and Warriss (1996) a total carcass score is than calculated by adding the subscores
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from each recorded site, making it possible to calculate a total score of the whole carcase
and an average mean score within all monitored carcasses. One of the advantages with
dividing the carcases into different defined sites is that different problem areas related to
animal welfare can be identified. This kind of information can be very valuable and is
useful in a company’s bruise preventive work (Haeger, personal message, 20006).
According to the original proposal, observers were supposed to assess carcases bruise
level on a scale from 0-3. If assessment of bruise level is done without considering the
location of the bruises, the possibility of identifying specific problem areas related to
animal welfare is lost. Such a scoring system is therefore not preferable (Haeger, personal
message).

The Australian carcase bruise scoring system (ACBSS) is well documented and has been
used in several abattoir surveys in both Australia and Europe (Jarvis et al., 1995; Wythes
et al., 1985; Weeks et al., 2002). We therefore conclude that this scoring method is well
suited for scoring of bruise level within the Welfare Quality project and by using this
method, previous research results can be used as reference. Since the method is previously
tested and evaluated (Anderson and Horder, 1979) no inter-observer reliability tests has
been performed as proposed in the original proposal.

7.5 CONCLUSION

Both ultimate pH and scoring of bruising in cattle are valid candidates related to animal
welfare. However, sampling of pH must be done at the same time after slaughter, at the
same site and a standardized acceptable pH range must be defined. Since all three
parameters varies both within and between different EU countries, it is not possible to use
the slaughter companies own records. ‘The Australian Carcass Bruise Scoring System’ is
concluded to be a good method for assessment of bruising.
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RELIABILITY OF MEASURES OF
INJURIOUS AND ABNORMAL
BEHAVIOUR IN DAIRY AND BEEF
CATTLE

N. Brorkens, S. Laister, S. Lolli, D. Zucca, C. Winckler, M. Minero, E. Canali and
U. Knierim

8.1 SUMMARY

Injurious behaviours such as slipping, falling or stepping on other group mates may lead
to wounds and skeletal or muscle problems. Reduced welfare in cattle is also assumed
with the occurrence of stereotypies such as tongue rolling or redirected behaviours such
as intersucking or chewing of objects in cattle.

It was the aim of this study to investigate injurious and abnormal behaviours as on-farm
measures of welfare in dairy cows and fattening bulls with regard to feasibility, inter-
observer reliability and short- to long-term intra-farm variability (consistency). For this
purpose, continuous behaviour sampling was carried out on three days for 4 h each on 43
dairy (20 cubicle houses, 11 deep litter systems, 12 tie stalls) and 20 beef farms (10 deep
litter, 10 fully slatted floors) in Austria, Germany and Italy. In beef farms, three weight
classes were defined (200-350 kg, 350-500 kg, >550 kg). Farm visits took place at
approximately 60 and 180 days (tie stalls: 60 and 120 days) after the first visit. Inter-
observer reliability was tested during direct observations (6 dairy, 2 beef farms) and using
video clips (n=55).

In this study abnormal behaviours occurred only rarely during the 4 hours of on-farm
observations (median events/animal*hour = 0.00) in both dairy and beef cattle farms.
Abnormal behaviours therefore have not been considered in further statistical analysis and
can not be recommended as reliable parameters for on-farm welfare assessment in cattle.

Only in beef bulls, the injurious behaviours slipping (median: 0.13-0.24
events/animal*hour), mounting (median: 0.19-0.28 events/animal*hour) and total
injurious behaviour (median 0.44-0.60 events/animal*hour) occurred sufficiently frequent

57
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for reliable recordings. Due to low incidences inter-observer-reliability analysis was only
possible for slipping and only from video observations, but revealed unsatisfactory
agreement between observers (Kendall’s W= 0.64).

Regarding consistency over time, slipping reached acceptable levels only when medium
and finishing bulls were pooled (W=0.72). Furthermore, mounting and the total of all
injurious behaviours were not found to be consistent over time regardless of the weight of
the animals (W<0.70).

In conclusion, none of the behaviours studied is suggested for inclusion in an on-farm
welfare assessment protocol for dairy or beef cattle.

8.2 INTRODUCTION

Injurious behaviours such as slipping, falling or stepping on other group mates may lead
to wounds and skeletal or muscle problems (van der Tol et al., 2005). For example,
trampling by pen mates is regarded a major cause of tail tip alterations in beef bulls
(Schrader et al., 2001).

With regard to abnormal behaviours in cattle, stereotypies such as tongue rolling or
redirected behaviours such as inter-sucking or chewing of objects have been described as
potential indicators for impaired welfare in calves (Scientific Veterinary Committee 1995;
Rushen and de Passillé, 1995), heifers (Redbo, 1992; Redbo et al., 1996; Redbo and
Nordblad, 1997), dairy cows and fattening animals (Sambraus and Gotthardt, 1985; Graf,
1994).

The objective of this study was to investigate injurious and abnormal behaviours as on-
farm measures of welfare in dairy cows and fattening bulls with regard to feasibility,
inter-observer reliability and short- to long-term intra-farm variability (consistency).
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8.3 METHODS

8.3.1 INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY TESTING (IORT)

IORT of injurious and abnormal indicators was based on (1) direct observations on six
dairy and two beef farms and (2) recordings from video clips. For the investigation of
inter-observer reliability no distinction was made between dairy cows and fattening bulls
as behaviour patterns are similar in both cattle categories.

On-farm IORT

On-farm IORT was carried out three times at different stages of the project with different
numbers of observers being present at each date (Table 8.1). The first testing took place
after two days of initial training before on-farm data collection started. The training
included discussions, video and on-farm training. The second IORT was about 50 days
after observers A and B had started on-farm data collection; two additional observers (C
and D) participated, who had received about half a day of training. The final on-farm IORT
took place after data collection had been finished.

Observers were always located near to each other in the barn allowing a free view on the
area observed.

Spearman rank correlation (r,) was used to test agreement within pairs of observers.
Additionally Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) was calculated for agreement
between 3 and 4 observers, respectively.

TABLE 8.1 Overview of on-farm IORT.
Meeting mm/yyyy Number of Sample size (pens, segments)
farms visited

A B C D

1 Germany 07/2005 4 35 35 - -
2 Austria 09/2005 2 10 10 7 10
3 Italy 06/2006 2 15 15 15 —
Total 8 60 60 22 10

Dairy 6 50 50 22 10

Beef! 2 10 10 - -

Notes: ' 07/2005; A, B, C, D = observers.
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IORT Using Videos

After completion of the on-farm data collection and after the final on-farm IORT in June
2006, three trained observers (A, B & C) separately watched 55 video sequences of about
2 to 14 minutes (07:05 hours in total). The video clips had been recorded on different beef
and dairy farms and contained representative situations of the behaviours that were in the
scope of the study. The video observations followed the same rules as provided in the
instructions for data collection.

Again Spearman rank correlations and Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) were
used.

8.3.2 INVESTIGATION OF INTRA-FARM CONSISTENCY

In total, 43 dairy farms (20 cubicle, 11 deep litter, 12 tie stall systems; herd size 12 — 150
cows) and 20 beef fattening farms (10 deep litter, 10 fully slatted floor systems; animals
per farm: 30-220, 5-27 bulls per pen) in Austria, Germany and Italy (only dairy) were
included in the study (Table 8.2). The dairy cows belonged to different breeds with
Holstein Friesian, Simmental-Fleckvieh and Brown Swiss being the most prevalent breeds.
The fattening bulls were Simmental-Fleckvieh (S-FV), Limousin and S-FVxLimousin
crosses. Other breeds such as Belgian Blue, Brown Swiss, Holstein Friesian, Tyrolean
Grey or Charolais were also kept in small numbers.

Observations of injurious and abnormal behaviours as defined in Table 8.3 were carried
out on three days at intervals of approximately 60 and 180 days after the first visit (beef
cattle farms, dairy loose housing systems). In dairy farms with tie stalls, the third visit
took place 120 days after the first visit (Figure 8.1).

TABLE 8.2 Overview of number and type of farms visited in each country.

Austria Germany Italy Total

DAIRY

Cubicles 8 8 4 20
Deep litter 3 4 4 11
Tie stalls 6 6 - 12
Total 17 18 8 43
BEEF

Fully slatted 5 - 10
Deep litter 5 5 - 10

Total 10 10 — 20
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TABLE 8.3 List of behaviours observed and their definitions.

Behaviour Definition

Slipping One or more claws accidentally slide out of place or glide off edges and/or the

(SP) animal is losing balance.

Falling An animal accidentally looses balance and its body quickly moves towards the

(FA) ground and touches it with udder, sternum, carpal joint, knee or with the whole
flank or abdomen. If falling is caused by previous slipping then slipping is
counted separately.

Stepping on... ... tail (ST): A standing or walking bull puts its foot on the tail of a lying group

(only beef bulls) mate and puts weight on it. Each step is counted. Only tested in fully slatted
housing systems.

Stepping on... ... other parts of the body than tail (SB): A standing or walking bull puts its

(only beef bulls) foot on any part of the body other than tail of a lying group mate and puts
weight on it. Each step is counted.

Mounting A bull lifts itself up on its hind legs and jumps with its forelegs onto another

MO) group mate either from behind, the side or front. The receiver may be standing

(only beef bulls) or lying.

Injurious total Dairy cows: INJ = SP + FA

(INJ) Beef bulls: INJ = SP + FA + ST + SB + MO

Tongue rolling
(TR)

Chewing on equipment

(CW)

Intersucking
as)

Sitting
(Sh

Abnormal total
(ABN)

The animal is repeatedly twisting, twirling or swinging the tongue in a
stereotypic way inside or outside the open mouth, or stretches out the tongue
for longer than 10 seconds; sometimes the neck and head is stretched upwards.
A new bout is recorded if the behaviour is interrupted for more than 10 s.

The animal takes any equipment in its mouth and chews on it for more than 10
seconds. A new bout is recorded if chewing is interrupted for more than 10
seconds.

The actor gets hold of teat, udder, ear, tail, prepuce or skin fold of a group mate
with its mouth and pulls at it with the muscles of its cheeks and tongue as if it
wants to get milk out of it.

The animal is sitting dog-like on its hind quarter with front legs fully stretched
for longer than 10 seconds. A new bout is recorded when the animal has either

adopted another lying position or risen in between.
ABN =TR + CW +1IS + SI

Day 1
First day of
observation

Short term | l

Day 60 Day 180 (120)
60 days after first 180 (120) days after first
observation observation

Medium (short) term |

Long (medium) term

FIGURE 8.1 Schedule for on-farm observations.

Data Recording on Dairy Farms

On each farm the lactating dairy cows were observed excluding separate groups of dry or
periparturient cows, as well as cows in hospital pens. Behaviour performed by or with
animals in heat was not recorded.
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Behaviour was recorded using continuous behaviour sampling and observations lasted for
4 h after morning feeding (or after feed had been pushed up). The observer was positioned
on the feed bunk on an elevated observation chair.

In herds larger than 25 cows, the observations were carried out in segments of the barn
which were expected to contain on average not more than 25 cows per segment. These
segments covered all accessible areas (lying areas, feeding places, concentrate feeders,
outdoor loafing areas etc.). The duration of continuous observations within each segment
was adjusted to the number of segments so that each segment was observed at least once
per two hours (minimum observation period 10 min) or at least twice within four hours
respectively.

The number of animals which were feeding, standing/walking and lying within the
segment was recorded at the beginning and at the end of each observation period. Data
were then analysed as the mean number of events per animal and hour, taking the absolute
frequency of behaviours, the duration of observations per pen/segment and the average
number of animals in the pen/segment during the observation into account.

From all values obtained on segment level the mean incidence at herd level was calculated
(occurrence of behaviour/animal*hour). Spearman rank correlations and Kendall’s
coefficient of concordance were used to test consistency between visits (1-60—180/120).
Data Recording on Beef Farms

Three weight classes were defined in line with the literature and common farming practice:
. initial fattening period (I): 200-350 kg;

. medium fattening period (M): 350-550 kg;

. finishing fattening period (F) 2550 kg.

Pens holding less than three animals were excluded from observations.

Behaviour was recorded in the same way as on the dairy farms.

All weight classes present were observed for equal periods within each observation hour
and each pen was observed at least twice during the 4 hour period. Pens with more than

25 bulls were divided into 2 or more segments (see dairy cattle).

Also data processing within each weight class followed the same rules as for dairy cattle.
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8.3.3 DECISION ON MEASURES

We followed a stepwise approach in deciding on the usefulness of the behavioural
measures for on-farm welfare assessment protocols:

1.  Median on-farm incidence had to exceed 0.10 events/animal*hour to allow for
reliable and feasible recording as well as differentiation between farms;

2. Interms of inter-observer reliability (IOR), correlation between observers had to be
rs or Kendall’s W=0.70.

3.  In terms of intra-farm consistency, again for the remaining measures correlation
coefficients between results from different observation days had to be Kendall’s
W=0.70.

8.4 RESULTS

8.4.1 INCIDENCES OF AGONISTIC SOCIAL BEHAVIOURS

In dairy cows, all injurious or abnormal behaviours occurred at median incidences of less
than 0.10 events/animal*hour (Table 8.4). Median incidences of both total injurious and
total abnormal behaviours also did not exceed the threshold of 0.10 events/animal*hour.

In beef bulls, injurious behaviours occurred more frequently and the median level of total
injurious behaviour ranged from 0.44 to 0.60 events/animal*hour (Table 8.4). Mounting
was the injurious behaviour most often observed and was most frequent in medium
fattening bulls (0.28 events/animal*hour). Incidences of slipping were highest in finishing
(0.24 events/animal*hour) and lowest in initial fattening bulls (0.13 events/animal*hour).
Median incidences of other injurious behaviours (falling, stepping on tail, stepping on
bull) were always below 0.10. Similar to dairy cows, the median frequency of abnormal
behaviours in beef bulls never exceeded 0.00 events/animal*hour.

Box 8.1 Measures of injurious and abnormal behaviour that are feasible for on-farm
welfare assessment.

Dairy cows Beef bulls

Injurious: none Injurious:

Abnormal: none Slipping
Mounting
Total injurious behaviour
Abnormal: none
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TABLE 8.4 Descriptive measures (median, mean, minimum (Min) and maximum (Max)
values, standard deviation of the mean (SD) and variance (Var)) of incidences of injurious
and abnormal behaviours in dairy cows and beef bulls (events/animal*hour); for beef cattle
overall data for the three farm visits are presented.

Behaviour Animals Day  Median Mean Min Max SD Var N

Weight
T 02 00 00 70 17 03 31
DAIRY 60 03 08 00 48 .12 01 31
Loose housing 180 03 05 00 41 09 01 31
overall 03 07 00 70 13 02 93
1 01 03 00 14 05 00 12
DAIRY 60 04 04 00 .15 05 00 12
Tie stalls 120 02 03 00 .11 04 00 12
overall .03 03 00 .15 04 00 36
T 13 26 00 141 33 11 36
BEEF M 18 46 00 234 56 31 57
F 24 39 00 345 62 38 57
T 00 00 00 06 01 00 31
DAIRY 60 00 00 00 02 00 00 31
Loose housing 180 00 00 00 05 01 00 31
overall 00 00 00 06 01 00 93
. 1 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
Falling DAIRY 60 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
(FA) Tie stalls 120 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
overall 00 00 00 00 00 00 36
T 00 0T 00 15 03 00 36
BEEF M 00 01 00 .18 03 00 57
F 00 0l 00 .19 03 00 57
) ) T 00 0T 00 19 04 00 36
Stepping on tail BEEF M 00 00 00 05 01 00 57
(ST) F 00 00 00 15 02 00 57
Stepping on other parts of T 00 04 00 23 07 01 36
the body than tail BEEF M 00 03 00 23 07 00 57
(SB) F 00 05 00 23 08 01 57
) T 27 37 00 246 51 26 36
Mounting BEEF M 28" 37 00 165 36 .13 57
(MO) F 19° 33 00 254 45 21 57
T 04 09 00 70 17 03 31
DAIRY 60 03 09 00 48 12 01 31
Loose housing 180 03 05 00 41 09 01 31
overall 03 08 00 70 13 02 93
o T [ 03 00 14 05 00 12
Injurious total DAIRY 60 04 04 00 15 05 00 12
(INJ) Tie stalls 120 02 03 00 .11 04 00 12
overall .03 03 00 .15 04 00 36
T 3T 66 00 246 55 30 36
BEEF M 60° 8 00 345 71 50 57
F 44 74 00 420 85 712 57

Notes: " exceed the threshold of 0.1 events/animal*hour
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TABLE 8.4 CONT. Descriptive measures (median, mean, minimum (Min) and maximum
(Max) values, standard deviation of the mean (SD) and variance (Var)) of incidences of
injurious and abnormal behaviours in dairy cows and beef bulls (events/animal*hour); for
beef cattle overall data for the three farm visits are presented.

Behaviour Animals Day  Median Mean Min Max SD Var N
Weight
T 00 01T 00 27 05 00 31
DAIRY 60 00 01 00 08 02 00 31
Loose housing 180 00 01 00 08 02 00 31
overall .00 0l 00 27 03 00 93
, T 00 04 00 33 10 01 12
(T;Ef‘)%“e rolling DAIRY 60 00 03 00 35 10 01 12
Tie stalls 120 00 03 00 21 06 00 12
overall 00 03 00 35 09 01 36
T 00 24 00 288 49 24 36
BEEF M 00 1100 128 25 06 57
F 00 10 00 63 .18 03 57
T 00 00 00 04 01 00 31
DAIRY 60 00 00 00 03 01 00 31
Loose housing 180 00 00 00 .00 00 00 31
overall 00 00 00 04 01 00 93
. . T 00 00 00 04 01 00 12
Chewing on equipment [\ |y, 60 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
(CW) Tie stalls 120 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
overall .00 00 00 04 01 00 36
T 00 02 00 25 06 00 36
BEEF M 00 02 00 29 06 00 57
F 00 02 00 30 06 00 57
T 00 00 00 00 00 00 31
DAIRY 60 00 00 00 00 00 00 31
Loose housing 180 00 00 00 00 00 00 31
overall .00 00 00 00 00 00 93
. T 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
Intersucking DAIRY 60 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
as) Tie stalls 120 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
overall .00 00 00 00 00 00 36
T 00 02 00 30 05 00 36
BEEF M 00 00 00 15 02 00 57
F 00 00 00 .10 01 00 57
T 00 01T 00 27 05 00 31
DAIRY 60 00 03 00 21 04 00 31
Loose housing 180 00 02 00 14 03 00 31
overall 00 02 00 27 04 00 93
T 00 04 00 33 10 0l 12
Abnormal total DAIRY 60 00 04 00 35 10 01 12
(ABN) Tie stalls 120 00 03 00 21 06 00 12
overall 00 03 00 35 09 01 36
T 06 28 00 325 53 28 356
BEEF M 00 14 00 128 26 07 57

F 00 Jd2 00 63 19 04 57
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In conclusion, measures of injurious and abnormal behaviour that are feasible for on-farm
welfare assessment are presented in Box 8.1.

8.4.2 INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY

On-farm Observations

Due to low or zero occurrences of behaviours, measures of inter-observer agreement could
not be calculated for any of the behaviours investigated.

Video Observations

On the 55 video clips, 16, 13 and 15 slipping events were recorded by observers A, B and
C, respectively. Rank correlations between single observers as well as Kendall’s W for
overall agreement did not reach acceptable levels (r, and W<0.7; Table 8.5). Again, IOR
for mounting could not tested using video recordings due to low incidence of the
behaviour.

8.4.3 CONSISTENCY OVER DIFFERENT PERIODS OF TIME (INTRA-FARM VARIABILITY)

Due to the very low on-farm incidences of the behaviours falling, stepping on tail, stepping
on bull as well as of abnormal behaviours (Table 8.4), results on consistency are only
presented for slipping, mounting and for total injurious behaviours in fattening bulls (Table
8.6). Spearman rank correlations between single farm visits for slipping were generally low
(r,=0.08-0.59). The consistency regarding levels of slipping behaviour was higher in

TABLE 8.5 Spearman rank correlation coefficients (r,) and Kendall’s coefficient of
concordance (W) for inter-observer agreement based on video clips (n=55).

Behaviour Observer pairs Kendall's W
A B A_C B_C
Slipping (SP) 1, S7 34 46 .64
p 000 011 000 000

Box 8.2 Measures of injurious and abnormal behaviour that revealed sufficient inter-
observer reliability.

Dairy cows Beef bulls

None Injurious: none (only slipping tested)
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TABLE 8.6 Spearman rank correlation coefficients (r,) for short- (1_60, 60_120), mid-
(60_180, 1_120) and long-term (1_180) intra-farm consistency and Kendall’s coefficient
of concordance (W) for slipping, mounting and total injurious behaviour in fattening bulls
of different weight classes (I=200-350 kg, M=350-550 kg, F=>550 kg).

Behaviour Weight class 1_60 60_180 1 180 Kendall’s W
Slipping (SP) I I, 35 40 08 52
p 150 096 737 031
M I, S0 Sl 59 .68
p 035 009 031 000
F I, S0 .56 52 .67
p 035 017 023 000
M & F! I A7 .70 .62 72
p 051 001 005 000
Mounting I I, 31 41 .10 54
MO) p 210 087 693 019
M I, 03 13 29 43
P 895 615 235 .149
F I, 06 -23 .19 32
p 812 348 443 534
M & F! I, 13 06 29 44
p 598 .801 226 128
Injurious total I I, .36 32 04 Sl
(INJ) p 144 192 .884 036
M I, 28 25 31 S1
p 263 317 .199 034
F I, 42 39 52 .62
p 085 115 021 002
M & F! I 41 42 .56 64
p 088 086 012 001

Notes: ' M & F = all bulls > 350 kg (merging data from pens with medium and finishing weight class bulls);
figure in italics exceeds threshold of W=0.70.

medium and finishing bulls than in light bulls, but reached acceptable levels only when
medium weight and finishing bulls were pooled (M&F, W=0.72).

Consistency regarding levels of mounting was even lower than for slipping and overall
consistency (Kendalls’ W) was always below 0.70. Lumping all injurious behaviours
together (injurious total) did not improve consistency levels to acceptable levels in the
different weight classes or when medium weight and finishing bulls were pooled.

In conclusion, no measures of injurious and abnormal behaviour revealed sufficient
consistency over time in both dairy and beef cattle.
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8.5 DISCUSSION

In the dairy farms studied, incidences of injurious and abnormal behaviours were very
low and also the totals of the single measures (injurious total, abnormal total) did not reach
the set minimum incidence level for reliable recordings of 0.1 events/animal*hour. No
behaviours can therefore be recommended for on-farm welfare assessment in dairy cattle.

In beef bulls most parameters also occurred rarely during the 4 hours of on-farm
observations. However, slipping (SP) and mounting (MO) were more frequently recorded
(median: SP: 0.13-0.24 events/animal*hour; MO: 0.19-0.28 events/animal*hour). The
lowest frequency of mounting was found in finishing bulls. This was probably caused by
horizontal bars above the finishing bull pens in some farms which inhibit jumping onto
each other.

Although median frequency of falling, stepping on tail or stepping on other parts of the
body than tail was 0.00, reasonable peak values were obtained in single farms (maximum
values between 0.05 and 0.23 events/animal*hour). Lumping all injurious behaviours
together led to median incidences of total injurious behaviour of 0.44-0.60
events/animal*hour in the different weight classes thus allowing reliable recordings.

Due to low incidences of behaviours during both on-farm observations as well as when
behaviours were recorded from video clips, investigation of inter-observer-reliability could
only be performed with regard to slipping. The unsatisfactory agreement (Kendall’s W=
0.64). might be due to difficulties in recognizing the rather quick movements of the legs
in a less visible place (poorly lit floor of the pens). Furthermore, the term [...] and/or the
animal is losing balance’ might have led to different assessments during the IOR sessions.

Although inter-observer agreement was poor (slipping) or missing (mounting), intra-farm
consistencies were calculated assuming that conspicuous behaviours such as mounting
should be reliably observed and inter-observer reliability for slipping is likely to be
improved by refining the definition or proper training.

However, overall consistency of levels of injurious and abnormal behaviours was generally
below the threshold of W=0.7 and was not markedly improved when behaviour classes
were lumped together or weight classes in beef bulls were merged.
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8.6 CONCLUSIONS

Due to low levels of occurrence and unsatisfactory consistency over time no measures of
injurious and abnormal behaviour are recommended for inclusion in on-farm welfare
assessment protocols for both dairy and beef cattle.
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ASSESSMENT OF FEAR AND
INJURIOUS BEHAVIOURS AT
SLAUGHTER

R. Westin, A. Velarde, A. Dalmau and B. Algers

9.1 SUMMARY

Pre slaughter handling can be very frightening and stressful to animals. A scoring method
for assessment of behaviours related to fear and injury has been developed and evaluated.
The presented method is a promising scoring method for assessment of behaviours during
driving of cattle into the stun box. However, final conclusions about the feasibility of this
method for scoring during unloading of cattle can not be made until the effect of an
increased training on inter-observer agreement is evaluated.

During sampling, the following behaviours are recorded.

. Run (Rn) — The animal runs, by itself or as a reaction to the handler driving it
forward.

. Move backwards/Turn around (Mb) — The animal move backwards, turn around or
tries to turn around, by itself or as a reaction to the handler trying to drive it forward.

. Freeze (Fr) — The alley is free but the animal refuses to continue in spite of the

handler physically trying to drive it forward. An animal that stops but continues to
walk when the handler drives it forwards is not freezing.

. No locomotion behaviour occurred (No) — The animal does not ‘run’, ‘move
backwards’ or ‘freeze’.

. Slip/Fall — The animal looses its foothold.

. Vocalize — The animal vocalizes in any way.

At unloading, sampling is done at group level. The group of animals unloaded together is
monitored from walking of the transport vehicle until entering the stable building or
gathering pen. If one animal in the group displays any of the defined behaviours, this is
recorded in the audit protocol (Appendix 1). When monitoring cattle at driving into stun
box, sampling is done at individual level when an animal is driven into the stun box.
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Monitoring is performed until the animal is stunned. As soon as the first observed animal
is stunned, observation of the next animal in front of the line starts.

From the scoring results, ‘the percentage of unloadings where animals display behaviours
related to fear or injury’ and ‘the percentage of animals driven into stun box that display
behaviours related to fear or injury’ can be calculated.

9.2 INTRODUCTION

Facility design and animal handling practice are well known to influence fear level and the
behaviour of cattle at slaughter plants (Gregory, 1998; Weeks et al., 2002; Grandin, 2005).
Distractions which impede animal movement and poor maintenance of facilities such as
worn, slick floors are identified as two common causes of animal welfare problems in
slaughter plants (Grandin, 1996). Animals will often stop and even refuse to move through
a handling system if there are distractions such as sparkling reflections, air blowing
towards the animals, high pitched noise and movement up ahead of the approaching
animals. These distractions can ruin the performance of a well designed facility (Grandin,
1996; Gregory 1998). Vocalization has also been shown to be strongly associated with
stressful events at pre-slaughter handling, such as electric prodding, slipping, missed
captive bolt stun and excessive pressure exerted on the animal’s body by a restraining
device (Grandin, 1998). Several restaurant companies have been auditing animal welfare
in slaughter plants since 1999 which has resulted in great improvements in pre-slaughter
handling of cattle (Grandin, 2005). There are also examples of beef producing companies
owning and running abattoirs that have implemented their own welfare audit programs
(Jonsson, personal message, 2006). The aim of this study was to develop and evaluate a
method for assessment of fear and injurious behaviours at unloading and driving of cattle
at abattoirs, possible to conduct during commercial conditions.

9.3 METHODS

Visits have been made in two Swedish and one Spanish abattoir. During each visit cattle
were observed and filmed during unloading and driving into the stunning box. After this,
discussions between the collaborators were held and injurious behaviours (slip/fall) and
behaviours indicating fear (run, move backwards, freeze, vocalize) possible to monitor
during commercial conditions were defined. (For definitions, see Chapter 3.1) From
collected material, one film exemplifying defined signs of fear and injurious behaviours
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and another showing continues sequences of unloading and driving of animals into the
stun box were made.

Six observers were trained by reading written instructions of how to monitor the defined
behaviour at unloading and driving of cattle and by looking at the film with examples of
the behaviours. After training, monitoring was done individually by each observer for two
days in a row by looking at 18 film sequences of unloading of animals from transport
vehicles (in total 113 animals) and 12 sequences of driving animals into the stun box (in
total 12 animals). When monitoring of unloading, animals unloaded together in a group
were regarded as one observation unit and if one or more animals in the group displayed
any of the defined behaviours (run, move backwards, freeze, slip/fall, vocalize) this was
recorded in the audit protocol (Appendix 1). In addition the number of cattle in the group
monitored was counted. If an animal was prodded or hit any interior structure comments
were made. When monitoring driving of cattle into the stun box only the animal in front
of the line was observed.

Fleiss’ kappa coefficients (Fleiss, 1971) for inter-observer reliability during monitoring
of unloading respectively monitoring of driving into stun box were calculated separately
for each of the studied behaviours (run, move backwards, freeze, slip/fall and vocalize) by
using the ‘Attribute Agreement Analysis’ function in Minitab (MINITAB® Release 14.1,
Minitab Inc, 2003). During monitoring of unloading, no animal vocalized and during
monitoring of driving into stun box no animal did run or slip/fall. No statistic analysis was
therefore possible to perform for these behaviours.

9.4 RESULTS

In total 30 observations including 125 animals were made by all six observers. During
monitoring of unloading, group size differed from 2 to 13 animals. Kappa values and the
number of inter-observer agreements day 1 and 2 are shown in Table 9.1. For monitoring
of unloading, the lowest value of kappa was obtained for observation of move backwards
(0.44) and the highest kappa value was obtained for observation of slip/fall (0.64). For
monitoring of driving into stun box the lowest kappa value was obtained for freeze (0.70)
and the highest for move backwards (0.95).

One animal was forced to walk forward by use of an electrified prodder, which all
observers commented.
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TABLE 9.1 Number of inter-rater agreements within 6 observers and corresponding kappa
values for studied behaviours.

Unloading Driving into stun box
No. agreements' Fleiss’ kappa No. agreements® Fleiss’ kappa
Run Day 1 10 (55.6%) 56 =3 -
Day 2 10 (55.6%) .60
(mean) (.58)
Move backwards Day 1 9 (5.0%) A2 10 (83.3%) .89
Day 2 9 (5.0%) 46 12 (100%) 1.00
(mean) (44) (.95)
Freeze Day 1 10 (55.6%) A7 10 (83.3%) 76
Day 2 14 (77.8%) 44 8 (66.7%) 64
(mean) (46) (.70)
Slip/Fall Day 1 11 (61.1%) .70 3 -
Day 2 8 (44.4%) S8
(mean) (.64)
Vocalize Day 1 =3 - 11 (91.7%) .84
Day 2 12 (100%) 1.00
(mean) (.92)

Notes: ! number of exact agreements within all observers in 30 observations including 113 animals; 2 number
of exact agreements within all observers in 12 observations including 12 animals; * no animal displayed the
actual behaviour.

9.5 DISCUSSION

Running, moving backwards and freezing are all behaviours associated with locomotion
displayed when an animal tries to escape from or avoid a frightening situation (Gregory,
1998). Cattle are herd animals and the behaviour of one animal will often influence other
animals in the herd. If a group of animals are moving and one starts to run, the others are
thus likely to follow. At most abattoirs, animals are unloaded in small groups. In our
opinion, sampling of these behaviours at group level is therefore more informative and
more related to animal welfare than sampling on individual basis. Animals vocalizing or
slipping/falling are not believed to influence other animals in the same extent. This means
that they can be counted to assess the number of injurious and stressful event on individual
level as well. To make monitoring of all behaviours equal at unloading, we did however
not choose to record these behaviours at individual level. But, it is possible that a well
experienced observer would be able to record vocalize and slip/fall at individual level at
the same time as running, moving backwards and freezing is recorded at group level.

The value of kappa evaluates the strength of agreement between observers. It has a
maximum value of 1.00 when agreement is perfect, a value of zero indicates no agreement
better than chance (Fleiss, 1971). The strength of agreement for a value of kappa between
0 and 1.00 can be interpret as poor’ if less than 0.20, ‘fair’ if 0.21-0.40, ‘moderate’ if 0.41—
0.60, ‘good’ if 0.61-0.80 and ‘very good’ if 0.81-1.00 (Altman, 1991). According to this
grading system the received kappa values in this study indicates a good to very good inter-
observer agreement when monitoring driving of animals into the stun box but only an on
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average moderate inter-observer agreement when monitoring unloading. At monitoring
of driving into the stun box one single animal is observed, while during monitoring of
unloading several animals are studied at the same time. Group size during this study varied
from 2 up to 13 animals. If the group size is large we can expect simultaneous assessment
of several behaviours to be complicated resulting in lower inter-rater agreement. However
better agreement than the one obtained is preferable in order to conclude that measuring
should be done in this way. During monitoring of unloading the observers where instructed
to count all animals in the group observed. This can draw attention from assessment of
displayed behaviours. During live observations at abattoirs information about how many
animals are unloaded from a truck can instead be obtained from the driver of each unloaded
transport vehicle which would possibly facilitate sampling. Another possible cause of low
inter-observer agreement is insufficient training. No training was conducted where
observers and instructor watched video sequences together and discussed interpretation of
borderline cases. We believe that a more thorough training can increase inter-observer
agreement. This should be evaluated before final conclusions about feasibility can be
made.

According to the original proposal, live observations were supposed to be carried out by
the trained observers. However, this was not possible to arrange since no slaughter plant
did allow this.

9.6 CONCLUSIONS

The proposed method is a promising method for assessment of behaviours related to fear
and injury during driving of cattle into the stun box. However, final conclusions about
feasibility of this method performed at unloading can not be made until the effect of an
increased training on inter-observer agreement
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CATTLE HEALTH STATUS

E. Canali, H.R. Whay and K.A. Leach

10.1 SUMMARY

Disease and mortality among dairy and beef cattle is a problem both in terms of welfare
and economic loss. Welfare assessment protocols designed for the assessment of individual
farms may take into account parameters which directly or indirectly reflect the health of
dairy and beef cattle. Data regarding health are sometimes recorded on a routine basis,
yet may not be readily available, or may be recorded in variable formats. A review of
literature was carried out to determine the most suitable and feasible measures of health
for dairy cows, fattening bulls and veal calves. A first table of possible health status
measures, listing the validity, and feasibility of each measure was produced. These
measures were discussed by a panel of veterinary or scientific experts in cattle health,
Some measures were deleted due being less common symptoms or needing a specific
clinical expertise for diagnosis. Sampling methods for measures obtained by observation
were considered, and it was decided that, after using a sampling strategy which covers all
buildings and production groups, measures should be summarised at a farm level. The
resulting protocol covers fifteen potential health status measures. Simple measure
descriptions are given for: Coughing, Sneezing, Increased respiratory rate, Nasal discharge,
Ocular discharge, Diarrhoea, Mastitis, Vulvar discharge, Mortality, Bloated rumen, Tail
necrosis, Dystocia, Anaemia, Downer cows, and Culling rate.The suitability of Dystocia,
Downer Cows and Culling rate as measures is limited at present by the number of farms
where these data are recorded. Assessing an adequate sample of animals will be time-
consuming on large farms.

10.2 INTRODUCTION

The objective of this task was to put forward a proposal for the standardisation of some
signs of health status in cattle. Diseases are important welfare problems. Effective health
care therefore requires that cattle be kept in appropriate environments. Preventive
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measures, for example good hygiene and appropriate vaccination regimes, can help avoid
infection of herds. Many diseases are multi-factorial. Their development may depend on
the husbandry conditions of the cattle. Effective health care therefore requires that cattle
are kept in environments which do not cause stress and reduced immunocompetence
(SCAHAW report, 2001). Some health measures can be assessed by observations on the
animals, but others can only be assessed if records are kept on the farm. There are limited
publications relating to welfare assessment schemes looking at the health status parameters
and how they are assessed. Clinical signs are often used but standardization of clinical
signs is very rare and they are used mainly for veterinary diagnostic purposes. Therefore
literature on possible health measures was reviewed, and discussions were held to decide
on the most suitable and feasible measures to include in protocols to assess the health
status of dairy cows, fattening bulls, and veal calves, before drawing up a protocol of
recommended measures.

10.3 METHODS

Initially a review of the available literature on cattle health measures and clinical signs used
in welfare assessment was carried out. The group met on one occasion in Milan (17-18
January 2006). Further work was carried out by each researcher separately and discussed
via email. Drafts of the deliverables were circulated between the members. From the work
carried out by each researcher it was decided that the proposal should focus on health
related data just at farm level. Initial discussion focussed on the need for a tabulation of
possible health status measures for cattle to ease the understanding of the variety of
possible measures. According to the available literature and personal experience in
preparing and using monitoring systems incorporating clinical signs, the partners prepared
a first table of possible health status measures; the validity, and feasibility of each measure
were listed. Although other criteria could have been selected, the ones described above
appeared to be a reasonable method for ranking the measures. The second step was to
discuss this table with a group of experts. The members of the group were chosen for their
experience in this area (veterinarians and animal science cattle experts) in two meetings
in Milan. Some measures were deleted due to the fact of being less common symptoms or
needing a specific clinical expertise for diagnosis.

After the choice of health measures, particular attention was paid to the practical sampling
strategy, which should suit different production systems, different concentrations of
animals per group and animals with little habituation to human proximity (i.e. fattening
bulls). From references and discussions with other members of the Welfare Quality project,
it has been decided to record the numbers of animals which present signs as a proportion
of the total number of animals in the pen or in the herd. The proposal mentions particular
considerations for sampling methods for dairy cows, fattening bulls and veal calves.
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10.4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

10.4.1 LITERATURE REVIEW

Respiratory and digestive disorders are quite common in beef and dairy cattle especially
in young animals (Radostits et al., 1999; EFSA. 2006). Anaemia can be found in veal
calves, and could be detected checking the haemoglobin levels of the animals (EFSA,
2006.)

Diarrhoea is caused by dietary factors or by infections due to viruses, bacteria or parasites.
Enteritis is clinically recognized by the observation of faeces with a looser consistency than
normal. Colour as well as smell of the faeces might be affected. Respiratory disorders can
be caused by infection (viral, bacterial), parasites and environmental causes (i.e. ammonia,)
(Radostits et al., 1999). The signs usually found are fever, nasal discharge, and coughing
(Radostits et al., 1999).

Mastitis and metabolic disorders are quite common in dairy cows. Information on these
pathologies can be achieved by different methods such as performing direct observations
on the cows ( i.e. when they are in the milking parlour), looking at the farm records (or
asking the farmer questions) or looking at the somatic cell count data.

Tail tip inflammation has been reported in intensive fattening bull units with close
confinement since the 1970s (SCAHAW report, 2001). The lesion occurs more often in
young bulls on slatted floors while a lower frequency has also been reported in tethered
bulls and sporadically in heifers kept in the same housing system as fattening bulls. This
lesion is caused in most cases by traumatic injuries (tail tramping) which subsequently
become infected. The lesion usually begins at the tip of the tail with a typical inflammatory
reaction that gradually extends upwards. When the incidence of tail tip inflammation is
high this can lead to economic loss due to reduced weight gain, and death losses due to
pyaemia, and veterinary costs (SCAHAW report, 2001).

10.4.2 MEASURES CHOSEN

The measures chosen for inclusion in the protocol are shown in Table 10.1, along with the
animal group for which they are relevant and their ranking in terms of suitability.
Equipment required:

. Appropriate disposable clothing and footwear
. Recording sheets, clipboard and supply of pens
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TABLE 10.1 Summary of the health measures considered for cattle.

Clinical measure/record Animals for which How to assess Ranking
measure is appropriate

Coughing DC/FB/VC Percentage on total number of animals High
Sneezing DC/FB/VC Percentage on total number of animals High
Nasal discharge DC/FB/VC Percentage on total number of animals High
Increased respiratory rate DC/FB/VC Percentage on total number of animals High
Ocular discharge DC/FB/VC Percentage on total number of animals High
Diarrhoea DC/FB/VC Percentage on total number of animals High
Bloated rumen VC Percentage on total number of animals High
Tail necrosis FB/ VC Percentage on total number of animals High
Metritis DC Percentage on total number of animals High
Mastitis DC Farm records on somatic cell counts High
Dystocia DC Farm records Medium
Downer cows DC Farm records Medium
Culling rate (for accident or DC Farm records Medium
serious disease)
Life expectancy DC Farm records Low
Mortality DC/FB/VC Farm records High

Notes: DC dairy cows; FB fattening bulls; VC veal calves.

. Spray marker
o Buckets and disinfectant for boots

10.4.3 TAKING THE MEASUREMENT

Precisely how each measurement should be taken will vary from parameter to parameter,
however the majority are assessed by counting the number of clinical signs on the total
number of animals in the pen (fattening bulls, veal calves) or in the production group
(dairy cows).

The strategy to observe clinical signs varies according to the categories of animals and size
of pen and groups:

. There should be no need for the inspector to enter small pens of veal calves (i.e.
containing less than 10 animals). It could be possible to check to pens simultaneously
(5 or less calves).

. For larger pens, the inspector will need enter the pen and walk through slowly from
one side to the other.
. For fattening bulls animals should be checked without entering the pens, but the

chosen pens should offer high visibility.
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For dairy cows the inspector should spend 15 minutes inside the structure (however more
time may be required if there are a large numbers of animals in the herd).

On entering the housing area:

. Walk slowly one step per second
. Avoid abrupt movement

10.4.4 SAMPLING METHOD

For the majority of parameters it is necessary to consider the animals on an individual
basis. The sampling strategy should include samples of all different housing types on the
farm. Sampling should be done across the different stages of production for fattening bulls
and veal calves. All production groups should be sampled for lactating dairy cows.

10.4.5 GENERAL SAMPLING NOTES

Dairy cows

. Cows must be sampled at every production stage.

. If the cows are divided into production groups each group should be inspected and
productive stage should identified.

. If there are 15 or fewer animals in the herd, all should be sampled.

. If there are more than 15 animals in the herd, a proportion should be assessed
according to Appendix.

. It is important to check a proportion of animals which approach the inspector and

also a proportion of animals which avoid him/her and remain far away. The inspector
will walk slowly through the herd. Cows that have been checked should be identified
using stock marker spray to avoid double counting.

Veal calves and fattening bulls:

. A minimum of 4 pens per production stage (beginning, middle and end of production
stage) per building is suggested, sample size on farms of different total populations
should be subject to discussion at the full farm protocol stage.

. If there are different systems of buildings, all types must be sampled.

. Where there are identical buildings/systems for a production stage, these should be
sampled representatively (e.g. 50% from each of two buildings).

. Where there are multiple non-identical buildings/systems for a production stage, a
representative sample from each should be taken relative to the number of animals.

. It is important to assess pens in all the different part of the buildings such near door,

in the middle and near fans.
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. Where pens contain 15 animals or fewer, all subjects within should be sampled.

. The assessor need not enter pens with small numbers of veal calves if these are
easily viewed from the passageway.

. In pens/paddocks containing over 50 calves, a proportion of the animals should be

assessed according the appendix 1: Inspectors should assess calves in each part of
the pen and not only those animals which approach him/her Animals that have been
checked should be identified using stock marker spray to avoid double counting.

. Fattening bulls should always be assessed without entering the pen.

10.4.6 SPECIFIC PROCEDURES FOR ASSESSING THE MEASURES

Respiratory Problems

Respiratory problems are more common in beef cattle than in dairy cows and they can
impair animal health and welfare. Coughing, sneezing (not so common in cattle), nasal and
ocular discharge and increased respiratory rate (varying degrees of breathing difficulty
and noise) are useful signs. Particular attention should be paid to bulls at the beginning of
the fattening cycle. The method described to assess these signs is suitable for veal and
fattening bulls, and can be used for cows, however they are not often observed showing
signs of respiratory distress. Due to the difference in rearing systems for these categories
of animals, separate descriptions of assessment are reported below.

Methods

Veal calves and fattening bulls
Coughing, sneezing:

. The inspector should spend 5 minutes per pen listening to and counting the number
of coughs and sneezes. For each pen, the occurrences of each event will be counted
together with the number of animals present in the pen. It could be possible to check
two pens simultaneously (5 or less calves). If one or few animals show the majority
of coughing and sneezing the inspector will note this.

Ocular discharge, nasal discharge and increased respiratory rate:

. For each pen, the occurrences of each clinical sign will be counted together with the
number of animals present in the pen.

. There should be no need for the inspector to enter small pens of veal calves (i.e.
containing 5 or less calves ).

. For larger pens, the inspector will need enter the pen and walk through slowly from

one side to the other assessing a proportion of animals according the sampling
procedure.
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Dairy cows
Coughing, sneezing:

The inspector should spend 15 minutes inside the structure (however more time may
be required if there are a large number of animals in the herd) listening to and
counting the number of coughs and sneezes. If the cows are divided into production
groups each group should be inspected.

Ocular discharge, nasal discharge and increased respiratory rate:

For each group, the occurrences of ocular discharge, nasal discharge and increased
respiratory rate will be counted together with the number of animals present in the
group. The inspector will walk slowly through the herd assessing a proportion of
animals according to the procedure described in the sampling strategy section.

Enteric Problems: Diarrhoea

Methods

Diarrhoea is commonly assessed looking at the consistency of the faeces through the
use of a faecal score. Many similar faecal scores are reported in literature as a
diagnostic tool. However in order to be used in a welfare scheme we think it could
be better to use a very simple such as a two point faecal score: 1=diarrhoea, loose
faeces with reduced solid matter; and 2=severe diarrhoea, aqueous faeces with
markedly reduced or little solid matter, blood. However, it is necessary to know the
diet fed to the animals. In veal calves faeces are commonly liquid but presence in the
pen of yellow faeces with a characteristic odour should be recorded with a note even
in absence of animals which shows clinical signs.

Veal calves and fattening bulls

The inspector should spend 5 minutes per pen. For each pen, the occurrence of
subjects with signs of scouring (animals with loose faecal material around the anal
region, faecal staining) will be counted together with the number of animals present
in the pen. There should be no need for the inspector to enter small pens of veal
calves (i.e. containing less than 10 animals). It may be possible to simultaneously
observe two small pens for veal calves (5 calves per pen). For larger pens, the
inspector will need to enter the pen and walk through slowly assessing a proportion
of animals according the instructions in the sampling strategy section.

As enteritis is very common in young animals particular attention should be paid to the
pens which host calves of less then 1 month old. For fattening bulls, animals should be
checked without entering the pens.
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Dairy cows

. The inspector should spend 15 minutes inside the structure (however more time may
be required if there are a large number of animals in the herd). If the cows are divided
into production groups each group should be inspected. For each group, the
occurrences of subjects with abnormal consistency of the faeces or scouring signs
will be counted together with the number of animals present in the group. The
inspector will walk slowly through the herd assessing a proportion of animals
according the procedure described in the sampling strategy section.

Enteric Problems: Bloated Rumen

Veal calves

. For each pen, each animal that shows noticeable signs of rumen distension will be
counted together with the number of animals present in the pen. Sampling strategy
should be as for the above clinical signs.

Enteric Problems: Anaemia

Veal calves

. Currently the most effective method is to use farm records (haemoglobin levels).
Therefore in the future farms who want to enter the scheme should keep the relevant
records.

Reproductive Problems (Dairy cows): Mastitis
Methods

Three different methods to assess the occurrence of mastitis on the farm can be used:
performing direct observations (checking the udder) on the cows when they are in the
milking parlour, looking at the farm records (or asking the farmer questions) or looking at
the somatic cells counts.

. Currently the most effective method is to use somatic cell counts therefore in the
future farms who want to enter the scheme should keep the relevant records.

Reproductive Problems (Dairy cows): Metritis (Vulvar Discharge)

Methods

. The inspector should spend 15 minutes inside the structure (however, more time

may be required if there are a large number of animals in the herd). If the cows are
divided into production groups each group should be inspected. For each group, the
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number of subjects with abnormal vulvar discharge will be counted together with the
number of animals present in the group. The inspector will walk slowly through the
herd assessing a proportion of animals as described above in the sampling strategy
section.

Reproductive Problems (Dairy cows): Dystocia
Methods

. Currently the most effective method is to use farm records regarding the cows which
could not have calved successfully without assistance. In the future farms who want
to enter the scheme should keep the relevant records.

Other Clinical Conditions: Downer Cows (Metabolic Disorders in Dairy Cows)
Methods

. Currently the most effective method is to use farm records, In the future farms who
want to enter the scheme should keep the relevant records.

Other Clinical Conditions: Tail Necrosis (Veal Calves and Fattening Bulls)
Methods

. The inspector should spend 5 minutes per pen. For each pen, the occurrence of
subjects with signs of necrosis of tip of the tail will be counted together with the
number of animals present in the pen. There should be no need for the inspector to
enter small pens of veal calves (i.e. containing less than 10 animals). It may be
possible to simultaneously observe two small pens for veal calves (5 calves per pen).
For larger pens, the inspector will need enter in the pen and walk through slowly
assessing a proportion of animals according to the description in the sampling
strategy section.
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Other Data: Mortality
Dairy cows, veal calves, fattening bulls

Methods
. Currently the most effective method is to use farm records, In the future farms who
want to enter the scheme should keep the relevant records.

Life expectancy (dairy cow)

Methods

Currently the most effective method is to use farm records such as years of life, number
of lactations or number of calvings. In the future farms who want to enter the scheme
should keep the relevant records.

Culling rate (dairy cow)

Methods

Currently the most effective method is to use farm records, In the future farms who want
to enter the scheme should keep the relevant records. (However culling will be noted only
if due to severe accident or disease and inspector will not record culling for productive
reasons such as low fertility or low productivity).

Examples

Photographic or video examples are not presented here but will be prepared in line with
the requirements of the WQ monitoring scheme, and after decisions have been made on
the practicality and usefulness of the measures described above.

Type of Data

Data are cardinal: each clinical sign is expressed in relation to the total number of animals
in the pen or in the herd.

The percentage may be expressed at pen level or at farm level.

We will not use ordinal scale for the clinical signs except for diarrhoea as we think that to
give a score which expresses the severity of sign ( i.e. 0 no nasal discharge, 1 mild =non
purulent discharge, 2=severe purulent discharge) will need not only a longer training but
also specific preparation and education of the observers ( veterinarians).
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Validity of the Measure
The measures have not been validated within this project. However it has been recognized
that disease impairs welfare (see references such as last EFSA reports on calves and beef
cattle reported in the reference section).
Reliability of the Measure
No reliability testing has been carried out in this study, as the proposal was only for
standardisation. Reliability testing could be carried out within training for SP2.

Feasibility of the Measures

The measures are feasible; however we do have concerns about:

. the amount of time necessary for adequate sampling, particularly on large farms
with many pens or groups of animals and systems used ( i.e. dairy cow tied or loose
systems);

. fattening bulls: due to the danger of entering into the pen there is the necessity to

check them from the outside and it could be possible that some pens can not be
checked clearly from the outside (no longer a random sample of the pens, a biased
choice)

. some parameters such as vulvar discharge will need to be checked with the farmer
as it could be a problem to distinguish a real pathological sign from normal discharge
after parturition;

. data collected from farm records (such culling, mortality) require that the farmers are
already accustomed to registering these data properly.

It could be possible that some clinical signs or mortality may be more prevalent at certain
periods of the year. However, none of the parameters seems to be influenced by diurnal
factors, and so can be recorded at any time of day. However observations should be
performed in a quiet period.

Attention should be paid to the productive phase and physiological state due to the fact that
some diseases are more prevalent at certain times ( i.e. downer cow after parturition,
respiratory and enteric problems in first month of life in calves). This point is very
important especially if the goal of the final protocol is not only a certification but also the
possible check of risk factors for animal welfare and suggestions for the farmer.

Dairy cows, fattening bulls and veal calves should be assessed, although some parameters
are specific to cows only (i.e. mastitis, vulvar discharge) or fattening bulls and veal calves

(i.e. anaemia, tail necrosis).

The training period should be quite rapid.
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Rank of the Measure (1=Ilow to 4=high) (See Table 10.1)

We rank some of the measures as highly suitable (rank 4) for the final monitoring system.
We feel that some of them can be included in the final protocol as they are valid and can
be recorded rapidly. The measures ranked less then 4 are valid but need a system of keeping
data that is not present at the moment in the majority of the farms. Life expectancy has
been scored 1 since, although for dairy cows this could be a welfare parameter, nowadays
culling is more linked to productivity than other causes.

10.5 CONCLUSIONS

The measures selected and ranked as most suitable for the final monitoring system were
Coughing, Sneezing, Increased respiratory rate, Nasal discharge, Ocular discharge,
Diarrhoea, Mastitis, Vulvar discharge, Mortality, Bloated rumen (veal calves) and Tail
necrosis (veal calves and fattening bulls). The selected dairy cow measures of Dystocia,
Anaemia, Downer cows, and Culling rate were considered slightly less suitable since the
assessment, although valid, relies on records rather than animal observation, and few farms
keep these records at present. Life expectancy for dairy cows was given a low suitability
since in modern dairy systems it is more likely to be related to productivity than to health.
There are some concerns about the time needed for adequate sampling on large farms, and
bias may be introduced into some of the measures on fattening bulls by the need to observe
without entering the pen.
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ASSESSMENT OF STUN QUALITY IN
CATTLE

R. Westin, A. Velarde, A. Dalmau and B. Algers

11.1 SUMMARY

An effective stunning that induce instantaneous insensibility is of great concern to assure
a high standard of animal welfare. A method for assessment of stun quality has been tested
and evaluated and the general conclusion is that the presented method is a good candidate
for measuring stun quality in cattle.

Two hundred animals, of which at least 80 consist of bulls, are individually monitored
from stunning until onset of bleeding. The symptoms displayed by the animal during this
time period are marked in a stun audit protocol. According to the symptoms displayed, the
stun of each animal is identified as good, poor or undefined.

The symptoms indicating the stun quality level are listed as follows.

. Good stun — The animal shows no signs of eye movements and has dilated pupils,
fixed in a staring gaze.

. Poor stun — The animal show one or several of the following symptoms: corneal
reflex, spontaneous blinking, righting reflex and respiration.

. Undefined stun — The animal show eyeball rotation up to sticking, nystagmus,

gasping/groaning or excessive kicking in combination with eyeball rotation,
nystagmus or gasping/groaning.

In addition to displayed symptoms, the animal type of each individual (bull, cow, heifer,
steer, calf) is noted in the protocol.

A sum-up of all animals displaying symptoms in each category will finally give:

. the number or percentage of animals deeply stunned at first attempt;
. the number or percentage of animals poorly stunned at first attempt;
. the number or percentage of animals with an undefined stunning.

89
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The proportion of bulls deeply/poorly stunned compared to non-bulls should also be
calculated since the stunning of bulls is identified as a problem area.

11.2 INTRODUCTION

An effective stunning that induce instantaneous insensibility is of great concern to assure
a high standard of animal welfare. Captive bolt stunning is the most common method to
stun cattle at slaughter in Europe (Eikelenboom, 1983). However, misplacement of the
captive bolt or use of incorrect cartridge can easily lead to a poor stun. Poor maintenance
of the captive bolt equipment is also a common reason to poor stunning (Grandin, 1996).

A method for assessment of stunning effectiveness in cattle has recently been developed
by Prof. Bo Algers and Sophie Atkinson at the Swedish University of Agricultural
Sciences. This method has been used for surveys of stun quality in 7 different abattoirs in
Sweden (Algers and Atkinson 2006). According to this method, stun quality is assessed by
monitoring the symptoms displayed of an animal from stunning until onset of bleeding.
The symptoms displayed by the animal identify the stun quality as either: 1) a good or
deep stun, 2) a poor stun, 3) a stun that fits into neither deep nor poor stunning categories
due to symptoms not understood for its relationship to stun quality. The symptoms
indicating stun quality are described in Table 11.1.

TABLE 11.1 Symptoms that indicate stun quality level.
Stun quality Symptoms
Deep or good stun e Dilated pupils fixed in a staring gaze
e No eye ball rotation up to sticking
e Minimal kicking and reaction to sticking procedures
Poor stun e Corneal reflex
e Spontaneous blinking
e Full or partial eye ball rotation up to sticking
e Breathing/respirations
e Righting reflex while hanging on the rail

Undefined stun quality but e Eye ball rotation up to sticking only with no other symptoms
separating stun from deep stun e Nystagmus

quality or poor stun quality e Gasping, groaning

symptoms. e Excessive kicking or struggling at sticking in combination with

above symptoms in this category.
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11.3 METHODS

During a two day visit to two different abattoirs cattle were recorded during stunning and
sticking. From the collected material a film, exemplifying different behaviours displayed
at stunning of cattle was made. 6 observers (2 from Spain, 4 from Sweden) where than
trained in monitoring stunning effectiveness by reading written instructions and watching
the film. After training, monitoring of stunning where carried out for 33 animals on video
recordings for two days in a row. During monitoring each cattle was observed individually
from stunning until onset of sticking. Symptoms indicating stun quality (Table 11.1) were
marked in a stun audit protocol (Appendix 1). (Definitions of these symptoms are found
in Chapter 3.1.) In addition to the listed behaviours, the animal type (bull, heifer, steer, cow,
calf) was described for each animal monitored.

Kappa coefficients for inter-observer reliability were calculated by using the Attribute
Agreement Analysis in Minitab (MINITAB® Release 14.1, Minitab Inc, 2003). Kappa
coefficients (Altman, 1991) were calculated separately for signs of eye movements (dilated
pupils, spontaneous blinking, nystagmus or eye ball rotation up to sticking), righting reflex
(yes/no) and excessive kicking (yes/no). No monitored animal displayed corneal reflex,
breathing or gasping/groaning so no statistical analysis involving these symptoms were
conducted.

11.4 RESULTS

Regarding signs of eye movement, all observers obtained exact agreement in 28 cases day
1 (84.9%) and 30 cases day 2 (90.9%). The overall value of kappa for agreement between
all six observers were 0.79 respectively 0.86. In two cases where no exact agreement was
made, at least one observer had marked that the animal displayed ‘eye rotation’. According
to the definition of ‘eye rotation’ (appendix 1), this symptom is only to be noted if it lasts
until sticking. In both these cases the animal’s eyes became fixed in a blank stare before
sticking and should therefore not have been marked as ‘eye rotation’ in the protocol. Two
other cases involved the symptom °‘nystagmus’. In one case one observer noted
‘nystagmus’ when the others noted ‘spontaneous blinking” and in the other case ‘eye
rotation’. Only one animal was monitored with more than two different answers between
the observers. This animal was re-shot shortly after falling out on the crate and the
observers had only a few seconds to monitor the behaviour.

The number of exact agreements for ‘righting reflex’ were 17 day 1(51.5%) and 16 day 2
(48.5%). The corresponding values of kappa were 0.37 the first day, respectively 0.49 the
second day. Statistic analysis of ‘excessive kicking’ show that exact agreement between



92 / Animal Welfare Measures for Dairy Cattle, Beef Bulls and Veal Calves

all observers was done in 22 observations day 1 (66.7%) and 25 day 2 (75.8%). These
figures give corresponding values of kappa of 0.28 and 0.61.

The value of kappa evaluates the strength of agreement between observers. It has a
maximum value of 1.00 when agreement is perfect, a value of zero indicates no agreement
better than chance, and a negative value shows that the agreement is worse than chance.
According to Altman (1994) the strength of agreement for a value of kappa between 0 and
1.00 can be interpret as ‘poor’ if less than 0.20, ‘fair’ if 0.21-0.40, ‘moderate’ if 0.41-
0.60, ‘good’ if 0.61-0.80 and ‘very good’ if 0.81-1.00. Using these intervals, the calculated
kappa values indicate a very good inter-rater agreement for ‘signs of eye movements’, a
good agreement for ‘excessive kicking” and a fair agreement for ‘righting reflex’.

11.5 DISCUSSION

If an animal isn’t properly stunned it can regain consciousness and sensibility (Nijhoff,
1983). A conscious animal will be able to feel pain from the stunning, the shackling and
from the sticking procedure. It is therefore of major welfare concern that as few animals
as possible are at risk of regaining consciousness. A method for measuring stun quality in
cattle can be a useful tool to enhance the animal welfare in European abattoirs. A report
by Grandin (2005) shows that the enforcement of an animal welfare audit system at
abattoirs in the United States, yielded large improvements in the handling and stun quality
of cattle.

Some abattoirs do keep a record of the number of animals that are re-stunned (Karin
Jonson, personal message). During the visits to the abattoirs it was noticed that some
animals were re-shot without displaying any symptoms of a poor stun, and others were not
re-stunned even if displaying symptoms of poor stunning. The number of animals stunned
more than once is hence not equivalent to the number of animals insufficiently stunned.
If only such a record was used for monitoring stun quality it could discredit abattoirs where
the staff re-stun animals often ‘just in case’ to ensure a good stunning even if the animals
do not display any symptoms of poor stunning and credit the abattoirs that never or seldom
re-stun animals even if they are poorly stunned.

The kappa values for all studied behaviours increased during the second day of monitoring.
Even for ‘righting reflex’ the kappa value increased in spite of one case less of exact
agreement between all six observers. This reflects that an increased proportion of the
observers agreed even if exact agreement between all observers were not obtained during
the study period. The increasing values of kappa the second day shows that training and
experience is important for this scoring method, in particular when monitoring signs of
righting reflex and excessive kicking. Some of the observers were unfamiliar with stunning
of cattle before attending to this study and they found it hard to separate the righting reflex
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and excessive kicking from the normal spinal reflexes that the stunning provokes. With
more training the kappa values for these symptoms probably would be higher why a longer
training period of observers should be considered.

The stun quality of stunned cattle depends on the application of the gun or captive bolt and
the energy transmitted to the brain by the bullet or bolt (Eikelenboom, 1983). Stunning of
bulls with heavy sculls has been identified as a problem area in stun audits (Algers and
Atkinson, 2006; Grandin, 2005). It is therefore important that a large enough proportion
of the studied animals consist of bulls. During the Swedish survey (Algers and Atkinson,
2006) a minimum of 200 animals where monitored at every abattoir and at least 80 of
these were bulls. These amounts of animals were sufficient to detect differences in stun
quality between bulls and other animals.

11.6 CONCLUSIONS

The presented method is a good candidate for measuring stun quality in cattle. A minimum
of 200 animals should be scored for signs of eye movements, respiration, righting reflex
and excessive kicking from stunning until onset of bleeding. 80 or more must be bulls
since these are the most difficult to stun properly. A thorough training is important to
ensure good inter-rater agreement.
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RELIABILITY OF MEASURES OF
AGONISTIC BEHAVIOUR IN DAIRY
AND BEEF CATTLE

S. Laister, N. Brorkens, S. Lolli, D. Zucca, U. Knierim, M. Minero, E. Canali and
C. Winckler

12.1 SUMMARY

Agonistic encounters can be regarded as normal behaviour in cattle. An increased
incidence of agonistic behaviours may indicate unpleasant or stressful situations or lead
to injuries. Therefore agonistic social behaviours have been regarded as potential measures
to be included in an on-farm welfare monitoring scheme.

It was the aim of this study to investigate agonistic social behaviours (head butt without
displacement, displacement, chasing, fighting, chasing up and the total number of these
agonistic behaviours) as on-farm measures in dairy cows and fattening bulls with regard
to feasibility, inter-observer reliability and intra-farm variability (consistency). Continuous
behaviour sampling was carried out on three days for 4 h each on 43 dairy (31 loose
housing systems, 12 tie stalls) and 20 beef farms (10 deep litter, 10 fully slatted floors) in
Austria, Germany and Italy. In beef farms, three weight classes were defined (200-350 kg,
350-550 kg, 550 kg). Farm visits took place at approximately 60 and 180 days (tie stalls:
60 and 120 days) after the first visit. Inter-observer reliability was tested during direct
observations (6 dairy, 2 beef farms) and using video clips (n=55).

Chasing and fighting were very rarely observed in dairy and beef cattle (median <0.10
events/animal*hour). This is also the case for chasing-up with the exception of finishing
beef bulls (median frequency 0.13 events/animal*hour). However, low incidences of
chasing-up made inter-observer reliability testing impossible and it did not show any
consistency over time (Kendall’s W=0.24). However, the behaviours chasing, fighting and
chasing-up can be considered in a total agonistic behaviour measure.

Inter-observer reliability from direct observations was generally sufficient for head butts
without displacement, displacements and total agonistic behaviours (W=0.83-0.97
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depending on number of observers). Recording from video clips also led to acceptable
levels of agreement between observers (W=0.83, 0.85 and 0.87 respectively).

In loose housed dairy cattle, consistency over time was higher for displacements than for
headbutts without displacements (2h observations: W=0.75 vs. 0.70) and was also
acceptable for all agonistic measures lumped together (W=0.74). However, none of the
potential measures for dairy cattle in tie stalls proved to be consistent over time. In beef
bulls, consistency over time increased when all agonistic behaviours were lumped together.
The same was true when the weight classes medium and finishing bulls were pooled.
Acceptable levels of consistency were then reached (W=0.74).

In conclusion, with regard to inter-observer repeatability and intra-farm consistency we
suggest to use total agonistic behaviours as a measure of agonistic social behaviour in
loose housed dairy cattle on-farm welfare assessment. Additionally, head butts without
displacements and displacements may be differentiated. In beef bulls, it is recommended
to differentiate between two weight classes (200—350 kg; >350 kg) and to also use as a
measure total agonistic behaviours; head butts without displacement may be differentiated
in beef bulls as well.

12.2 INTRODUCTION

As farm animal species live in groups or herds, non-agonistic and agonistic interactions
between animals contribute to establishing and maintaining the social structure. Group
size (Kondo et al., 1989), housing system and dimensions of the housing system
(Wierenga, 1984), as well as management strategies (Wierenga and Hopster, 1982;
Knierim, 1999; Bge and Farevik, 2003) influence the occurrence and quality of agonistic
interactions. A certain, yet mostly unknown, level of agonistic encounters can therefore be
regarded as normal. An increased incidence of agonistic behaviours, however, may indicate
unpleasant or stressful situations as it has been shown by e.g. mixing piglets at weaning
(Otten et al., 1997), mixing beef bulls for finishing (Mounier et al., 2005) or introducing
new individuals in a resident group (Albright and Arave, 1997; Coppedge et al., 1997).
Furthermore, in horned cows the frequency of agonistic interactions is positively correlated
with the occurrence of skin injuries (Menke et al., 1999) and it is likely that also in
dehorned cows aggressive interactions result in less obvious lesions such as haematomas.
Therefore agonistic social behaviours have been regarded as potential measures to be
included in an on-farm welfare monitoring scheme.

Although agonistic social behaviour measures have been suggested for (Whay et al., 2003;
Winckler et al., 2003) or applied in on-farm welfare assessment protocols (Capdeville and
Veissier, 2001), relatively little is known about the minimum duration or the time frame
of observations in order to get a representative picture of a given farm. Pilot studies in
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dairy herds have shown that agonistic interactions can be reliably recorded during the first
hours after feeding, showing the highest inter-day repeatability for this period of the day.
Moreover, it has been recommended to record interactions involving physical contact only
(Winckler et al., 2002). There is, however, almost no information available on the
reliability of social behaviour recordings in fattening cattle.

The objective of this study was to investigate different agonistic social behaviours such as
head butts without displacements, displacements, fighting or chasing as on-farm measures
in dairy cows and fattening bulls with regard to feasibility, inter-observer reliability and
short- to long-term intra-farm variability (consistency). With respect to consistency, the
question is addressed how representative single recordings are, considering that certain
changes due to seasonal effects and management influences (e.g. regrouping, purchase of
new animals) are to be expected.

12.3 METHODS

12.3.1 INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY TESTING (IORT)

IORT of agonistic behavioural measures was carried out based on (1) direct observations
on six dairy and two beef farms and (2) recordings from video clips. For the investigation
of inter-observer reliability no distinction was made between dairy cows and beef bulls as
behaviour patterns are similar in both categories of cattle.

On-farm IORT

On-farm IORT was carried out three times at different stages of the project with different
numbers of observers being present at each date (Table 12.1). The first testing took place
after two days of initial training before on-farm data collection started. The training
included discussions, video and on-farm training. The second IORT was about 50 days
after observers A and B had started on-farm data collection; two additional observers (C
and D) participated, who had received about half a day of training. The final on-farm IORT
took place after data collection had been finished.

Observers were always located near to each other in the barn allowing a free view on the
area observed.

Spearman rank correlation (rs) was used to test agreement within pairs of observers.
Additionally Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) was calculated for agreement
between 3 and 4 observers, respectively.
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TABLE 12.1 Overview of on-farm IORT.

Meeting mm/yyyy Number of farms Sample size (pens, segments)
visited

A B C D

1 Germany 07/2005 4 35 35 — —
2 Austria 09/2005 2 10 10 7 10
3 ltaly 06/2006 2 15 15 15 —
Total 8 60 60 22 10

Dairy 6 50 50 22 10

Beef! 2 10 10 - -

Notes: 1 07/2005; A, B, C, D = observers.

IORT Using Videos

After completion of the on-farm data collection and after the final on-farm IORT in June
2006, three trained observers (A, B and C) separately watched 55 video sequences of about
2 to 14 minutes (07:05 hours in total). The video clips had been recorded on different beef
and dairy farms and contained representative situations of the behaviours that were in the
scope of the study. The video observations followed the same rules as provided in the
instructions for data collection.

Again Spearman rank correlations and Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) were
used.

12.3.2 INVESTIGATION OF INTRA-FARM CONSISTENCY

In total, 43 dairy farms (20 cubicle, 11 deep litter, 12 tie stall systems; herd size 12—150
cows) and 20 beef fattening farms (10 deep litter, 10 fully slatted floor systems; animals
per farm: 30-220, 5-27 bulls per pen) in Austria, Germany and Italy (only dairy) were
included in the study (Table 12.2). The dairy cows belonged to different breeds with
Holstein Friesian, Simmental-Fleckvieh and Brown Swiss being the most prevalent breeds.
The fattening bulls were Simmental-Fleckvieh (S-FV), Limousin and S-FVxLimousin
crosses. Other breeds such as Belgian Blue, Brown Swiss, Holstein Friesian, Tyrolean
Grey or Charolais were also kept in small numbers.

Observations of agonistic behaviours as defined in Table 12.3 were carried out on three
days at intervals of approximately 60 and 180 days after the first visit (beef cattle farms,
dairy loose housing systems). In dairy farms with tie stalls, the third visit took place 120
days after the first visit.
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TABLE 12.2 Overview of number and type of farms visited in each country.

Austria Germany Italy Total

DAIRY

Cubicles 8 8 4 20
Deep litter 3 4 4 11
Tie stalls 6 6 - 12
Total 17 18 8 43
BEEF

Fully slatted 5 5 - 10
Deep litter 5 5 - 10
Total 10 10 — 20

TABLE 12.3 List of behaviours observed and their definitions.

Head butt without displacement Interaction involving physical contact where the actor is butting, hitting,

(HB) thrusting, striking or pushing the receiver with forehead, horns or horn
base with a forceful movement; the receiver does not give up its present
position (no displacement, see definition below).

Displacement Dairy loose house systems & beef bulls: Interaction involving physical

(DP) contact where the actor is butting, hitting, thrusting, striking, pushing or
penetrating the receiver with forehead, horns, horn base or any other
part of the body with a forceful movement and as a result the receiver
gives up its position (walking away for at least half an animal-length or
stepping aside for at least one animal-width). ‘Penetrating’ is defined as
an animal shoving itself between two other animals or between an
animal and barn equipment (e.g. at feeding rack, at water trough, in
cubicle). If after a displacement neighbouring animals also leave their
feeding places but physical contact as described above is not involved,
this reaction is not recorded as displacement.
Dairy tie stall systems: Interaction involving physical contact where the
actor is butting, hitting, thrusting, striking or pushing the receiver with
forehead, horns, horn base or any other part of the body with a forceful
movement and as a result the receiver is stepping at least one step aside
or moving the head away from the drinker where it has just been

drinking.
Chasing The actor makes another animal flee by following fast or running behind
(CH) it, sometimes also using threats like jerky head movements. Chasing is

only recorded if it follows an interaction with physical contact. If,
however, chasing occurs in the context of fighting then it is not counted

separately.

Chasing was not applied in tie stalls.
Fighting Two contestants vigorously pushing their heads (foreheads, horn bases
(FI) and/or horns) against each other while stemming their feet into the

ground in sawbuck position and both exerting force against each other.
Other agonistic interactions (head butt, displacement, chasing) are not
recorded additionally as long as they are part of the fighting sequence. A
new bout starts if the same animals restart fighting after more than 10
seconds or if the fighting partner changes.

Fighting was not applied in tie stalls.

Chasing-up The actor uses forceful physical contact (e.g. butting, pushing, shoving)
(CU) against a lying animal which makes the receiver rise.

Total agonistic behaviour Total agonistic behaviour was calculated as the sum of all agonistic
(AGO) behaviours defined above:

Loose housed dairy cows & beef bulls: AGO = HB+DP+CH+FI+CU
Dairy cows in tie stalls: AGO = HB+DP+CU
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Data Recording on Dairy Farms

On each farm the lactating dairy cows were observed excluding separate groups of dry or
periparturient cows, as well as cows in hospital pens. Behaviour performed by or with
animals in heat was not recorded.

Behaviour was recorded using continuous behaviour sampling and observations lasted for
4 h after morning feeding (or after feed had been pushed up). The observer was positioned
on the feed bunk on an elevated observation chair.

In herds larger than 25 cows, the observations were carried out in segments of the barn
which were expected to contain on average not more than 25 cows per segment. These
segments covered all accessible areas (lying areas, feeding places, concentrate feeders,
outdoor loafing areas etc.). The duration of continuous observations within each segment
was adjusted to the number of segments so that each segment was observed at least once
per two hours (minimum observation period 10 min) or at least twice within four hours
respectively.

The number of animals which were feeding, standing/walking and lying within the
segment was recorded at the beginning and at the end of each observation period. Data
were then analysed as the mean number of events per animal and hour, taking the absolute
frequency of behaviours, the duration of observations per pen/segment and the average
number of animals in the pen/segment during the observation into account.

From all values obtained on segment level the mean incidence at herd level was calculated
(occurrence of behaviour/animal*hour). Spearman rank correlations and Kendall’s
coefficient of concordance were used to test consistency between visits (1-60—180/120).

Data Recording on Beef Farms

Three weight classes were defined in line with the literature and common farming practice:
. initial fattening period (I): 200-350 kg

. medium fattening period (M): 350-550 kg

. finishing fattening period (F) =550 kg

Pens holding less than three animals were excluded from observations.

Behaviour was recorded using continuous behaviour sampling and observations lasted for
4 h after morning feeding (or after feed had been pushed up). The observer was positioned
on the feed bunk on an elevated observation chair.

All weight classes present were observed for equal periods within each observation hour

and each pen was observed at least twice during the 4 hour period. Pens with more than
25 bulls were divided into 2 or more segments (see dairy cattle).
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Day 1 Day 60 Day 180 (120)
First day of 60 days after first 180 (120) days after first
observation observation observation

l Short term I l Medium (short) term I

Long (medium) term

FIGURE 12.1 Schedule for on-farm observations.

Data processing within each weight class followed the same rules as for dairy cattle.

12.3.3 DECISION ON MEASURES

We followed a stepwise approach in deciding on the usefulness of the behavioural
measures for on-farm welfare assessment protocols.

1.  Median on-farm incidence had to exceed 0.10 events/animal*hour to allow for
reliable and feasible recording as well as differentiation between farms.

2. Interms of inter-observer reliability (IOR), correlation between observers had to be
r, or Kendall’s W=0.70.

3.  In terms of intra-farm consistency, again for the remaining measures correlation
coefficients between results from different observation days had to be Kendall’s
W=0.70.

4. For reliable and consistent measures, results from reduced observation times were
checked again for intra-farm consistency.

12.4 RESULTS

12.4.1 INCIDENCES OF AGONISTIC SOCIAL BEHAVIOURS

In dairy as well as in beef cattle head butts without displacement (HB) were the most
frequent agonistic behaviour observed (Table 12.4). In dairy loose house systems it
occurred more than twice as often as in tie stall systems (median 0.54/animal*hour vs.
0.24/animal*hour). In beef bulls head butts without displacements were most frequent in
medium and rarest in initial fattening bulls.
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TABLE 12.4 Descriptive measures (median, mean, minimum (Min) and maximum (Max)
values, standard deviation of the mean (SD) and variance (Var)) of incidences of agonistic
social behaviours in dairy cows and beef bulls (events/animal*hour)

Behaviour Housing system Day  Median Mean Min Max SD Var N
Weight

1 111 143 43 453 101 1.02 31
DAIRY 60 1.0 130 21 429 81 .65 31
overall 1.1 140 21 453 92 84 93
1 35 39 00 84 23 05 12
Total agonistic behaviour DAIRY 60 27 33 05 92 24 06 12
(AGO) Tie stalls 120 A6 22 00 69 22 05 12
overall 29 31 00 92 24 06 36
1 3.32 350 103 8.14 1.73 298 56
BEEF M 5.15 562 100 1481 329 1.85 57
F 480 529 45 1425 323 143 57
1 45 73 03 299 62 39 31

DAIRY 60 63 66 03 189 43 19 31
overall 54 70 03 299 54 30 93
Head butts without 1 35 35 00 75 21 04 12
displacement DAIRY 60 25 29 05 81 22 05 12
(HB) Tie stalls 120 A3 20 00 66 22 05 12
overall 24 28 00 81 22 05 36
I 1.57 195 44 525 122 149 56
BEEF M 350 358 .18 1.13 236 555 57
F 3.0 365 .15 195 253 640 57
1 S6 64 16 1.72 45 20 31
DAIRY 60 49 59 06 264 47 22 31
Loose housing 180 57 65 06 1.71 44 .19 31
overall S 63 06 264 45 20 93
' 1 03 04 00 09 04 00 12
Displacements DAIRY 60 02 04 00 14 05 00 12
(DP) Tie stalls 120 00 01 00 .11 03 00 12
overall 00 03 00 .14 04 00 36
1 123 141 38 289 76 58 56
BEEF M 1.63 189 .15 6.17 123 152 57
F 134 146 .15 465 90 .82 57
1 00 01 00 06 .02 .00 31

DAIRY 60 00 01 00 08 .02 00 31
Chasing overall 00 01 00 .10 02 00 93
(CH) T 00 01 00 19 03 00 36
BEEF M 00 00 00 .11 02 00 57
F 00 00 00 00 .00 00 57

Notes: for beef cattle overall measures for the three farm visits are presented; figures in italics exceed
threshold of 0.1 events/animal*hour.

In tethered dairy cows displacements (DP) were only rarely observed (median: O
events/animal*hour), while it occurred as often as head butts without displacements in
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TABLE 12.4 CONT. Descriptive measures (median, mean, minimum (Min) and maximum
(Max) values, standard deviation of the mean (SD) and variance (Var)) of incidences of
agonistic social behaviours in dairy cows and beef bulls (events/animal*hour)

Behaviour Housing system Day  Median Mean Min Max SD Var N
Weight
T 00 01 00 03 02 00 31
DAIRY 60 00 00 00 03 01 00 31
o Loose housing 180 00 01 00 07 02 00 31
(Fri%h““g overall 00 01 00 08 .02 .00 93
T 00 04 00 45 08 01 36
BEEF M 00 05 00 35 09 01 57
F 00 05 00 56 .10 01 57
T 00 04 00 51 10 01 31
DAIRY 60 02 04 00 .19 06 00 31
Loose housing 180 02 04 00 21 05 00 31
overall 02 04 00 51 07 01 93
, T 00 00 00 04 01 00 12
Chasing-up DAIRY 60 00 00 00 00 00 00 12
€O Tie stalls 120 00 00 00 03 01 00 12
overall 00 00 00 04 01 00 36
T 08 10 00 55 .13 02 56
BEEF M 03 10 00 68 13 02 57
F 13 13 00 59 13 02 57

loose housed herds (median 0.51/animal*hour). The incidence of displacements in beef
cattle was about half of that of head butts without displacements.

In dairy as well as in beef cattle chasing (CH), fighting (FI) and chasing up (CU) occurred
less than 0.10 times per animal and hour except for CU in finishing bulls (median: 0.13
events/animal*hour).

In conclusion, measures of agonistic social behaviour that are feasible for on-farm welfare
assessment are presented in Box 12.1.

12.4.2 INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY

On-farm Observations

Measures of inter-observer agreement could only be calculated for the behaviours total
agonistic behaviours (AGO), head butt without displacement (HB) and displacement (DP)
as observations did not provide enough data for the other behaviours such as chasing (only
observed once by one observer), fighting (observed only twice by different observers) or
chasing up (observed only once by observers A & B).
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Box 12.1 Measures of agonistic social behaviour that are feasible for on-farm welfare

assessment.

Dairy cows

Total agonistic behaviour
Head butts without displacement
Displacements

Beef bulls

Total agonistic behaviour

Head butts without displacement
Displacements

Chasing up

TABLE 12.5 Inter-observer reliability in different test sessions (Spearman rank correlation
coefficients, r,, Kendall’s coefficient of concordance, W) for total agonistic behaviours,
head butts without displacements and displacements

Behaviour Session Observer pairs Kendall’s W
AB AC AD BC BD CD ABC ABCD
I, 18
1 p 000
n 35
I, .79 76 94 .83 94 95
2 p 000 .028 000 010 .000 .000
Total agonistic n 10 7 10 7 10 7
bz}ggour T, 96 94 96
( ) 3 p 000 .000 000
n 15 15 15
I, .89 92 94 96 94 95 97 .84
Overall p 000 .000 000 000 .000 .000 .000  .000
n 60 22 10 22 10 7 22 7
I, .70
1 p 000
n 35
I, 83 61 .79 .82 79 1.00
2 p 003 148 006 .023 .006 .000
Head butts without n 10 7 10 7 10 7
dIprlaceme“t . 96 8% 36
(HB) 3 p 000 .000 000
n 15 15 15
I, 83 .83 .79 .87 79 1.00 92 .83
Overall p 000 .000 006 000 .006 .000 .000  .000
n 60 22 10 22 10 7 22 7
I 92
1 p 000
n 60
I, 95 81 92 94 .89 67
2 p 000 .027 <001 .002 <001 .102
Displacements n 10 7 10 7 10 7
(DP) I, 94 .86 90
3 p 000 .000 000
n 15 15 15
I, 94 .83 92 87 .89 67 92 .85
Overall p 000 .000 <001 .000 <001 .102 .000 .000
n 60 22 10 22 10 7 22 7
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Agreement on HB varied between 0.61 and 1.00 (r,) for single pairs of observers at
different test sessions (Table 12.5). Generally, agreement increased with repeated sessions.
Considering the agreement across all sessions, rank correlations ranged between 0.79 and
1.00 with the lowest correlations in pairs with observers having the least experience.
Kendall’s coefficient of concordance for both three and four observers was above 0.80.

With regard to DP, inter-observer reliability in live observations reached high levels with
rank correlations always between 0.80 and 0.95 except within the pair of less trained
observers (C_D). The calculated parameter AGO reached satisfactory to good rank
correlations (r=0.76-0.96) and showed very good overall agreement within three and
within four observers respectively (Kendall’s W =0.97/0.84).

Video Observations
The total frequencies of behaviours observed in 55 video clips are given in Table 12.6. As

chasing, fighting and chasing up only rarely or never occurred on the videos, these
measures were only included in the analysis of total agonistic behaviour.

TABLE 12.6 Frequencies of behaviours observed by different observers (A, B, C) on 55
video clips.

Behaviour Total frequency of observed behaviours
Observer A Observer B Observer C

Head butts without displacements 177 160 119
(HB)
Displacements 143 113 126
(DP)
Chasing 1 0 2
(CH)
Fighting 1 2 0
(FD)
Chasing up 5 7 5
(CU)
Total agonistic behaviour 327 282 252
(AGO)

TABLE 12.7 Spearman rank correlation coefficients (r,) and Kendall’s coefficient of
concordance (W) for inter-observer agreement based on video clips (n=55).

Behaviour Observer pairs Kendall’s W
A_B A_C B_C
Head butts without displacement T 81 12 .70 .83
(HB) p 000 000 000 000
Displacements I 79 .84 71 85
(DP) p 000 000 .000 .000
Total agonistic behaviour I, .87 .87 79 .89
(AGO) P 000 000 000 000
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Box 12.2 Measures of agonistic social behaviour that revealed sufficient inter-observer

reliability.
Dairy cows Beef bulls
Total agonistic behaviour Total agonistic behaviour
Head butts without displacement Head butts without displacement
Displacements Displacements

As for live observations, acceptable IOR was found for head butts without displacement,
displacements and total agonistic behaviour with Kendall’s W being 0.83, 0.85 and 0.89,
respectively. However, rank correlations between single pairs of observers in some cases
only reached moderate levels but were always above 0.70 (Table 12.7).

In conclusion, measures of agonistic social behaviour that revealed sufficient inter-
observer reliability are presented in Box 12.2.Consistency over different periods of time
(intra-farm variability)

12.4.3 CONSISTENCY OVER DIFFERENT PERIODS OF TIME (INTRA-FARM VARIABILITY)

Dairy Cows

In tie stalls, levels of head butts without displacements (HB) and displacements (DP) were
rather inconsistent with Kendall’s W=0.54 for both parameters (Table 12.8). Merging all
agonistic behaviours (AGO) did not increase consistency.

In loose housing systems, levels of DP were more consistent than HB with rank correlation
coefficients between farm visits being always equal or above 0.70 (HB: below 0.70).
Results for the sum parameter AGO were slightly more consistent than for HB. However,
the overall repeatability of head butts without displacement, displacements as well as total
agonistic behaviours reached levels above the threshold (Kendall’s W = 0.74-0.84).

Fattening Bulls

Regarding short-, mid- and long-term repeatability of head butts without displacement,
displacements or total agonistic behaviour most rank correlation coefficients were below
0.70 (Table 12.9). Also the overall consistency in finishing bulls was always below 0.70.
Kendall’s W above this threshold were reached in initial and medium weight bulls as well
as when no distinction between medium weight and finishing bulls was made (M&F).
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TABLE 12.8 Spearman rank correlation coefficients (r,) for short- (1_60, 60_120), mid-
(60_180, 1_120) and long-term (1_180) intra-farm consistency and Kendall’s
coefficient of concordance (W) for total agonistic behaviours, head butts without
displacements and displacements in dairy cattle.

Housing System Behaviour 1_60 60 120 1 120 Kendall’s W
DAIRY Total agonistic behaviour I 59 A48 -12 54
Tie stalls (AGO) P 045 114 704 046
Head butts without displacement 1, 41 S8 -.06 54
(HB) p 183 047 .846 047
Displacements I 43 28 18 54
(DP) p 161 379 573 051
1.60 60 180 1_180

DAIRY Total agonistic behaviour T, .66 .63 .66 .76

Loose housing  (AGO) p 000 .000 .000 000
Head butts without displacement 1, .65 .60 S7 74
(HB) p 000  <.001 <.001 000
Displacements I, .70 75 .85 84
(DP) p 000 000 000 .000

Notes: figures in italics exceed threshold of W=0.70.

Reliability of Recordings from Reduced Observation Time

For the behaviours head butt without displacement and displacement correlations between
results derived from four hour observations and two or one hour observations were above
0.80 and highly significant (Table 12.10).

In loose housed dairy cows and beef bulls intra-farm consistency across time was
recalculated comparing the 4 h observations with the first two hours (hours 1+2) and the
second two hours of observation (hours 3+4; Table 2.11 and Table 12.12).

For both HB and DP as well as AGO Kendall’s W for hour 142 generally slightly decreased
compared to the total observation time. Consistency further decreased when only data
from hour 3+4 were taken into account. Considering the first two hours of observation, in
dairy cows the threshold level of 0.70 was reached regarding all measures. In beef cattle,
this was the case for HB and DP in the initial weight category (I) and when medium and
finishing bulls were taken together (M&F) whereas AGO exceeded the threshold only in
M&F bulls.

In conclusion, measures of agonistic social behaviour recommended for an on-farm
welfare assessment are presented in Box 12.3.
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Box 12.3 Measures of agonistic social behaviour recommended for an on-farm welfare
assessment.

Dairy cows (only loose housed) Beef bulls

Total agonistic behaviour Total agonistic behaviour

Head butts without displacement Head butts without displacement
Displacement Displacement

TABLE 12.9 Spearman rank correlation coefficients (r,) for short- (1_60), mid- (60_180)
and long-term (1_180) intra-farm consistency and Kendall’s coefficient of concordance
(W) for total agonistic behaviour, head butts without displacement, displacements and
chasing up in fattening bulls of different weight classes.

Behaviour Weight class 1_60 60_180 1_180 Kendall’s W
Total agonistic behaviour  Iinitial (I) I, 76 .63 S8 .79
(AGO) p 000 005 01 000
Medium (M) i A2 .60 Sl .68
p 083 008 026 000
Finishing (F) I, 46 67 A7 .68
P 055 002 041 000
M & F! I 49 .66 .66 74
p 038 003 002 000
Head butts without Initial (I) T 74 53 Sl 73
displacement (HB) p <001 023 026 000
Medium (M) I, 52 .60 49 .70
p 027 009 035 000
Finishing (F) I, 35 74 52 .68
p 152 <.0001 021 <.001
M & F! I, .60 79 58 77
p 008 000 009 .000
Displacements (DP) Initial (I) I, 45 04 24 .50
p 060 871 323 044
Medium (M) I 61 .66 67 77
p 008 003 002 000
Finishing (F) I, 43 -.10 18 45
P 072 704 450 .105
M & F! I .68 .69 .84 82
p 002 001 000 000
Chasing—up (CU) Initial (I) I 19 =31 .16 .86
p 441 217 523 000
Medium (M) I, -.08 -04 02 .30
P 746 864 945 .620
Finishing (F) I, -44 05 -.05 24
p 069 854 .839 847
M & F! i -23 —.11 06 27
p 365 675 819 746

Notes: ' M & F = all bulls > 350 kg (merging data from pens with medium and finishing weight class bulls);
1=200-350 kg, M=350-550 kg, F=>550 kg; figures in italics exceed threshold of W=0.70.
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TABLE 12.10 Spearman rank correlation coefficients for incidence of head butts without
displacement and displacements in loose housed dairy and beef cattle between 1 and 4
hours and 2 and 4 hours of observation.

Animals Behaviour Day lh4h p |2h 4h p n

1 17 000 91 000 31

Head butts without displacement 60 75 000 .87 000 31

(HB) 180 79 000 .85 000 31

Dairy overall 78 000 .89 000 93
(loose housed) 1 73 000] .92 000 31
Displacements 60 5 000] .80 000 31

(DP) 180 81 000 .88 000 31

overall 78 000 .87 000 93

1 92 <001] 94 <001 20

Head butts without displacement 60 92 <0011 .87 <.001 18

(HB) 180 96 <001] 94 <001 19

Beef overall 94 <001] 96 <001 57
1 82 <001] 90 <001 20

Displacements 60 95 <001 97 <001 18

(DP) 180 84 <001] 94 <001 19

overall 89 <001 93 <001 57

TABLE 12.11 Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) for consistency over farm visits
for total agonistic behaviour, head butts without displacement and displacements in loose
housed dairy cows for the first and second two hours of observation.

Behaviour Total observation Hours 1&2 Hours 3&4
time (4 h)
Total agonistic behaviour W .76 14 S5
(AGO) P .000 000 003
Head butt without displacement ~ W 74 70 .50
(HB) p 000 000 015
Displacement \ .84 75 65
(DP) p .000 000 .000
n 31 29 29
12.5 DISCUSSION

In this study the agonistic behaviours head butt without displacement (HB), displacement
(DP), chasing (CH), fighting (FI), chasing-up (CU) and the total sum of agonistic
behaviours (AGO) were tested with regard to inter-observer reliability and short-, mid- and
long-term consistency in dairy cattle and beef bulls. We focused on interactions involving
body contact; threats and avoiding were not considered because such behaviours can be
less clearly defined and likely are prone to subjective interpretation of e.g. subtle
movements. We did therefore not expect to reach acceptable levels of inter-observer
reliability.

During repeated on-farm visits, in both dairy and beef cattle chasing and fighting were
very rarely observed regardless of the housing system (median incidence 0.0 events per
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TABLE 12.12 Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) for consistency over farm visits
for total agonistic behaviour, head butts without displacement and displacements in beef
bulls for the first and second two hours of observation.

Behaviour Weight class Total Hour 1&2 Hour 3&4
observation time
(4 hours)
Total agonistic behaviours I \ .79 .66 .33
(AGO) p 000 001 490
M W .68 .66 A5
p 000 000 119
F W .68 .63 52
p 000 002 030
M&F \ 74 72 61
p 000 000 003
Head butts without displacement | W 73 .70 55
(HB) p 000 000 013
M W .70 67 56
p 000 000 011
F W .68 .60 56
p <.001 004 011
M&F \ 77 72 .63
p 000 000 001
Displacements (DP) I W .50 A48 41
p 044 069 211
M W 77 73 43
p 000 000 147
F W 45 33 38
p .105 491 305
M&F \ 82 77 A48
p 000 000 069
n 18 18 18

Notes: figures in italics exceed threshold of W=0.70.

animal and hour). Such very low incidences of behaviour make data recording and
interpretation difficult and would require long-term continuous observations in order to get
reliable information on these specific types of behaviour. Chasing-up was also rarely
observed in dairy cows as well as in initial and medium weight bulls. Only in finishing beef
bulls it occurred at a median frequency of 0.13 per animal and hour and was therefore
included in further data analysis. However, inter-observer reliability testing was not
possible because it did not occur during the direct observations and was too infrequent
also on the video clips. It furthermore did not show any consistency over time in finishing
bulls (Kendall’s W=0.24). However, such rare behaviours can be further considered in on-
farm assessment protocols through the parameter total agonistic behaviours (AGO).

With regard to the remaining parameters (head butts without displacement, displacements,
total agonistic behaviour), inter-observer reliability for direct observations was generally
sufficient (Kendall’s W=0.83-0.97 depending on number of observers). For head butts
without displacement, inter-observer reliability was often higher within pairs of trained
observers compared to pairs with less trained observers. More importantly it could be
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shown in the course of the different testing sessions that experience increased agreement
over time, thus underlining the impact of thorough training. The rather low agreement
regarding displacements within the pair of less trained observers in their first test session
(rs C_D=0.67) is in this line. Recording head butts without displacement, displacements
and total agonistic behaviour from video clips also lead to acceptable levels of agreement
between (then experienced) observers (Kendall’s W=0.70-0.90), which nevertheless were
slightly lower than those derived from live observations. This might have been caused by
the two-dimensionality which makes it more difficult to estimate whether a change in
position as given in the definition has really occurred (one cow width or half a cow length,
respectively). Furthermore it is likely that recording from video clips increases the chance
of disagreement on occurrence and forcefulness of physical contacts due to deficits in light
conditions, sound and resolution.

Since 4 h observations are likely to be too time-consuming within an on-farm assessment
protocol, shortening the observation time was simulated. It was shown that reducing the
on-farm observations from 4 h to 2 h would not cause a major loss of information.
Consistency measures discussed below therefore refer to these reduced data sets (Tables
14 and 15).

In dairy tie stall systems, headbutts without displacements as well as displacements showed
very low consistencies (0.54 for both parameters). This might be due to the rather low
frequencies of the behaviours (less then half the frequency of head butts per time unit in
loose housing systems, almost no displacements). Merging all agonistic behaviours into
the parameter AGO did not improve consistency and therefore none of the parameters can
be recommended for tethered animals.

In dairy loose housing systems, the occurrence of displacements was more consistent than
of headbutts without displacements. Although with increasing length of interval between
farm visits one could expect more changes in herd composition or management routines
and thus in the incidence of certain behaviours, no such effect on consistency measures was
found. However, considering the overall repeatability, both headbutts without displacement
and displacements as well as total agonistic behaviour showed acceptable consistency
(Kendall’s W=0.70-0.75).

Also in beef bulls, repeatability of social behaviour measures did not depend on the length
of interval between farm visits. In the different weight classes, acceptable overall
consistency levels were only reached for headbutts without displacement in initial fattening
bulls and for displacements in medium weight bulls. Therefore, considering each weight
class separately, no single behaviour parameter would meet the requirements. Pooling
medium and finishing bulls (M&F) resulted in acceptable consistency in both parameters.
Such pooling could furthermore improve feasibility of the recordings since live weight
estimation appeared to be rather difficult in heavier bulls (about 550 kg) and groups were
often heterogeneous. Yet, a distinction between younger bulls (up to 350 kg) and older
ones should still be made since the younger animals are not sexually mature yet and the
development of dominance relationships can be expected in bulls of the initial weight class
(Bouissou, 1985; Schloeth, 1961). However, this would mean that only head butts could
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be included (Kendall’s W: I=0.70, M&F=0.72) or that the initial fattening bulls would
have to be dropped from the protocol. A feasible option for taking all weight classes and
behavioural measures into account is again to use the measure total agonistic behaviour
(AGO) for which the threshold for consistency across farm visits was exceeded (Kendall’s
W=0.70) in initial (I) as well as in M&F weight bulls.

12.6 CONCLUSIONS

With regard to inter-observer repeatability and intra-farm consistency we suggest to use
the measures total sum of agonistic behaviours, head butts without displacements and
displacements in loose housed dairy cattle for on-farm welfare assessment. None of the
potential measures for dairy tie stall cattle proved to be reliable as defined in this study.
In beef bulls, it is recommended to differentiate between two weight classes (I= 200-350
kg; M&F=>350 kg) and to record total agonistic behaviours consisting of all single ago-
nistic behaviours and head butts without displacement.
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VALIDATION OF SOCIAL LICKING AS
AN INDICATOR FOR POSITIVE
EMOTIONS

S. Laister, A-M. Regner, K. Zenger, C. Winckler, N. Brorkens, R. Quast and U. Knierim

13.1 SUMMARY

Social licking in cattle is considered to be a socio-positive behaviour during which pleasant
emotions are likely to occur. It is either performed spontaneously or after solicitation but
can also follow agonistic behaviour. Psychological and physiological calming effects of
social licking have been postulated. It was the goal of this study to investigate the validity
of social licking as an indicator of good animal welfare with regard to heart rate
measurements in both acting and receiving animals in two different housing systems.

Behavioural observations and heart rate measurements were carried out on 24 lactating
Holstein-Friesian dairy cows kept in a tie stall with zero-grazing as well as on 20 lactating
Fleckvieh-Simmental dairy cows kept in a sloped-floor deep litter loose housing system
with an outdoor loafing area. Heart rates were measured with 10 and 20 heart rate meters
(Polar Horse Trainer S810i) at a time, respectively. Licking bouts and general activity of
the cows were observed for 3 h in the morning after milking and feeding by direct
observations and from video recordings (tethered animals only). Using general linear
mixed models, heart rates during licking were compared with the mean heart rate during
5 min before and after licking as well as with the median heart rate over the whole
observation period.

In tethered animals, only actors had lower heart rates during licking compared with the
period before. Spontaneous licking had a larger effect than licking after solicitation. While
being licked after solicitation numerically, but non significantly reduced heart rate, it was
increased when receivers were spontaneously licked. Actors licking after solicitation and
receivers showed increased heart rates during licking compared to the median heart rate
over the whole observation period. In loose housed cows, heart rates were reduced in
actors licking spontaneously only when they were standing or feeding but increased in
lying actors. Receivers showed lower heart rates only when they were licked after
solicitation.

113
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We found indications of calming effects of licking, although the findings from tied and
loose housed animals are not completely consistent. Altogether it is very likely that
especially voluntary licking and being licked usually increases well-being of the
individual, no matter if receiver or, according to our results from tie stalls, actor. However,
on herd level it is questionable whether high numbers of animals performing licking
always reflect an overall better welfare compared to animals of a herd with lower licking
frequencies. In the literature it is suggested that licking may also be carried out in order to
reduce social tension or to reduce the own stress response to restrictive conditions. Our
results are consistent with these hypotheses in that in the tie stalls more pronounced and
consistent heart rate reductions were found in actors, especially in those that licked
spontaneously. Moreover, the increased heart rates compared to the median heart rates my
indicate that licking occurred during a stressful period or was induced by it, although this
needs further investigation.

We conclude that social licking might indicate positive effects on (at least part of) the
animals involved but on the basis of changes in heart rate at present cannot be regarded as
a true indicator of positive emotions. Therefore, the use of social licking as a welfare
measure in on-farm assessment protocols is not recommended.

13.2 INTRODUCTION

In the past, usually the assessment of animal welfare focussed on indications of impaired
welfare. During the last years, however, the interest in indicators of good welfare, namely
positive emotions, has increased (e.g. Knierim et al., 2001; Désiré et al., 2002). The search
for such indicators is at its early beginnings and has not yet generated many candidate
indicators, especially not those that are suitable for use in an on-farm welfare assessment
(Winckler et al., 2003).

Social licking is often suggested as a positive candidate indicator for cattle welfare (e.g.
Knierim et al., 2001; Winckler et al., 2003). It is a form of non-agonistic behaviour (Sato
et al.. 1993) which is either performed spontaneously or after solicitation (Sambraus, 1969;
Sato et al., 1991) but can also follow agonistic behaviour (Reinhardt, 1980). Cows
receiving licks often show behavioural signs of enjoyment such as partly closing their
eyes. Based on this observation, Sato et al. (1991) postulate a psychological and
physiological calming effect of social licking which was also suggested by Sambraus
(1969) with regard to the licking of cows in estrous by bulls. Physiological measurements,
namely of heart rate of animals receiving social grooming confirmed this hypothesis in
primates (Boccia et al., 1989; Aureli et al., 1999) and cows (Sato and Tarumizu, 1993).
However, in all cases sample size was minimal and analysis of the data partly questionable.
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It was the goal of this study to investigate the physiological effects of social licking more
closely. Our question was not only how the receiver, but also how the actor may experience
the licking. Moreover, we wondered about results and assumptions that social licking
increases under more restrictive housing conditions (Reinhardt, 1980; Krohn, 1994;
Emmerig, 2004). Krohn (1994) reports that cows kept in tie stalls showed higher
frequencies of social licking than cows in loose housing which we can confirm from own
unpublished observations. Therefore, we investigated the effects of licking on heart rate
in two different housing systems - tie stalls and cubicles - in order to explore possible
differences in the patterns of responses.

It was our basic assumption that decreases in heart rates in licked or licking animals would
indicate relaxation or calming which is expected to be experienced as pleasant emotion
while increases in heart rate may be due to tension or fear which likely will be experienced
as unpleasant.

13.3 METHODS

13.3.1 DAIRY COwS IN A TIE STALL BARN

Behavioural observations and heart rate measurements were carried out for 8 days on a
privately owned German farm with a tie stall barn for 23 lactating cows and zero-grazing.
Measurements were taken with 10 heart rate monitors (R-R intervals; Polar Horse Trainer
S8101) at a time for 3 hours each day after morning milking and feeding. Behavioural
observations started twenty to thirty minutes after attaching the belts with the monitors.
General activity of the cows (standing, lying, feeding or drinking) was assessed using
instantaneous scan sampling every 2 minutes. All occurrences of social licking were
recorded by one observer positioned on the feed table. The exact start (at first tongue
stroke) and end (immediately after last tongue stroke) as well as the category of licking
(Table 13.1) was later determined from video recordings taken with three stationary video
cameras covering the whole barn. Data from in total 24 Holstein-Friesian cows were
recorded.

TABLE 13.1 Definition of licking categories.

Licking categories Definition
Spontaneous The licking is not overtly initiated by the receiving cow.
(as actor or receiver)
Solicited Licking following a clear request: approach of a cow in a submissive
(as actor or receiver) posture of head and neck, possibly touching the other cow’s mouth or
gently butting against her neck if the other cow does not react.
After agonistic interaction Licking that occurs directly after butting or fighting between the same

(as actor or receiver) animals involved.
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13.3.2 Loose HOUSED DAIRY COows

The study was carried out in November/December 2005 with in total 20 Simmental-
Fleckvieh dairy cows housed in a sloped floor deep litter housing system with solid
concrete floors in the passages. The animals had permanent access to an outdoor loafing
area and were fed indoors, with additional grass silage being offered in the outdoor loafing
area. On in total 16 days, 10 (days 1-5) or 20 animals (days 6-16) were fitted with heart
rate monitors (R-R intervals, Polar Horse Trainer S810i) during and shortly after the
morning milking.

Behaviour observations were carried out by two observers, started approximately 10 min
after the last animal had been equipped with a heart rate monitor and lasted for 3 to 4
hours. Instantaneous scan sampling at 5 min intervals was used to assess the cows’ general
activity (standing/walking, feeding/drinking, lying). All occurrences of social licking were
recorded with the exact start and end time (for categories, see Table 13.1).

13.3.3 DATA PROCESSING AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Only licking bouts =10 seconds and heart rate recordings containing not more than 5%
identified errors were taken into account. Heart rate curves were corrected up to two times
with moderate filter power. Additionally, heart rates lower than 40 beats per minute and
higher than 180 beats per minute were regarded as being unrealistic under the given
conditions and excluded. Moreover, only those licking bouts were investigated where the
general activity remained unchanged in the period before and during licking.

Means of heart rates during licking, from the period of 5 minutes before and after licking,
and as additional reference values, medians over the time of the observation period the cow
was performing the same activity as she was doing while licking or being licked (referred
to as reference period) were calculated.

Statistical analysis was carried out separately for tied and loose housed animals and for
both actors and receivers. Data were analysed with general linear mixed models (SPSS
12.0). Firstly, the time of measurement (before, during or after licking) was taken into
account as fixed effect, with individual cow and day of measurement as random effects.
In a second step, separate analyses were carried out for the different categories of licking,
with time of measurement, general activity and their interaction as fixed effects. Individual
cow and day of measurement were again random effects.
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13.4 RESULTS

13.4.1 DAIRY Cows HOUSED IN A TIE STALL BARN

In total, 117 recorded licking bouts fulfilled the criteria mentioned above (Table 13.2).
Heart rate measures for social licking after agonistic interaction were only obtained twice
in receivers.

Overall Effects of Licking
Actors had lower heart rates during licking than before licking and tended to have higher

heart rates compared to the median heart rate over the whole observation period (Table
13.3). After licking, heart rate did not further change in actors.

TABLE 13.2 Number of valid licking bouts per category in tied animals.

Licking categories Activity Number of licking bouts
Spontaneous Standing 24
Actor Solicited ityai?]‘;mg 12
Feeding 27
Standing 8
Spontaneous Lying 12
o Lying & Feeding 5
. Feeding 11
Solicited Standing 14
L . Feeding 1
After agonistic interaction Standing 1
Total 117

TABLE 13.3 Effects of licking on heart rates in actors and receivers — tied cows.

Differences between LS F-value Standard error  p—value
means (beats per minute)
Licking vs. 5 min 24 F, 5,=16.981 S8 000
before
Actors Licking vs. 5 min -2 F, 5,=12.607 .68 .806
after
Licking vs. +1.5 F, 5,=3.684 17 060
Reference period
Licking vs. 5 min =7 F| 115=-646 .82 A23
before
Receivers Licking vs. 5 min =7 F} 126=3.735 a7 390
after
Licking vs. +1.6 F}125=3.935 78 049

Reference period
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In receivers, heart rate during licking did not significantly differ from the period before and
after licking had been received, but was higher than the median heart rate over the whole
observation period.

Effects of Different Licking Categories

For actors, but not receivers, there was a tendency for a smaller decrease in heart rate
(differences between LSmeans=1.8 bpm) when they licked after solicitation compared to
spontaneous licking (differences between LSmeans=2.9 bpm; Table 13.4). After licking,
heart rates further decreased when licking had been solicited but remained unchanged
after spontaneous licking. Compared to the median heart rate over the whole observation
period actors showed higher heart rates only during licking after solicitation. This was
more pronounced in lying than in standing animals.

Licking after solicitation numerically, but non significantly reduced heart rate in receivers
(difference between LSmeans=1.7 bpm). However, being spontaneously licked caused a
significant increase (difference between LSmeans=3.1 bpm) which was followed by a
decline of a similar magnitude. Heart rate during being spontaneously licked moreover
exceeded the median over the whole observation period.

13.4.2 Loose HOUSED DAIRY Cows

In total, 278 licking bouts fulfilling the criteria mentioned above were recorded (Table
13.5).

Overall Effects of Licking

In loose housed cows, social licking had no general effect on heart rate in both actors and
receivers (Table 13.6).

Effects of Different Licking Categories

In actors, no significant influence on heart rate was found for any of the licking categories
investigated (Table 13.7), but average heart rates were numerically lower during than
before and after performing licking which had been solicited (differences of LSmeans=1.5
and 2.0 bpm, respectively, not significant). However, the general activity significantly
influenced changes in heart rate for spontaneous licking. A marked decrease and
subsequent increase (difference of LSmeans=3.0 and 3.4 bpm) was observed in feeding
animals, whereas lying animals showed a reverse pattern, i.e. increase during the licking
period.
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TABLE 13 .4 Effects of licking category and activity on heart rates in actors and receivers

— tied cows (LSmeans).
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TABLE 13.5 Number of valid licking bouts per category in loose housed animals.

Licking categories Activity Number of licking bouts

Feeding 23

Spontaneous Standing 25

Lying 22

Feeding 3

Actor Solicited Standing 18
Lying 11

Feeding 3

After agonistic interaction Standing 12

Lying 1

Feeding 20

Spontaneous Standing 13

Lying 60

Feeding 5

Solicited Standing 19

Lying 32

Feeding 1

After agonistic interaction Standing 10

Lying -

Total 278

TABLE 13.6 Effects of licking on heart rates in actors and receivers — loose housed cows.

Differences F-value Standard error ~ p—value
between LS
means (beats per
minute)
Licking vs. 5 min -4 F}20,=258 73 612
before
Actors Licking vs. 5 min =7 F} 196=1.049 71 307
after
Licking vs. +.1 F, 157=021 .833 .884
Reference period
Licking vs. 5 min -9 F)185=2.051 59 153
before
Receivers Licking vs. 5 min - F} 157=1.390 S7 239
after
Licking vs. +.7 F}17,=1.603 S8 207

Reference period

On the other hand, heart rate in receivers was only influenced when they had been licked
after solicitation. Heart rate during licking after solicitation was lower than before and
after the licking bout (difference of LSmeans=2.4 and 2.7, respectively) and compared
with the median heart rate over the whole observation period (of the same activities). This
decrease was only observed in feeding and standing animals and did not occur in lying
animals.
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13.5 DISCUSSION

In tethered cows, heart rates showed expected patterns in that lying animals had lower
heart rates than more active animals (at least in the receivers, but numbers of lying actors
were very low). Interestingly, licking more clearly led to a decrease in heart rates in actors
than in receivers although the number of analysed active lickings was much lower (38 vs.
79 received lickings). Moreover, the effect was stronger when the actors performed the
behaviour spontaneously instead of reacting to a request of the other cow. Possible
explanations of this finding may relate to the specific conditions in tie stalls: The forced
spatial vicinity between the cows and impossibility of avoidance may lead to social tension
so that licking is used for appeasement (Reinhardt, 1980; Sato et al., 1991; Waiblinger et
al., 2002; Emmerig, 2004). Fraser and Broom (1990) furthermore speculate that social
grooming may be a way to cope with restrictive conditions by self-narcotisation, as opioids
from studies with rats and primates are known to be involved in allogrooming both in the
receiver and the actor (Keverne et al., 1989; Niesink and van Ree, 1989). In both cases of
appeasement and self-narcotisation a decrease in heart rate were to be expected which is
consistent with our results for actors. In receivers, variability in responses was higher,
even including heart rate rises in cows being licked spontaneously.. From the behavioural
observations that were unsystematic in this regard, it especially appeared that cows being
licked spontaneously sometimes showed a mild startle response after being touched by
the other cow. Both, receivers being licked spontaneously and actors licking after
solicitation, had higher heart rates than during comparable periods without licking (median
heart rate). This might indicate that the licking occurred during a stressful period or was
induced by it. However, as the data basis is not strong enough for far-reaching
interpretations this aspect deserves further investigation. Overall the calming or relaxing
effect of licking could only clearly be confirmed in actors.

In loose housed cows, lying animals also had lower heart rates compared to other activities.
No general calming or relaxing effect of licking was observed in both actors and receivers.
Yet, looking only at animals which performed spontaneous licking during
standing/feeding, a reduction of heart rate was present. This is in line with the results of
the tethered cows, where all cows performing spontaneous licking were standing. On the
other hand, the increase in heart rate in lying actors may be explained by the physical
activity of the animal performing the behaviour (Baldock et al., 1988; Marchant et al.,
1997). Interestingly, in receivers a calming effect was only observed when they had
solicited licking. This effect was again restricted to standing and feeding animals. Tension-
reduction after agonistic interactions as suggested by Boccia et al. (1989) could not be
confirmed.

Calming or relaxing effects could be shown in loose housed cows, but were restricted to
specific categories of licking and/or the underlying general activity with no or even
arousing effects in lying animals. Actors might perceive licking pleasant or experience
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tension-reduction if they ‘voluntarily’ perform this behaviour while this is the case for
receivers when they are being licked after solicitation.

13.6 CONCLUSIONS

We indeed found indications of calming effects of licking, although the findings from tied
and loose housed animals are not completely consistent. Altogether it is very likely that
licking and being licked usually increases well-being of the individual, no matter if receiver
or, according to our results from tie stalls, actor. However, on herd level it is questionable
whether high numbers of animals performing licking always reflect an overall better
welfare state compared to animals of a herd with lower licking frequencies. In the literature
it 1s suggested that licking may also be carried out in order to reduce social tension or to
reduce individual stress responses to restrictive conditions. Our results are consistent with
these hypotheses in that in the tie stalls more pronounced and consistent heart rate
reductions were found in actors, especially in those that licked spontaneously. Moreover,
from the tie stall data there was an indication that licking occurred during a stressful period
or was induced by it, although this needs further investigation.

We conclude that social licking might indicate positive effects on (at least part of) the
animals involved (in terms of reducing stress or stabilising social bonds) but on the basis
of changes in heart rate at present cannot be regarded as a true indicator of positive
emotions. Therefore, the use of social licking as a welfare measure in on-farm assessment
protocols is not recommended.
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RELIABILITY OF ON-FARM
BEHAVIOURAL OBSERVATIONS OF
ABNORMAL BEHAVIOUR IN VEAL

CALVES

E.A M. Bokkers, H. Leruste, L.F.M. Heutinck, M. Wolthuis-Fillerup,
J.T.N. van der Werf, B.J. Lensink and C.G. van Reenen

14.1 SUMMARY

The objective was to study inter-observer and test-retest reliability of different behavioural
observations to be used in an on-farm animal welfare monitoring system for veal calves.
Twenty-three veal calf farms varying in size, housing system, feeding regime and age of
the calves were visited twice with two observers simultaneously. Behaviour was recorded
20 min before and 20 min after feeding in eight pens per farm.

For most behavioural elements recorded around feeding farms differed significantly and
inter-observer and test-retest reliabilities were high and significant as well.

The behavioural observations around feeding were feasible, distinctive and reliable to
perform on-farm. These methods are promising tools to use in an animal welfare monitor
for veal calves.

14.2 INTRODUCTION

Abnormal behaviour is widely accepted as an indicator for poor welfare (Fraser and
Broom, 1997; Anonymous, 2001) while play behaviour is an indicator for good welfare
(Fagen, 1981; Newberry et al., 1988). Play behaviour of calves has been studied
extensively (e.g. Jensen et al., 1998; Jensen and Kyhn, 2000) as well as abnormal

125
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behaviour. Veal calves typically develop abnormal oral behaviour, comprising the
following four behavioural elements: tongue playing, tongue rolling, sham ruminating,
and persistent biting/sucking on substrates such as bars and troughs (Bokkers and Koene,
2001). Although housing system may affect the frequency of abnormal oral behaviour in
veal calves (Bokkers and Koene, 2001), it has been clearly demonstrated that abnormal
oral behaviour to a large extent evolves due to a lack of appropriate roughage in the diet
(Heeres et al., 2000; van Vuuren et al., 2004). Other abnormal (oral) behaviours in veal
calves include cross-sucking and excessive self-licking. Cross sucking, defined as one calf
sucking the ear, mouth, scrotum, prepuce, tail, udder area or navel of another calf (Lidfors,
1993), is seen most often in young calves that are separated from their mother. Persistent
preputial sucking may detrimentally affect the prepuce (swelling, irritation, inflammation)
of the calf being sucked and the calves that suck may risk a poor health and reduced growth
due to drinking urine (de Wilt, 1985). Self licking is a normal behaviour for a calf, but it
can develop to an abnormal, excessive level, especially when a calf is kept in social
isolation (Terosky et al., 1997; Bokkers and Koene, 2001).

Until now, relatively simple and feasible behavioural measures in veal calves have been
sufficiently validated under experimental conditions. Before behavioural observation
methods, however, can be considered for inclusion into an animal welfare monitoring
system, they have to be studied for feasibility and reliability under commercial conditions.
The aim of this study was to investigate the feasibility of behavioural observation methods
to study spontaneous behaviour in veal calves kept under commercial conditions, and to
analyse inter-observer reliability and test-retest reliability for different variables. Variables
that appear feasible and reliable may be suitable for an on-farm animal welfare monitoring
system.

14.3 METHODS

Twelve veal farms (11 farms with small groups, i.e. < 20 calves per pen, and one farm
with large groups and automatic milk dispensers) were included in this study. These farms
varied according to type and origin of calves, group size, size of the farm, diet (amount of
milk replacer and amount and type of solid feed), climate control, day light intensity, and
management. They were assumed to represent a cross-section of veal farms in the
Netherlands.

14.3.1 Farm Visits

Each farm was visited twice to collect data, with a 1-3 days interval between two visits to
be able to study test-retest reliability of the observations. Farms were visited two weeks
prior to slaughter. During all visits, data were collected by two observers simultaneously
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in order to study inter-observer reliability. Four observers (two men and two women)
visited the farms in different combinations, but always the same combination of observers
within a farm. They were wearing workwear of the farmer. Although the observers were
experienced in behavioural research, they completed a training assessment with videos
and photos of calf behaviour and practised together at a farm beforehand. One woman did
observations at all farms.

14.3.2 Observations of Spontaneous Behaviour

Behaviour in the homepen was observed in eight randomly selected pens 20 min before
and 20 min after evening feeding. By performing the behavioural observations relative to
a fixed event, i.e. feeding, results between farms and days could be compared. The
ethogram included two postures (i.e., standing and lying) and 20 behavioural activities. In
case of small groups (< 20 calves per pen) four pens were observed at the same time. The
observers stood next to each other in the feeding corridor. Before starting the observation,
a 5 min adaptation period was maintained. The observers had 30 s of observation time per
pen and they switched to the next pen at the same moment (clockwise). In total 10 scans
per pen per observation were recorded. After 20 min the observers moved to the next four
pens to repeat this procedure. After the calves had been fed, behavioural observations
started at the first location again. At farms with large groups, two pens were observed (2
x 20 min for each pen around the same time as for small groups).

14.3.3 Data Analysis

Data were analysed at pen level with the statistical software package Genstat (2005).
Spearman’s rank correlations were calculated as a measure for reliability between days
and between observers. Correlation coefficients were considered low when below 0.4,
moderate when 0.4 to 0.7, high when 0.7 to 0.9, and very high when 0.9 and higher (Martin
and Bateson, 1993). Inter-observer reliabilities were analysed for the three pairs of
observers. Overall, inter-observer reliabilities were analysed with Kendall’s coefficient of
concordance. Test-retest reliability was analysed at pen level with the mean over the two
observers per pen as unit, and at farm level with the mean over observers and pens per farm
as unit.

Except for lying idle, standing idle and walking, behaviour is expressed without
distinguishing between lying and standing. Play behaviour is the sum of running, jumping,
mounting, and butting behaviour. Comfort behaviour is the sum of stretching, scratching,
nose licking and self-licking behaviour. The level of each behaviour was calculated for the
20 min period before and the 20 min after feeding. Farm effects for all variables were
analysed with the Kruskal-Wallis test.
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14.4 RESULTS

Significant farm effect were found for a number of behaviours, including: lying idle
(p<0.001 before and after feeding on days 1 and 2), tongue rolling/tongue playing (before
feeding: p<0.001 on day 1 and p<0.05 on day 2; after feeding: ns), manipulating fence
(before feeding: p<0.01 on days 1 and 2; after feeding: ns on day 1 and p<0.05 on day 2),
manipulating feeder (p<0.01 before and after feeding on days 1 and 2), manipulating pen
mate (before feeding: p<0.001 on days 1 and 2; after feeding: p<0.001 on day 1 and ns on
day 2), and (sham) rumination (p<0.01 before and after feeding on days 1 and 2). For play
behaviour, no significant farm effect was found.

Test-retest correlations differed per behaviour. Before feeding, significant test-retest
correlations were obtained for lying idle (days within pen: r=0.63; p<0.001; n=90; days
within farm: r=0.34; ns; n=12), tongue rolling/tongue playing (days within pen: r=0.41;
p<0.001; n=90), manipulating fence (days within pen: r=0.56; p<0.001; n=90; days within
farm: r=0.92; p<0.001; n=12), manipulating feeder (days within pen: r=0.55; p<0.001;
n=90; days within farm: r=0.73; p<0.01; n=12), manipulating pen mate (days within pen:
r=0.43; p<0.001; n=90; days within farm: r=0.64; p<0.05; n=12), and (sham) rumination
(days within pen: r=0.33; p<0.01; n=90; days within farm: r=0.60; p<0.05; n=12). After
feeding, test-retest reliabilities for tongue playing/tongue rolling were non-significant.
After feeding significant test-retest reliabilities were found for lying idle (days within pen:
r=0.36; p<0.01; n=90; days within farm: r=0.67; p<0.05; n=12), manipulating fence (days
within pen: r=0.26; p<0.05; n=90; days within farm: r=-0.02; ns; n=12), manipulating
feeder (days within pen: r=0.66; p<0.001; n=90; days within farm: r=0.79; p<0.01; n=12),
manipulating pen mate (days within pen: r=0.37; p<0.001; n=90; days within farm: r=0.36;
ns; n=12), and (sham) rumination (days within pen: r=0.39; p<0.001; n=90; days within
farm: r=0.75; p<0.01; n=12).

Inter-observer correlations (Kendall’s coefficients of concordance, n=64) were generally
high and significant for the different behaviours before and after feeding: lying idle (before
and after feeding: 0.73 and 0.73, respectively; p<0.01), tongue playing/tongue rolling
(before and after feeding: 0.75 and 0.73, respectively; p<0.01), manipulating fence (before
and after feeding: 0.73 and 0.71, respectively; p<0.01), manipulating feeder (before and
after feeding: 0.76 and 0.74, respectively; p<0.001), manipulating pen mate (before and
after feeding: 0.71 and 0.71, respectively; p<0.01), play behaviour (before and after
feeding: 0.66 and 0.56, respectively; p<0.01), and (sham) rumination (before and after
feeding: 0.71 and 0.66, respectively; p<0.01).
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14.5 CONCLUSIONS

Most inter-observer and test-retest reliabilities for the behavioural measures were
significant, and correlation coefficients were higher at farm level than at pen level. This
is relevant for the development of an animal welfare monitoring system aimed at
estimating animal based parameters at farm level. Behavioural observations around feeding
were feasible to perform on farm, although there were some minor practical constraints.
It can be concluded that the observation method for spontaneous behaviours represents a
reliable tool for utilization in an animal welfare monitoring system.
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MEASUREMENT OF HUMAN-ANIMAL
RELATIONS IN VEAL CALVES
HOUSED IN LARGE GROUPS

H. Leruste, J. Lensink and C.G. van Reenen

15.1 SUMMARY

The human-animal relationship is an important component of the welfare of farm animals.
Under experimental conditions, relatively simple and feasible behavioural measures of
the human-calves relationship have been validated. This study aims at determining simple
and valid tests which would be good candidates to integrate in an animal-based-on-farm
assessment tool. They should reflect the actual level of fear of human of the group of
calves, be repeatable at short and medium term (test-retest), work for large groups
(between 20 and 60 calves) and not be affected by an observer effect.

Observations were performed on 20 farms in France. Calves were housed in large groups
and fed with an automatic milk dispenser. Observations were performed on 4 days: 2
observations at a two day interval at week 9 and 2 observations at a two day interval at
week 13. Observations were performed simultaneously by two trained observers. Four
categories of measures were performed: reaction of the group to humans standing in front
of the pen (% of calves reacting), reaction of the group towards unfamiliar persons entering
the pen (% of calves escaping and following), voluntary approach of the group of
motionless unfamiliar persons (latency for the 1st touch, mean number of calves close to
the persons and speed-of-approach of the group) and reaction of the calves to being
touched by a human (% of calves that could be touched).

Observers agreed for all the measures evaluated: reaction to humans in front of the pen
(r=0.96; p<0.001; n=20), % of calves escaping (r=0.84; p<0.001; n=20), latency for the 1st
touch (r=0.99; p<0.001; n=20), mean number of calves close to the observers (r=0.98;
p<0.001; n=20), speed-of-approach score (r=0.96; p<0.001; n=20) and number of calves
touched (r=0.93; p<0.001; n=20). Inter-observer reliability was a bit lower for the
percentage of calves following the observers (r=0.70; p<0.001; n=20). The mean number
of calves close to the observers and the speed-of-approach score showed good repeatability
at short term (respectively r=0.74; p<0.001; n=61 and r=0.66; p<0.001; n=61) and at
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medium term (respectively r=0.63; p<0.001; n=66 and r=0.54; p<0.001; n=66). The other
measures showed medium to low consistencies at short and medium term. We observed a

habituation of the calves to the tests with an increase of the approach between day 1 and
day 4.

The latency to touch the observers, the mean number of calves close to the motionless
observers and the percentage of calves escaping and following the observers when they are
crossing the pen are good candidates for the welfare monitoring system. They permit to
assess the voluntary approach of the group and the reaction to humans moving. The other
measures don’t seem to be reliable. This experiment permitted to propose two valid
observations for on-farm assessment of human-animal relations.

15.2 INTRODUCTION

The human-animal relationship is an important component of the welfare of farm animals.
Several studies show that the behaviour of the farmer has an impact on both the welfare
of calves and the productivity of the veal unit. Calves learn to discriminate between people
by using their previous experience with these persons. De Passillé et al. (1996) found that
calves, tested in their home pen, showed longer latency to touch a person who had
previously handled them negatively. The daily behaviour of the farmer has an impact on
the emotional response of calves to handling and transport (Lensink et al., 2001b). Calves
originated from veal units where the farmer was considered as providing positive
behaviours needed fewer efforts to be loaded/unloaded in a truck, had lower heart rates
during loading/unloading and less incidents at slaughterhouse. Their carcasses were also
fund to be paler and their meat had a lower pH. Lensink et al. (2000a) found that farmers
who had positive contacts with their calves had higher productivity levels in terms of daily
weight gain and feed conversion.

Under experimental conditions, validity of simple behavioural measures reflecting
responsiveness of veal calves to humans has been examined in different ways. Calves
housed individually or in group pens of two calves were subjected to an experimental
regime putatively affecting fear of humans, and based on either a positive or a neutral
handling treatment by the stockpersons (Lensink et al., 2000a, 2001b). The calves’ fear
reaction to humans was measured by simple approach and avoidance tests during and
shortly after milk feeding in the home environment. These responses were found to be
significantly influenced by the treatment, providing evidence for their predictive validity.
Most importantly, the effect of the handling treatment did not significantly interact with
the effect of housing (Lensink et al., 2001a), suggesting that findings obtained in
individually housed calves may also apply to group-housed ones. Secondly, individual
differences in the behavioural reactivity of veal calves to simple behavioural tests in the
home pen have been shown to be associated with individual differences in their
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responsiveness to a widely used standard test measuring voluntary approach behaviour to
a human in a test arena (Lensink et al., 2000a, 2003). Since the behavioural response of
farm animals to this latter test is generally believed to reflect fear of humans (Hemsworth,
2003), this finding provides evidence for concurrent validity of simple measures recorded
in the home environment. Additional support for the validity of these measures, as well as
for their feasibility when used on commercial veal farms, was obtained in a study
demonstrating a clear link between the stockperson’s behaviour towards the calves during
feeding (in terms of putatively neutral, positive or negative interactions) and fear responses
of calves to humans as recorded in approach and avoidance tests (Lensink et al., 2000b).

Therefore, based on current knowledge, we assume that relatively simple and feasible
behavioural measures in veal calves in the area of the human-animal relationship have
been sufficiently validated. Human-animal relations can be easily assessed on experimental
conditions. Only few studies have been performed so far on feasibility and reliability of
these measures under truly commercial conditions. The development of welfare monitoring
schemes (EU project) creates a need for a valid method to assess human-animal relations
on farm.

Lensink et al. (2003) studied the repeatability (test-retest reliability) of behavioural
responses to a human of group-housed veal calves under semi-commercial conditions.
They measured the reaction of calves when touched during feeding and found that it was
repeatable in time. Rousing et al. (2005) also tested the repeatability of the reaction to
human approach of group-housed calves during feeding. They found that satisfying inter-
observers agreement and between days consistency. These tests seem then valid and
applicable on farm. Nevertheless, in these studies the group size examined was either 2 or
5 (in Lensink et al., 2003) or 3 to 10 (in Rousing et al., 2005). A group size between 5 and
7 is currently the most common in the European Union, however, husbandry systems with
much larger groups (between 20 and 60 calves) fed by an Automatic Milk Dispenser
(AMD) are gaining popularity. Therefore, feasibility of the measurement in this system
must be studied.

This study aims at determining simple and valid tests which would be good candidates to
integrate in an animal-based-on-farm assessment tool. They should reflect the actual level
of fear of human of the group of calves, be repeatable at short and medium term (test-
retest) and shouldn’t be affected by an observer effect.

15.3 METHODS

As presented above, four categories of measures were performed:

. Reaction of the group to humans standing in front of the pen
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. Reaction of the group toward an unfamiliar person entering the pen
. Voluntary approach of the group toward an unfamiliar person
. Reaction of the calves to being touched by a human

On farm observations were performed on 20 farms in France between October 2005 and
March 2006. Calves were housed in large groups (between 20 and 64 calves per pen) and
fed with an automatic milk dispenser (AMD). Observations were performed on 4 days: 2
observations at a two day interval at week 9 (9 weeks after the arrival of the calves in the
farm) and 2 observations at a two day interval at week 13. Between 1 and 6 pens were
observed per farm (for a total of 67 pens observed). Observations were performed
simultaneously by two trained observers.

The two observers calmly entered the building and staid for 15 seconds in front of the pen.
They then entered the pen and crossed it in a standardized manner, they stood motionless
for 3 minutes at the back of the pen and let the calves approach. At the end of the 3 minutes
they tried to touch the forehead of the calves which were in an arm’s length from them.
These four tests permitted to build 7 measures: % of calves reacting to humans standing
in front of the pen, % of calves escaping the observers crossing the pen, % of calves
following the observers crossing the pen, latency for the first calf to touch the observers,
mean number of calves standing close to the motionless observers (during the 3 minutes
test), speed-of-approach score of the group, and % of calves in an arm’s length distance
from the observers that could be touched.

15.3.1 Data Analysis

Inter-observer repeatability was assessed through spearman rank correlations. Between-
day consistency was assessed at short term (dayl—day2 and day3—day4) and at medium
term (week9—week13) using spearman rank correlations.

Analyses of variance were used to assess the effects of environmental parameters (size of
the group, feeding system...) on the observation and to analyse farm and pen effects. The
model included:

. fixed variables: day of observation (or week of observation) and number of calves
in the pen;

. random variable: farm;

o interactions: farm and day (or week), number of calves and day (or week).

The evolution of the variables in time was assessed thanks to a repeated measurement
analysis.
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15.4 RESULTS

A farm effect was found for all measures except for the number of calves touched.

Observers agreed for all the measures evaluated: reaction to humans in front of the pen
(r=0.96; p<0.001; n=20), % of calves escaping (r=0.84; p<0.001; n=20), latency for the 1st
touch (r=0.99; p<0.001; n=20), mean number of calves close to the observers (r=0.98;
p<0.001; n=20), speed-of-approach score (r=0.96; p<0.001; n=20) and number of calves
touched (r=0.93; p<0.001; n=20). Inter-observer reliability was a bit lower for the % of
calves following the observers (r=0.70; p<0.001; n=20).

The mean number of calves close to the observers and the speed-of-approach score showed
good repeatability at short term (respectively r=0.74; p<0.001; n=61 and r=0.66; p<0.001;
n=61) and at medium term (respectively r=0.63; p<0.001; n=66 and r=0.54; p<0.001;
n=66). The other measures showed medium to low consistencies at short and medium
term: reaction to humans standing in front of the pen (r=0.44; p<0.001; n=56 and r=0.54;
p<0.001; n=60), % of calves escaping (r=0.43; p<0.001; n=59 and r=0.36; p=0.003; n=66),
% of calves following (r=0.33; p=0.01; n=60 and r=0.60; p<0.001; n=65), latency to touch
the observers (r=0.47; p<0.001; n=61 and r=0.56; p<0.001; n=66) and % of calves touched
(r=0.25; p=0.06; n=58 and r=0.29; p=0.02; n=64). We observed a habituation of the calves
to the tests, they were following more the observers and approaching faster and were more
numerous to stand close to the observer at week 13 than at week 9 (p<0.001).

A pen effect was found for all measures: between 12% and 24% of farms showed a pen
effect. The breed of the calves did affect all measures except the mean number of calves
close to the observers and the speed-of-approach score. For all measured were a difference
was found, Crossbred calves seemed less fearful of humans than Holstein calves. The size
of the group influenced the proportion of calves escaping (p=0.07), the mean number of
calves close to the observers (p<0.001) and the speed-of-approach score (p<0.001).

Most of the measures are linked. Groups which are reacting strongly to the presence of
humans are reacting also when they are crossing the pen (escaping: r=0.20; p<0.001 and
following: r=0.33; p<0.001) they approach faster of the observers (lower latency to touch:
r=-0.24; p<0.001 and higher speed-of approach score: r=0.16; p=0.01) and are more
numerous around the observers (means number of calves: r=0.20; p=0.002). The mean
number of calves touched is not linked with all the other variables but this might be due
to a low variability within this measure. Speed-of approach score is highly correlated to
the mean number of calves close to the observers (r=0.95; p<0.001).



136 / Animal Welfare Measures for Dairy Cattle, Beef Bulls and Veal Calves

15.5 CONCLUSIONS

The latency to touch the observers combined with the mean number of calves close to the
observers in the three minutes test are the best candidates regarding the different criteria.
They permit to assess the voluntary approach of the group. They could be completed by
an assessment of the reaction to humans moving thanks to the percentage of calves
escaping and following the observers when they are crossing the pen. The reactions to the
human presence in the building and to humans trying to touch the calves don’t seem to be
reliable measures.

This experiment permitted to develop two valid observations (providing four valid
measures) for on-farm assessment of human-animal relations. Final decisions on good
candidates will be made after the analysis of the data on the assessment of human-animal
relations in small groups.
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ASSESSMENT OF HUMAN-ANIMAL
RELATIONSHIPS IN DAIRY COWS

I. Windschnurer, C. Schmied, X. Boivin and S. Waiblinger

16.1 SUMMARY

The animal’s relationship to humans (AHR), i.e., the perception of humans and of the
interactions with humans, was shown to have a major impact on animal health,
productivity, and welfare and thus is an important parameter to include in on-farm welfare
assessment (Hemsworth and Coleman, 1998; Boivin et al., 2003; Waiblinger et al., 2003;
Winckler et al., 2003). The aim of this project was to test different tests for measuring the
Animal Human Relationship in dairy cows with respect to their reliability and partly
validity.

In loose-housed dairy cows, besides already existing measures some simple tests were
developed and both were evaluated with respect to validity and reliability (inter-observer
reliability, between-experimenter, and test-retest repeatability). This was done in the course
of two separate studies. One study on 33 commercial dairy farms allowed evaluating the
validity of the tests for measuring AHR by analysing correlations between human handling
behaviours during milking and the animals’ responses during the tests. In the course of the
other study, performed on 16 commercial dairy farms, the reliability of the tests was
investigated as well as inter-test relationships.

Six behavioural tests were evaluated: avoidance distance in the barn (AD), avoidance
distance at the feeding place (ADF), approach to a stationary human in the barn (APP),
reactions of lying animals to a human passing or touching them (LP; LT) and reactions of
animals standing in an alley to a human walking through the herd and trying to touch them
(WT).

Regarding validity, AD showed the strongest and highest number of correlations with
milker behaviour. The more positive handling behaviours where recorded for milkers, the
lower was the average AD, the median value of AD and the proportion of animals with a
higher AD (>1m,>2m) (r =-0.42 to —0.49; p<0.05 to 0.01; N=33). Some ADF measures
also showed significant negative correlations with positive milker behaviour (average
ADF: r =-0.38; % of animals with ADF>0.5m: r =—-0.35; both p<0.05, N= 33). The other

137



138 / Animal Welfare Measures for Dairy Cattle, Beef Bulls and Veal Calves

tests showed no significant correlation to milker behaviour, although a tendency was found
for WT. With regard to inter-test relationships, also a measure of convergent validity, high
correlations (partly > 0.8) were found between AD, ADF, and WT.

With regard to between-experimenter repeatability (level of consensus between results
when the test is performed twice by different experimenters) also AD and ADF turned out
to be the most reliable measures. At farm level, both avoidance distance measures (AD and
ADF) showed mainly high (r=0.8) to moderate (r=0.7<0.8) repeatability. In contrast, the
other tests did not show such a high repeatability (no to moderate repeatability, depending
on the measure).

Inter-observer reliability (level of consensus when two persons observe and record the
same event/test at the same time) was high for all of the tests (e.g., for AD r=0.99 / 0.99;
ADF: r=0.97/0.98).

With regard to tie-stall systems, only one farm could be visited. Three experimenters
subjected 54 animals to ADF. The inter-observer reliability was comparable to ADF in
loose housing, but the repeatability was lower. However, at an individual level the
repeatability was also lower in loose-housed animals (= consistency in individuals
reactions). Thus, at farm level a sufficient repeatability can be expected.

To conclude, reliable and valid measures have been found for the assessment of the animal-
human relationship in dairy cows in different housing systems.

16.2 INTRODUCTION

The animal’s relationship to humans, i.e., the perception of humans and of the interactions
with humans, was shown to have a major impact on animal health, productivity, and
welfare and thus is an important parameter to include in on-farm welfare assessment
(Hemsworth and Coleman, 1998; Boivin et al., 2003; Waiblinger et al., 2003; Winckler et
al., 2003; Waiblinger et al., 2006).

Measuring animals’ reactions to humans enables us to reach conclusions about how they
perceive specific human beings or people in general. The animal’s reactions reflect a
mixture of different emotions belonging to the two main dimensions pleasant (e.g.,
security) and unpleasant (e.g., fear, pain) (Waiblinger et al., 2006). In different studies,
many tests have been used for measuring the relationship of cattle to humans. However,
studies using tests potentially feasible for an on-farm welfare assessment scheme are rare
(for loose-housed dairy cows: e.g., De Rosa et al., 2003; Waiblinger et al., 2003; Rousing
and Waiblinger, 2004). Even less is known about the repeatability of the animals’ reactions
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to different unknown humans. Furthermore, some of the tests used so far are still relatively
time-consuming.

Therefore, the aims of the project was to (1) develop new, simple, and quick tests for dairy
cows, and (2) to study the reliability and partly validity of the new tests and some of the
established tests. This chapter will emphasise on the reliability study, but will also give
excerpts, e.g., some results, from analyses of validity.

Reliability comprises different aspects. Intra-observer reliability (degree of consensus
when one assessor measures the same event at the same time), inter-observer reliability
(degree of consensus when more assessors measure the same event at the same time) and
test-retest reliability (=repeatability; consistency of the measurement when it is repeated
within a brief time period). Because of the nature of our measures, where the assessor is
at the same time the test person to whom reactions of animals are measured, the
consistency in animals’ reactions to the same human (part of the variability in test-retest
reliability) and especially to different humans (e.g., assessors in on-farm assessment) is
highly relevant. We tested this by repeating tests with two different test persons and refer
to this aspect of reliability as between-experimenter repeatability (the experimenter being
test person and observer at the same time).

For testing intra- and inter-observer reliability the assessor(s) have to observe the same
event at the same time. With regard to inter-observer reliability, this was performed by
one person (the experimenter) testing the animals and noting the reaction and a second
person (or also a third person) observing this test from a distance and noting the animals’
reactions. Intra-observer reliability cannot be tested live. However, the assessment of
reactions from video recordings in order to evaluate intra-observer reliability was not
possible for most of the tests. Yet, a high inter-observer reliability indicates that it is
possible to reach high intra-observer reliability too. Thus, we concentrated on the first.

Another important aspect on-farm welfare assessment has to deal with is the (long-term)
stability of the parameters. The stability of a parameter is tested with longer intervals and
says something about potential real changes. The stability could be low, despite high test-
retest reliability. This aspect was not part of our project, but a recent study has shown a
good stability over a 5-month period in some tests assessing the animal-human relationship
(avoidance distances) in dairy cows (Winckler et al., 2007).

16.2.1 DEVELOPMENT AND CHOICE OF TESTS

For loose-housed dairy cows, avoidance distances or avoidance reactions measured in the
barn were shown to be valid and showed promising reliability (Waiblinger et al., 2002; De
Rosa et al., 2003; Waiblinger et al., 2003; Rousing and Waiblinger, 2004). Although there
were hints that a sufficiently high reliability may need a relatively large sample size
(Waiblinger and Menke, 2003), which would not be feasible for on-farm welfare
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assessment, this was not investigated enough until now. Therefore, we included this
measure in the battery of tests to be evaluated. Moreover, we included an avoidance
distance test performed at the feeding place and an approach test to a stationary unfamiliar
human (Waiblinger et al., 2003; Rousing and Waiblinger 2004). Additionally, two simpler
tests were developed. These tests were studied (1) with respect to convergent validity in
an on-farm survey with 33 farms by investigating associations with milker behaviour
(Schmied and Waiblinger, 2006a; Waiblinger et al., 2007a). In order to assess convergent
validity one inquires if ‘conceptually related measures are associated with one another’
(Waiblinger et al., 2006). In another on-farm study with 16 farms (2) reliability aspects and
additionally inter-test relationships, i.e., also convergent validity, were investigated
(Windschnurer et al., 2008). For tie-stall systems, we investigated the avoidance distance
at the feeding place with regard to reliability.

16.3 METHODS

16.3.1 FArRMS, ANIMALS, AND HOUSING

For testing the reliability of tests for loose housing systems, 16 commercial dairy farms
with 19 to 78 lactating cows (36.25 + 14.46 per herd, in total 580 cows) were visited
(Windschnurer et al. 2008). Depending on the tests that were performed, different numbers
of animals out of the herd were tested. On one farm, cows were housed in a deep litter
system and on the other farms in cubicle loose housing. The running area was made of
slatted concrete floors on 11 farms and of solid concrete on 5 farms. The farms kept
predominantly Simmental cows, with a few Holstein Friesian cows on some of the farms.
One farm kept Holstein Friesian cows only.

For testing the reliability of tests for tie-stall systems, one farm, the Research Estate of the
University of Veterinary Medicine, Vienna was chosen and 54 dairy cows of different
breeds (Simmental, Brown Swiss, and Holstein) were tested.

Additionally, convergent validity was evaluated as part of a separate study with 33

commercial dairy farms with 36 + 15 cows per herd (Schmied and Waiblinger, 2006a;
Waiblinger et al., 2007a), 16 of which were the test farms in the reliability study.

16.3.2 DESCRIPTION OF TEST PROCEDURES AND MEASURES CALCULATED

The following 6 tests for assessing the animal-human relationship were evaluated.
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Avoidance Distance in the Barn (AD Test)

Individual free-standing animals were approached from the front, either in the barn (in
the running area or, in deep litter, in the lying area) or in the outside run, but never on
pasture. The optimal starting position was in front of the animal in a distance of 3 meters.
The experimenter approached the cow with a pace of 1 step per second with the arm held
in an angle of about 45° in front of the body until the animal withdrew or until touching.
At the moment of withdrawal, the distance between cow and the experimenter” hand (hand
to muzzle / nose) was estimated in steps of 10 cm (from 300 cm to O cm). If an animal
withdrew immediately at the moment of touching the nose or muzzle, an avoidance
distance of 0.05m was assigned. If the cow remained standing still when touched, the
experimenter ran her hand to the animal’s cheek and tried to stroke the cheek for at least
one second. If the cow allowed to be stroked, the avoidance distance was 0.00m. For farm
values, the average avoidance distance (AD), the median value of AD, and the percentages
of animals possible to touch, with an avoidance distance > 0.5m,> 1.0m,> 1.5m, > 2.0m,
and > 3.0m were calculated.

Avoidance Distance at the Feeding Place (ADF Test)

This test is comparable to the AD test. It was performed during the main feeding times,
starting 5 to 10 minutes after the animals started feeding. The test person approached
individual animals standing at the feeding place (if possible, restrained in the feed barrier).
After choosing an animal, it was approached from the front, one arm held in an angle of
45° in front of the body, with a speed of 1 step per second, starting from a distance of 2m
(Figure 16.1). When the animal reacted by showing clear signs of avoidance or withdrawal,
the distance between the test person’s hand and the muzzle / nose was estimated in steps
of 10 cm. If the cow allowed to be stroked, the avoidance distance was 0.00m. The
calculated farm values were: the average avoidance distance (ADF), the median value of
ADF, the percentage of animals possible to touch, and percentages of animals with an

FIGURE 16.1 ADF test: the test person approaches one selected animal from the front, arm
held in an angle of 45° in front of the body, with a speed of 1 step per second, starting from
a distance of 2m (left), until the cow withdraws or can be touched (right).
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avoidance distance > 0.3m, > 0.5m, and > 1.0m. The test procedure was the same for tied
dairy cows.

Approach Test (APP Test)

A central place was chosen for the test person as a test position (during our studies always
with the back to the feed barrier). The number of cows standing in the barn or in a defined
area around the predetermined test position (5 m, 10 m) was counted. The test person
entered the barn, walked slowly to the test position, and remained standing still for 15
min. During the test duration of 15 minutes, all animals approaching to 2.5 m and all
animals making contact to the test person were noted as well as latencies to 2.5m and to
contact. Percentages of animals approaching to contact and average latencies were
calculated.

Lypass (LP Test)

With a pace of 1 step per second, the experimenter walked along a row of cubicles with
lying animals at a close distance to the end of the cubicles (20 cm). The animals’ reactions
to the test person were noted: Standing up yes / no at the moment when the test person
approached, passed by, or a few seconds after the test person had passed behind the animal.
If an animal stood up as a reaction to another animal standing up, it was excluded.
Obviously sleeping animals were excluded as well. In the deep litter system the
experimenter passed behind the individual cows at a distance of 20 cm.

Lame animals were noted during the farm visits and severely lame animals were excluded.
Percentages of tested animals standing up relative to the tested number were calculated.

Lytouch (LT Test)

This test was performed after the LP test. Animals still lying after passing behind them
were subjected to this test. The test person walked again in close distance to the cubicles
with 1 step per second. Behind every lying animal the experimenter stopped in a position
where the cow could see the test person and performed the following behaviours until the
cow eventually stood up: (1) placing the hand on the hind quarter of the animal for 3
seconds, (2) knocking (using 4 fingers) shortly 3 times on the animals’ hind quarter and
(3) knocking again 3 seconds later. It was noted if animals stood up or continued lying. The
percentage of tested animals standing up relative to the tested number was calculated.

Later, LP and LT were combined to one test calculating the percentage of animals standing
up during both tests relative to the number of animals tested in LP (Windschnurer et al.,
2008).
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Walk through and Touch (WT Test)

First a long corridor of at least 15 m length was chosen in the barn. Before starting the test
there should have been at least 5 free-standing animals in the alley (without e.g., feeding
at the feed barrier, or standing partly in a cubicle). The free-standing animals in the alley
were counted before the experimenter started to walk towards them with a speed of 1 step
per second. The cows were not directly approached, but the experimenter tried to get at
shoulder level with the closest cow, staying at a distance of about one arm length. Then
the test person slowly lifted the arm and tried to touch the cow’s shoulder for at least 2 sec.
The following reactions were noted: clear avoidance reaction of the animal when the
experimenter was in a distance of: >3m, <3m, <2m, <Im, withdrawal when the arm was
lifted, or the animal could be touched. Percentages of animals within these categories were
calculated.

16.3.3 DESIGN OF THE RELIABILITY STUDY

A brief description of the validity study with 33 farms can be found in Schmied and
Waiblinger (2006a) and Waiblinger et al. (2007a). Below, we will concentrate on the design
of the reliability study.

Loose Housing Systems

Altogether 6 different tests for assessing animal-human relationship were evaluated for
reliability. They were always carried out by the same two trained experimenters during one
day visits. The two experimenters (female, 1.68m, and 1.75m, respectively) always wore
green overalls. Between-experimenter repeatability and inter-observer reliability were
assessed on all of the farms. For investigating between-experimenter repeatability the tests
were performed twice, with the order of experimenters balanced over farms, but remaining
consistent within one farm for all of the tests. That is, one experimenter performed all tests
first on 8 farms, while the other performed all tests first on the other 8 farms. In order to
investigate the inter-observer reliability, the experimenter currently not testing the animals
observed and recorded test outcomes from a distance, while the other was testing the
animals.

Table 16.1: The order for studying the reliability of the 6 tests to assess the animal-
human relationship (AHR) and of the 2 tests to assess general fearfulness (GF) in 16
loose-housed dairy herds.

1.AHR Test 1.GFtest 2.AHR Test 3. AHR Test 4. AHR Test 5. AHR Test 6. AHR test 2. GF test

ADF1 ADF2 Vigil Vigi2 Appl App2 LP1 LP2 LT1 LT2 WTI WT2 ADI AD2 NOI NO2
Notes: for abbreviations of AHR tests see Description of Test Procedures and Measures Calculated; for
abbreviations of GF tests, see above.
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The six tests were performed in a fixed order on each farm (Table 16.1). In addition to these
tests, two tests to potentially assess general fearfulness (GF) were also performed. First,
for assessing the level of vigilance two groups of animals feeding at the feeding place
were filmed for approximately 6 minutes each, while the experimenters left the barn (Vigil
and Vigi2). The second test was a novel object (NO) test that was carried out twice. For
more information about these tests see Chapter 22.

Tie-stall Systems

Three experimenters (female, 1.68m, 1.68m, and 1.75m, respectively) performed the study.
Each of the 54 tested cows was tested three times (ADF]1 to 3), once by each experimenter,
alternatively, in a balanced order, while the two other test persons were observing and
estimating the distance as well. Other tests performed during the one-day farm visit were
LP and LT. However, these tests will not be further discussed for tethered cows, as there
was no variability with only 2 cows standing up during LT in the first test session. The
order of tests was as follows:

LPI; LT1; ADFI1; LP2; LT2; LP3; LT3; ADF2; ADF3

Due to time constraints and because a lot of animals were lying an employee of the farm
had to force the lying animals to stand up for the second and third test sessions of ADF.

16.3.4 DATA ANALYSIS OF THE RELIABILITY STUDY

Measures were calculated for the 6 tests as described in ‘Description of test procedures and
measures calculated’. The reliability was analysed by calculating Pearson or Spearman
rank correlations, depending on distribution of data. Inter-observer reliability was
evaluated by comparing paired individual observations, recorded by the experimenter and
observer independently at the same time. The results of the two sessions with the two
different experimenters were correlated separately, thus there are two values for inter-
observer reliability for each test.

To gain information about what sample size is necessary, farm averages from all tested
animals from the first test session were correlated with averages where only part of the
animals (first 30% of the herd tested or 50% of the herd tested) were taken into account.
Also, split-half correlations (correlating the average from the first half of tested animals
with the second half) were performed. This was only done with the most promising tests
with respect to reliability and validity, i.e., AD and ADF.
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16.4 RESULTS

16.4.1 LoOSE HOUSING SYSTEMS

Validity

Table 16.2 shows the correlations of the test measures with stockpeople behaviour in the
milking parlour, based on data of the study by Schmied and Waiblinger (2006a), see also
Waiblinger et al. (2007a).

Avoidance distance in the barn (AD) showed the strongest and the highest number of
correlations with milker behaviour. The more positive interactions of the milker were
observed during routine milking (talking calmly, stroking, and softly touching cows in the
milking parlour), the lower was the average AD, the median value of AD on the respective
farms and the lower was the proportion of animals with larger AD (> 1m,>2m,>3m). The
median value of AD also tended to be lower with a higher percentage of positive handling
behaviours.

TABLE 16.2 Spearman rank correlations between milker behaviour and measures of the
animal-human relationship (N=33 for all except WT: N=29).

Milker behaviour per cow

Pos Neg Pos% Neg%
Avoidance distance in the barn (AD)
AD — farm average -42 -05 -.16 .00
AD — farm median -43 03 =29 05
AD - % to touch 27 01 A2 -01
AD - % > 1.0m -497 04 -26 12
AD - % >2m —-49 02 -.30 03
AD - % >3m =35 01 -21 07
Avoidance distance at the feeding place (ADF)
ADF — farm average -.38 -04 -.19 -01
ADF — farm median -22 -.14 -.00 -07
ADF — % to touch 23 14 00 09
ADF — % > 5m -35" 13 -21 12
ADF - % > 1m -34 —.18 -.16 —-.14
% up Lypass (LP) -.09 00 -13 -.09
% up Lytouch (LT) -.17 -28 -.06 -.33
% up LP&LT -12 =22 -01 =31
Walk through and touch (WT)
WT — % touch .30 15 04 .10
WT - % >3m =31 -.11 -.11 —-.10
Approach (AP)
AP —% app contact (of cows standing within 5 m) -.09 .15 —.11 21

Notes: Parameters of milker behaviour: frequency: pos = positive, neg = negativ; relative amount: pos%,
neg%, = percentage of positive, negative behaviours; correlations with p-values < 0.1 in bold. *p<0.05, **
p<0.01; numbers in italics p<0.1.
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Concerning the avoidance distance at the feeding place (ADF), the farm average as well
as the proportion of animals with ADF>0.5m correlated significantly and negatively with
the number of positive milker behaviour. Moreover, the proportion of animals with
ADF>1m tended to correlate negatively with positive handling behaviours.

No significant correlations were found for the percentage of animals standing up during
the LP Test. The percentage of animals standing up during the LT test tended to be lower
when the proportion of negative interactions was higher.

In the Walk through and touch test (WT), the proportion of animals that withdraw at a
distance of > 3m tended to decrease with higher number of positive behaviours.

The approach test showed no significant correlations to milker behaviour.

In the course of the reliability study also inter-test relationships were regarded. High
correlations (mostly > 0.7 < 0.9) were found between measures of AD, ADF, and WT (see
Windschnurer et al., 2008).

Reliability

In the course of the reliability study a large variation was found in the animal-human
relationship on the farms. For instance, the average AD ranged from 0.28 to 1.27m, the
median from 0.05 to 1.05 m. Accordingly, the percentage of animals that could be touched
ranged from 11% to 68% and the percentage of animals with AD>1.5m varied from 0%
to 32% (all for the first test session, regardless the test person). For further descriptive
statistics see Windschnurer et al. (2008).

Inter-observer reliability

The inter-observer reliability was very high for all of the tests (Table 16.3). The results with
the different experimenter / observer pairs are depicted in scatter-plots in Windschnurer et
al. (2008).

Between-experimenter repeatability

As shown in Table 16.6, the approach test (APP), Lypass (LP), Lytouch (LT), and Walking
through and touch (WT) showed lower (no to moderate) repeatability as the two avoidance
distance tests. At farm level, both avoidance distance measures showed mainly high (=0.8;
bold in Table 16.6) to moderate (=0.7<0.8; bold and italics in Table 16.6) repeatability. At
an individual level, repeatability was still =0.7 for both AD and ADF.
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TABLE 16.3 Inter-observer reliability of the different tests (at an individual level) Spearman
rank correlation coefficients, or % agreement.

inter-observer reliability

Corr.coeff. p N
Avoidance distance in the barn (AD) — .99/.99! <.001 411/422
distance of individual animals
Avoidance distance at the feeding place (ADF) — 97/.98! <.001 482/497
distance of individual animals
Lypass (LP) cow up yes/no agree 100%? 501
Lytouch (LT) cow up yes/no agree 99.8%? 455
Walk trough and touch (WT) — .96/.96! <.001 130/124
individual scores
Approach (AP) — 1.0/1.0! <.001 87/77

individual latencies until contact
Notes: ' two coefficients because two people changed the role of being test person plus observer or only
observer — both situations calculated separately; > see Tables 16.4 and 16.5 for exact description.

TABLE 16.4 Crosstables of observer agreement on cows’ reactions during Lypass (LP).

Lypass person 2 Total
1
0 488.00 0 488
Lypass person 1 1 0 13 13
Total 488 13 501

Notes: 0 = cow stays lying; 1 = cow stands up.

TABLE 16.5 Crosstables of observer agreement on cows’ reactions during Lytouch (LT).

Lytouch person 2 Total
0 1
0 359.00 1 360
Lytouch person 1 1 0 95.00 95
Total 359 96 455

Notes: 0 = cow stays lying; 1 = cow stands up.

Sample Size

Calculations regarding sample size were only performed for the tests promising due to a
high repeatability and validity. During the first test session 72 to 96 percent of the herd
were tested (these values are corresponding to 100% tested animals). Correlations of the
farm averages calculated from this maximum sample size with smaller sample sizes (30%
of the herd, 50% of the herd, first or second half of tested animals corresponding to 36 to
48% of the herd) were high for both AD and ADF (Tables 16.7 and 16.8). Split-half
correlations (results of first and second half of tested animals correlated) were lower, but
still sufficiently high (Tables 16.7 and 16.8).
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TABLE 16.6 Between-experimenter repeatability and test-retest repeatability of the different
tests.

Between-experimenter repeatability: Test-retest repeatability:
herd & individual level herd & individual level
Corr. coeff. p N Corr. coeff. P N

Avoid. dist. barn (AD)
AD — distance of B .70 <.001 348 B .70 <.001 348
individual animals

AD - farm average B .69 003 16 B .84 <.001 16
AD - farm median B 81 <.001 16 B .82 <.001 16
AD - % to touch B .69 003 16 B .69 005 16
AD - % > 5m A.79 <.001 16 A 83 <.001 16
AD - % > 1.0m B .70 003 16 B .70 003 16
AD - % >1.5m A 93 <.001 16 A 93 <.001 16
AD - % >2m B 48 059 16 B 52 041 16
AD - % >3m B 51 045 16 B .70 003 16
Avoid. dist. feeding place

(ADF)

ADF - distance of B .69 <.001 479 B .70 <.001 479
individual animals

ADF — farm average A 95 <.001 16 B 92 <.001 16
ADF - farm median B .85 <.001 16 B .85 <.001 16
ADF - % to touch A .87 <.001 16 A 87 <.001 16
ADF - % > 3m A .86 <.001 16 A 87 <.001 16
ADF - % > .5m B 92 <.001 16 B .88 <.001 16
ADF — % > 1.0m B .56 024 16 B 56 024 16
% up Lypass (LP) B 31 246 16 B 48 061 16
% up Lytouch (LT) A 59 017 16 A 59 017 16
Walk trough and touch

(WT)

WT - individual score B .64 <.001 47 B .60 <.001 47
WT — median farm score B 48 059 16 B 46 072 16
WT — % touch B .62 010 16 B .71 002 16
WT - % > 1m A .66 005 16 A 64 008 16
WT - % >2m B 29 272 16 A 63 009 16
WT - % >3m B .73 001 16 B .73 001 16
Approach (AP)

AP — average latency to A .09 135 16 A 07 .800 16
contact

AP — % app to 2.5m * A .65 009 15 A .66 008 15
AP —% app contact * A .62 013 15 A 67 006 15

Notes: A Pearson correlation coefficients; ® Spearman rank correlation coefficients; * from standing in stable
at test start.

TABLE 16.7 Correlations of farm averages of AD (N=16) calculated from 100% of tested
animals with the ones calculated from the first and second half of the tested animals, and
the first 50% or 30% of the herd that were tested, as well as split-half correlations.

Average AD Average AD Average AD Average AD

1st tested half 2nd tested half 50% of herd 30% of herd
Average AD =94 =97 =97 r=.86
100% tested p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
Average AD r=.82

1st tested half p=.001
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TABLE 16.8 Correlations of farm averages of ADF (N=16) calculated from 100% of tested
animals with the ones calculated from the first and second half of the tested animals, and
the first 50% or 30% of the herd that were tested, as well as split-half correlations.

Average ADF Average ADF Average ADF Average

1st tested half 2nd tested half 50% of herd ADF 30% of herd
Average ADF =96 r=.88 =97 r=.95
100% tested p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
Average ADF r=75
Ist tested half p=001

16.4.2 TIE-STALL SYSTEMS

Three experimenters performed the tests. Both, between-experimenter repeatability and
inter-observer reliability were evaluated at an individual level because only one farm with
tied cows was visited. Inter-observer reliability was very high (for the different
experimenter combinations: r =0.98/r =0.96/r =0.97, p<0.001, N=54). Between-
experimenter repeatability was moderate (for the different experimenter combinations:
r=0.54/r =0.46/ r=0.52, p<0.001, N=54).

16.5 DISCUSSION

16.5.1 VALIDITY

With regard to the associations to milker behaviour, quite consistent correlations were
found for the two avoidance distance tests (AD and ADF), but no significant relationships
were found between milker behaviour and the other tests. The median and average of
avoidance distance in the barn (AD) as well as the % of animals avoiding the test person
at a distance > 1m or >2m was lower on farms where milkers showed more positive
interactions with cows. This confirms earlier results, where a smaller AD was found on
farms with a higher frequency and a higher percentage of positive stockperson behaviour
(Waiblinger et al., 2002, 2003). However, contrary to findings by Waiblinger et al. (2002),
no correlations were found with the overall negative milker behaviour (i.e., sum of talking
impatiently, shouting, and forceful hitting with the hand or a stick). Yet, with single
variables (e.g. shouting) Schmied and Waiblinger (2006a) found significant correlations.
In this study farms were selected according to handling practices during rearing, while in
the earlier studies farms were selected randomly. Handling practices during rearing were
linked to later responses of cows to humans (Schmied and Waiblinger, 2006b; Waiblinger
et al.,2007a). They are likely to interact with daily human—animal interactions with regard
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to effects on the animals’ reactions to humans. This may explain the lack of correlation
with negative milker behaviour. Furthermore, due to time constraints, milkers filled in an
attitude questionnaire about behaviour towards cows directly before being observed in the
milking parlour. Although they were told that the cows’ behaviour was observed, milkers
may have been more reluctant to use negative behaviour after being sensitised by the
questionnaire.

The average of the avoidance distance at the feeding place (ADF) and the percentage of
cows withdrawing at a distance of at least 0.6 m in ADF were also lower on farms where
milkers showed more positive interactions. But correlation coefficients were lower
compared to measures of AD. This is also in line with a previous study by Waiblinger et
al. (2003), who found that ADF was more influenced by possible confounding factors.

No correlation was found between milker behaviour and the animals’ reactions in the
approach test (APP). Although we would have expected a lower correlation with milker
behaviour compared to avoidance distance due to previous results (Waiblinger et al. 2003,
Waiblinger and Rousing 2004), we still had expected some kind of significant correlation.
Possible factors contributing to this result might be (i) the pre-selection of farms, (ii) the
modified test situation (taking into account not all standing animals as done in Waiblinger
et al. 2003, but restricting it to a special distance) or (iii) differences in test time.

For the new and partly simpler tests, the Walk through and touch test (WT) and the Lypass
and Lytouch (LP and LT) tests, no significant correlations were found with milker
behaviour, although a tendency was found for WT.

In the reliability study, where convergent validity of the behavioural tests was investigated
by means of inter-test relationships, high correlations were found between measures of
AD, ADF, and WT (Windschnurer et al., 2008).

In sum, the relatively high correlations with milker behaviour again confirm the validity
and relative robustness of AD to measure the cows’ relationship to humans and thus say
something about the level of negative or positive emotions during interactions with humans
as well as chronic stress. ADF also has some validity, but — in agreement with earlier
results (Waiblinger et al., 2003) — seems to be more influenced by other factors. Thus, it
might reflect the cow-human relationship to a lesser extend. With regard to the new test
WT, it seems promising because of its high convergent validity when compared with AD
and ADF (Windschnurer et al., 2008), although the measures of the test only tended to
correlate with milker behaviour. At the moment, the other tests seem not to be valid,
although further investigations may be necessary to confirm this finding under different
farm conditions.
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16.5.2 RELIABILITY

Loose Housing Systems

The results show that for all tests a very high inter-observer reliability can be achieved. For
the simple tests Lypass (LP) and Lytouch (LT), where the reaction is just noted
dichotomously (standing up: yes/no), this was expected. When performing the avoidance
distance tests (AD and ADF) as well as the Walk through and touch test (WT) not only the
reaction of the animal has to be judged correctly (withdrawal or not), but also the distance
has to be assessed. The results show that a very high reliability can be reached with
sufficient training, where devices to ease distance assessment are learnt.

Concerning between-experimenter repeatability (which is also influenced to some extend
by a possible error of assessment by two different persons, i.e., inter-observer reliability)
at farm level only AD and ADF gained sufficiently high values, reaching correlation
coefficients >0.8 and up to >0.9 for several measures. Consistently high repeatability was
found for instance for the median AD and ADF. The between-experimenter repeatability
at an individual level, i.e., the individual animals’ consistency in reaction to different
unknown people, was still moderately high (r = 0.69) for both AD and ADF. This is
remarkable high, as test repetition or small differences in the test persons’ behaviour are
known to be confounding factors (Waiblinger et al., 2006). The experimenters in our study
were apparently able to standardise their behaviour quite well. For Lypass (LP) and
Lytouch (LT) the somehow restricted sample (lying animals), but also the variability in the
farms studied may have caused lower repeatability. A better repeatability could be gained
when the tests were combined to one test (Windschnurer et al. 2008), probably due to the
low variation in responses of animals during LP. For WT only moderate (r < 0.7)
repeatability was reached. Both WT and the approach-test (APP) test only a restricted
number of cows, being in the respective area at the special time. This may cause the lower
repeatability. Altogether, compared to AD and ADF, the other tests are more difficult to
standardise with respect to sample size and sample selection, which may cause the lower
repeatability. Nevertheless, in our opinion the WT test merits further investigation in future,
as it may be interesting especially in larger herds. However, this has to be investigated. For
more detailed discussion regarding inter-observer reliability and between-experimenter
repeatability including potential observer bias see Windschnurer et al. (2008).

We also calculated the repeatability of the cows’ reaction when tested twice. However,
due to our study designed to investigate between-experimenter repeatability, the potential
inconsistency in reaction to different people contributes to possible differences and vice
versa. Test-retest repeatability was mostly very similar or even equal to the between-
experimenter repeatability, thus, not allowing a differentiation between effects of person
or test repetition.
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The results also suggest that smaller sample sizes may be sufficient to reflect the animals’
relationship to humans of the whole herd.

Tie-stall Systems

Only one tie stall farm could be visited in the course of the reliability study. Three
experimenters subjected 54 animals each to the avoidance distance test at the feeding place
(ADF). Inter-observer reliability was comparable to ADF in loose-housed cows, but the
between-experimenter repeatability was lower. However, also in loose-housed animals the
between-experimenter repeatability was lower at an individual level. The lower between-
experimenter repeatability compared to ADF in loose housing systems might have been
partly caused by the fact that after the first test session (=cows tested by the respective first
experimenter), quite a lot of animals were lying and were forced to stand up by a human,
enlarging partly the distance in the second and third test session.

In a previous study including 9 tie stall farms, Waiblinger et al. (2007b) evaluated the
between-experimenter repeatability of an avoidance test at the feeding place using an 11-
point score, with 2 to 3 experimenters out of 4 performing the tests in a balanced order.

Low to high (average correlations ranging from 0.37 to 0.88) between-experimenter
repeatability was found within farms, i.e., at an individual level. At farm level, between-
experimenter repeatability was moderate to high (0.65 to 0.80) and thus promising. The
substantial differences of between-experimenter repeatability within farms were attributed
to partly inconsistent reactions towards different experimenters or subtle differences in
the experimenters’ behaviour. Taking these previous results into consideration we would
expect to be able to reach sufficient between-experimenter repeatability at farm level when
performing the test like in the present study, using a metric scale.

16.6 CONCLUSIONS

Measuring avoidance distance in the barn (AD) proved to be not only valid, but also highly
reliable. The latter also accounts for the avoidance distance at the feeding place (ADF),
where less strong evidence was found for its validity when correlated with milker
behaviour. Nevertheless, our results suggest that both can be recommended for inclusion
in a welfare assessment scheme. Each measure has its advantages and disadvantages. For
validity reasons we would prefer AD since it seems to be less influenced by confounding
factors compared to ADF. With regard to the new test Walk through and touch (WT), it
seems promising because of its high convergent validity when compared with AD and
ADF, although the measures of the test only tended to correlate with milker behaviour.
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ASSESSMENT OF HUMAN-ANIMAL
RELATIONSHIPS IN FATTENING
BULLS

I. Windschnurer, X. Boivin and S. Waiblinger

17.1 SUMMARY

The aim of this project was to test different tests for measuring the Animal Human
Relationship in fattening bulls with respect to their feasibility and reliability.

First, new tests were developed for fattening bulls and pre-tested on 6 farms, ending up
with the avoidance distance at the feeding place (ADF) — comparable to the test performed
with dairy cows - being the only feasible and seemingly valid test. Repeatability (between-
experimenter and test-retest) was tested on 10 farms, while inter-observer reliability was
tested on 6 out of the 10 farms. Inter-observer reliability, analysed at an individual level,
was very high (r;, = 0.96 / 0.97, p< 0.001, N=288 / 297), and between-experimenter
repeatability sufficiently high, especially for the larger distances, i.e., the more fearful
animals (average farm ADF: r, =0.76; ADF % >0.5m: r, =0.77, p<0.05, N=10).

17.2 INTRODUCTION

Recent preliminary results suggest that also in fattening bulls the animal’s relationship to
humans (AHR), based on their previous experiences with humans, has an important
influence on animal welfare and productivity (Probst et al., 2008). To our knowledge,
there exist no simple and quick tests for assessing the animal’s relationship to humans
(AHR) in fattening bulls on-farm. In the literature, evaluations of temperament and docility
of bulls can be found, but they often include handling / manipulation of the animals (for
a review see Burrow, 1997). Several handling tests were described for male cattle
measuring their responses when restrained in handling facilities and confronted with close
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human contact (for an overview see also Windschnurer et al., 2009). Tilbrook et al. (1989)
investigated responses of young bulls and steers to humans in an arena test, where the
approach behaviour to a stationary test person was recorded individually. Comparing
measures of temperament, Fisher at al. (2000) worked with a paddock and yard flight
distance test where a human approached stationary steers until they moved. However, for
an over-all welfare assessment protocol with time limits it would not be feasible to
construct an arena or spent a lot of time separating animals in order to test them
individually. Our aim was to find feasible and simple tests for assessing the AHR in
fattening bulls and to evaluate these tests with regard to their reliability (inter-observer
reliability, between-experimenter and test-retest repeatability, see Chapter 16 for
definitions). Therefore, tests for assessing animal-human relationship that have been used
in dairy cows, such as approaching animals in order to test avoidance reactions or an
approach test to a stationary unfamiliar human (Waiblinger et al. 2003, Rousing and
Waiblinger, 2004) were evaluated according to their feasibility during visits to test farms.
Attempts were made to modify the tests for the use on bull fattening farms.

17.2.1 Development and Choice of Tests

In order to pre-test different tests and measures 6 farms were visited. Several potential
tests were checked for their feasibility and potential to validly reflect the bulls’ relationship
to humans, including fear of humans, in different housing systems.

When developing or modifying tests for fattening bulls, one constraint is that the tests
must be performed from outside the pen because entering pens would be too dangerous.
Moreover, interacting with the bulls too closely can be dangerous, even from outside the
pen. Thus, (1) an approach test with the stationary test person located close to the (post-
and-rail) feed barrier and (2) an avoidance distance test, both being tests that have been
performed in some way with dairy cows before, were evaluated for their feasibility and
their potential validity.

(1) Several modifications of an approach test were tested, varying a number of factors, such
as the test duration, the exact procedure (e.g., standing the whole time in one place or
changing places in a specified time schedule to allow more animals to approach to contact)
and the behaviour of the test person (e.g., adding moving elements such as trying to touch
and stroke bulls that had approached close enough). However, none of these modifications
resulted in a feasible and seemingly valid test because of the following problems:

. not all animals seemingly interested in making contact to the experimenter could
gain access because of (1) dominant animals or (2) animals lying directly at the
feeding place hindering them

. the more complex variants were too difficult to perform in a reliable way

(2) We only slightly modified the avoidance distance test at the feeding place which has
been previously used in dairy cows, abandoning longer duration of stroking to avoid
dangerous situations when bulls are grasping the experimenter with their mouth. The
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avoidance distance test at the feeding place proved to be a simple and quick test that can
be easily applied on-farm under different housing conditions, also with fattening bulls.
However, feeding times have to be taken into account in order to have a sufficient number
of animals at the feeding place.

In sum, we decided to further evaluate the avoidance distance test, which is described in
detail in Windschnurer et al. (2009).

17.3 METHODS

17.3.1 Farms, Animals, and Housing

Conducting an on-farm survey, 10 farms with altogether 123 pens (housing 3 to 12 bulls,
on average 6 animals per pen) were tested. Farms had between 8 and 18 pens and 40 to
123 bulls (73+£24). On one farm bulls were housed in deep litter, on 9 farms bulls were
housed on fully slatted concrete floors (except for two pens with straw bedding). The
weight classes ranged from estimated 200kg up to finishing bulls with approximately
700kg. The animals were mostly Simmental bulls, the breed traditionally found on
commercial Austrian bull fattening farms.

17.3.2 Design of Reliability Tests

The avoidance distance test (ADF) was always performed by the same two trained test
persons during a one-day visit to the farm. The test persons (female, both 1.68m) always
wore green overalls. The average weight of the bulls per pen was assessed before
performing the test to be able to balance the test order of pens for weight classes. The age
of individual bulls was noted from farm records after the tests were finished.

Repeatability was assessed on all farms, while inter-observer reliability was evaluated on
6 of the 10 farms. On the farms where inter-observer reliability was studied, the two test
persons changed their role (being experimenter or just observer) with each pen. After
having tested all pens in such a way (= first test session), they started re-testing the pens
so that the animals were tested by the other person who had been observer for the
respective pen before. On the farms where inter-observer reliability was not studied, the
pens within each farm were assigned to two groups, taking the weight classes into account.
One half was tested by one experimenter, while the other pens were tested by the second
experimenter at the same time. After a crossover, each experimenter tested the pens tested
by the other person during the first session. Both experimenters tested the same amount
of pens of the same weight classes during both test sessions.
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After performing the ADF test twice with all of the pens a novel object test was carried out
additionally with part of the pens. This additional test was designed to assess general
fearfulness (see Chapter 22).

17.3.3 Procedure

The test is comparable to the ADF test performed with dairy cows (Waiblinger et al., 2003),
described and pictured in chapter 16, where a moving human approaches individual
animals. It was performed during the main feeding times, starting 5 minutes after food
was distributed. After choosing an animal, it is approached from the front, one arm held
in an angle of 45° in front of the body, with a speed of 1 step per second starting from a
distance of 2m, if possible. The animal is approached until it withdraws or until touching.
If the bull allows the touch on the muzzle, the test person tries to stroke its cheek for at least
Is but not over 3s. When the animal reacts by showing clear signs of avoidance or
withdrawal, the distance between the test person’s hand and the muzzle / nose is estimated
at the moment of withdrawal in steps of 10 cm. If an animal can be approached until
touching or stroking the avoidance distance is Om.

17.34 Data Analysis

Pen average, farm average and farm median as well as at farm level the percentage of
animals with certain distances (ADF = Om; >0.2m; >0.3m; >0.5m) were calculated. Since
the experimenters tested not always the same animals and we wanted to investigate the
possible influence of individual animals, the measures farm average and farm median were
calculated for all animals tested as well as only for animals tested by both experimenters.

Inter-observer reliability and repeatability (between-experimenter and test-retest) were
analysed by means of Pearson and Spearman rank correlations, depending on the
distribution of the data. Inter-observer reliability was analysed at an individual level since
individual observations were compared. With regard to repeatability, individual, pen and
farm measures were evaluated. For the calculations at pen level, only animals that were
tested by both experimenters were included due to the low number of animals per pen,
which reduced the sample to 122 pens. That means, pen values were sensitive to values
of individual animals. At farm level, repeatability was calculated including all animals
tested as well as only the ones tested by both experimenters.

In order to study a possible effect of age or weight (1) correlations were calculated between
avoidance distances and age of individuals (based on data from two farms). Moreover, (2)
avoidance distances from the three weight classes 1 (< 300 kg; N=138 / 95 in the first /
second test session), 2 (>300-500kg, N=265 / 190) and 3 (>500kg—700kg, N=256 / 183)
were compared using the Kruskal-Wallis test (performed with data obtained from all 10
farms). If bulls were tested the first time during the second test session, their measure was
put to the measures of first test session (ADF1) with regard to this weight effect analysis.
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17.4 RESULTS

17 4.1 Inter-observer Reliability

Inter-observer reliability was very high regardless which person was the experimenter or
observer (r, =0.96/0.97, p< 0.001, N= 288/297). When excluding animals which could
be touched or stroked, inter-observer reliability was still high (r, =0.96 / 0.93, p< 0.001,
N=169/125).

17 4.2 Repeatability
Table 17.1 shows the repeatability for the different measures.

At farm level partly high (=0.8) or moderate (=0.7<0.8) correlations were found for
between-experimenter repeatability and test-retest repeatability of the measure average
avoidance distance (taking all animals or only animals tested by both experimenters into
account). No sufficient repeatability was found for the measure median avoidance distance,
whereas for the other farm measures, repeatability was moderate to high (0.4-0.7 and >
0.7, respectively) for animals tested by both experimenters (e.g., for ADF % >0.5 m, r,=
0.79).

At pen level, only low to moderate (< 0.4 and 0.4-0.7, respectively) correlations were
found (e.g., for the measure pen average: between-experimenter: r,=0.61, p<0.001, N=122,
test-retest: rp=0.64, p<0.001, N=122).

Also at an individual level only moderate correlations were found (between-experimenter:
r.=0.58, p<0.001, N=469, test-retest: r,=0.58, p<0.001, N=469).

174.3 Consistency in Bulls’ Reaction: Effects of Experimenter and Repeated Testing

The avoidance distance of individual bulls decreased from the first to the second test (Z=
-4.37,p =0.000, N=469; Figure 17.1 left). Accordingly, in the first test (ADF1) the farm
average was 0.15cm and the median ADF1 was 0.10m, whereas the average ADF2 was
0.12m and the median ADF2 was 0.05m.

Moreover, a slight experimenter effect was found: The bulls showed significantly shorter
avoidance distance towards the test person B (Z= -3.025, p=0.002, N=469) compared
with person A (Figure 17.1 right). This result seems to rely mainly on the very short
distances of < 0.2 m (Table 17.2).
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TABLE 17.1 Between-experimenter repeatability and test-retest repeatability of ADF at an
individual, pen or farm level.

Between—experimenter repeatability: Test-retest repeatability:
farm, pen & individual level farm, pen & individual level

corr.coeff. P N corr.coeff. P N
Avoidance distance at the
feeding place (ADF)
ADF - distance of B 58 <.001 469 B 58 <.001 469
individual animals
ADF (bulls with ADF> B 43 <.001 154 B 43 <.001 154
Om)
ADF - pen average A 61 <.001 122 A 64 <.001 122
ADF — pen median A 49 <.001 122 A 47 <.001 122
ADF - farm average” A 87 001 10 A 81 005 10
ADF — farm average™ A6 011 10 A 63 051 10
ADF — farm median” B 25 482 10 A 67 033 10
ADF - farm median™ A 32 367 10 ATl 021 10
ADF — % to touch” A 54 .108 10 A 61 062 10
ADF - % > 2m" AT 021 10 A 66 038 10
ADF - % > 2m™ A 67 035 10 A 63 053 10
ADF - % > .5m" A9 006 10 A 65 043 10
ADF — % > .5m™ A7 009 10 A4l 235 10

Notes: * Pearson correlation coefficients; B Spearman rank correlation coefficients; coefficients = 0.7 in
bold; “ only animals tested by both experimenters, pairs; * all tested animals, even if only tested once by one
of the two experimenters.

1.2 1.2
1.01 1.0
0.8 * 0.87 *
0.6 ° = 0.6 = :
0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2 é Ii|
0.0 0.0

ADrFl AD1F2 AD;‘_A ADrl:_B

FIGURE 17.1 Box-whisker plots of the individual ADF of the same bulls (N=469) in the first
(ADF1) and second test (ADF2) (left) or tested by person A (ADF_A) or B (ADF_B)
(right).

Notes: Right graph modified from Windschnurer et al., 2009.

1744 Effects of Confounding Factors (Age or Weight)

ADF showed significant correlations with age (Table 17.3). Accordingly, the three weight
classes differed significantly in the first (chi-square=15.02, p=0.001) and second (chi-
square=27.02, p<0.001) test session (Figure 17.2). With regard to the first test session,
significant differences were found between group 1 and 2 (Z= -2.80, p=0.05) and group
1 and 3 (Z=-3.85, p<0.001), whereas there was no significant difference between group
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TABLE 17.2 Overview of the distribution of the categories of ADF on the 10 bull fattening
farms for the two test sessions and the two test persons.

stroke AB Touch > 10cm > 20cm > 30cm > 50 cm
Test person A
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Average 6.26 40.48 46.73 35.27 16.88 743 0.72
Minimum 00 26.2 29.5 132 2.6 00 00
Maximum 16.3 54.1 58.5 532 30.2 13.2 2.7
Test person B
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Average 10.66 48.69 59.34 26.33 15.25 9.00 2.31
Minimum 49 324 42.1 79 0 0 0
Maximum 16.2 64.7 76.5 44.7 29.8 21.3 8.1
1st Test
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Average 6.02 41.31 46.2 36.00 21.5 8.64 1.28
Minimum 00 32.8 329 13.2 3.6 0 0
Maximum 13.2 54.7 59.5 553 35.1 17.0 38
2nd Test
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Average 10.89 47.84 58.7 25.35 134 8.05 1.84
Minimum 64 372 46.8 79 0 0 0
Maximum 14.0 70.6 824 38.3 233 149 8.1

Notes: stroke = animal allows stroking of the cheek, AB = avoiding at the moment of being touched; touch
= stroke plus AB = avoidance distance Om.

TABLE 17.3 Spearman rank correlation coefficients for the avoidance distances of
individual bulls on two farms.

Spearman — Rho ADF1 ADF2 ADF_exp. A ADF_exp.B
Age r=-0.26 r,=-0.29 r,=-0.36 r,=-021
p=0.004 p=0.007 p <0.001 p=0.033
N=119 N= 84 N=103 N= 100

Notes: ADF1/2: first or second test; ADF_exp.A/B: ADF to experimenter A or B.
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FIGURE 17.2 Box-whisker plots for ADF1 (first test session) and ADF2 (second test
session) of the three weight classes 1 (<300kg; N,priape=138 / 95), 2 (>300-500kg,
N=265/190) and 3 (>500kg—700kg, N=256/ 183).
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2 and 3 (Z=-1.26, p=0.206). With regard to the second test session, significant differences
were found between all three weight classes (group 1 and 2 (Z=-2.51,p=0.012), group 1
and 3 (Z=-4.87,p<0.001), as well as group 2 and 3 (Z=-3.40, p=0.001).

174.5 Sample Size

When correlating the average farm ADF, based on 100% of the pens on the farm, it highly
correlated with measures based on a reduced sample size, taking only animals from the first
50% of pens or the second 50% of pens into account (r = 0.94/ for 1st 50%; r=0.90 for 2nd
50%, p<0.001, N=10). Only values from animals tested by both experimenters were
included into this first calculation.

17.5 DISCUSSION

The avoidance distance test for assessing the reactions of fattening bulls towards humans
turned out to be easy and quick to perform when taking feeding times into account.

Similarly to findings in dairy cows (Windschnurer et al., 2008), the inter-observer
reliability was very high, also when excluding animals that could be touched, i.e., where
no distance has to be assessed and thus low to no disagreement in estimation of distances
can be expected.

Repeatability at an individual level and at pen level was moderate (mostly r~0.6) and lower
than found between-experimenter repeatability at an individual level in dairy cows
(r=0.69) (Windschnurer et al., 2008; Chapter 16). At farm level, the between-experimenter
repeatability was still somewhat lower and less consistent compared to what we found in
dairy cows, but the farm average still showed high repeatability as did the percentage of
animals with ADF >0.5m, i.e., the more fearful animals. The repeatability in the more
fearful animals seems to be higher, which is even more important with regard to welfare
assessment since extremes should be detected. Thus, measures reflecting higher distances
should be used for the welfare score, e.g., by using the farm average, which better reflects
extremes than the median value, or the percentage of animals with ADF>0.5m or 0.2m.
The latter may be more appropriate to detect variation in farms with similarly small
avoidance distances, such as the farms in our study.

The higher repeatability of higher distances is also reflected in the experimenter bias we
found, i.e. bulls showed less avoidance towards one of the two experimenters.
Experimenter B could touch more animals and approach more animals up to a distance of
10 cm compared to experimenter A. Although this may have contributed to the somewhat
lower repeatability compared to dairy cows, it has to be kept in mind that the differences
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were small and mainly due to the animals with very small ADF of below 0.2m, thus
supposedly biologically meaningless. Also in dairy cows, a directed experimenter effect
was found (Waiblinger and Menke, 2003). However, it was confounded with the order of
testing, since always the same person performed the first test. Subtle differences in the
behaviour of the two experimenters during testing may have contributed to the difference
found in the present study (Waiblinger et al., 2006).

Reactions to an approaching human in general were found to be valid in measuring the
animal’s relationship to humans in several species including cattle (Waiblinger et al.,
2006). Accordingly, the avoidance distance at the feeding place was suggested to be a
valid measure of AHR in dairy cattle (Waiblinger et al., 2003; Windschnurer et al., 2008,
Chapter 16). A preliminary evaluation of the validity of this test for fattening bulls is
described in Windschnurer et al. (2009). Avoidance distances of fattening bulls were shown
to be partly linked with farmers’ attitudes.

We found a significant weight or age effect with the lighter or younger animals being more
fearful and thus having higher avoidance distances. The variability between farms was
lower for the heaviest animals. Therefore, the distribution of weight classes has to be taken
into account when comparing different farms and, if selection is necessary, preferably the
very heavy animals should be disregarded. As well, the inclusion of animals that recently
arrived on the test farm has to be avoided, because it is likely that the results might rather
reflect previous experiences on other farms than the actual human-animal interactions on
the test farm. Thus, it is important that at the time of performing the tests, the animals
should have spent some time on the farm. Furthermore, inquires into this direction (.e.g.,
the necessary duration of being on the farm) would be necessary. However, test results of
these young (recently arrived) animals still can be used to make people aware of potential
problems regarding the AHR, independently from the source of the problem. The farmer
could be advised to act, like providing additional positive contact (Windschnurer et al.,
2009).

The reason for decreasing avoidance with increasing age / weight are not clear and merit
further investigation as this would also add information about how the older bulls perceive
the humans and thus about the validity of the test.

17.6 CONCLUSIONS

Taken all results together, the ADF test seems to be a promising test to include into welfare
assessment for fattening bulls. It is easy and quick to perform when taking feeding times
into account and the repeatability is quite high at farm level. Confounding factors (weight,
age) need to be considered during the assessment. For the moment, it seems to be the only
possibility — feasible for on-farm assessment — to gain information about the bulls’
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relationship to humans and thus the level of negative or positive emotions experienced
during interactions with humans and probably also chronic stress. Results in dairy cows
and first results in fattening bulls suggest that it could be a valid measure of AHR. Further
investigations with respect to the validity of the test for fattening bulls are necessary.
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VALIDATION OF EXPLORATORY
BEHAVIOUR IN BEEF CATTLE AS AN
INDICATOR OF POSITIVE EMOTIONS

H. Schulze Westerath, N. Brorkens, S. Laister, N. MacKintosh, C. Winckler and
U. Knierim

18.1 SUMMARY

In the past, usually the assessment of animal welfare focussed on indications of impaired
welfare. During the last years, however, the interest in indicators of good welfare, namely
positive emotions, has increased. Explorative behaviour, and especially intrinsic
exploration which is directed towards stimuli which may have no biological significance,
appears to be performed for its own purpose. In this respect it is very similar to play
behaviour. Animals typically show a high motivation to explore which suggests that it is
perceived intrinsically pleasant. At the same time, the acquisition of information may
increase predictability and controllability, two criteria that are regarded important for
maintaining good welfare. It was our goal to develop and validate a feasible on-farm test
to assess the level of exploratory behaviour that beef bulls are stimulated and able to
perform in their daily farm environment. We assumed that animals kept in barren
environments have less stimulation and ability to perform exploration than animals in
enriched environments, and when confronted with a novel object would show more or
prolonged interest, as it has been shown in pigs and rats already. After selection of a
suitable test object (cross of two green plastic hosepipes, 1.5 cm in diameter, 40 cm long)
and setting up of the test protocol, we compared the average time bulls were in contact with
a novel object with different behaviours in barren fully slatted systems with bulls in deep
litter systems. As many novel objects as feeding places or bulls were provided, and the tests
lasted for one hour. Sixty one groups of bulls weighing between 350 and 550 kg on 19
farms in Germany and Austria were investigated. Additionally, on 5 of the experimental
farms with barren pens half of the groups (11 groups) were given simple enrichment for
one week after which the test was repeated in all experimental groups on these farms.

The objects were immediately approached in all groups. Differences in the exploratory
behaviour of bulls kept in different housing systems were found to some extent. When
calculated per animal, licking/chewing, horning/rubbing as well as the total occupation
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with the objects was significantly less frequent in deep litter systems compared with slatted
floor pens. Interpretation of the results was difficult because of partly different animal to
feeding place ratios in littered versus slatted pens. However, later analysis of a
complemented data set with nearly similar animal to feed place ratios (Schulze Westerath
et al., 2009) confirmed significant, but only slight differences for total occupation with
the objects as well as licking/chewing. In general, total occupation with an object decreased
over time with markedly higher values in the first 15 minutes and no differences between
the third and fourth quarter of the test. Furthermore, no general effect of the short-term
enrichment on any of the measures could be detected. Results of the repeated tests suggest
that some degree of habituation occurred although total time in contact with the object did
not decrease. At the current stage of development no feasible and valid test of exploration
in beef cattle can be recommended. Questions certainly deserving more investigation in
the future are the actual exploratory behaviour in relation to test results and the
motivational background of different exploratory behaviours.

18.2 INTRODUCTION

In the past, usually the assessment of animal welfare focussed on indications of impaired
welfare. During the last years, however, the interest in indicators of good welfare, namely
positive emotions, has increased (e.g. Knierim et al., 2001; Désiré et al., 2002). The search
for such indicators is at its early beginnings and has not yet generated many candidate
indicators, especially not those that are suitable for use in an on-farm welfare assessment
(Winckler et al., 2003).

Explorative behaviour, at least ‘intrinsic exploration’ which is directed towards stimuli
which may have no biological significance (Wood-Gush and Vestergaard, 1989) is
behaviour that appears to be for its own purpose (Fowler, 1965; c.f. Murphy, 1978). In
this respect it is very similar to play behaviour. Animals typically show a high motivation
to explore which suggests that it is perceived intrinsically pleasant. At the same time
exploration allows to gain information about the environment which may increase
predictability and controllability, two criteria that are regarded important for maintaining
good welfare (Wiepkema, 1987). When exploration is shown a situation must be assessed
as novel, and fear must necessarily be limited (Murphy, 1978). Boredom and apathy have
been discussed as possible consequences of deprivation from intrinsic exploration (Wood-
Gush and Vestergaard, 1989; Wemelsfelder and Birke, 1997). On the basis of these
considerations, in this study we presupposed that exploratory behaviour is associated with
positive emotions.

It was our goal to develop and validate a feasible approach for the on-farm assessment of
the level of exploratory behaviour that beef bulls are stimulated and able to perform in
their daily farm environment. As it is problematic to reliably record levels of daily
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exploratory behaviour in short-term observations because of their sporadic, irregular and
context-dependent nature, we applied a further presumption, namely that animals being
stimulated and able to only perform low regular levels of exploratory behaviour will show
increased or prolonged responses to a novel object compared to animals that regularly
perform higher levels of exploratory behaviour as already described for pigs (Wood-Gush
and Vestergaard, 1989) and rats (Zimmermann et al., 2001). Therefore, the use of a novel
object test appeared to be an option, where less exploratory behaviour in the test would
mean that more exploratory behaviour is performed in the animals’ daily life and, hence,
the more positive emotions they would experience. Cattle exploratory behaviour
concerning a novel stimulus has been investigated in cows (Herskin et al., 2004; Schrader,
2002), heifers (Boissy and Le Neindre, 1990; Boissy and Bouissou, 1995; Hemsworth et
al., 1996; Kilgour et al., 2006), bulls (Hemsworth et al., 1996), steers (Kilgour et al., 2006)
and calves (Miller et al., 1986; Dellmeier et al., 1990; Van Reenen et al., 2004, 2005).
Except for one study with cows in tie-stalls (Herskin et al., 2004) and one in loose housing
(Schrader, 2002), all tests were done with novel objects in an arena in social separation.
However, to be suitable as an on-farm-test, it must be practicable in the home pen of group
housed animals within a reasonable amount of time and expenditure of material. Moreover,
it must be workable by one assessor without entering the pen (for safety reasons).

It was decided to develop the test for bulls between 350 kg to 550 kg as this weight class
can most regularly be found on bull farms and they also appeared to have the highest
potential to be included into the assessment of further welfare measures.

In order to validate the test, we further assumed that animals kept in barren environments
have less stimulation and ability to perform exploration than animals in enriched
environments. We therefore compared the test results from bulls kept in barren pens with
fully slatted floors to bulls kept in deep litter pens. For further validation, we provided
bulls in barren pens with simple enrichment devices for one week and compared their test
results with animals from unenriched pens at the same farm in order to investigate possible
effects of a short and simple enrichment on the exploratory behaviour in the test.

18.3 DEVELOPMENT OF AN EXPLORATION TEST

18.3.1 Methods

First investigations into possible types of novel objects, ways of presenting them, timing
of the test and possible behavioural measures were carried out with 14 groups of bulls (4
10 animals per group) on four German farms on different times of the day. Three farms had
pens with fully slatted floors (SF), one had SF pens as well as deep litter pens (DL). Three
different non-edible objects were tested for responses of the animals as well as for their
durability:
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. a plastic flower-pot, 12 cm high, 15 cm in diameter at the top, wall about 5 mm
thick, fixed at the bottom with a metal chain, 15 cm long, hanging inverted at the
feeding fence like a bell;

. a plastic chain (cordon) with a red and a white string (each 22 cm long, chain-links:
5 cm long, 2 cm wide), fixed with a snap hook at the feeding fence;
. a cross of two green plastic hosepipes (1.5 cm in diameter, 40 cm long), fixed with

a snap hook at the crossover of the strings for fixation at the feeding fence.

In different sessions, the animals were either confronted with objects of one type or with
objects of all three types simultaneously (resulting in a kind of choice test) and observed
for 30 min or 1 h.

18.3.2 Results

In general, latency to first contact with any of the objects was about O seconds. Behaviours
that were shown in contact with the objects were sniffing, licking, chewing, horning,
rubbing and jostling (Table 18.1). Least occupation was seen with the plastic chain. At the
flower pots some animals showed increased horning that appeared to be aggressive. At the
hosepipe-cross the animals showed the greatest diversity of behaviours. The flower pot was
destroyed once and the hosepipe-crosses four times, however, the construction of the
hosepipe could be sufficiently improved during the pilot studies. On this basis, the
hosepipe-cross was assessed to be the most suitable object for the test (Figure 18.1).

TABLE 18.1 Behaviour performed in contact with novel object.

Name Description
Sniffing Muzzle directed to object, often slight movements of the nostrils, distance to the
object 0 to 5 cm
Licking or chewing Contact with tongue or inner side of the mouth with object or fixating device
Jostling Contact with the object and the area between muzzle and eyes, object being
moved
Horning or rubbing Area at the head above the eyes having contact with the object, additionally

rubbing movements or repeated bumps against the object

FIGURE 18.1 Objects fixed at a feeding rack or neck rail.
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A presentation of the objects at the height of the animals’ heads, i.e. at the feeding fence,
ensured that all animals were able to see the object and to make contact with it (Plate 1).
The fixation of the objects at the feeding fence is feasible and takes about one to two
minutes. No serious aggression between bulls was observed when one object per feeding
place or animal (in case that there are more feeding places than bulls) was provided. If the
feeding place consisted of a simple neck rail, 70 cm were taken as one feeding place. There
were no indications that the presence of the observer on the feeding table, when standing
quiet, calm and about 2 m away from the feeding gate as well as not directly in front of
the experimental groups, did disturb the animals.

The highest response to the test in terms of number of animals involved was during periods
of general activity and when most bulls were not feeding. Therefore, a suitable test time
is a time-window of two hours, starting one hour after feeding (i.e. either provision of
fresh food or pushing remaining food towards the feeding fence with or without feeding
concentrate) in the morning.

It was possible to test up to 3 groups simultaneously within one session, depending on
location, visibility and size of the groups. A maximum number of about 15 objects, either
in one group or in up to 3 groups could concurrently be observed. A recording interval of
30 seconds turned out to be a reasonable interval and was applicable with the chosen
behavioural parameters. Within one hour of observation, a decline in occupation with the
objects could be noted, which indicates that this observation time is sufficient to determine
possible differences in the duration of interest in the novel object.

18.4 VALIDATION OF EXPLORATION TEST

184.1 Methods

Sixty one groups of beef bulls were tested in ten farms each in Germany and Austria.
Animals were intact males of different breeds and were housed in fully slatted floor pens
or in deep litter systems in half of the farms each. Estimated body weights were between
350 kg and 550 kg.

The tests were conducted by one person in Germany and one in Austria. First, strings for
hanging the novel objects at the feeding gates or rails were fixed at all pens that were
observed on the farm. The test procedure started with the fixation of objects at the feeding
fence of the selected groups (up to 3 groups) one hour after feeding in the morning.
Immediately afterwards the groups were observed by instantaneous scan sampling every
30 seconds for 1 h in total. The numbers of animals showing the behaviours listed in Table
1 were recorded, and additionally the numbers of those lying, feeding (muzzle in contact
with food or chewing with head above food) and being near to an object without
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occupation (head above food or within a head length from an object, no drinking or other
behaviour listed above). On all but one farm, a second test session with other groups started
about 15 min after the end of the first, and was conducted in the same way.

After the tests, half of the group pens of the German farms with slatted floors were
‘enriched’ with two strings of a metal chain (about 50 cm and 25 cm long) and two strings
of a rope (each 20 cm long), fixed at the pen boundaries at the height of the animal’s heads.
The objects were left in the pens for one week after which the exploration tests were
repeated in the same way as described before with all experimental groups on the farms.

As an additional parameter (total occupation with object), the number of animals occupied
with the objects was determined as sum of animals sniffing, licking or chewing, horning
or rubbing and jostling. For all behavioural parameters, the percentages of animals (i.e. in
relation to the number of animals in the group) were calculated at all sample points. For
the groups with a restricted animal-feeding place-ratio, also the percentages per object
were calculated for all behaviour patterns except for lying.

For the analysis, mean percentages for the whole test hour were calculated for all
parameters and, additionally, means for total occupation with object, feeding and lying
over the first, second, third and fourth quarter of the test hour.

For statistical analysis of possible differences between barren (SF) and enriched (DL)
pens, as well as between first test and repetition with or without simple enrichment of
barren pens (SF), linear mixed effects models were used (Pinheiro and Bates, 2000) and
calculated using R 2.3.1 (<http://www.r-project.org>).

For comparison between DL and SF pens, the fixed effects were o, housing system (factor
with two levels: DL or SF), f3,,,, test session (factor with 2 levels: 1st or 2nd test session),
and a,:f3,,,, the interaction of these effects. Nested random effects were b;, country, b;;, farm
and by, test session. This resulted in a model of the form:

ij°

Yijkim = 1+ bj + by + by + oy + B + 4B + €ijkim
Effects of the simple enrichment of SF pens were analysed with the model:
Yij = W+ by + by + oy + By + 0By + g

with the intercept u, the fixed effects oy, presence of simple enrichment (factor with 2
levels: yes or no), f3;, test repetition (factor with 2 levels: 1st test or repetition of the test)
and oy :f3;, the interaction of the fixed effects and the nested random effects b;, farm and
b;;, group.

Statistical assumptions in these models are that €;34nno) ~ N (0, 6%) iid, b; ~ N (0, 61?) iid,
b;; ~ N (0, 0,°) iid and by ~ N (0, 632) iid (iid= independently identically distributed).
These assumptions, homoscedasticity and independence of the residuals from the
explanatory variables were checked using graphical analysis of residuals. The response
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variables for the comparison of the housing systems (DL and SF) were arcsin square root
transformed.

184.2 Results

When calculating the percentages per animal, licking or chewing, horning or rubbing as
well as the total occupation with object was more frequent in SF than in DL (F; ;3=8.877,
p=0.008; F, 13=5.882, p=0.026; F, 13=12.968, p=0.002). No significant differences between
bulls in SF and DL pens could be detected with regard to the behaviour patterns near to
object without occupation and sniffing (Table 18.2). Jostling was observed only rarely,
however, there was a significant interaction of housing and test session, with the bulls in
DL showing more jostling in the second session of the day compared to the first and with
the bulls in SF vice versa (housing system-test session-interaction, per object: F 1,=7.801,
p=0.013; per animal: F; ;,=6.084, p=0.0253).

Feeding was less frequent in the second test session (per object: F; ;,=20.187, p=0.0004;
per animal: F, ;(=24.129, p=0.0002) and this difference was more pronounced in the bulls
kept in SF pens (housing system-test session-interaction; per object: F ;4=4.682, p=0.046;
per animal: F, ;,=6.779, p= 0.0192). The percentage of lying animals was higher in the
second test session than in the first (F; ;5=15.61,p=0.0013) and this difference was greater
for the bulls in SF than for bulls in DL (housing system-test session-interaction; F; ;5=9.87,
p=0.0067).

When looking at the single quarters of the test hour, total occupation with object decreased
over time with markedly higher values in the first 15 minutes and only slight differences
between the third and fourth quarter of the test (Table 18.3). This was true for both test
sessions. Total occupation with object was more frequent in the SF pens than in the DL
pens when percentages were calculated per animal (F; ;3=9.208, p=0.0071; F; ;5=9.412,
p=0.0066; F, ;5=5.34, p=0.0329; F, 13=7.127, p=0.0156) but no difference could be seen
in the percentages calculated per object. If calculated per object presented, an interaction
of housing system and test session could be detected in the first quarter of the test hour with
the animals in DL exploring the objects more in the second test session, whereas the
animals in SF did not show such a difference (F, ;4=5.731, p=0.0293). In all quarters of the
test hour, the animals fed on average less in the second test session (per object: F; 1,=7.514,
p=0.0145; F, ,,=7.755, p=0.0133; F, ;,=19.86, p=0.0004; F, ;,=7.592, p=0.0141; per
animal: F ;¢=7.321,p=0.0156; F, ;,=8.29, p=0.0109; F, ;4=22.912, p=0.0002; F; ;¢=9.651,
p=0.0068), though, this difference was only slight for the DL bulls in the third quarter
(housing system-test session-interaction; per object: F; ;,=11.069, p=0.0043; per animal:
F; 16=12.552,p=0.0027). Lying increased during the test hour. In general, more animals lay
in the second test session (F, ;5=20.977, p=0.0004; F, ;5=7.48, p=0.0153; F; ;5=5.545,
p=0.0326; F; ;,=15.216, p=0.0013). Though, in the second and third quarter, this pattern
was reversed for the DL animals (housing system-test session-interaction; F, ;5=7.51,
p=0.0152; F, ;5=10.244, p=0.006). At the end of the test hour, the percentage of lying
animals was higher in the DL pens than in the SF pens (F; ;3=4.515, p=0.0477).
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TABLE 18.2 Percentage (means; minimum and maximum values in parentheses) of animals
performing different behaviour patterns in the exploration test (1h means) depending on
housing system (deep litter, DF and slattted floors, SF) and test session on an experimental

day.
Behaviour pattern Housing system Statistics®
DL SF
Test Test Test Test Per object  Per animal
session 1 session 2 session 1 session 2
Feeding 23 (08-.78) .19 (.03-58) [ .23 (05-.55) .12(.03-29)| S,I S, 1
16 (.05-26) .12 (.03-28)
Near to object 07 (04-.15) .08 (.02-.14) | .09 (.01-.17) .08 (0-.27) ns ns
without occupation .06 (.02—.15) .06 (.02—.14)
Sniffing 03(0-09) .04(0-.09) |[.04(0-.10) .04 (0-.11) ns ns
02 (0-.06) .03 (0-.05)
Licking or chewing .05 (0-.12) .06 (.02-.13) | .07 (.03—.13) .07 (03-.16) [ (H) H
05(0-.12)  .05(.02-.13)
Jostling 01(0-03) .02(01-.03).02(0-05  .01(0-04) I 1
01 (0-.02) .01 (0-.03)
Horning or rubbing .06 (.01-.09) .07 (.02-.15) | .06 (01-.15) .07 (.02-20) | ns H
05(0-.09) .06(01-.15)
Total occupation .14 (.03-29) .19 (.07-.28) | .19 (.13-25) .18 (.09-28) | (H), (D) H
with object A3 (.01-22) .15(.06-28)
Lying 25 (.04-.50) .26 (.06-51) | .07 (0-27) .32 (0-.76) (H), S, 1

Notes: * significant results (p<.05, in parenthesis if p<.1) for housing system (H), test session (S), interaction
(D and no significance (ns); values calculated per object and, in italics, per animal.

TABLE 18.3 Percentage (means; min. and max. values in parentheses) of animals
performing different behaviour (means for quarter I-IV of test session) depending on
housing system (deep litter, DF and slattted floors, SF) and test session.

Quarter Behaviour Housing system Statistics®
of test pattern DL SF
session Test Test Test Test Per Per
session 1 session 2 session 1 session 2 object animal
L. Feeding .19 (01-.68) .10 (0-.50) |.16 (0-54) .11 (.01-26) [S S
A3 (.01-24) .06 (0-.19)
Total occupation .23 (.03—51) .35 (.05-.60) | .33 (.16-49) .31 (.15-52) [l H, (1)
with object 20 (.01-38) .27 (.05-.60)
Lying 14 (0-47)  25(0-57) |[.03(0-14) .25(0-.58) S
II. Feeding 29 (.11-90) 25(01-61) | .26 (0-90) .16 (02-47) [S
21(.10-38) .16 (.01-35)
Total occupation .13 (0-.28) .18 (.06-.31) | .18 (.09-39) .18 (.09-.30) |ns H
with object A2(0-21)  15(.04-31)
Lying 23(0-58)  19(0-48) |[.04(0-20) .26 (0-.65) S, 1
III. Feeding 23 (.04-78) 23 (.01-57) .28 (07-77) .11(0-33) |S,I S, 1
16 (.04-28) .15(.01-33)
Total occupation .12 (.03-.21) .12 (.01-.18) [.14 (.03-29) .13 (0-28) |ns H
with object 10(.01-21) .09 (.01-.18)
Lying 32(0-52)  22(0-47) |[.08(0-41) .34(0-1.00) \ Wi
Iv. Feeding .19 (05-.78) 20 (0-.66) |.22(.05-38) 09(0-37) [S,(D S,1D
A3 (.03-29) .12(0-35)
Total occupation .09 (.03-.19) .09 (0-.19) |.11(.03-.16) .12 (.01-27) H
with object 08 (.01-.16)
Lying 34 (.02-.74) 49 (0-99) |[.12(0-50) 44 (0-.83) H, S, ()

Notes: * significant results (p<.05, in parenthesis if p<.1) for housing system (H), test session (S), interaction
(I) and no significance (ns); values calculated per object and, in italics, per animal.



Exploratory Behaviour as an Indicator of Positive Emotions /171

No effects of the simple enrichment over one week in SF pens on the behaviour patterns
recorded could be detected (Tables 18.4 and 18.5). Independently of the treatment, more
feeding (F, ,,=4.63, p=0.0438) and less lying (F, ,;=6.438, p=0.0196) were observed
during the repeated test. The animals showed also slightly more licking or chewing
(F120=7.116, p=0.0148) but less horning or rubbing (F, ,;=16.59, p=0.0006). Taking into

TABLE 18.4 Percentage (means; minimum and maximum values in parentheses) of animals
performing different behaviour patterns in the exploration test (1h means) depending on
enrichment conditions and repetition of the test.

Behavior pattern Enriched Non enriched Statistics®
Ist test Repetition Ist test Repetition

Feeding 20(.04-47) 24 (.11-36) .19(.03-55) .22 (.03-49) R
Near to object without .12 (.03-27) .13 (.07-.17) .10 (.03-20) .10 (.04-.20) (E)
occupation
Sniffing 06 (.02-.11) .06 (02-.13) 06 (.02-.10) .06 (.03-.12) ns
Licking or chewing 07 (03-.16) 08 (01-20) .06 (03-.10) .09 (.02-.15) R,
Jostling 01 (0-.02) 01 (0-.02) 01 (0-.02) 01 (0-.02) ns
Horning or rubbing 04 (01-06) .03(01-05  04(01-08) .02(01-.04) R
Total occupation with .18 (.12-26) .17 (.06-30) .17 (09-24) .18 (.08-.25) ns
object
Lying 12 (0-41) 06 (0-.31) 25(01-.76) .11 (0-41) R

Notes: * significant results (p<0.05, in parenthesis if p<0.1) for enrichment (E), repetition (R), enrichment-
repetition-interaction (I) and no significance (ns).

TABLE 18.5 Percentage (means; minimum and maximum values in parentheses) of animals
performing different behaviour patterns in the exploration test (means for quarter I-IV of

test session) depending on enrichment conditions and repetition of the test.

Behavior Enriched Non-enriched Statistics®
pattern
Ist test Repetition Ist test Repetition
L. Feeding A8 (01-54) 22 (01-44) .13 (0-25) 15 (01-44) ns
Total occupation .30 (.15-45) 29 (.10-45) 33 (.18-.52) .32 (.14-44) ns
with object
Lying 07 (0-48) 05 (0-25) .16 (0-.58) .06 (0-.20) ns
II. Feeding 22 (0-.54) 27 (15-46) 27 (03-90) .28 (.08-45) ns
Total occupation .18 (.09-28) .15 (.04-29) .15(.09-24) .16 (.03-.25) ns
with object
Lying 07 (0-31) .03 (0-.33) .19 (0-.65) .05 (0-.20) R
III. Feeding 24 (06-47) 24 (03-42) .20 (0-77) 28 (03-51) ns
Total occupation .13 (.03-.21) .11 (.03-.22) .10 (0-.20) 12 (07-21) ns
with object
Lying 12 (0-41) 03 (0-.31) 30 (0-1.00) .11 (0-41) (E),R
Iv. Feeding A8 (.03-37) 23 (02-47) .18 (0-.38) 17 (01-.63) ns
Total occupation .12 (.08-.16) .11 (.03-31) .09 (.01-.16) .12 (.01-.23) ns
with object
Lying 22 (0-.56) 13 (0-.36) .34 (0-.80) 22 (0-.82) R

Notes: * significant results (p<0.05, in parenthesis if p<0.1) for enrichment (E), repetition (R) and no

significance (ns).
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account the single quarters of the test hour, the decrease in lying during the repeated test
was only due to a significant decrease in the second, third and fourth quarter (F; ,;=6.865,
p=0.0164; F, ,,=7.127, p=0.0147; F, ,;=4.598, p=0.0445).

18.5 DISCUSSION

Although from a practical point of view it was our impression that we succeeded in
developing an on-farm test for exploratory behaviour in beef bulls, we did not manage to
validate this test as indicator of daily levels of exploratory behaviour. Though bulls kept
in barren housing conditions (fully slatted floor pens) explored the novel object more,
differences were only slight and values of groups varied a lot within housing systems and
ranges of the different housing conditions overlapped.

One of the weaknesses of our approach was the lack of knowledge about the actual levels
of exploratory behaviour under the various conditions. In fact, also deep litter pens still
may provide a rather monotonous environment, and the ‘enrichment’ over one week was
very simple indeed. However, long-term observations of the daily behaviour in 61 groups
of bulls would not have been feasible within the frame of this study. The housing systems
that we have selected for this study, those with deep litter and fully slatted floors, already
represent extremes of the systems typically found in intensive beef fattening. Even though
the inclusion of a more extensive system (e.g. bulls on pasture) would probably have
provided a better basis for interpretation of these results, the fact remains that the test, as
developed, is not sensitive enough to detect possible differences between usual commercial
systems. Another possible reason for the lack of differences is that ruminants might have
a relatively low propensity of inquisitive exploration compared to other species such as
pigs or rats (Wood-Gush and Vestergaard, 1989). Inquisitive exploration according to
Berlyne (1960; c.f. Wood-Gush and Vestergaard, 1989) is the attempt to make a change
rather than respond to a change whereas inspective exploration is the inspection of a
particular object. Both are classified as types of intrinsic exploration. From own
observations we would classify cattle clearly as neophilic, i.e. highly motivated to perform
inspective and inquisitive exploration (e.g. Emmerig, 2004). Another aspect worthwhile
considering is that the response of barrenly kept animals to a novel object could be much
lower than expected if apathy due to severe deprivation of intrinsic exploration has
developed (Wood-Gush and Vestergaard, 1989; Wemelsfelder and Birke, 1997). Possible
species-specific differences in exploratory behaviour and the development of exploration
during life in different environments are questions certainly deserving more investigation
in the future.

One confounding factor on the German farms was the difference in feeding place to animal
ratio between housing systems, with most of the deep litter pens having less than one
feeding place per animal. Thus, if the occupation per animal would have been the same



Exploratory Behaviour as an Indicator of Positive Emotions /173

between SF and DL pens, necessarily occupation per object would have been as many
times longer as there were animals per object. On the other hand, when looking at time of
occupation with an object per animal, exploration will likely be underestimated because
the potential for interactions with the object were smaller per animal in the DL compared
to the SF pens. These values would only realistically reflect the individual motivation to
explore if no social effects such as social facilitation or inhibition were in place. Therefore
the truth for DL bulls will lie somewhere between the two extremes of the values per object
and per animal. In this study, even in the groups with less than one feeding place and thus
one object per animal, however, ‘free’ objects were always available (data not shown).
Therefore, always more animals could have had access to the objects. This may indicate
that the calculation on a per animal basis does not underestimate the true incidence of
explorative behaviours.

Regarding the interactions between housing systems and test session, it is likely that again
the number of feeding places per animal has played a role. The pens with a feeding place
to animal ratio of 1:1 obviously allowed more synchronous feeding behaviour with a more
pronounced resting phase already two hours after feeding, whereas in the pens with less
feeding places there were still active animals at the feeding gate. In the first hour,
competition for food was probably reducing interest in the novel objects in the DL bulls
while possibly competition for lying space in SF bulls had an interest reducing effect in
the second hour. This would not indicate a high enough attractiveness of the novel objects
to profoundly influence the usual activity patterns, and makes the test even more
problematic for application under different housing conditions.

Because of the difficulty to take into account possible effects of different animal to feeding
place ratios, later a large proportion of the data from this report have since been
complemented with further data in order to achieve nearly similar animal to feed place
ratios (Schulze Westerath et al., 2009). Significant differences between DL and SF bulls
remained for total occupation with objects as well as licking or chewing. Also, lying
increased more in the second test session in SF bulls compared to DL bulls, but without
effects on exploration levels.

Although it appeared that the objects did not elicit fear (latency to approach objects equal
to 0 seconds on all farms), the increased feeding and decreased lying in the repeated tests
could suggest that fear might have kept bulls away from the feeding table in the first test.
Also the slight change in proportions of the different behaviours at the objects may indicate
some form of habituation. However, from the data available this can only be speculative.
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18.6 CONCLUSIONS

We did not succeed in developing a valid on-farm test of exploratory behaviour for beef
bulls. Although bulls kept on fully slatted floors (assumed low daily stimulation) showed
more exploration of novel objects than those kept in littered pens (assumed higher
stimulation), differences were only slight. Moreover, no differences could be detected after
a simple, short-term stimulation under barren conditions.
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RELIABILITY OF MEASURES OF
SOCIO-POSITIVE AND PLAY
BEHAVIOUR IN DAIRY AND BEEF
CATTLE

H. Schulze Westerath, N. Brorkens, S. Laister, N. MacKintosh, C. Winckler and
U. Knierim

19.1 SUMMARY

During recent years the interest in indicators of good welfare has increased. In dairy and
beef cattle, possible positive behavioural indicators are social licking, horning and playing.
Social licking is an affiliative behaviour and has been attributed tension-reducing and
calming effects. It might therefore also be an indirect indicator of the social stress level in
a herd and make the interpretation of incidences on farm level more difficult. Social and
non-social play behaviour has often been suggested as an indicator of good welfare state
since particularly young animals are only motivated to play if their primary needs are
satisfied. Horning has been associated with positive indicators as it often occurs together
with running games or playful mounting and has been described in the context of mock
fighting.

It was the aim of this study to investigate social licking, horning and locomotor/object
play as on-farm measures in dairy cows and fattening bulls with regard to feasibility, inter-
observer reliability and short- to long-term intra-farm variability (consistency). For this
purpose, continuous behaviour sampling was carried out on three days for 4 h each on 43
dairy (31 deep litter, 12 tie stalls) and 20 beef farms (10 deep litter, 10 fully slatted floors)
in Austria, Germany and Italy. In beef farms, three weight classes were defined (I: 200-350
kg, M: 350-500 kg, F: >550 kg). Farm visits took place at approximately 60 and 180 days
(tie stalls: 120 days) after the first visit. Inter-observer reliability was tested using direct
observations (6 dairy, 2 beef farms) and from video clips (n=55).

Play behaviour was only very rarely observed and is therefore regarded to be not useful
for short-term on-farm recordings in fattening and adult cattle. This is also the case for
horning in dairy cows. Inter-observer reliability (IOR) for social licking was high in both
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direct observations (3 observers: Kendall’s W=0.96) and observations from videos
(W=0.93). IOR for horning was lower during live observations (W=0.70). This was
probably due to misinterpretation of the definition, as it increased to good levels in the
video clip observations (W=0.86) after the definition had been refined.

Intra-farm consistency was highest for horning in fattening bulls (W=0.82-0.86). For social
licking it was rather low for the youngest class (W=0.64) but increased to acceptable levels
when the two heavier weight classes were merged (W=0.75). In dairy cattle, there was
substantial intra-farm variation across time for social licking (W=0.57/loose housing and
0.74/tie stalls) and horning (W=0.68/loose housing and 0.48/tie stalls).

In conclusion, for on-farm welfare assessment in fattening bulls the inclusion of social
licking and horning is recommended; medium weight and finishing bulls should not be
distinguished. For dairy cattle, for none of the behaviours assessed it proved to be possible
to reliably record them in single short-term observations.

19.2 INTRODUCTION

Whereas most approaches to welfare assessment are based on indicators of impaired
welfare, there is an increasing interest in indicators of good welfare. Broom (1999) stresses
that behavioural indicators of pleasure provide measures for good animal welfare.
Environmental control, play behaviour and positive social relations may be considered as
main components of good welfare (Fagen, 1981; Lawrence, 1987). ‘Positive’ indicators to
our knowledge have not been applied in on-farm welfare monitoring systems so far.

Social licking is regarded important for building affiliative bonds and reducing tension or
anxiety between group members (Bouissou et al., 2005; Sambraus, 1969; Sato et al., 1993).
Wood (1977) even suggests social licking as a parameter to describe an affiliative scale of
social distance within cow herds as an alternative to scales of social distance based on
agonistic interactions. Short-term calming effects in terms of a reduction in heart rate have
been demonstrated in primates (Boccia et al., 1989; Aureli et al., 1999) and cattle (Sato et
al., 1993). However, it seems debatable whether high levels of social licking activity
always indicate a better welfare state at herd level when compared with herds which show
less social licking.

Social and non-social play behaviour have often been suggested as an indicator of good
welfare state since particularly young animals are only motivated to play if their primary
needs are satisfied (Fagen, 1981; Lawrence, 1987). In calves, play is mainly expressed as
locomotor and social activities. In addition, Jensen et al. (1998) described play activities
directed towards the environment (object and straw butting and rubbing). However,
playing is only rarely observed in adult animals. Horning has been described in the context
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of mock fighting and has been associated with positive indicators as it often occurs together
with running games or playful mounting (Reinhardt & Reinhardt, 1982).

The objective of this study was to investigate social licking, horning and locomotor/object
play as on-farm measures in dairy cows and fattening bulls with regard to feasibility, inter-
observer reliability and short- to long-term intra-farm variability (consistency). The latter
addressed the question how representative single recordings are with regard to possible
changes due to seasonal effects and/or related to management (e.g. regrouping, purchase
of new animals). This is less relevant when welfare assessment systems are used as
decision support tools (Sgrensen et al., 2001). However, if welfare assessment protocols
are going to be used for certification purposes with infrequent or even single assessments
only, the representativeness of recordings with regard to the longer-term situation on the
farm becomes especially important.

19.3 METHODS

19.3.1 INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY TESTING (IORT)

IORT of positive indicators was carried out with (1) direct observations on six dairy and
two beef farms and (2) analysis of video clips. For the investigation of inter-observer
reliability no distinction was made between dairy cows and beef bulls as behaviour patterns
are the same in both categories of cattle.

On-farm IORT

On-farm IORT was carried out three times at different stages of the project with different
numbers of observers being present at each date. The first took place after two days of
initial training which included discussions, video and on-farm training (1 deep litter dairy
farm). The second IOR meeting was about 50 days after observers A and B had started on-
farm data collection; two additional observers (C and D) participated, who had received
about half a day of training. The final on-farm IOR testing took place after finishing data
collection in order to check whether inter-observer agreement had changed (see Table
19.1).

Observers were always located near to each other in the barn allowing a free view on the
area observed.
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TABLE 19.1 Overview of on-farm IOR meetings.
Meeting mm-yyyy  Number of Sample size (pens, segments)
farms visited

A B C D

1 Germany 07-2005 4 35 35 - -
2 Austria 09-2005 2 10 10 7 10
3 TItaly 06-2006 2 15 15 15 -
Total 8 60 60 22 10

Dairy 6 50 50 22 10

Beef 2 10 10 - -

Spearman rank correlation (r,) was used to test agreement within pairs of observers.
Additionally Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) was calculated for agreement
between 3 and 4 observers, respectively.

IORT Using Videos

After completion of the on-farm data collection and after the final on-farm IOR meeting
in June 2006, three trained observers (A, B & C) separately watched 55 video sequences
of each about 2 to 14 minutes (in total 07:05 hours). The video observations followed the
same rules as provided in the instructions for data collection.

Again Spearman rank correlations and Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) were
used based on the frequencies for each behaviour recorded from the video clips.

19.3.2 INVESTIGATION OF INTRA-FARM CONSISTENCY

In total, 43 dairy farms (20 cubicle, 11 deep litter, 12 tie stall systems; herd size 12 — 150
cows (Table 19.2)) and 20 beef fattening farms (10 deep litter, 10 fully slatted floor
systems; animals per farm: 30-220, 5-27 bulls per pen) in Austria, Germany and Italy (only
dairy) were included in the study. The dairy cows belonged to different breeds with
Holstein Friesian, Simmental-Fleckvieh and Brown Swiss being the most prevalent breeds.
The fattening bulls were Simmental-Fleckvieh (S-FV), Limousin and S-FVxLimousin
crosses. Other breeds such as Belgian Blue, Brown Swiss, Holstein Friesian, Grauvieh or
Charolais were also kept in small numbers.

Observations of ‘positive’ behaviours as given in Table 19.3 were carried out on three
days at intervals of approximately 60 and 180 days after the first visit (beef cattle farms,
dairy loose housing systems). In dairy farms with tie stalls, the third visit took place 120
days after the first visit (Figure 19.1).
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TABLE 19.2 Overview of dairy farms visited in each country

Austria Germany Italy Total
Cubicles 8 8 4 20
Deep litter 3 4 4 11
Tie stalls 6 6 - 12
Total 17 18 8 43

TABLE 19.3 List of behaviours observed and definitions.

Behaviour Definition
Social Licking The actor touches with its tongue any part of the body (head, neck, torso,
(SL) legs, tail) of another group mate except for the anal region or the prepuce. If

the actor stops licking for more than 10 s and then starts licking the same
receiver again, this is recorded as a new bout. It is also taken as a new bout, if
the actor starts licking another receiver or if there’s a role reversal between
actor and receiver.

Horning Head play with physical contact of two animals: The animals are rubbing

(HO) their foreheads, horn bases or horns against the head or neck of one another
without obvious agonistic intention. None of the opponents takes advantage
of the situation in order to become a victor (Reinhardt and Reinhardt 1982). It
is taken as a new bout if the same animals start horning after 10 seconds or
more or if the horning partner changes.

Playing 1.) Locomotor play: Galloping (running very fast, often with tail lifted up

(PL) high) and Bucking (jumping in the air with all four feet or hind feet off the
ground, often with tail lifted up high). 2.) Playing with equipment: Rubbing
horns or horn base against any equipment in the barn. However, the regular
rubbing on equipment with the intention to scratch is not taken as playing.

Day 1 Day 60 Day 180 (120)
First day of 60 days after first 180 (120) days after
observation observation first observation

I Short term | I Short/med. term |

Long/med. term

FIGURE 19.1 Observation scheme of the study for dairy cows (tie stall herds in parenthesis)
and fattening bulls.

Data Recording on Dairy Farms

On each farm the lactating dairy cows were observed excluding separate groups of heifers,
dry or periparturient cows, as well as cows in hospital pens. Behaviour performed by or
with animals in heat were not recorded.

Behaviour was recorded using continuous behaviour sampling (Table 19.3) and
observations lasted for 4 h after morning feeding (or after feed had been pushed up). The
observer was positioned on the feed bunk on an elevated observation chair.

In herds larger than 25 cows, the observations were carried out in segments of the barn
which were expected to contain on average not more than 25 cows per segment. These
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segments covered all accessible areas (lying areas, feeding places, concentrate feeders,
outdoor loafing areas etc.). The duration of continuous observations within each segment
was adjusted to the number of segments so that each segment was observed at least once
per two hours (minimum observation period 10 min). Each segment was observed at least
twice.

The number of animals which were feeding, standing/walking and lying within the
segment was recorded at the beginning and at the end of each observation period. Data
were then analysed as the mean number of events per cow and hour, taking the absolute
frequency of behaviours, the duration of observations per pen/segment and the average
number of animals in the pen/segment during the observation into account.

From all values obtained on segment level the mean incidence at herd level was calculated
(occurrence of behaviour/animal*hour).

Spearman rank correlations and Kendall’s coefficient of concordance were used to test
repeatability between visits (1-60-180/120).

Data Recording on Beef Farms
Three weight classes were defined in line with the literature and common farming practice:

] initial fattening period (I): (200-350 kg)
. medium fattening period (M): (350-550 kg)
. finishing fattening period (F) (=550 kg)

Pens holding less than three animals were excluded from observations. Behaviour was
recorded using continuous behaviour sampling and observations lasted 4 h after morning
feeding (or after feed had been pushed up). The observer was positioned on the feed bunk
on an elevated observation chair.

All weight classes present were observed for equal periods within each observation hour
and each pen was observed at least twice during the 4 hour period. Pens with more than

25 bulls were divided into two or more segments (see dairy cattle).

Data processing within each weight class followed the same rules as for dairy cattle.

19.3.3 DECISION ON MEASURES

We followed a stepwise approach in deciding on the usefulness of the behavioural
measures for on-farm welfare assessment protocols:
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1. On-farm incidence had to exceed 0.10 events/animal*hour to allow for reliable and
feasible recording as well as differentiation between farms;

2.  The remaining parameters were then checked for inter-observer reliability
(r/Kendall’s W=0.70).

3. Intra-farm consistency was used for the final evaluation only using Kendall’s W of
0.70 as threshold.

19.4 RESULTS

19.4.1 INCIDENCES OF POSITIVE INDICATORS

Social licking was the most frequent behaviour in both dairy and beef cattle (Tables 19.4
and 19.5). In dairy tie stalls, the average incidence was about four times higher than in
loose housing systems (median 0.98/animal*hour vs. 0.25/animal*hour). In beef bulls it
was shown most frequently during the initial fattening period and least in finishing bulls.

TABLE 19.4 Descriptive measures of frequencies of positive indicators in dairy cows

(events/animal*hour; n = farms).
Behaviour Housing system Day Median Mean Min Max SD Var N

T 30 37 05 111 21 04 31
. 60 21 28 02 73 20 04 31

Loose housing g, 20 28 00 213 38 15 31

S overall 25 31 00 213 28 08 93
Social licking 1 125 126 17 240 79 62 12
. 60 87 109 34 260 72 52 12

Tie stalls 120 98 96 A2 161 43 18 12

overall 98 110 17 260 66 43 36

T 04 08 00 32 09 01 31

, 60 06 09 00 33 09 01 31

Loose housing 4, 07 12 00 68 16 02 31

Horning overall 06 10 00 68 12 01 93
1 06 11 00 45 14 02 12

Tie stalls 60 00 03 00 15 04 00 12

120 04 07 00 21 08 01 12

overall 04 07 00 45 10 01 36

T 00 01 00 05 0l 00 31

Loose housing ¥ 00 01 00 13 02 00 31

180 00 00 00 08 02 00 31

Playing overall 00 01 00 13 02 00 93
1 00 00 00 00 00 00 12

Tie stalls 60 00 00 00 00 00 00 12

120 00 00 00 00 00 00 12

overall 00 00 00 00 00 00 36
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TABLE 19.5 Descriptive measures of frequencies of positive indicators in fattening bulls
(events/animal*hour; n = farm visits).

Behaviour Weight class Median Mean Min Max SD Var N

I 85 93 00 3.71 .80 64 56

Social licking M 73 94 .10 2.98 1 .50 57
F .68 95 00 3.83 87 75 57

I 40 .70 00 2.81 .80 .63 56

Horning M .68 1.02 00 3.18 95 90 57
F 53 1.04 00 3.71 1.02 1.04 57

I .00 07 00 1.04 .16 03 56

Playing M 00 04 00 29 07 00 57
F .00 05 00 38 .10 01 57

Compared to social licking horning was much less frequent in dairy cows, whereas it was
almost as frequent as social licking in fattening bulls (overall median 0.52/animal*hour).

Playing occurred only very rarely with the maximum frequency shown in initial fattening
bulls.

19.4.2 INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY

On-farm Observations

The best inter-observer reliability (IOR) was found for social licking with correlation
coefficients above 0.90 for almost all pairs of observers as well as for the coefficients of
concordance (Table 19.6). The agreement between observer A and B furthermore improved
with the number of sessions.

For horning the agreement between observers was lower and reached satisfactory levels
(ry>0.70) only for some pairs of observers during the first two meetings.

Play behaviour could not be tested for inter-observer reliability because it occurred only
once during the on-farm observations.

Video observations

The total numbers of behaviours observed in 55 video clips is given in Table 19.7. Playing
was observed twice by each observer, however in 4 different videos. Therefore playing
again was omitted from further analysis.

As for live observations, from videos the highest inter-observer agreement was found for
social licking (Kendall’s W = 0.93; Table 19.8). IOR for horning (W=0.86) was slightly
lower, but better than in on-farm observations due to improvements of the definition.
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TABLE 19.6 Inter-observer reliability in different test sessions (Spearman rank correlation
coefficients, Kendall’s coefficient of condordance) for social licking and horning.

Behaviour ~ Meeting Observer pairs Kendall’s W
A B A C A D B_C B_D C_D ABC ABCD
Social Licking 1 I 91
p .00
n 35
2 I, 98 96 98 1.00 1.00 1.00
p 000 <001 000 000 000 000
n 10 7 10 7 10 7
3 r, 1.00 .82 .82
p 000 <.001 <.001
n 15 15 15
Overall 1 94 91 98 91 1.00 1.00 96 99
p 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000
n 60 22 10 22 10 7 22 7
Horning 1 I 13
p 000
n 35
2 I, 76 .84 .39 S0 22 38
p 010 019 270 253 536 394
n 10 7 10 7 10 7
3 I, 21 53 53
p 450 040 044
n 15 15 15
Overall 1 59 .69 .39 .56 22 38 .70 59
p 000 <.001 270 007 536 394 000 010
n 60 22 10 22 10 7 22 7

Notes: A, B, C = observers.

TABLE 19.7 Number of events observed by observer A, B and C scored from 55 video

clips.
Behaviour Number of observed behaviours
A B C
Social licking 55 51 58
Horning 32 39 37
Playing 2 2 2

TABLE 19.8 Spearman rank correlation coefficient (r,) and Kendall’s coefficient of
concordance (W) for video inter-observer agreement (N=55).

Behaviour Observer pairs Kendall’'s W
A_B A_C B_C
Social Licking 1, .89 .86 92 93
p <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Horning I .84 81 72 .86
p <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
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19.4.3 CONSISTENCY OVER DIFFERENT PERIODS OF TIME (INTRA-FARM VARIABILITY)

In dairy cattle, the correlations between the three observation days (1-60—120/180) were
inconsistent for social licking and horning in loose housed dairy herds and for horning in
dairy cows kept in tie stalls (Table 19.9). Rather stable, but moderate correlations were
found for social licking in tethered animals. Therefore, the overall consistency (Kendall’s
W) for social licking was higher in tie stalls than in loose housing systems. For horning it
was lower and not significant in both housing systems.

In beef cattle, horning showed the highest short-, mid- and long-term as well as overall
consistency with all correlation coefficients above 0.70 in weight classes I and F (all
p<0.01) and Kendall’s W above 0.80 in all weight classes (Table 19.10). Merging the data
from weight classes M and F further improved consistency.

Social licking did not show a clear pattern with regard to short-, mid- or long-term
consistency. Recordings at an interval of about 6 months in weight classes I and M were
better correlated than on a short- or mid-term basis whereas the opposite was the case for
finishing bulls. Merging data from medium weight and finishing bulls improved
consistency measures to a limited extent (e.g. Kendall’s W=0.75).

Reliability of Recordings from Reduced Observation Time

From the on-farm data, correlations between the first or the first two hours of observation
time and the total observation time (4 h) were calculated in order to check for effects of
reducing the time of observation.

In fattening bulls, for both social licking and horning the overall correlation coefficients
between incidences derived from 4h-observations and 2h- or 1h-observations were equal
or above 0.90 (p<0.001; Table 19.11). However, when the observation period was

TABLE 19.9 Spearman Rank correlation coefficients (r,) for short- (1_60, 60_120), mid-
(1_120,60_180) and long-term (1_180) intra-farm consistency and Kendall’s coefficients
of concordance (W) for social licking and horning in dairy cattle.

Housing system  Behaviour short-term mid-term long-term Kendall’s W
1_60 60_180 1_180
Loose housing  Social licking  r 33 S7 A8 S7
p 070 <.001 330 <.001
Horning I .69 54 34 .68
p .000 002 059 000
short-term short-term mid-term
1_60 60_120 1_120
Tie stalls Social licking .66 65 S0 T4
p 020 022 095 <.001
Horning I, 38 .19 .10 A48

p 220 562 752 113
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TABLE 19.10 Spearman rank correlation coefficients (r,) for short- (1_60), mid- (60_180)
and long-term (1_180) intra-farm consistency and Kendall’s coefficient of concordance
(W) for social licking and horning in fattening bulls.

Behaviour Weight class short-term mid-term long-term Kendall’s W
1_60 60_180 1_180
Social licking 1 I, 29 38 1 .64
p 246 113 <.001 001
M I, 57 54 .69 73
p 014 021 001 000
F I, S5 36 17 S5
p 018 .146 AT5 014
M & F! I, 74 53 64 75
p <.001 024 003 000
Horning I I 82 .76 .80 .86
p <.000 <.001 000 000
M I, 64 91 .68 .82
p 004 000 001 000
F I, 79 .80 72 .85
p <.001 000 <.001 000
M & F! I, .82 .87 .86 90
p 000 000 .0000 000

Notes: ' M & F = mean of medium and finishing weight class.

TABLE 19.11 Spearman rank correlation coefficients (r,) for incidence of social licking and
horning in loose housed dairy and beef cattle between 1 and 4 hours and 2 and 4 hours of
observation.

Behaviour Day 1h_4h p 2h_4h p n
T 43 015 o3 2001 31
S 60 73 <001 84 <001 31
Social licking g 56 001 68 <001 31
Dairy Overall 63 <001 78 <001 93
(loose housed) 1 53 002 81 <.001 31
, 60 61 <001 81 <001 31
Horning 180 65 <001 87 <001 31
Overall 60 <001 84 <001 93
T oF <001 96 <001 20
S 60 89 <001 98 <001 18
Social licking g 90 <001 99 <001 19
Overall 94 <001 98 <001 57
Beef | 82 <001 95 <001 20
, 60 93 <001 96 <001 18
Horning 180 97 <001 98 <001 19
Overall 90 <001 97 <001 57

shortened to one hour the correlation coefficients on a day basis (i.e. observation period)
markedly decreased (down to 0.82). In dairy cows, however, correlation coefficients for
2h-observations already were below 0.80 for social licking and averaged 0.84 for horning.
Reducing the observation time to 1 hour resulted in correlations of 0.63 and 0.60 for social
licking and horning, respectively.
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Intra-farm consistency across time was recalculated using only the first two hours of
observation (Table 19.12, hour 1+2) or the third and fourth hour of observation (hour 3+4).
For loose housed dairy herds, coefficients of concordance for the first two hours remained
almost unchanged, but further decreased when only data from hour 3+4 were taken into
account This was also the case for fattening bulls.

Recommended parameters are presented in Box 19.1.

19.5 DISCUSSION

Social licking, horning and play behaviour had initially been chosen as potential ‘positive’
indicators. Playing however, was only very rarely observed in both dairy and beef cattle
(median O events/animal*hour). Very low incidences make data recording difficult and
would require long-term continuous observations in order to get reliable information on

TABLE 19.12 Kendall’s coefficient of concordance for social licking and horning in loose
housed dairy herds and fattening bulls for the first and second two hours of observation
over three observation days.

Behaviour Total Hour 1+2 Hour 3+4
observation time
(4h

. W 57 . 56 S5
. Social licking p <001 002 002

Dairy (loose . W 68 65 Sl
housed) Horning P 000 000 010

n 31 29 29

I W .64 S7 59
p 001 008 005

C W 73 70 64
Social licking p 000 000 001

F W S5 55 .55
P 014 016 016

Beef I AW .86 .80 S5
p 000 000 014

Horning M W .82 79 74
p 000 000 000

F W 85 81 T4
P 000 000 000

n 18 18 18

Box 19.1 Recommended parameters.
Dairy cattle: None
Fattening bulls: ~ Frequency of social licking
Frequency of horning
(merging of medium weight and finishing classes)
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this type of behaviour, which is not feasible. It was therefore not considered for inclusion
into on-farm assessment protocols for dairy and beef cattle. The use of play behaviour as
a welfare indicator is therefore probably limited to calves. In dairy cattle, horning was
also rarely observed (median <0.10 events/animal*hour) and it is questionable whether it
can be reliably recorded. It should therefore not be included in protocols for dairy.

The inter-observer agreement (IOR) for social licking was high in both live observations
and when the behaviour was scored from videos. Rank correlation coefficients for single
pairs of observers were always above 0.80 (as suggested as threshold for good IOR by
Martin & Bateson, 1992) and overall coefficients of concordance between multiple
observers above 0.90. With regard to horning, inter-observer reliability in live observations
only reached acceptable levels for single pairs of observers during the first two sessions
and IOR deteriorated during the third meeting. This was on the one hand due to lack of
training of the inexperienced observers (B, C) in the second meeting which emphasizes the
necessity for thorough training. The drop in IOR can be explained by a misinterpretation
of the behaviour description which developed at a later stage. Horning is a manifold
behaviour including behavioural elements from rubbing to soft head butts and slight thrusts
(Reinhardt & Reinhardt, 1982), which make a clear and unambiguous definition difficult.
Intensive training of observers is therefore necessary. This is why a refined definition of
horning (as given in Table 3) was used for the final IOR testing from videos, which resulted
in acceptable to good agreement regarding this behaviour with Kendall’s W=0.86.

Social licking occurred only moderately consistently in farms with tie stalls (Kendall’s
W=0.74), and showed no regular pattern in loose housed herds. There was also no evidence
that variability is lower within shorter periods of time. This is in agreement with earlier
small-scale studies, which revealed a high inter-day variation in cubicle housed dairy cows
on the basis of observations during three consecutive days (Winckler et al., 2002), as well
as inconsistent data from bimonthly farm visits (Winckler et al.,2007). Such high
variability may be caused by various factors such as introduction of new group members,
animals in heat, ambient temperature or human-animal interactions, which cannot be
controlled for within the context of on-farm welfare assessment recordings. Inclusion of
social licking into assessment protocols would therefore mean that single recordings will
only reflect the actual activity of a herd with rather unclear significance for the welfare
state of the herd (see validity of the measure).

In fattening bulls, social licking was moderately consistent and reached satisfactory levels,
when medium and finishing weight classes were merged. However, horning was shown to
be the most consistent behaviour in all weight classes (Kendall’s W=0.82-0.86). Merging
the medium and finishing weight classes further reduced intra-farm variability. Pooling of
these classes could furthermore improve feasibility of the recordings since live weight
estimation appeared to be rather difficult in heavier bulls (about 550 kg) and groups were
often heterogeneous. A distinction between younger bulls (up to 350 kg) and older ones
should still be made since the younger animals are not sexually mature yet.

With regard to feasibility, shortening the on-farm observations from 4 h to 2 h would only
cause a minor information loss for fattening bulls. When calculations were based on the
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first two hours, consistency was not affected by the reduction of observation duration.
This indicates that behaviour directly after feeding is more consistent than at later times

of the day.

19.6 CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, with regard to inter-observer repeatability and intra-farm consistency we
suggest to include social licking and horning for fattening bulls as positive indicators.
None of the potential measures for dairy cattle proved to be reliable.
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RELIABILITY OF MEASURES OF
SOCIO-POSITIVE AND PLAY
BEHAVIOUR IN CALVES

H. Leruste, J. Lensink and C.G. van Reenen

20.1 SUMMARY

Playing and social behaviours can have a positive impact on the welfare of calves. High
levels of these behaviours may also result from a certain deficiency in the environment and,
therefore, reflect a form of redirected behaviour or a behavioural rebound following
deprivation. Measuring their incidence is an important point in determining levels of
welfare. The aim of this study was to develop a valid method for on-farm assessment of
the level of play and social behaviours (licking, mounting and fighting) in group-housed
calves. This method should be simple, fast, feasible in on farm conditions, not biased by
an observer effect and consistent in time.

Observations were performed on 20 farms in France. Calves were housed in large groups
(between 20 and 64 calves per pen) and fed with an automatic milk dispenser (AMD).
Two randomly chosen pens were observed per farm. Observations were performed
simultaneously by two trained observers. The observations took place on 4 days: 2
observations at a two day interval at week 9 (after the arrival of the calves in the farm) and
2 observations at a two day interval at week 13.

Overall, the frequency of the four behaviours was low. Despite this, for all four measures
an important farm effect was found (p<0.001) showing that these measures permit to
distinguish between farms. Observers agreed on the level of plays (r=0.95; p<0.001; n=20),
social licking (r=0.90; p<0.001; n=20), mounting (r=0.99; p<0.001; n=20) and fights
(r=0.87; p<0.001; n=20). Play and fight behaviours showed low repeatability at short term
(respectively r=0.37; p=0.02; n=39 and r=0.35; p=0.03; n=39). Play behaviours showed
low consistency at medium term (r=0.26; p=0.11; n=39) while fights were not consistent
at medium term (r=0.04; p=0.82; n=39). Social licking and mounting showed medium
repeatability at short term (respectively r=0.50; p=0.001; n=39 and r=0.52; p<0.001; n=39)
and at medium term (both r=0.53; p<0.001; n=39). When the level of play and social
licking increased between week 9 and week 13 (respectively p=0.02 and p=0.04), the level
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of mounting and fighting decreased (respectively p=0.02 and p=0.03). Observations were
linked with the activity level of the group (except for mounting were only a tendency was
found). The more calves were active (standing) the more they were performing play, fights
and social licking.

Social licking is an acceptable candidate for welfare assessment. The observation is
feasible, its validity is acceptable and the measure shows good correlations between
observers and acceptable correlations between days. The behaviour of the calves is
evolving between weeks 9 and 13. Therefore the observation should be performed at a
fixed age to be valid. Play behaviours, mounting and head-to-head fights have good
repeatability between observers but low repeatability at short and medium term. They
don’t seem to be good candidates.

20.2 INTRODUCTION

Play behaviours and social interactions are natural behaviours in calves. Social licking
between calves is, like similar to other animal species, associated with pleasurable or
calming sensations for the actor and/or the receiver of this behaviour (see, for example, the
study by Feh et al., 1993, showing that grooming lowered heart rate in horses), and with
an increased performance such as a higher weight gain (Sato et al., 1984). Plays (locomotor
movements other than walking or mounting) can be composed of a large range of
behaviours like running, buck kicking and jumping. They are natural behaviours implicated
in the development of young animals.

In contrast to a number of ‘negative’ indicators of veal calf welfare such as those related
to fear of humans or novel objects, positive indicators of welfare have not been validated
in terms of predictive or concurrent validity. Intuitively, these behaviours could be
considered as positive indicators of veal calf welfare. However, for each of these
behavioural categories, high levels of behaviour may be associated with high levels of
welfare, but may also result from a certain deficiency in the environment and, therefore,
reflect a form of redirected behaviour or a behavioural rebound following deprivation. For
example, veal calves may perform high levels of allo-grooming (labelled ‘excessive
grooming’ by some authors) because of inadequate feeding or boredom (e.g., Terosky et
al., 1997; Fraser and Broom, 1990). Likewise, calves kept in isolation or with a reduced
space allowance during rearing, exhibit an increased locomotor activity, including running
and buck kicking, when taken out of their home environment into a test arena (Dellmeier
et al., 1985; Jensen, 1999). In both of these latter examples, high levels of respective
behaviours seem to represent indicators of reduced rather than increased welfare. Other
social interactions like fights or mounting can also have different impact on the welfare of
calves depending on their importance. For example, excessive mounting can cause injuries.
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To be complete, welfare assessment should include these natural and ‘positive’ behaviours
like social behaviours and play and should also assess the level of other natural behaviour
like fights or mounting which can reveal welfare issues. The development of welfare
assessment scheme creates then a need in developing methods to assess positive and
natural behaviours on farm. This method should permit to evaluate with simple tests or
observations the level of positive and natural behaviours and be efficient (i.e. determining
as much as possible the real level of expression of these behaviours). To create a valid
method four conditions must be completed.

. Is the measurement feasible on farm conditions? (i.e. Is the duration compatible with
on-farm use?) It is possible to perform it in any farm, type of building?)
] Is the measure valid? (i.e. Does it tell us about the actual level of welfare of the

group and is the level of behaviour influenced by environmental factors?)
. Is there an observer effect?
. Is the measure consistent in time?

Feasibility of the recording of social licking requires special attention, since previous
research suggests that the incidence of this behaviour is generally low. For example, a
study on social licking in heifers and steers (Sato, 1984), reported that in groups of 24
animals on average 15 social licking interactions took place, lasting around 40 seconds,
over a total observation time of 18 hours divided across different days. The average time
an animal spent licking was about 25 seconds per hour. Another study performed by Raussi
et al. (2003) in calves, determined ‘contacts with neighbours’ for calves housed
individually (but having the possibility to interact with other calves through the walls of
the pen) or housed in pairs. On average, in only 2% of the scans (every 5 minutes during
12 hours) this particular behaviour (including close contact, licking etc.) was observed.
This very low incidence may compromise feasibility of this parameter under commercial
conditions. Play and other behaviour also have low incidences which makes their level of
expression measurement difficult.

This experiment aimed at building a method to asses the level of positive and natural
behaviours in group-housed calves and to determine its validity in regard with the four
criteria cited above. It did not address the problem of validity of putative positive indicators
of veal calf welfare nor will address matters concerning the interpretation of measurements
in terms of welfare.

20.3 METHODS

As presented above, four categories of measures were distinguished related to positive
and natural behaviours:
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. Play behaviours: jumping, kicking, running...;
. Social licking;
. Mounting;

. Head-to-head fights.

In order to perform correctly the observations under commercial conditions, observers
were trained based on earlier observations recorded on video. Initial observations over
longer periods of time on a few farms were analysed in order to try to identify more limited
time frames with high probabilities for the occurrence of social licking and play behaviour.

On farm observations were performed on 20 farms in France between October 2005 and
March 2006. Calves were housed in large groups (between 20 and 64 calves per pen) and
fed with an automatic milk dispenser (AMD). Farms were characterised by two types of
milking systems: in instantaneous systems the milk was available all day long, in session
feeding systems the milk was only available at certain times (most of the time 2 sessions
of 6 hours per day).

Two randomly chosen pens were observed per farm (for a total of 39 pens observed).
Observations were performed simultaneously by two trained observers. Observations were
performed on 4 days: 2 observations at a two day interval at week 9 (9 weeks after the
arrival of the calves in the farm) and 2 observations at a two day interval at week 13. Three
observations were performed per day (morning, noon and afternoon). A total of 12
observations were performed per pen.

Observations of play behaviours, mountings and fights lasted 30 minutes separated in 15
periods of 2 minutes. Within each 2 minutes period, the number of calves performing the
behaviours (play or mount or fight) was recorded. The decision was taken to record the
number of calves performing each behaviour instead of the occurrence of each behaviours
to avoid the possibility of high Ilevels of behaviours due to one calf
playing/mounting/fighting frequently during the observation. The data produced were
mean proportions of calves playing/mounting/fighting for the 30 minutes sessions (mean
for the 15 periods).

For social licking, the sampling method used was scan sampling (with a two minute
interval). Each observation lasted 30 minutes (16 scans per observation). As not all animals
were visible for each scan, the number of calves observed per scan was recorded for each
scan. Data provided were mean proportions of observed calves performing social licking.
20.3.1 Data Analysis

Inter-observer repeatability was assessed through spearman rank correlations.

Between-day consistency was assessed at short term (dayl—day2 and day3—day4) and at
medium term (week9—week13) using spearman rank correlations.
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Analyses of variance were used to assess the effects of environmental parameters (size of
the group, feeding system...) on the observation and to analyse farm and pen effects. The
model included:

. Fixed variables : day of observation (or week of observation), period of observation,
moment of the feeding session, number of calves in the pen, breed of the calves;

. Random variable : farm;

. Interactions: farm and week, farm and period, week and period, week and number
of calves, period and number of calves.

20.4 RESULTS

The four behaviours were not frequently observed. The mean percentages per observation
of calves performing the behaviours were 0.99% =+ 0.05 for play, 1.77% + 0.05 for social
licking, 0.45% =+ 0.03 for mounting and 1.41% + 0.07 for fights. Despite this rarity of
occurrence, all four measures were affected by an important farm effect (p<0.001) showing
that these measures permit to distinguish between farms. Observers agreed on the level of
plays (r=0.95; p<0.001; n=20), social licking (r=0.90; p<0.001; n=20), mounting (r=0.99;
p<0.001; n=20) and fights (r=0.87; p<0.001; n=20). Play and fight behaviours showed
low repeatability at short term (respectively r=0.37; p=0.02 and r=0.35; p=0.03). Play
behaviours showed low consistency at medium term (r=0.26; p=0.11) while fights were not
consistent at medium term (r=0.04; p=0.82). Social licking and mounting showed medium
repeatability at short term (respectively r=0.50; p=0.001 and r=0.52; p<0.001) and at
medium term (both r=0.53; p<0.001). When the level of play and social licking increased
between week 9 and week 13 (respectively p=0.02 and p=0.04), the level of mounting and
fighting decreased (respectively p=0.02 and p=0.03).

Observations were linked with the activity level of the group (except for mounting where
only a tendency was found). The more calves were active (standing) the more they were
performing play, fights and social licking. All measures were influenced by the period of
observation with calves performing more of these behaviours in the morning than at noon
or in the afternoon. Play and fight behaviours were influenced by the moment of feeding
session with calves performing less behaviours at the beginning of the feeding session. We
are not sure if these two effects are direct or indirect (due to different levels of activity).
Additional work will consider the effect of the activity level on positive behaviours (for
instance, expressing the data as proportions of active calves). A pen effect was found for
social licking and mounting for respectively 21% and 16% of the farms. For the
observation of social licking, the activity level and the size of the group influenced the
mean percentage of calves that could be seen by the observers (r=—0.19; p<0.001; n=455
and r=-0.09; p=0.03; n=455).
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20.5 CONCLUSIONS

Social licking is an acceptable candidate for welfare assessment. The observation is
feasible, its validity is acceptable and the measure shows good correlations between
observers and acceptable correlations between days. The behaviour of the calves is
evolving between week9 and week13. Therefore the observation should be performed at
a fixed age to be valid. Play behaviours, mounting and head-to-head fights have good
repeatability between observers but low repeatability at short and medium term. They are
rare behaviours and additional works may have to consider them as binary data
(absence/presence of the behaviour). They don’t seem to be good candidates.
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ASSESSMENT OF GENERAL
FEARFULNESS IN VEAL CALVES
HOUSED IN LARGE GROUPS

H. Leruste, J. Lensink and C.G. van Reenen

21.1 SUMMARY

The concept of ‘general fearfulness’ is quite controversial (Ramos and Mormede, 1998;
Wilson, 1998). Whether or not the fear of novel objects reflects ‘general fearfulness’
remains to be determined but we can assume that the behavioural response of veal calves
towards a novel object represents a valid measure of fear. The reaction of calves towards
on novel object can be easily assessed on experimental conditions. Under commercial
conditions only few studies have been performed so far on feasibility and reliability of
these measures. This study aims at determining simple and valid tests which would be
good candidates to integrate an animal-based-on-farm assessment tool.

Observations were performed on 20 farms in France. Calves were housed in large groups
and fed with an automatic milk dispenser. Observations were performed on 4 days: 2
observations at a two day interval at week 9 (9 weeks after the arrival of the calves in the
farm) and 2 observations at a two day interval at week 13. Observations were performed
simultaneously by two trained observers. Two observations were performed. The voluntary
approach of a novel object in the middle of the pen permitted to assess the latency for the
group to touch and surround the object and the percentage of calves orientated towards the
object. The voluntary approach of a novel object at the front fence permitted to assess the
mean number of calves around the object during 3 minutes and to build a speed-of-
approach score for the group.

A farm effect was found for all measures showing that they permit to distinguish between
farms. Observers agreed for all the measures evaluated (r>0.75) and all measures had
satisfying repeatability at short term (r>0.56). The percentage of calves orientated toward
the object in the pen, the mean number of calves close to the object at the fence and the
speed-of-approach score showed good repeatability at medium term (respectively r=0.61;
p<0.001; n=54/r=0.60; p<0.001; n=67 / r=0.67; p<0.001; n=60). The latency to touch and
to surround the object in the pen showed low repeatability at medium term (respectively
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r=0.34; p=0.02; n=48 and r=0.47; p=0.001; n=44). We observed a habituation of the calves
to object in the pen showed by the decrease of the latency to surround the object between
dayl and day4 (p=0.009). Calves approached faster the object at the fence and were more
numerous close to it at week 13 than at week 9 (p<0.001). Therefore observations should
be performed at a fixed age.

This experiment permitted to develop two observations (providing three variables) for on-
farm assessment of general fearfulness: the latency to touch and to surround a novel object
in the pen and the mean number of calves around a novel object at the fence. Despite this,
the use of these measures is not recommended because of their low feasibility. They require
an adaptated equipment and can be affected by the presence of the observers.

21.2 INTRODUCTION

The concept of ‘general fearfulness’ is quite controversial (e.g. Ramos and Mormede,
1998; Wilson, 1998), and a number of studies in veal calves and cattle suggest that, for
example, fear of humans may be dissociated from fear of novel objects (Hemsworth et
al., 1996; Lensink et al., 2000; Van Reenen et al., 2004). Moreover, there is strong
disagreement on the interpretation of various behavioural measures observed during
intuitively fearful situations such as an ‘open field test’ or a ‘novel object test’. For
example, based on work with dairy cattle, it was suggested that individual differences in
latencies to approach humans or objects as well as differences in locomotion and
vocalisation during novel object, human approach, and open field tests were all associated
with differences in fearfulness (Boissy and Bouissou, 1995; De Passillé et al., 1995;
Hemsworth et al., 1996; Grignard et al., 2000). However, multivariate analyses of
behavioural measures simultaneously recorded during behavioural tests in cattle, but also
in other species like pigs or rats, usually reveal a multifactorial picture in that different
behaviours load on different factors (e.g. Andersen et al., 2000; Forkman et al., 1995;
Grignard et al., 2001; Steimer et al., 1997; Van Reenen et al., 2004). This strongly suggests
that the behavioural responsiveness of animals, including veal calves, to challenge is
mediated by a number of factors or motivations rather than a unidimensional construct
like general fearfulness.

A pharmacological validation study demonstrated that the treatment of calves with an
anxiolytic drug (a benzodiazepine labelled brotizolam®) did not affect locomotion or
vocalisation during an open field test, but specifically increased the time spent interacting
with the stimulus (a plastic container attached to a tambourine) in a novel object test (Van
Reenen et al., 2009). These findings support the previously mentioned multidimensionality
of responsiveness of calves to challenge, and they also provide evidence for predictive
validity of this latter behavioural parameter as a measure of fear in calves. The interaction
of calves with a novel object also seems to comply with the condition of concurrent
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validity, since cortisol responses to open field and novel object tests (i.e. putative
physiological indices of stress and fear) were positively associated with the latency to
approach a novel object, and negatively related to the time spent in contact with the novel
object (Van Reenen et al., 2005).

Whether or not this type of fearfulness reflects ‘general fearfulness’ remains to be
determined but we can assume that the behavioural response of veal calves towards a novel
object represents a valid measure of fear. Relatively simple and feasible behavioural
measures in veal calves in the area of the fear of a novel object have been sufficiently
validated. It can be easily assessed on experimental conditions. Only few studies have
been performed so far on feasibility and reliability of these measures under truly
commercial conditions. The development of welfare monitoring schemes (EU project)
creates a need for a valid method to assess general fearfulness on farm.

This study aims at determining simple and valid tests which would be good candidates to
integrate an animal-based-on-farm assessment tool. They should reflect the actual level of
fear/curiosity of a novel object of the group of calves, be repeatable at short and medium
term (test-retest) and shouldn’t be affected by an observer effect.

21.3 METHODS

As presented above, two categories of measures were performed:

. voluntary approach of an object in the middle of the pen;
. voluntary approach of an object at the front fence.

On farm observations were performed on 20 farms in France between October 2005 and
March 2006. Calves were housed in large groups (between 20 and 64 calves per pen) and
fed with an automatic milk dispenser (AMD). Observations were performed on 4 days: 2
observations at a two day interval at week 9 (9 weeks after the arrival of the calves in the
farm) and 2 observations at a two day interval at week 13. Between 1 and 6 pens were
observed per farm (for a total of 67 pens observed). Observations were performed
simultaneously by two trained observers.

The two observers calmly entered the building. One observer entered the pen with the
object and placed it in the middle of the pen in a standardised manner. The object used was
unfamiliar to the calves. It was nearly 1,30m high with a heavy base and a coloured top.
The two observers noted down the latency for the first calf to touch the object and the
latency for the object to be surrounded by calves (no space left for other calves to
approach) with a maximum latency of 180s. At the end of the test the observers evaluated
the percentage of calves that were orientated towards the object. The second observation
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was performed just after the first one. An unfamiliar and coloured object was placed at the
front fence of the pen in a standardised manner. The two observers counted every 20
seconds (10 scans) the number of calves in the area close to the object (1.5m).

21.3.1 Data Analysis

Inter-observer repeatability was assessed through spearman rank correlations. Between-
day consistency was assessed at short term (dayl—-day2 and day3—day4) and at medium
term (week9—week13) using spearman rank correlations.

Analyses of variance were used to assess the effects of environmental parameters (size of
the group, breed, order effect) on the observation and to analyse farm and pen effects. The
model included:

. fixed variables: day of observation (or week of observation), number of calves in the
pen, breed of the calves and order of performance of the test;

. random variable: farm;

] interactions: farm and day (or week), number of calves and day (or week) and order
and day (or week).

The evolution of the variables in time was assessed thanks to a repeated measurement
analysis.

21.4 RESULTS

A farm effect was found for all measures showing that they permit to distinguish between
farms. Observers agreed for all the measures evaluated: latency to touch the object in the
pen (r=0.80; p<0.001; n=20), latency to surround the object in the pen (r=0.75; p<0.001;
n=20), % of calves orientated toward the object (r=0.90; p<0.001; n=20), mean number of
calves close to the object at the fence (r=0.81; p<0.001; n=20) and speed-of-approach
score (r=0.84; p<0.001; n=20). All measures had satisfying repeatability at short term
(dayl-day2): latency to touch the object in the pen (r=0.67; p<0.001; n=33), latency to
surround the object in the pen (r=0.56; p=0.002; n=29), % of calves orientated toward the
object (r=0.62; p<0.001; n=48), mean number of calves close to the object at the fence
(r=0.64; p<0.001; n=61) and speed-of-approach score (r=0.61; p<0.001; n=44). The
percentage of calves orientated toward the object in the pen, the mean number of calves
close to the object at the fence and the speed-of-approach score showed good repeatability
at medium term (respectively r=0.61; p<0.001; n=54 / r=0.60; p<0.001; n=67 / r=0.67;
p<0.001; n=60). The latency to touch and to surround the object in the pen showed low
medium term repeatability (respectively r1=0.34; p=0.02; n=48 and r=0.47; p=0.001; n=44).
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We observed a habituation of the calves to object in the pen showed by the decrease of
latency to surround the object between day1 and day4 (p=0.009). Calves approached faster
the object at the fence and were more numerous close to it at week 13 than at week 9
(p<0.001). Therefore, observations should be performed at a fixed age.

A pen effect was found for all measures. It was more important for the test of the object
at the fence (47% of the farms were affected by this effect). Therefore the tests should be
performed on at least two pens. There is an effect of the order of performance of the test
in the different pens on the latency to touch the object (p=0.005), the percentage of calves
orientated (p=0.009) and the speed-of-approach score (p=0.011). Therefore, the chosen
tests should be adjacent to diminish this effect. The breed of the calves didn’t influence
their behaviour. The size of the group influenced the percentage of calves orientated
towards the object (p=0.08) and the speed-of-approach score (p=0.047).

All the measures are linked. Groups which show short latency to touch the object in the
middle of the pen had also short latency to surround the object and were more orientated
toward the object. They also were more numerous to surround the object at the fence and
approached faster.

21.5 CONCLUSIONS

The latencies to touch the object and to surround it show low between-day repeatability
due to an evolution of the behaviour of the calves. Therefore it can’t be truly assessed.
The mean number of calves close to the object at the fence and the speed-of-approach
score show good between-day and between-observers repeatability.

This experiment permitted to develop three valid observations for on-farm assessment of
general fearfulness: latency to touch and to surround a novel object in the pen and mean
number of calves around a novel object at the fence. Despite this, the use of these measures
is not recommended because of their low feasibility.
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ASSESSMENT OF GENERAL
FEARFULNESS IN DAIRY COWS AND
FATTENING BULLS

S. Waiblinger and I. Windschnurer

22.1 SUMMARY

Fearfulness is an individual’s propensity to be easily frightened or alarmed in a variety of
potentially aversive situations (Boissy, 1998; Erhard and Schouten, 2001). Thus, if
fearfulness is high, the animals will experience the negative emotional state of fear more
often. In cattle husbandry most potentially fear-eliciting events are associated with humans
and with novelty (e.g., new feeding equipment or other barn structures when regrouped).
Hence, measuring states of fear associated with those events seems to be most relevant for
welfare. The level of fear of humans is included in the assessment of the animals’
relationships to humans.

After some trials, where several possibilities were evaluated for on-farm feasibility, two
tests were further investigated: The ‘novel object test” (NOT) is based on approach
behaviour of a group of animals to a novel object (a ball hanging at the feed barrier). The
‘vigilance test’ (VT) is based on the frequency of vigilant behaviour (scanning the
environment) during feeding, also in presence of a novel object (the camera filming the
reactions of the animals).

The NOT was evaluated with regard to inter-observer reliability, test-retest repeatability,
and convergent validity on 16 dairy farms (where two tests at two different places were
performed on every farm) and on 10 bull fattening farms (where 2 to 15 pens were tested
per farm). The vigilance test (VT) was evaluated with respect to test-retest repeatability
and convergent validity in dairy cows. Two groups of cows were filmed during feeding and
their behaviour categorised as vigilant, vigilant and looking into the camera or not vigilant.

Inter-observer reliability was high for the novel object test in dairy cow and fattening bull
farms (r=0.95 to 0.98, p<0.001,N=16 / 49, farm / pen level). The test was not repeatable
between two test sessions performed in sequence (r<0.2). Regarding convergent validity,
measures of the first test correlated especially with measures indicating a higher level of

201



202 / Animal Welfare Measures for Dairy Cattle, Beef Bulls and Veal Calves

fear of humans in dairy cows (farm level: r= —0.49 to -0.62, p<0.05, N=16). In fattening
bulls, correlations with the average avoidance distance at the feeding place were found
(pen level: r= —0.31; p<0.05; N=49 or r= —-0.24; p<0.1; N=49). As with the novel object
test, no repeatability could be found between the two tests (two 4 min records of focal
groups) (herd level: %vigilant animals, 1st and 2nd test: 1=0.14, p=0.642, N=15). The test
measure ‘%vigilant animals in the first test’ correlated significantly with the proportion of
animals very fearful of humans at the feeding place (herd level: r=0.55, p<0.05, N=15).
The two fear tests showed few correlations with each other.

In sum, there are some indications for the validity of measuring vigilance, but at the
moment the measure is too premature to include it into a welfare assessment protocol. The
novel object test seems to have some validity with respect to measuring general fearfulness
in the herd.

22.2 INTRODUCTION

Fear is a negative emotional state. It has welfare relevance (1) if the animal experiences
states of fear or anxiety for a prolonged time and/or frequently and (2) due to the potential
negative consequences of fear reactions such as injuries. Fearfulness, being a personality
trait, is an individual’s propensity to be easily frightened or alarmed in a variety of
potentially aversive situations (Boissy, 1995; Erhard and Schouten, 2001). It can have a
considerable influence on the animals’ physiological or behavioural reactions. From this
definition fearfulness cannot be measured with a single test, as showing fear in one certain
situation is considered just as a state (Erhard and Schouten, 2001). However, it is not
feasible to include a series of time-consuming tests into an on-farm welfare assessment
tool. In cattle husbandry fear-eliciting events are most likely associated with humans (with
or without handling the animals) and with novelty (of the environment or situation, e.g.,
new feeding equipment when regrouped). Thus, measuring states of fear associated with
those events seem to be most relevant. The level of fear of humans is assessed by the
assessment of the animals’ relationships to humans (Chapters 15-17). We aimed at
measuring the level of fear in another specific test, also assuming that it is nevertheless
easier to create a state of fear in animals that are generally more fearful.

After evaluating several tests with respect to feasibility we finally chose a novel object test
for assessing general fearfulness in dairy cows as well as in fattening bulls, since novelty
is known to be a frightening stimulus (e.g., Boissy 1995). Novel object tests are one of the
most commonly used tests to assess fear in cattle (Forkman et al., 2007), although
according to Forkman et al. more work is necessary to investigate its validity. In addition,
in dairy cows we evaluated possibilities to base a measure of fear on vigilance during
feeding because Welp et al. (2004) suggested that measuring vigilance in dairy cows could
be used as an indicator of the degree of fearfulness. Animals tested individually in an
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experimental set-up spent more time being vigilant in the presence of a dog than a human
and in presence of an aversive human compared to unfamiliar or gentle people.

22.3 METHODS

Before the actual on-farm study with 16 dairy cow and 10 bull fattening farms several
tests were assessed for their feasibility. At first, two fear tests were performed at an
individual level in one commercial dairy farm with loose housing system. In one test single
cows had to pass between two novel objects that were placed in a corridor leading from
the milking parlour back to the stable. The other test was a surprise test (air blow test,
inspired by Schrader, 2002) carried out with individual animals restrained in the feed
barrier. 45 and 46 cows were subjected to the two tests and their reactions were filmed.
However, both tests turned out to be not feasible for on-farm welfare assessment due to
the difficulties to standardise the procedure, the time needed, the lack of applicability in
different housing systems (e.g., without possibilities to restrain the animals in the feed
barrier) and the necessity of close human involvement for performing the test. Therefore,
the two tests were not further evaluated.

The test supposedly most feasible and most easily performed with low human involvement
and possible for dairy cows as well as fattening bulls was the presentation of a novel object
at the barn barrier. Therefore, it was decided to evaluate a novel object test (NOT) with
respect to test-retest repeatability, inter-observer reliability, and convergent validity (for
definitions see Chapter 16). However, it could only be evaluated at farm and at pen level
but not at an individual level. This was because an individual presentation of a novel object
was not possible for many animals since neighbouring animals would have inevitably seen
the object too and it would not have been novel anymore. We also considered other
possibilities for inclusion of an element of ‘suddenness’ into the test but failed to find a
practicable solution (due to constraints of on-farm assessment). In addition to the novel
object test, we made a first investigation into the repeatability and validity of vigilance
measures in dairy cows because recent papers suggest it to be indicative of fear. In order
to investigate convergent validity correlation between general fearfulness tests and tests
assessing the animals’ relationship to humans were evaluated
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22.3.1 FArRMS, ANIMALS, AND HOUSING

Dairy Cows

For testing the reliability and convergent validity of the two tests chosen for dairy cows,
16 commercial dairy farms with 19 to 78 lactating cows (36 + 15 per herd, in total 580
cows) were visited. Depending on the tests that were performed, different numbers of
animals out of the herd were tested. On one farm, cows were housed in a deep litter system
and on the other farms in cubicle loose housing. The running area was made of slatted
concrete floors on 11 farms and of solid concrete on 5 farms. The farms kept predominantly
Simmental cows, with a few Holstein Friesian cows on some of the farms. One farm kept
Holstein Friesian cows only.

Fattening Bulls

10 farms with altogether 123 pens (housing 3 to 12 bulls, on average 6 animals per pen)
were visited. Farms had between 8 and 18 pens and 40 to 123 bulls (73 +24). On one farm
bulls were housed in deep litter, on 9 farms bulls were housed on fully slatted concrete
floors (except for two pens with straw bedding). The weight classes ranged from estimated
200kg up to finishing bulls with approximately 700kg. The animals were mostly
Simmental bulls, the breed traditionally found on commercial Austrian bull fattening
farms.

22 .3.2 DESCRIPTION OF TEST PROCEDURES AND MEASURES CALCULATED

For dairy cows two measures were evaluated, a novel object test and a measure of
vigilance. For fattening bulls, the novel object test was tested.

Novel Object Test (NOT)

The novel object (a coloured plastic ball of ~25 cm in diameter for the dairy cows and
~30 cm for the fattening bulls (different equipment for hygienic reasons) was knotted into
a plastic cord to be easy to disinfect. For each test the ball was attached to the feed barrier
within good view for many animals of the herd in dairy cows or for the whole pen in
fattening bulls (pens having smaller group sizes). Before the attachment of the ball a
position was selected for the ball and then the distances of 5 m to the right and the left of
this position were marked outside the feed barrier (with tapes, straw, hay, and feed). Then
two observers took position in a distance of at least 5 m from the novel object. One of
them alternatively attached the ball to the feed barrier and then went back to the observer
position. Both observers noted the animals’ reactions for the duration of 5 minutes.
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The following data were collected independently by each observer:

. Number of animals in the whole group (pen in fattening bulls, herd in dairy cows)
at test start

. Number of animals standing within 5m to the novel object at test start for dairy
cows, standing in the pen for fattening bulls

. Number of animals approaching until contact

From the collected data percentages of animals approaching until contact were calculated
relative to the number of animals standing within 5 m at test start (for dairy cows) or
relative to the number of animals standing in the pen (for fattening bulls) at test start or
relative to the number of animals in the whole group. The observers tried to note the
identity of the animals (ear tags) in order to avoid recording the contact made by individual
animals more than once.

Vigilance Test (VT)

A group of feeding animals that was not restraint in the feed barrier was filmed angular
ahead using a video camera positioned on a tripod for 5 to 6 minutes. After starting the
video tape, the humans left the barn, so that the animals were undisturbed by humans. The
number of animals visible on the video in such a focal group ranged from O (in few scans
when animals had left places) to 9 animals.

The behaviour of the animals was recorded from video by scan sampling, with scans every
10 seconds for 4 min, starting 50 sec after the person had started the video. The first 50
sec were disregarded to be sure that the person was out of the view of the animals. Animal
behaviour was categorised as follows:

. vigilant without looking to the camera (vigilant): head held up (line of the neck
parallel to ground or in an angle >90°) & ears erect & immobile; the definition is
based on Boissy and Dumont (2002) and Mounier et al. (2006)

. vigilant or attentive looking into the camera (vigilant to camera): direct look into
direction of camera, head held up or lowered
. not vigilant: lowered head (line of neck in an angle <90° to ground), not looking to

the camera, occupied with feeding or social interactions; also animals entering or
leaving the feed barrier at the moment of the scan were put into this category

Only animals with their heads reaching completely through the feed barrier were counted.
To be able to differentiate vigilant animals from animals lifting the head to leave or enter

the feed barrier, the seconds before and after the scan were watched.

The average percentage of animals in each category was calculated.
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22.3.3 DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The measures for general fearfulness were tested for reliability together with measures
for assessing the animal-human relationship during the same farm visit (see Chapter 15).

Novel Object Test (NOT)

The novel object test was always performed as last test after the tests for assessing animal-
human relationship (AHR) had been performed. In dairy cows 6 AHR tests were carried
out: Avoidance distance at the feeding place, Approach test to a stationary person, Lypass,
Lytouch, Walking trough and touch, and the Avoidance distance test in the barn. In
fattening bulls only the Avoidance distance in the feeding place was carried out. For exact
description of these HAR tests see Chapters 16 and 17.

In dairy cows, the novel object test was repeated two times with a short break of 5 minutes
in between, when the novel object was placed in a different position which had to fulfil the
same criteria as the first place (visibility for animals etc.).

In fattening bulls the test was performed once with 2 to 15 (on average 6) pens per farm.
In total 49 pens were fully tested. For another 10 pens the test had to be interrupted to
avoid the destruction of the novel object by the bulls, or because the holding cracked or
the farmer entered the barn and disturbed the animals. Repetition within farms was
balanced for age. However, from the fourth farm on the test was performed only with the
lighter weight classes because the heavy bulls (1) often played very wildly so that the
holding cracked or they even nearly destroyed the ball and (2) hardly showed signs that
could be interpreted as fear.

Vigilance Test (VT)

Vigilance was assessed two times per dairy herd with presumably different focal groups
of cows by changing the position of the camera between the two tests without a pause in
between. To guarantee a sufficient number of animals still feeding VT was performed after
releasing the cows from the feed barrier (if restrained) after they had been subjected to the
avoidance distance at the feeding place (AHR test).

22.3.4 DATA ANALYSIS AND STATISTICS

Convergent validity and reliability (inter-observer reliability and test-retest repeatability)
were analysed using Pearson or Spearman rank correlations, depending on the distribution
of the data.
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22.4 RESULTS

22.4.1 VALIDITY — INTER-TEST CORRELATIONS

Novel Object Test

A large variation was found in behaviour on the 16 dairy cow farms. The proportion of
cows approaching the novel object until contact ranged from 3.3 to 15.8 % (median: 7.7%;
average + stand.dev.: 9+4%) in the first test session and from 2.6 to 23.9 % (median: 9.9%;
average + stand.dev.: 11+6%) in the second.

The proportion of cows standing within 5 m distance at test start and approaching until
contact ranged from 23 to 100 % (median: 55%; average + stand.dev.: 56+21%) in the
first and from 33 to 100 % (median: 59%; average + stand.dev.: 65+23%) in the second
test session.

With regard to inter-test relationships with AHR tests, the first novel object test showed
significant correlations with the % of animals having an avoidance distance >1.5m in the
barn or >50cm and >1m at the feeding place (Table 22.1), i.e., with the number of very

TABLE 22.1 Pearson or Spearman correlations of the Novel object test parameters (averages
of both observers for first and second test session) with measures assessing the animal-
human relationship (always first test session) (N=16, except where indicated N=15).

% to contact % to contact % contact from % contact from

from 5m at test from 5m at test  animals per animals per
start — Ist test start — 2nd test barn — st test barn — 2nd test

Approach to person

% app to contact out of 10m at test 21 04 —-.18 -.59"
start
% app to contact out of standing 00 -.28 38 45

animals in the barn (N=15)
Avoidance distance in the barn

(AD)

Average AD =20 -42 =32 -35
ADtouch 28 44 20 08
AD>50cm -22 -.53 -20 -32
AD>1.5m =21 -.14 -.53" -38
AD>2m -15 -.10 -39 -.16
Avoidance distance at feeding place

(ADF)

Average ADF -28 -52" -39 —41
ADF% touched 07 g2 02 38
ADF% > 20 cm -22 -61" -30 -47
ADF% > 30 cm =31 -.55" -39 —41
ADF% > 50 cm -36 -37 -51" -36
ADF% > 1 m (Spearman) -20 -04 -.62" —.18

Notes: all p<0.1 are bold; in italics: p<0.1; " p<0.05; ™ p< 0.01; ™ p<0.001.
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fearful animals in the avoidance distance tests. In contrast, the second novel object test
correlated significantly with the other measures of avoidance distance (lower distances
and average) and with the number of animals approaching the test person. One correlation
was especially high: the number of animals approaching the novel object until contact (in
relation to the number of animals standing within 5 m distance) was higher the more
animals could be touched at the feeding place (Table 22.1).

In fattening bulls, a farm effect could be detected by ANOVA when only including the
younger animals, i.e., pens with weight classes up to 300 kg (p = 0.02, N= 17 pens from
6 farms), but not when including all weight classes. Correlations with the measure of the
animal-human relationship were found. The percentage of bulls approaching the novel
object until contact relative to the number of animals standing at test start correlated
significantly with the average avoidance distance (average ADF) of the second test session
(r=0.31; p<0.05; N=49) and only tended to correlate with the average ADF of the first test
session (r=—0.24; p<0.01; N=49).

Vigilance

The vigilance measures varied widely between farms. The number of vigilant animals
(%vigilant) ranged from O to 66 % (median: 14%; average + stand.dev.: 21+20%) in the
first and from 4 to 48 % (median: 14%; average + stand.dev.: 16+11%) in the second test
session.

In the first test session, the % of vigilant animals correlated significantly with the % of
animals having an avoidance distance >1m at the feeding place (Table 22.2),i.e., with the
number of very fearful animals in this avoidance distance tests. No significant correlation
was found for the second test session (Table 22.2).

No consistent pattern of correlations and only two significant correlation coefficients were
found between measures of vigilance and the novel object test (Table 22.3).

22.4.2 RELIABILITY

Novel Object Test (NOT)

A high inter-observer reliability was found for all measures both in dairy cows (ranging
from r=0.95 to 1.00) and fattening bulls (average latency: r=0.96; %contact of all bulls in
pen: r=0.98; % contact of standing bulls: r=0.98, all p<0.001, N=49; Figure 22.1).

No to extremely low repeatability between test sessions (test-retest repeatability) was
found in dairy cows: correlation coefficients of first and second test r <0.2.
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TABLE 22.2 Pearson or Spearman correlations of the percentage of animals being vigilant
or attentive looking at the camera, being vigilant without looking at the camera or being
not vigilant (each for the first and the second test session) with measures assessing the

animal-human relationship (always first test session).
% vigilant % vigilant, % not % vigilant % vigilant, % not
to camera, Isttest vigilant, tocamera 2ndtest vigilant,
Isttest N=15 Isttest 2ndtest N=14  2nd test

N=15 N=15 N=14 N=14
Approach to person
% app to contact out of 10m at test -.28 13
start
% app to contact out of standing -42 -.14 .19 -35 37 -.19
animals in the barn
Avoidance distance in the barn
(AD)
average AD 25 18 =21 -22 20
ADtouch -15 13
AD>50 cm 13 -23 22
AD>1.5m 45 30 -35 -26 25
AD>2m 43 37 -41 =20 14
Avoidance distance at feeding place
(ADF)
average ADF 25 -24 .16 -12
ADF% touched 26 -.19 .14
ADF% > 20 cm .16 -.14 -11 16
ADF% > 30 cm 24 =22 -.17 25 -.16
ADF% > 50 cm 29 -29 -.14 21 -.14
ADF% > 100 cm (Spearman) 38 S5% -46

Notes: coefficients < +0.10 not depicted; all p<0.1 are bold; in italics: p<0.1; * p< 0.05; ™ p< 0.01;
™ p<0.001.

TABLE 22.3 Correlations of vigilance (VT) and novel object test (NOT).
NOT N % to contact from % to contact from % contact from % contact from

Sm at test start —  5m at test start — animals per barn — animals per barn —
VT Ist test 2nd test 1st test 2nd test
% vigilant to 15 -21 42 =22 S1#
camera,
1st test
% vigilant, 15 -09 A2 -.16 34
1st test
% not vigilant, 15 1 —.18 18 —-40
1st test
% vigilant to 14 -11 -.07 34 09
camera,
2nd test
% vigilant, 14 S53%* -17 14 .19
2nd test
% not vigilant, 14 —44 18 -26 =20

2nd test
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FIGURE 22.1 Scatter plot of the % of animals approaching to contact relative to the number

of bulls per pen observed by person A and B simultaneously.
Notes: inter-observer reliability; Pearson correlation coefficient: r=0.98, p<0.001, N=49).

Vigilance

No repeatability could be found between the two test sessions (analysis of two 4 min
records of two focal groups) (see Table 22.4). Depending on the measure, correlations
with the average of both test sessions (e.g. average % vigilant) were high for the 1st test
(e.g. % vigilant) or for the second test (e.g. % vigilant to camera, Table 22.4).

22.5 DISCUSSION

22.5.1 NOVEL OBIJECT TEST

The measures showed very high inter-observer reliability both in fattening bulls and dairy
cows. However, on the short term, the results were not repeatable, the first and the second
test session in the dairy herds did not correlate. This may be an effect of habituation to and
thus reduction in fear of the novel object (NOT) during the first test session (Forkman et
al., 2007), both by exploring it or by watching others to explore it. Thus, the behaviour of
the cows may reflect the level of fear or be influenced by fearfulness to a lower extent in
the second test session compared to the first one. The correlations with the measures to
assess the animal-human relationship (AHR) also point in this direction: In the dairy herds,
the proportion of animals approaching the NOT relative to the number of animals standing
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TABLE 22 .4 Pearson correlation coefficients of the two tests of vigilance with each other
as well as with the average of both (n = 14 farms).

% vigilant, % vigilant,
1st test 2nd test
Average % vigilant 8OFHH ST*
% of vigilant cows, 14
1st test
% vigilant to camera, % vigilant to camera,
1st test 2nd test
Average % vigilant to camera S58* 8THE*
% vigilant to camera, .10
1st test
% not vigilant cows, % not vigilant cows,
1st test 2nd test
Average % not vigilant 88HHH S8*
% not vigilant cows, 13

1st test

in the barn (% app NOT) in the first test showed significant correlations with measures
reflecting a higher level of fear of humans in the herd (i.e., a higher proportion of very
fearful animals in the avoidance distance tests). In contrast, for the second test sessions the
proportion of animals standing within 5m approaching the NOT (% app NOT from 5m)
correlated highly with the proportion of animals that could be touched at the feeding place.
Furthermore, only the second test showed correlations with the approach behaviour to a
stationary human, taking the measure % app NOT. These findings are not straightforward
to interpret, but they suggest that the first test with % app NOT can give some indications
of the level of fearfulness in the herd, i.e. if cows are easily frightened in response to
humans and to novel objects. The second test and the measure % app NOT from 5Sm may
be more influenced by other motivations and emotions, possibly the level of security felt
when at the feeding place, which is the area of highest competition (see for the % cows
that could be touched at the feeding place in Waiblinger et al., 2003), or by the level of
curiosity and motivation to explore.

To evaluate the test-retest repeatability of a test using a novel object as stimulus is always
difficult. The novelty may no longer exist after the first presentation. We assumed that by
changing the position we were testing a second, different focal group that had not yet
investigated the novel object. Even if the assumption was true for investigation in close
proximity, we may have underestimated the ability to learn about potentially frightening
stimuli from a distance and by social learning (Veissier et al., 1993) and thereby changing
the level of fear.

In sum, our results support the notion that a novel object test gives some valid indications
for the level of fearfulness in both loose housed dairy cows and fattening bulls. The test
has nevertheless some problems that make it questionably for welfare assessment in our
opinion. There are several confounding factors, i.e. curiosity, motivation to explore,
feeding motivation, or social dominance interactions (dominant animals may prevent
others to approach close), which may infer with validity. Observations of animals not
approaching the object in order to get more information turned out to be too difficult.
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Additionally, regarding the relevance of the test with regard to the welfare of cows it can
be argued that its value added to the measures of avoidance distances may be not large
enough to justify additional time in a welfare assessment protocol. As mentioned in the
introduction, most possible fear-eliciting events are associated with humans, while
confrontation with novel objects is rarer in cattle husbandry. Moreover, it is difficult to
draw boundaries with respect to acceptable levels or level of welfare as there is no
information available so far.

22.5.2 VIGILANCE

The test of vigilance was not repeatable. Also here a novel object, the camera, was an
inherent part of the procedure and the animals may have habituated to it also from a
distance leading to different reactions. Furthermore, we could not exclude testing at least
partly the same animals twice.

Our hypothesis was that more fearful groups of animals would spend less time feeding but
would scan their surroundings more often, i.e., spent more time being vigilant. We could
test this only by correlations with other measures presumably measuring fear. The results
suggest that assessing vigilance could have some validity to measure the level of fear.
Comparable to the novel object test the proportion of vigilant animals in the first test
correlated significantly with the proportion of animals very fearful of humans at the
feeding place and thus may measure the level of fearfulness to some extent. However, few
significant correlations with the novel object test were found.

Altogether, the picture is not consistent enough and thus can be seen only as indication that
this measure may be promising also at herd level in the on-farm context. Taking results
from the literature into consideration (Welp et al., 2004), we conclude that this measure
may be useful. However, further investigations with respect to validity and repeatability
are necessary. Another limitation for inclusion in a welfare assessment protocol is the
feasibility. It is a disadvantage that video equipment is needed which (1) is difficult to
clean and especially disinfect and (2) that additional analysis in an office is needed (scan
sampling from videos).

22.6 CONCLUSIONS

For the vigilance test some indications were found for its validity, but at the moment the
measure is too premature to include it into a welfare assessment protocol.
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The novel object test seems to have some validity with respect to measuring general
fearfulness in the herd, but still has some problems and — in our opinion — is less relevant
for welfare compared to measures of the animal-human relationship (AHR), at least in
dairy cows. Moreover, setting thresholds is difficult due to a lack of information. Thus, at
the moment we do not recommend to include the novel object test in welfare assessment
schemes but instead to give more time to a sound assessment of the AHR by avoidance
distance tests.






23

QUALITATIVE BEHAVIOUR
ASSESSMENT

F. Wemelsfelder, F. Millard, G. De Rosa and F. Napolitano

23.1 SUMMARY

Qualitative Behaviour Assessment (QBA) is a method that relies on the ability of human
observers to integrate perceived details of behaviour, posture, and context into descriptions
of an animal’s style of behaving or ‘body language’, using descriptors such as ‘relaxed’,
‘tense’, ‘frustrated’ or ‘content’. Such terms have an expressive, emotional connotation,
and provide information that is directly relevant to animal welfare. Previous research with
pigs, cattle, poultry, and horses has shown QBA to have high inter- and intra-observer
reliability and to be coherent with traditional behaviour and welfare measures, both when
animals were assessed individually and at group level. Previous QBA work however was
based on a Free-Choice-Profiling methodology that is unsuitable for on-farm inspection
work. The aim of this study therefore was to design, and test the inter-observer reliability
of, a fixed rating scale for QBA of cattle expression. This work was carried out with beef
cattle, dairy cattle and veal calves.

On the basis of previous QBA research with cattle and consultation with cattle experts, we
designed a rating scale of 29 descriptors (32 for beef cattle). The rating scales were tested
by three cohorts of four assessors, on 22 groups of veal calves and 22 groups of dairy
cattle in Northern and Southern Italy, and on 21 groups of beef cattle in Southern Scotland.
The inter-observer reliability of the QBA scores attributed to the different cattle groups was
tested using Kendall Correlation Coefficient W. For beef cattle there was satisfactory
reliability (W = 0.70) for 20 out of 32 descriptors, but for dairy cattle and calves this
criterion was reached with only a few descriptors. Comparison of Principal Component
Analyses (PCA) of assessor scores within the three cattle groups showed similar emergent
patterns of cattle expression, in which the first principal component (PC1) distinguished
between positive and negative mood, and the second (PC2) differentiated these moods in
low and high levels of arousal. This pattern was reproduced when we removed descriptors
with low loadings and low apparent welfare relevance from the assessor data sets, leaving
20 descriptors for each cattle group. For beef cattle, PC1 of the ‘reduced” PCAs showed
satisfactory inter-observer reliability (Kendall W=0.73; p<0.001, but for dairy cattle and
veal calves these emergent patterns, though present, were quantitatively weak. A
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subsequent video-based assessment of dairy cattle by 14 assessors using this rating scale
found satisfactory reliability (W=0.73; p<0.001).

We propose that PC1 may provide an integrative measure of positive and negative cattle
emotion, to be accorded to single farm units through a PCA of assessors’ scores on a 20-
term QBA rating scale. To calibrate the QBA measures of single farms, testing the QBA
scale on a large sample of farm units is required to create a ‘benchmark’ data base. This
will allow identification of cut-off points on PC1 for unacceptable levels of negative
mood/welfare.

The application of QBA on farms is highly feasible and easy to learn, however assessors
must be experienced in observing cattle, and be given additional training in recognising
cattle expressions if required.

23.2 INTRODUCTION

Qualitative Behaviour Assessment (QBA) is a method of animal welfare assessment
developed in recent years at the Scottish Agricultural College (Wemelsfelder et al., 2000,
2001). This method relies on the ability of human observers to integrate perceived details
of behaviour and its context into judgements of animal ‘body language’, using descriptors
such as ‘calm’, ‘tense’, anxious’ or ‘content’. Such terms have previously been used to
describe individual differences in animal temperament and personality (e.g. Lanier et al.,
2000; Gosling, 2001), but they also have an expressive, emotional connotation that
provides information which is directly relevant to animal welfare and could supplement
information obtained from quantitative indicators (e.g. Carlstead et al., 1999; Weiss et al.,
2006; Wemelsfelder and Farish, 2004; Wemelsfelder, 2007). Several years of research
with pigs, cattle, poultry, sheep, and horses have shown QBA to have high inter- and intra-
observer reliability and to be coherent with quantitative behavioural and physiological
measures, both when animals were assessed individually and at group level (Wemelsfelder
et al., 2000, 2001; Dungey, 2003; Wang, 2004; Rousing and Wemelsfelder, 2006;
Napolitano et al., 2008; Minero et al., 2009).. In an on-farm context, an important question
is whether qualitative judgements of behaviour might not be biased by the prevailing
environmental conditions. In a study with individual pigs, digital manipulation of videos
demonstrated that whether pigs were observed against an indoor or outdoor background
did not unduly bias observers’ assessment of the pigs’ behaviour (Wemelsfelder et al.,
2009).

These studies were all based on a Free-Choice-Profiling (FCP) methodology which asks
observers to develop their own descriptive terminologies, and requires a minimum of 10
observers to be statistically viable. Evidently this method is unsuitable for on-farm welfare
monitoring purposes, and requires adaptation for use by individual assessors. It was
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therefore the aim of the present study to develop, and test the inter-observer reliability of,
a fixed qualitative rating scale describing the expressive behavioural repertoire (‘body
language’) of cattle. More specifically, the aim was to investigate the reliability of such a
scale for beef cattle, dairy cattle and veal calves kept under a variety of environmental
conditions.

23.3 METHODS

23.3.1 DEVELOPMENT OF RATING SCALE

A first selection of qualitative descriptors of cattle behaviour was made on the basis of
several previous FCP-based studies of on-farm dairy cattle welfare (e.g. Rousing and
Wemelsfelder, 2006). These studies, using different observer groups of cattle experts and
animal welfare students, tended to find 2-3 main dimensions of cattle behavioural
expression. These dimensions are characterised by clusters of terms at both their positive
and negative ends; from these clusters, a list of 26 terms was selected as a starting-point
for this study. This list was sent to 9 research partners in the Welfare Quality cattle-
subgroup for comments and amendments, of which 6 replied. Feedback of these
respondents was generally positive and various suggestions for additional descriptors were
made. We decided it would be unwise to be too restrictive in the number of terms we
selected at this early stage, and that a possible reduction of terms would be better based
on the results of this study. Thus the adjusted list contained 29 descriptors for calves and
dairy cattle, and 32 terms for beef cattle.

The rating scale to be tested was construed by putting each of the 29 (32) qualitative
descriptors next to a continuous, undivided visual analogue scale of 125 mm length (the
same as used in FCP studies). Each descriptor was given in English, and, for the on-farm
work with veal calves and dairy cattle in Italy, an Italian translation in smaller font was also
added to each term. No definitions of the terms were given, but observers were provided
with detailed instructions on how to make qualitative assessments of the behaviour of
animals in groups, and were encouraged to discuss and agree on the meaning of the terms
as much as possible before starting the work.
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23.3.2 RELIABILITY TESTING

Beef Cattle

Assessments were carried out on 21 groups of beef cattle distributed over 14 beef cattle
farms located in central Scotland. The cattle groups differed with regard to breed, age,
group size, and housing system. The breeds assessed in the present study included purebred
Limousin, Charolais, Simmental, Salers, Belted Galloway, Luing, Beef Shorthorn and
Highland cattle, and several commercial crossbreeds. A total of 21 cattle groups (of which
5 also contained calves) were observed in three different systems: indoor loose housing
systems with slatted floors (5 groups); loose housing systems with deep straw bedding (9
groups); and free range outdoor systems (7 groups). The assessors were 3 graduate students
and 1 undergraduate student (3 male, 1 female), three of whom had lived on or directly next
to, a cattle farm, and two of whom had experience in measuring behaviour.

Dairy Cattle

Assessments were carried out on 22 groups of dairy cattle distributed over 17 dairy farms
(6 tie stall, 6 cubicle and 5 straw-bedded farms), located in Southern Italy. The average
number of lactating animals was 12, 80 and 60 for tie stall, cubicle and straw bedded farms
respectively. All cows were Friesian. A total of 22 groups of lactating cows were observed
(6 groups in tie stalls, 10 groups in cubicle systems, 6 groups in straw bedded pens). The
observations were performed after morning milking (10.00-13.00). Assessors were 2
students of animal science (1 female, 1 male) and 2 researchers in the field of animal
science (1 female, 1 male).

Veal Calves

Assessments were carried out on 22 groups of veal calves distributed over 3 farms located
in Northern Italy. In 1 farm calves were housed in boxes containing about 30 animals, and
milk was offered to these animals through an automatic milk dispenser placed in each box.
On this farm 7 groups of calves were observed in the afternoon. In the other 2 farms calves
were kept in pens each containing of 4—-6 animals, and milk was distributed twice a day
using a gun dispenser. On these farms 15 groups of calves were observed, either after milk
distribution in the morning (7 groups), or immediately before milk distribution in the
afternoon (8 groups). The calves were all Friesian, mainly originating in central Europe
(Slovakia, Poland, France, Germany), and their age ranged from 45 to 180 days of life. The
assessors were 2 State Veterinary Officers (1 female, 1 male), 1 practicing veterinarian
(female), and 1 student of animal science (female).
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Assessment Procedures (the Same for All Three Cattle Groups)

Before the first assessment, the four assessors recruited for each cattle group familiarised
themselves with the rating scale and the written instructions. They discussed the
assessment procedures as described in the instructions, but refrained from discussing the
meaning of descriptors to enhance independence of assessment.

The assessments were then carried out in accordance with the instructions. One assessor
was responsible for selecting suitable observation points and the timing of the
observations. Assessors observed the same groups of calves/cattle at the same moment,
standing closely together, but without distracting each other or blocking each other’s view.
Observation sessions lasted from 10 to 20 minutes, with the time spent at each observation
point ranging from 2.5 (8 points) to 10 minutes (1 or 2 points). Having finished all
observations, the assessors left the cattle unit and each scored the provided rating scale.
They did not talk to each other during the entire procedure.

When all farm visits had been completed, the scores for each descriptor provided by the
four assessors for each cattle group were recorded by measuring with a ruler the distance
in millimetres between the minimum point on the left side of the scale and the mark on the
line made by the assessor. The inter-observer reliability of these scores was calculated
using Kendall Correlation Coefficient W. Subsequently a Principle Component Analysis
(PCA; covariance matrix, no rotation) of scores was conducted for each individual
assessor, to gain more insight in how each assessor had used the various terms to account
for the variation between observed groups of calves/cattle. The scores attributed to the
observed animal units on the first two main components of the PCA were then also tested
for inter-observer reliability using Kendall W. The outcomes of the PCA then directed us
to some further calculations and a reduction of the number of descriptors on the QBA
rating scales, which are described below under ‘Results’.

23.4 RESULTS

Table 23.1 shows the Kendall W values for each of the qualitative descriptors on the rating
scales of the three cattle groups. Setting an arbitrary minimum of 0.7 (Martin and Bateson,
1993), 20 terms out of 32 (highlighted in black) reached satisfactory inter-observer
reliability for beef cattle (rounded up from 0.65). Another 9 terms reached W values
between 0.6 and 07 (rounded up from 0.55). For dairy cattle, 1 out of 29 terms reached
satisfactory inter-observer reliability, and for veal calves 2 out of 29, with another 4 terms
reaching W values between 0.6 and 0.7.

The assessors used their terms in very similar ways to distinguish between expressions of
positive and negative mood (PC1), and between high and low levels of arousal in these
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TABLE 23.1 Kendall correlation coefficients for all descriptors.

Descriptor Kendall’s W Descriptor Kendall’s W

Beef  Dairy Veal Beef  Dairy Veal

cattle cattle  calves cattle cattle  calves
Welfare overall 85740 24 |Distressed 787 38 31
Playful 85" 32 A8 [Frustrated g5 36 38

Active 83 37 657" |Agitated g3 35 50"
Boisterous B0 32 50" |Nervous 687 - -
Content 78 407 35 |Uncomfortable 687 - -

Lively Jr 447 65" |Vigilant/watchful 66" 42 51
Friendly a7 537 60" [Tense 657 32 38

Inquisitive J5 65" 59" |Uneasy 647 36 557
Relaxed g3 35 38  |Irritable 647 36 36
Sociable g3 51 54 |Bored o617 25 26
Happy g 27 39" [Scared 61 - -

Calm 697 39" 527" |Fearful 617 34 ST
Positively occupied 677 50T 34 [Indifferent 617 19 38

Confident 63" 37 AT |Depressed 58" 36 50"
Enjoying o1 37 32 [Unwell 53" 38 31
Aggressive 49" 33 27

Apathetic 23 31 56

Notes: N = 4; df = 21: dairy, veal; 20: beef; ™ p <0.001; ™ p<0.01; * p<0.05.

moods (PC2). This similarity is also evident between the three cattle groups, even if there
are slight differences in the terms characterising the PCA components (eg high loading
terms on PC1: ‘inquisitive’ for calves, ‘content’ for beef cattle). For some assessors the
meaning of their principal components appears to have ‘swapped’, so that PC2
distinguishes between positive and negative mood, and PC1 between levels of arousal. In
these cases PC2 data have been amassed with the other assessors’ PC1 data, and vice versa.
Assessors for whom this was the case are marked in Tables 23.2, 23.3 and 23 .4 with @.

Given this similarity, and the apparent face-value relevance of PC1 to welfare, we decided
to make the integrated picture given by the PCA the focus for developing this measure,
rather than the separate descriptors. We then tested the inter-observer reliability of the two
main PCA components using Kendall W. These PCA-based outcomes are given in Tables
2 (beef cattle), 3 (dairy cattle), and 4 (veal calves).

To further prepare the rating scale for practical application, we reduced the number of
descriptors of all groups to 20, by removing terms which 1) had relatively low loadings
(lower or slightly higher than 0.20) on each of the assessors’ PCA components, 2) had
meanings without clear relevance to welfare, or 3) were similar in meaning to other terms
on the list. We also took out ‘welfare overall’ as this term includes non-animal
environmental features. For beef cattle this reduction resulted in the removal of 5 terms
with Kendall W values of 0.7 or higher (welfare overall, playful, lively, agitated, vigilant),
and 7 terms with W values lower than 0.7 (confident, scared, fearful, depressed, unwell,
aggressive, apathetic). For dairy cattle and veal calves all terms removed had W values
below 0.60 (welfare overall, confident, enjoying, vigilant, unwell, aggressive for both;
boisterous, tense, depressed for dairy cattle; content, positively occupied, irritable for
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PCA outcomes for full and reduced rating scales.

PCA Factor 1 PCA Factor 2
PCA of 28 terms / PCA of 20 terms | PCA of 28 terms / PCA of 20 terms
Kendall’s W 57 .73 857 84
(N=4, df=21)
obsl obs2 obs3 obs4@ obs1 obs2 obs3 obs4@

% of variation explained

48/5142/4849/51 26/ 26

24/22 33/30 23/24 39/41

Content, calm, happy, relaxed,
positively occupied, enjoying,

Boisterous, inquisitive, sociable,
active, friendly, enjoying

Main descriptors of PCA  [friendly

components Uneasy, tense, uncomfortable, Indifferent, calm, relaxed
frustrated, distressed, nervous,
irritable

Correlation with ‘welfare | obsl obs2 obs3 obs4 [ mean

overall’ (df=19) 907 747 917" 657 | .80™

Notes: the main descriptors of PCA components are valid for both analyses; “* p <0.001; ™ p<0.01; * p<0.05;
@ assessor whose PC2 was treated as PC1 and vice versa (see text).

TABLE 23.3 Dairy cattle: PCA outcomes for full and reduced rating scales.

PCA Factor 1 PCA Factor 2
PCA of 28 terms / PCA of 20 terms | PCA of 28 terms / PCA of 20 terms
Kendall’s W 427/ .38 A8 [ 46™
(N=4, df=21)
% of variation explained obsl obs2 obs3 obs4@ obsl obs?2 obs3 obs4@
21/20 48749 31/ 30 25/27 30/32 15/19 19/22 45/45

Main descriptors of PCA
components

Content, inquisitive, sociable,
positively occupied, happy, active,
lively, friendly, playful, relaxed
Bored, apathetic, frustrated, distressed

[rritable, uneasy, agitated, inquisitive,
positively occupied, frustrated, fearful

[ndifferent, calm, relaxed, apathetic,
bored, content

Correlation with ‘welfare
overall’ (df=19)

obs3
44"

obs4 mean
24 58

obs1
47

obs2
.88

Notes: the main descriptors of PCA components are valid for both analyses; ™ p <0.001; ™ p<0.01; " p<0.05;
@ assessor whose PC2 was treated as PC1 and vice versa (see text).

TABLE 23 .4 Veal calves: PCA outcomes for full and reduced rating scales.

PCA Factor 1 PCA Factor 2
PCA of 28 terms / PCA of 20 terms | PCA of 28 terms / PCA of 20 terms
Kendall’s W OTFE [ o4k STk [ 40%
(N=4, df=21)
% of variation explained obsl obs2 obs3 obs4@ obsl1 obs2 obs3 obs4@
5715946 /47 50/ 58 20/ 20 15715 15/17 12/13 37/41

Main descriptors of PCA
components

[Inquisitive, sociable, friendly, playful,
lively, happy, boisterous, active

Depressed, bored, apathetic,
frustrated, distressed, fearful,
indifferent, tense, calm

Uneasy, tense, agitated, fearful,
frustrated, distressed, boisterous,
playful, lively, active, sociable,
friendly, bored, apathetic
Relaxed, calm, indifferent, happy

Correlation with ‘welfare
overall’ (df=19)

obsl obs2 obs3 obs4 mean

g2 460 08 .36 .39

Notes: the main descriptors of PCA components are valid for both analyses; “* p <0.001; ™ p<0.01; " p<0.05;
@ assessor whose PC2 was treated as PC1 and vice versa (see text).
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calves). The remaining terms with low Kendall values stayed on the descriptor lists
because of their high loadings on the PCA components. For beef cattle, of the 14 terms
characterising PC1 (see Table 23.2) 11 had Kendall W values above 0.7. The reduced QBA
rating scales for beef cattle, dairy cattle and veal calves thus consisted of the following 20
terms for all three categories: active, inquisitive, sociable, relaxed, calm, friendly, happy,
frustrated, uneasy, bored, indifferent, distressed. In addition these scales also contained
the terms, for beef cattle: positively occupied, boisterous, content, enjoying,
uncomfortable, irritable, nervous, tense; for dairy cattle: positively occupied, playful,
lively, content, fearful, agitated, irritable, apathetic; and for veal calves: playful, lively,
boisterous, fearful, agitated, tense, depressed, apathetic.

We then checked the inter-observer reliability of the reduced rating scales by taking out
the selected terms and their scores from the assessor files, conducting a PCA on these
reduced files, and again calculating Kendall W for its main components. Finally, we
investigated the extent to which assessors’ PC1 scores reflected their view of the
cattle/calves’ overall welfare, by correlating these scores to their ‘welfare overall’ scores
(Pearson or Spearman Rank correlations depending on the distribution of scores). These
outcomes are also given in Tables 23.2, 23.3 and 23 4.

23.5 DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to design a fixed rating scale of qualitative descriptors of cattle
behavioural expression, and test its inter-observer reliability. In designing this scale we
preferred to start with a rather extensive list of 29 terms (32 for beef cattle), and use the
test results to remove less effective terms. Testing the rating scale with four assessors for
each cattle group on 22(21) cattle units, we found for beef cattle that 20 out of 32
descriptors reached satisfactory reliability (similar to what was found for poultry and pigs).
For dairy cattle and veal calves however, very few descriptors reached this criterion. It is
not clear why this occurred — a subsequent video-based assessment of dairy cattle by 14
assessors using the same 20-term rating scale did find satisfactory reliability (W=0.73;
p<0.001).

Despite the lack of agreement on separate descriptors for dairy cattle and calves, Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) of assessor scores within each cattle group showed remarkably
similar clusterings of descriptors along the two principal components (PCs). From these
clusterings emerged a coherent pattern of cattle expression, in which the first PC
distinguishes between positive and negative mood, and the second PC differentiates these
moods in low and high levels of arousal. The second PC does not in and by itself appear
to bear direct relevance to welfare, but contributes to a meaningful transition between
descriptors of positive and negative mood on the first PC. Thus PC2 is an important part
of the information on welfare provided by PCI; it is the overall expressive pattern that
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counts, and that provides farm units with their scores on PC1. The similarity of expressive
patterns is also evident between the three cattle groups, even if there are slight differences
in the terms characterising the PCA components.

These findings suggest that cattle welfare is reflected not so much by single terms, as by
the pattern of behavioural expression that emerges from scoring a broader list of terms.
This requires an integrative measure, which we propose can be provided by a farm unit’s
score on PC1. The PCA analysis for beef cattle appears sufficiently robust to support this
proposal; PC1 (based on the 20-term PCA) showed satisfactory inter-observer reliability
(0.73), and explained 26-51% of the variation between groups (depending on the assessor;
1 low value of 26% due to ‘swapped’ PCA components). Furthermore, PC1 showed a high
mean correlation (0.80) to the assessors’ score of ‘welfare overall’, which supports its
direct relevance to beef cattle welfare. For dairy cattle and veal calves however PCA results
were quantitatively weak. For dairy cattle, PC1 explained 20-49% of the variation and
showed poor inter-observer reliability (0.38). This figure goes up to 0.56 however, if
assessor 4 is taken out of the analysis. Assessor 4 also showed a low correlation of PC1
scores with ‘welfare overall scores, whereas assessors 1 and 2 showed high correlations.
For veal calves PC1 explained 20-59% of the variation, and showed reasonable inter-
observer reliability (0.64), which goes up to 0.78 when assessor 4 is taken out of the
analysis. Only assessor 1 showed a good correlation between PC1 and ‘welfare overall’
scores.

Thus our proposal that PC1 may provide an integrative measure of positive and negative
mood mostly relies on our beef cattle results. However, our preference for this approach
was strengthened by the results of the Welfare Quality QBA projects with poultry and
pigs. In both these projects PCA revealed quantitatively robust patterns of poultry and pig
expression that differentiated between positive and negative mood, and between low and
high levels of arousal in these moods. In addition these patterns have emerged in a large
number of comparable Free-Choice-Profiling studies at SAC. Thus, we think it is not
unreasonable to assume that our PCA results reflect a pattern of animal behavioural
expression that has wider validity, and that, given the beef cattle results, assessors should
in principle be able to use reliably as an indicator of cattle welfare.

Clearly though, these results indicate that it is important to check the inter-observer
reliability between assessors during the training period. This can be done from video, or,
preferably, live. If problems arise, additional training in the observation and interpretation
of cattle behavioural expression should be provided until a satisfactory consensus on the
meaning of descriptors has been achieved.

Further testing and validation of a PCA-based measure can take place through
investigation of its relationship to other welfare indicators, such as those that will be part
of the WQ monitoring tool. Perhaps the proposal to make QBA monitoring dependent on
multivariate analysis through PCA complicates the use of this measure as part of a larger
monitoring tool; however, we think this complication will be offset by the advantages of
having an integrative measure that contributes to the transparency and face-validity of that
tool for the many stakeholder groups involved.
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23.6 CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, given QBA’s satisfactory inter-observer reliability for beef cattle, its high
relevance to cattle welfare, and its high feasibility, we suggest cattle QBA should be part
of the WQ monitoring tool.
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APPENDIX 1

ON-FARM ASSESSMENT OF
MANAGEMENT AND HANDLING-
BASED MEASURES IN CATTLE

S. Waiblinger, B. Algers, A. Butterworth and L.J. Keeling

Al.1 SUMMARY

Management-based measures refer to what the animal unit manager does on the animal
unit and what management processes are used. It was foreseen that when no animal-based
measure is available to check a criterion, or when such a measure is not sensitive or reliable
enough, measures of resources or management will be used to check as much as possible
that a given welfare criterion is met.

For cattle, 83 measures are discussed regarding their welfare relevance and a rational for
inclusion or exclusion in the final list of 53 measures proposed to be considered in Welfare
Quality® assessment. For those 53 measures in the final list, a short text is added proposing
whether the measure can be assessed by questioning (Q), by direct observation of animals,
management systems or records (A) or by a combination of both (C). For example, the
maintenance of the milking machine, the amount and quality of bedding or feeding
management are assessed by questioning the farmer as well as by checking records or the
situation in the barn directly. Further instructions to assessors including a proposed
wording of questions are provided in a preliminary assessment tool.

It is the intention that these potential management measures are used in three ways — A)
As direct measures of value in the Welfare Quality® assessment. An example would be the
maintenance and the cleanliness of drinking and feeding equipment. B) As measures which
may be of value in the advisory aspects of the assessment in which the information
produced is ‘fed back’ to the farmer to identify areas which may affect economic
performance and the welfare of his animals. For a high acceptance of Welfare Quality®
among producers we think that this advisory purpose is vital. C) As measures included in
large scale on farm assessments, they offer an opportunity for epidemiological analyses
aimed at furthering our knowledge of animal welfare.
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Because there are a large number of potential management measures it is not assumed that
all of these measures will make their way into the Welfare Quality® assessment system and
so, to assist in decision making on inclusion, a ranking table is provided which is based
on the assessment of the validity of the measures by the researchers involved.

A1.2 INTRODUCTION

Management-based measures refer to what the animal unit manager does on the animal
unit and what management processes are used. The first and main role of management-
based measures in Welfare Quality® is to address issues that can not be dealt with using
animal- based measures. These measures may represent the only option for a particular
dimension of animal welfare to be included in the final monitoring scheme. It is also
possible that specific measures will prove to be a more feasible alternative to a single or
a combination of animal based measures and so for this reason are kept in the final
monitoring scheme.

A second aim of the welfare monitoring system is to be able to give feedback to the
farmer/manager to help identify risks to animal welfare and causes of poor welfare so that
improvement strategies can be implemented. Thus management questions may be included
which we do not intend to contribute to the welfare assessment. In fact, since some of
these are questions to the farmer, with little or no opportunity to check the reliability of the
answer, we recommend that they do not contribute directly. Nevertheless, we recommend
that these are included since they will enable Welfare Quality® to go some way towards
explaining to the unit manager what factors might have contributed to the specific results
from some of the animal-based measures. For example, a high level of lameness would
lead an assessor to look at the response to questions related to the claw care programme
of the farm and routines for cleaning the floor.

Thirdly, many of the measures are valuable for scientific reasons. Data collected in a
standardised way on farm or at slaughter presents a unique opportunity for epidemiological
analyses aimed at furthering our knowledge of animal welfare. It should be accepted that
this is a secondary aim of the work in this deliverable and so, if there is a shortage of time
when implementing the Welfare Quality® protocol, these questions are ones that should be
excluded first. However, we include them since they could be a valuable scientific addition
to the outputs of Welfare Quality®.
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A1.3 APPROACH TAKEN

Animal-based measures are the measure of choice in Welfare Quality®, since they are
independent of housing system. This is not the case for management measures which are,
of course, highly dependent on the type of system. For that reason some questions are
relevant in only one system, whereas others may be relevant in all systems. For this reason,
in Tables Al.1 and A1.2, the system where the question can be asked is also specified.
E.g. only relevant to tie-stall systems for cattle or are relevant both in tie-stall and loose
housing systems We have nevertheless tried to keep to main areas of management that are
common to all systems, or on decisions of the treatment of animals, which are relevant to
all species and systems.

There are fewer measures that we recommend be considered for inclusion in the welfare
assessment than there are measures that we suggest be used when giving advice back to
the farmer/manager. This is because management is an ongoing process and although there
may be paper documentation that can be examined (e.g. contract with a veterinarian), or
physical evidence of a management process that can be evaluated (e.g. functioning of
equipment), most measures are based on questions to the farmer/manager. It is therefore
usually impossible to determine if the answer is correct. Thus we recommend that these
measures are not sufficiently reliable to be used in the assessment. To maximise the
reliability we have been careful in the wording of each question to avoid ‘leading
questions’ or an implication through the formulation of the question as to what is the
correct or preferred answer. In the tables, we have given the formulation of the questions,
although we appreciate that these may have to be modified as well as translated into other
languages. We have also given the answer categories (sometimes a scoring system) of how
the answer should be recorded so that they can easily be included in the database. For this
reason most answers are broken down to a ‘Yes/No’, or require the assessor to tick one of
several options. We have not given the exact layout of the questionnaire since we presume
that the order in which the questions are asked will depend very much on the decisions
related to the structure of the visit itself.

The style of the questions varies and several require that the assessor evaluates the
appropriateness of the answer. For this reason we have sometimes given instructions for
the assessor to help them understand the exact aim of the question and give guidance on
what is an appropriate answer.

Once a first list of the questions had been developed each researcher went through the list
of questions and ranked them according to the following questions.

. How critical the issue addressed in the question was for animal welfare (low to high).
. The portion of life referred to in the question (short to long period of the animal’s
life).

. The time needed to gather the data (quick or time consuming).
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. The quality/reliability of the data (poor to good).
. Whether there was a critical window during which the measurement must be taken
(yes to no it could be gathered anytime).

The answers were discussed. There had already been a large amount of ‘filtering’ of
questions and most questions ranked quite favourably (i.e. measures considered of very
low value had not even been included in the initial lists). As a further confirmation of this,
researchers ranked each question on ‘how critical it was for welfare’ and the average of
their scores is also presented in the table. Presenting this average is intended to help future
prioritising of questions. Table A1.2 shows a final ranking of the 53 measures for cattle
which survived this process. We propose those that are ranked lowest are deleted first,
even if we have already been ruthless and the list only contains questions that we firmly
believe are important to include in the scheme. As a further aid in the development of the
operational protocol we have listed whenever we think one of our measures relates to
another measure. There are several measures which are closely related to a resource based
measure in the area e.g. straw is a resource, but how often it is provided and whether it is
clean or not is related to management. Some questions already relate to animal-based
measures, especially those related to health.

There is some concern among those working with the animal-based measures related to
fear and human animal interactions that the measures will not be independent of housing
system and so may not be accepted for inclusion in the full monitoring scheme. We feel it
would be a deficiency to have nothing in the monitoring system that addressed these areas.
We have therefore included a series of questions related to the farmer’s/manager’s
behaviour towards the animals and some observations of handling that we propose to be
included, at least during the refinement process. If animal-based measures of fear and the
human animal relationship are included in the final assessment system, then those findings
can be correlated with this (perhaps more feasible) approach. If those animal-based
measures are not included then these questions would at least allow investigation of the
human-animal relationship. However, the more feasible, quick approaches would need
some investigation with regard to reliability in case of later use in the Welfare Quality®
assessment.

Al.4 MEASURES

Table A1.1 lists the potential measures to assess management and handling that we think
are important for inclusion in the welfare assessment tool, together with measures not
recommended for further use, to make the decision process transparent. The list includes
all items that were discussed (in total 83 single items), i.e. also items that we decided not
to include into the list of recommended measures. Out of these, 53 items are recommended
and only these are given a number in the first column. In the second column it is specified
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whether the question is most relevant to the Welfare Quality® assessment (WQA), a
question mark afterwards (WQA?) means that it is not recommended because the measure
is (partly) not reliable, but some information is seen as very relevant for welfare and is not
covered in any other measure. AT is used to denote that it can be used in some form of
advisory tool and, finally, NO denotes that it is not to be included. The third column
specifies the housing where the measures is applicable T= tying stall and L=loose housed
or free range and the fourth column specifies the animal type for which the measure is
relevant C=cows, F= fattening bulls / oxen and V= veal. Column five gives the item
description and how to assess the measure i.e. whether it is a direct question (Q), whether
it is assessed in the house or from paper records (A) or whether it is a combination of both
(C). The sixth column gives instructions to the assessor and includes a very brief
description of the general approach. More details about questions and assessment in the
barn can be found in table 3. The seventh column gives a short description of the reason
for including or disregarding this potential measure. The eighth column presents the
welfare relevance as scored by the group on average; 1 =low; 5 =high. The ninth and final
column gives the links to other sub tasks, that is to say to resource-based or animal-based
measures are indicated.

Table A1.2 gives a ranking of the measures with respect to the perceived value to support
decisions about inclusions of measures. The ranking of the 53 items was done according
to: (1) the type of measure, i.e. WQA-measures are always ranked higher than AT. This is
because it is recommended to not delete any of the WQA-measures (or WQA?) as they
give directly relevant information on welfare that can not be found in other measures, (2)
the average score of the group given to the item with respect to welfare relevance and (3)
if the average score is the same, different ranks may be given according to the opinion of
the responsible author for cattle. The same coding is used as for table 1 with the addition
of the code (Epi) which denotes that this question may be useful for epidemiological
analysis.

Table A1.3 presents the questions that we suggest are important for management-based
measures for cattle and how answers can be recorded. The layout is only preliminary, but
gives an idea of how such a questionnaire, when a final list is agreed upon, could be
formulated. Detailed definitions of the categories of scoring system are given only for the
questions we felt to be directly relevant for welfare assessment, i.e. WQA measures.

In the final section, approaches to assess handling are presented. These include;
observations during handling, questions on the frequency of use of particular types of
behaviour and a simple observation protocol.
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TABLE A.1 CONT. List of all management and handling practices in cattle.
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TABLE A.1 CONT. List of all management and handling practices in cattle.
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TABLE A1.2 Ranking of management and handling practices in cattle.

Rank Score Number of WQA /

Housing Animal Item description and how to assess

itemin AT /EPI type
Table Al.1
1 4.6 48 WQA LT F C: Is pain due to castration minimized / avoided?
1 46 49 WQA LT CVF C:Are pain and long-term effects due to dehorning
minimized?
1 46 50 WQA LT CF C: Are pain and long-term effects due to tail-
docking minimized?
2 45 9 WQA L CVF A:Use of hospital pens: Are obviously sick
animals observed in the herd?
3 41 22 WQA LT CVF C:lIs basic feed always freely available and
contains enough roughage?
3 4.1 43 WQA LT CVF A:Do drinkers function well and are in good
condition?
4 4 35 AT CVF C: Are changes in group composition rare?
(WQAY?)
4 4 45 WQA LT CVF C:Isequipment (except drinkers, concentrate
feeders) functioning well and in good condition?
4 4 53 (WQA?), LT CVF Q:Are groups of or single unfamiliar animals
AT mixed during transport?
5 38 44 WQA L CVF A:Do concentrate feeders function well and are
well managed?
5 38 46 WQA T CVF A:Is the tying system well managed?
6 3,6 30 AT LT C Q: Cow-calf-contact: When are calves separated
(WQA?) from the mother?
7 35 1 (WQA?) LT C C: What % of animals are calving in an
AT appropriate environment?
7 35 27 WQA, LT CVF C: Access to pasture — how often, how many
AT hours?
7 3,5 28 WQA, LT CVF C: Access to outside run — how often, how many
AT hours?
8 3,1 20 WQA LT CVF C: Are drinkers kept clean?
8 3,1 21 WQA LT CVF C:Are feeding devices kept clean?
8 3,1 26 WQA L CVF A: Are there functioning brushes available in
appropriate amount? (possibly resource)
9 42 11 AT LT CVF C:Is there evidence for an effective health
strategy?
10 4.1 10 AT LT CVF C:Is the hospital pen well managed?
11 4 23 AT L CVF C:Is competition for food reduced as much as
possible?
11 4 47 AT LT CVF C:Does the farmer recognise and solve problems
with housing equipment immediately?
12 4 2 AT LT C Q: Does the calving management strategy seem to
avoid problems?
13 4 52 AT LT CVF Q:Do you use special devices for moving animals
(electric prod, stick)
14 3,7 34 AT T CF Q: Is social stress of animals in tie stalls
minimized?
15 3,6 18 AT LT C C: Is milking machine regularly maintained?
(contract with company?)
16 35 16 AT,Epi LT C Q: Do you regularly control / palpate the udder of
dry cows / of heifers?
16 35 33 AT C C: Measures with aggressive animals?
16 35 36 AT, Epi C A: Average age of cow herd
17 3,5 42 AT LT CFV Q: How consistent is personell and care?
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TABLE A1.2 cONT. Ranking of management and handling practices in cattle.

Rank Score Number of WQA/ Housing Animal Item description and how to assess

itemin AT /EPI type
Table Al.1

18 35 38 AT,Epi L C Q: How are new animals (heifers, primiparous
cows, bought in cows) integrated into cow herd? Is
stress minimised?

18 35 39 AT T C Q: Are new animals put besides especially tolerant
cows?

18 35 41 AT LT C Q: Do you select for docile, non-aggressive
animals?

18 35 51 AT LT CVF Q: Are preparations taken to minimize stress
during loading?

19 33 13 AT LT C Q: Does the claw trimming management seem
appropriate?

19 33 14 AT LT C C: Claw trimming — crush available?

19 33 19 AT LT C C: Indications that teat rubbers are changed
regularly?

19 33 40 AT,Epi LT C C: How intensive is the contact between young
stock and cows?

20 3,1 4 AT CVF C:Would you assess the litter material /bedding in
cubicles well managed?

20 3,1 31 AT L C Q: Measures with (nervous) cows in heat?

21 3,1 5 AT LT CVF C:Would you assess the hygiene management of
hospital pens and calving pens sufficient?

22 3 37 AT,Epi L C Q: When (age, stage of pregnancy) are heifers
integrated into the herd?

23 3 12 AT,Epi LT CVF C:Does an actual herd health and welfare plan
exist?

24 28 6 AT,Epi LT CVF C:lIs the hygiene strategy for new bought animals
appropriate?

24 28 15 AT,Epi LT CFV C: Are books kept soundly ?

25 2,7 8 AT,Epi LT VF C: From how many different resources are animals
bought?

26 26 32 AT L C C: Horned cows: Are top of horns rounded?

27 25 3 AT CVF C:Would you assess the cleaning strategy in
running areas appropriate?

27 25 7 AT,Epi LT CVF C: % of animals bought in per year?

27 25 17 AT,Epi LT C Q: Do you control SCC before drying off cows?

28 2.3 25 AT CVF C:How often are ratios calculated?

29 2,1 24 AT CVF C: How often is food analysed?
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TABLE A1.3 Assessment tool management and handling practices in cattle.

1

appropriateness for calving”
[What % of animals calve in the herd

inthebarn ... % Yes No
on pasture  ......... % Yes No
in calving box  ......... % Yes No
intie-stall ... % Yes No
=> What % of animal calve in an appropriate environment? .......... %

" free movement possible; easy and save rising and lying down — soft, non-slippery floor, clean, dry;
minimum disturbance by other cows; no isolation (at least visual contact to other cows), easy to
control => no tie-stall; calving box with enough space (>9m? in single box, >62 in group box), litter
deep enough, dry & clean; visual contact to other cows pasture with enough space / structuring to
lenable cow to separate from other cows.

2 |What % of calvings do you observe? ... %
'What % of calvings do you intervene (assist)? ... %
'What % of calvings do you have major/heavy assisstence ......... %
=> Does the calving management strategy seem to avoid problems? Yes No"
" yes: high % observation; low % assistence (only if necessary, not on a regular basis).

3 [How often do you clean the floor (by hand, by scrabber, by tractor)  .......... /per day
Are floors clean (animals do not stand in dung in different areas (feeding area, running area
inside, outside run, waiting room)? No12345Yes
=> Would you assess the floor cleaning strategy of the running area to be sufficient?

No12345Yes"
" yes: frequent cleaning (> 5 times/day in solid floors) and floors clean.

4 |[How often do you clean the cubicles? ... /per day
How often do you litter the cubicles/lying area? ... /per day
Amount of litter used? L kg/cow/day
ﬂs lying area sufficiently clean and dry? No12345Yes

s amount of litter provided sufficient (= soft bedding)? No12345Yes
=> Would you assess the litter material /bedding in cubicles well managed?
No12345Yes
" well managed: if results in dry, clean, soft lying areas, enough litter used

5 clean (high pressure)  disinfect
Do you clean and disinfect hospital pens after use and how?  Yes No Yes No
Do you clean and disinfect calving pens after use and how?  Yes No Yes No
[Do empty hospital and calving pens look cleaned? Yes No
Are disinfecting agents stored on the farm? Yes No
=> Would you assess the hygiene management of hospital pens and calving pens sufficient?

No12345 Yes
" yes: if high-pressure cleaned and disinfected; no: if both not.

6  |Do you house bought in animals in special areas (quarantine pen)?  Yes No
Do you call the vet for health check of new bought animals? Yes No
=> Is the hygiene strategy for new bought animals appropriate? No 12345 Yes
" yes: if both questions answered with yes.

7 ow much animals (in % of total herd) are bought in per year? ......... % [year

5] rom how many different resources are animals bought? average ......... /per batch

O |Are obviously sick animals™ observed in the herd? Yes No
“ animals with severe disease having difficulties to get access to food a.o., e.g. high-grade lame
animals, very weak animals.

10 [How often do you litter, clean the hospital pen? ... /day

s hospital pen in use and clean and dry? No12345Yes
> Is the hospital pen well managed, i.e. deeply littered, clean,dry? No 12345 Yes
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11

[How would you assess your own health strategy? Bad 12345 Good
Do you think there is room for improvement? No 12345 Yes
[How quickly do you react when an animals starts to get ill?
Waiting a while 1 2 34 5 6 Treat immediately
Are untreated sick animals found in the herd? No12345Yes
=> Is there evidence for effective health strategy? No 12345 Yes"
* assessment from farmers question and impression of the herd; could be checked at the end,
compared with animal-based health measures.

12 |=> Does an actual herd health and welfare plan exist? No Yes
13 [When are claws trimmed?  Regularly Only if visibly too long horn Only if sick
How often are claws trimmed? each animal ......... times per year
=> Does the claw trimming management seem appropriate? No 12345 Yes
14 |Do you have facilities for claw trimming on the farm? No Yes
[Is there a claw trimming facility in the barn? No Yes
=> Is a crush for claw trimming available on the farm? No Yes
15 |Are books kept soundly for records of
Disease No  Yes
Treatment No  Yes
Losses incl. causes No  Yes
Production No  Yes
=> Are records kept soundly? No12345Yes
16 |Do you regularly control / palpate the udder of dry cows / of heifers? No Yes
17 |Do you control SCC before drying off cows? No Yes
18 [Is milking machine regularly maintained by a company? No Yes
Contract with company exists? No Yes
=> Is milking machine regularly maintained? No Yes
19 |Do you change teat rubbers regularly? No Yes
Are teat rubbers in good condition? No12345Yes
=> Indications that teat rubbers are changed regularly? No Yes
20 [How often do you check cleanliness of drinkers?  ......... times / day
How often do you clean drinkers thoroughly? every ......... month
Are drinkers clean? No Partly Yes"
=> Are drinkers kept clean? No Partly Yes

“No: drinkers not cleaned, dirty & water is dirty at moment of inspection; Partly: drinkers dirty (old
dirt) — but water fresh and clean at moment of inspection OR only part of several drinkers clean, with
clean water; Yes: drinkers clean & water clean at moment of inspection (some amount of fresh food

allowed).
21 [How often do you clean the trough? every ......... day
How often do you check cleanliness of /clean concentrate feeders?  every ......... day/week NA
[Is feeding table clean? No Partly Yes®
Are concentrate feeders clean? No Partly Yes™
=> Are feeding devices kept clean? No Partly Yes™

“No: old feed, dung, dirt, stones laying on parts of feeding table; no regular cleaning of trough;
Partly: no regular cleaning, but feed trough found to be clean; Yes: trough cleaned each time before
feeding; no dirt and old food rests on feeding table.

““No: old feed rests, dung at all concentrate feeders; Partly: some concentrate feeders not clean; Yes:
all cf clean.

" No: feeding table and cf ‘no’; Partly: one ‘no’, one ‘yes’; Yes: feeding table and cf ‘yes’.
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TABLE A1.3 CONT. Assessment tool management and handling practices in cattle.

22

0 you feed ad libitum? No Yes

0 you expect feed rests to stay? No Yes

hen do you feed the cows? at ......... (time if regular; basis for decision if irregulat)
o you push feed closer between feeding times? No Yes if yes, how often?

s feed available and seem to be sufficient to next feeding time?  No Partly Yes
(take into account feeding time given by the farmer)
eed contains enough roughage No Yes
(hay, good silage in ration or extra available; not cut too much in case of TMR)

=> Is basic feed always freely available and contains enough roughage? No Partly Yes"
" Yes: fed ad lib with feed rests, feed pushed forward between feeding times and food available at
time of control seem to be sufficient until next feeding time, enough roughage; Partly: basic feed
always freely available, but roughage contain at least questionable; No: no feeding ad libitum, no or
very few food availableat time of control.

23

Do you feed different basic food or just one (e.g. TMR)? Different Only one

Do you distribute different food throughout all the feeding places or do you feed different feed at
different places? Special food-special places Equal distribution

Do you offer roughage additionally (hayrack) No  Yes

[Are cows restrained in the feeding rack for some time? No  Yes

|Are cows restrained in the feeding rack when concentrate or other preferred, limited food is offered?
No Yes

[Is the food of same quality throughout the feeding places? No  Yes

Question 26 answered with yes — basic feed freely available No  Yes

=> Is competition for feed reduced as much as possible? No Partly Yes"

" Answers on the right side support reduction of competition; Yes if all answers on the right side; No
if all on the left; Partly if mixed.

24 [Do you send food for analysis and if yes, how often? No Yes every ......... year
Check records of results of analysis — time lag to last report
=> How often is food analysed? Never Every......... year
25 |Do you calculate exact rations and if yes, how often? No Yes every ......... year
Check records of results of calculation of ratios — time lag to last time, frequency
=> How often are ratios calculated? Never Every ......... year
26 |Are there functioning brushes available in appropriate amount? No  Yes

yes: brush still bristled, if electric brush — functioning

ow long do cows have access to pasture on average? = ......... days/year (0-365)
......... hours/day
ow long do cows have access to the outside run on average? ......... days/year (0-365)
......... hours/day
29 [Individually adjusted distance to cows’ withers of at least 5cm? No  Yes
Timer regulating power, so that it runs only 1 times/ week? No Yes
Cow trainer used for cows around calving? No Yes
=> Is the electric cow trainer managed acceptable? No Partly Yes
" yes if all answers on right side, partly if one on left, two on right; no if two or three on left side.
30 |[Is the cow allowed to lick and suck the calf? No  Yes
'When do you separate the calf from the cow on average? ......... min/hours/days p.p.
[When are calves separated from the cow, i.e. how long does the cow have contact with the calf
(licking, suckling) on average? ~ icieeeee. min/hours/days

31 [Measures with cows in heat? No  stay in herd

Yes tether in herd in protected area
bring out of herd for insemination
bring to bull

NA  bull in herd

32

Are top of horns round(ed)?
No Yes (=no sharp top also in young animals)  NA (dehorned animals)
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TABLE A1.3 CONT. Assessment tool management and handling practices in cattle.

33

[What are you doing when you have an aggressive animal? ~ nothing
‘educate’
not use for breeding
cull or sell her
NA (no aggressive animal)

Conspicious aggressive animals in the herd? Yes No
=> Measures with aggressive animals? No Yes NA

34 |Do you change places if cows are incompatible? No  Yes
Do you select places of cows according to the cows relationship/interactions?  No  Yes
How often do you change places of cows? Often 123 4 5 Never
=> Is social stress of animals in tie stalls minimized? No 12 34 5 Yes

35 [What is the % of replacement per year? ......... % check records
How many different production groups do you have? number of groups: ......... check in barn
How often do you regroup animals on average (incl. dried off cows)? ......... per week/month
How long stay dry cows out of herd on average? < 2 week 2—4 week more
=> Are changes in group composition rare? No 12345 Yes

36 |Average age of cow herd? ......... year

37 |When (age, state of pregnancy) are heifers integrated in the herd?

[ Before insemination

O When pregnant ................... weeks before calving
O After calving
38 More Stress ~ Lower Stress
'Where do you integrate animals? In the barn On pasture
Do you take special measures? (e.g. habituation to barn without herd) No Yes
Do you integrate single animals or groups of animals?
[Which % of animals is integrated in Groups Singly

ﬂ{ow are new animals (heifers, primiparous cows, bought in cows) integrated into cow herd?
s stress minimised? No Partly Yes
Yes: all answered on the right side; No: all answers on the left; Partly: answers mixed.

39

Are new animals put besides especially tolerant cows in tie-stall systems? No  Yes

70

[Where is young stock reared/housed: 1 Other farm
2 Same farm but different housing
3 Visual contact of pregnant heifers to cows
4 Physical contact of pregnant heifers to cows
5 In cow herd
Check in the barn
=> How intensive is the contact between young stock and cows?
No contact 1 2 3 4 5 High contact

13

41 [Do you select for docile, non-aggressive animals? No Partly Yes
42 [Number of regular milkers: ......... milker for ......... COWS
Number of stockpeople working regul. with the animals ......... person for ......... cows/veal
calves/bulls
How often do caretakers change? Every ......... year/month
[How many ‘main stockpeople’ are on the farm? ......... for......... COWS

How frequent do the ‘main stockpeople’ change?
O=once/year O once/two years [ < once/two years

Do you have ‘non-regular’ helpers often No  Yes
=> Is personell and care consistent? No12345Yes
" Yes if low number of milkers/stockpeople (but enough to take care), and very low frequency of
change.
ater flow sufficient No Yes
isk for injuries at drinker No Yes

o drinkers function well and are in good condition? No 12 3 4 5 Yes"
* Yes (5) if water flow is 201/min and no risk for injuries of all drinkers; No (1) if all drinkers have
insufficient water flow or a high risk of injuries; 2, 3, 4 if only some of the drinkers have not enough
ater flow and/or risk of injuries.
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TABLE A1.3 CONT. Assessment tool management and handling practices in cattle.

14 |Do feeders function well No Yes (no tickling of food)
isk for injuries at concentrate feeder No Yes
o concentrate feeders function well and are well managed? No 12 3 4 5 Yes®

" Yes (5) if concentrate is distributed in the preset amount, no loss of concentrate, and no risk for
injuries of all drinkers; No (1) if all feeders do not distribute concentrate in preset amount, loose
concentrate, or have a high risk of injuries; 2,34 if only some of feeders show problems.

45 ‘;s feeding rack functioning well No Yes NA

re cubicles in good condition (no defect part with risk of causing injuries) No Yes NA
s there any other equipment not functioning or with risk of injuries? (e.g. broken iron rod)

No Yes
[s there any defect equipment in the barn at the moment? No Yes
if yes: since when? ......... days/weeks/months
s equipment (except drinkers, concentrate feeders, tying system) functioning well and in good
ondition? No 12345 Yes"

" Yes (5) if all is functioning well and no risk of injuries due to the condition of equipment; No (1) if
several problems are found throughout different equipment; 2,3 4 if single to some problems are

ound.
46 |Gives the ‘chain’ enough play / room for the cow to move? No Yes
s the ‘chain’ fixated to closely to the neck of the cow? No Yes
s the tying system well managed? No Yes
0: both answers on the left side; Yes: enough play of the chain and roper fixation.
47 |Is there any defect equipment in the barn at the moment? No  Yes

if yes: since when? ......... days/weeks/months
Check results of number 49 to 52 regarding maintenance/functioning of equipment
oes the farmer recognise and solve problems with housing equipment immediately?
No Partly Yes"
" Yes, if question 49 to 52 answered with yes; Partly if farmer reports about defect equipment but
does not repair immediately; No if farmer does report to have no defect, but in 49 to 52 a defect was

found.
48 |How many animals are castrated? ......... % check in barn
From whom and how is castration performed?
Age .........
Method: surgery other
Anaesthetics No Yes

Analgesics for how many days 0 1-2 3-7
Check records
|Is pain due to castration minimized/avoided? No 12 34 5 Yes"
“ Yes (5) no castration; 4: castration in early age with anaesthetics and analgesics for 3—7 days; No
(1): castration without anaesthetics/analgesics.

49 |[How many animals are dehorned/disbudded? ......... % check in barn
From whom and how is dehorning/disbudding performed?
Age disbudding ......... dehorning .........
Method: acids thermocauter surgery
Anaesthetics No Yes

Analgesics for how many days 01-23-7
Check records
Are pain and long-term effects due to dehorning/disbudding minimized/avoided?
No12345 Yes’
" Yes (5) no dehorning/disbudding; 4: disbudding in early age with anaesthetics, thermocauter or
surgery and analgesics for 3—7 days; No (1): dehorning of most animals when older than 6 months
leven with anaesthetics /analgesics or dehorning, disbudding without anesthesics.
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TABLE A1.3 CONT. Assessment tool management and handling practices in cattle.

50 [How many animals are tail-docked? ......... % check in barn
Length of docked tail?
only tail tip (up to 5 cm), hair tuft still exists more than tail tip, hair tuft docked
From whom and how is tail docking performed?
Age
Method: rubber band surgery
Anaesthetics No Yes

Analgesics for how many days 01-23-7
Check records
Are pain and long-term effects due to tail-docking minimized/avoided? No 12345 Yes"
" Yes (5) no tail-docking; 4: tail-docking of only tail tip, by surgery, in early age, with anaesthetics
and analgesics for 3-7 days; No (1): tail-docking of only tail tip without anaesthetics /analgesics or
tail docking with hair tuft docked (even if with anesthesics).

51 |Are preparations taken to minimize stress during loading? No12345Yes
Yes: save corridor, good lightening of corridor.

52 |i)0 you use special devices for moving animals (electric prod, stick)? No Yes

53 [Are groups of or single unfamiliar animals mixed during transport? No Partly Yes

Note: Instructions for using the questionnaire: Questions that are in blue are intended to be assessed in the
barn; Questions that should feed into the Assessment score have background gold; Questions that would be
relevant for WQA, but are (partly) not reliable enough, nevertheless should be recorded in any case are
marked background light yellow; Other questions for Advisory tool or epidemiological study; Mark NA if
question not appropriate to housing system.

ASSESSMENT OF HANDLING — AMOUNT AND QUALITY OF HUMAN-
CATTLE INTERACTIONS

The amount and especially quality of human-animal interaction influences animal welfare
by influencing the amount of stress, with potential consequences on health, and risk of
injuries. In case, no animal-based measure of the human-animal relationship is included,
some (simple) assessment of the quality of human-animal interactions may be included.
Three possibilities exist which may — for the beginning — be combined.

1. Observation during routine handling

This is very reliable in dairy cows during milking and calves during feeding (as long as
no automatic milking system or automatic feeder is used). Previous research supports
validity and reliability, but the problem is a restricted time window. Further, it is quite

difficult in fattening bulls.

Validity: high; reliability: high; feasibility: low to medium
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2. Questions on the frequency of use of special types of behaviour

This would be a small questionnaire, which all stock people having regular contact with
the animals would have to fill in.

How often do you:

Talk to animals when approaching them Never 1234567 Always
Talk to animals when walking through the group Never 1234567 Always
Gently touch or stroke animals when close Never 1234567 Always
Wave with the hand to move them Never 1234567 Always
Hit animals with the hand to move them Never 1234567 Always
Shout at animals to make them move Never 1234567 Always
Shout at animals to make them stop walking or stop kicking Never 1 234 5 6 7 Always
Sse a stick to move them by visual signs Never 1234567 Always
Use a stick to move them by (slightly) hitting Never 1234567 Always
Use a stick to make them stand up Never 1234567 Always

Validity: not know, estimated: medium; reliability: medium (test-retest) to high (inter-
observer), but problem with reliability if the measures should feed into WQA since at least
from the second visit the farmers should know what is wanted; feasibility: high.

3. Simple observational protocols for a rough assessment

During the inspection the assessor should stand close stand close to the animals when
discussing with the stockperson(s) for at least 10 min (e.g. while filling in the management
questionnaire) and during that time should additionally observe the behaviour of the farmer
and note if the farmer / stockperson uses

. Gentle interactions vocal (softly talking to)
never occurred 1 10 often occurred
. Gentle interactions tactile (gently touching, stroking animals)
never occurred 1 10 often occurred
. Aversive interactions (hitting, kicking, shouting)
never occurred 1 10 often occurred
. Intermediate interactions (pushing animals away with low force, very slight hit,
dominant talking to animals to make them stop behaviours)
never occurred 1 10 often occurred
. The relation of gentle to aversive
from O only gentle 1 10 only aversive (with 50% of both in the
middle
. Carefulness / suddenness of movements from
sudden movement always 1 10 careful, quiet movement always

Validity: not know — guess to be medium; reliability: possibly medium; feasibility: high.






APPENDIX 2

RESOURCE-BASED PARAMETERS IN
CATTLE

B. Algers, E. Canali, D. Baroli and R. Westin

A2.1 SUMMARY

Welfare Quality® will develop monitoring systems for animal welfare based on both animal
parameters and design parameters for use from farm to slaughter. Housing structures and
environmental factors can affect the welfare of the reared animals and they can be used as
risk factors for the animal-based parameters. Within this approach the assessment of design
parameters is also important in order to give a feed back to farmers. Welfare assessment
protocols designed for the assessment of individual farms may take into account design or
environmental parameters. A series of parameters have been identified and assessed by
the use of 8 experts from 6 different EU countries. The proposed protocol covers 60
potential resource measures. Simple measure descriptions are given. Tables of the potential
resource measures are provided, along with short methodologies for collection of data,
suggested units, and a ranking of the potential ‘value’ of each measure.

A2.2 INTRODUCTION

Within Welfare Quality®, sub-project 2 will develop monitoring systems for animal welfare
based on animal parameters and design parameters. Part of this task was to put forward a
proposal for the standardisation of some resource-based parameters in cattle from farm to
slaughter.

Resource-based measures may be very useful for many reasons: To better understand what
animal-based measures mean for welfare; as a substitute for animal-based measures not
reliable or not feasible at farm level; as risk factors for the welfare of the animals (see
EFSA report on calves). Different exiting protocols deal mainly with design parameters
such as ANI Index, which is a system developed for the assessment of animal welfare on

organic farms in Austria, and some data can be obtained by farm records kept by producers,
273
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but there is the necessity of a direct assessment of resource-based measures which can
provide more reliable information.

Design resources include housing system, floor space, bedding material, feeding and
watering, lighting and microclimate control for the on-farm period, and e.g. vehicle design,
unloading facilities, lairage and stunning facilities for the transport and slaughter periods.
Cattle housing systems are various. The influences of the environment in which the
animals live are important for the animal-based measures which are the main tools of the
Welfare Quality® assessment scheme.

Our commitment was for standardisation only and for this reason we did not carry out
animal trials. The steps of our work are described in the following parts.

A2.3 APPROACH TAKEN

We carried out a review of the scientific literature on design parameters used for the
assessment of the welfare in dairy cows, fattening bulls and veal calves (see reference
list). According to the available literature and personal experience in preparing and using
monitoring systems incorporating design parameters, the authors prepared a first table of
the possible measures; the validity and feasibility of each measure were listed. These tables
show the items and the reason to include them into a protocol or to disregard them.
Although other criteria could have been selected the ones described appeared to be a
reasonable method for ranking the measures.

A second step was to discuss these parameters with a group of 8 experts from 6 different
countries within EU (France, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, Ireland and Austria). The
members of the group were chosen for their experience in this area and tables were
delivered to them. Each member of the group individually assessed and scored the ‘animal
welfare impact’ from low to high (1-5) for each of the discussed measures. The last step
was to keep the most useful measures and to rank them in relation to the experts’ opinions.

After the choice of measures, particular attention was paid to the practical sampling
strategy, which should suit different production systems, different concentrations of
animals per group and animals with little habituation to human proximity (i.e. fattening
bulls). The proposal presents the chosen sampling methods for dairy cows, fattening bulls
and veal calves.
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A2.4 MEASURES

The first complete list of 92 potential resource-based measures is presented in Tables A2.1
and A2.2. Tables A2.3 and A2.4 show a final ranking of the in total 60 measures which
survived the expert ranking process.

All the parameters can be taken using a checklist or measurements. The sampling strategy
should include samples of all different housing types on the farm. Sampling should be
done across the different stages of production for cows, fattening bulls and veal calves. All
production groups should be sampled for lactating dairy cows. Precisely how each
measurement should be taken will vary from parameter to parameter (see Tables A2.1 and
A2.2); however, the majority are assessed by counting the numbers or allocation of
equipment or resources and relating that to the total number of animals in the pen (fattening
bulls, veal calves) or in the production group (dairy cows). For other parameters measures
should be taken (i.e. cubicles dimensions). Some parameters will need special devices or
equipment in order to take them (i.e. measurement of ammonia and light intensity).

The strategy used while assessing the resources varies according to the categories of
animals and size of pen and groups:

. There should be no need for the inspector to enter small pens of veal calves (i.e.
containing less than 10 animals). It could be possible to check two pens
simultaneously (5 or less calves)

. For larger pens, the inspector will need to enter the pen and walk through slowly
from one side to the other.

. For fattening bulls resources should be checked without entering the pens, but the
chosen pens should offer high visibility.

. For dairy cows the inspector should enter the stables. If the cows are divided into

production groups each group should be inspected. For each group, the occurrence
of equipment will be counted together with the number of animals present in the
group.

. Assessments done ‘at slaughter’ should always be performed without entering pens
in use.

No reliability testing was carried out in this study, as the proposal was only for
standardisation. Neither have the measures been validated within this project. However,
it has been recognized that housing and environmental factors can affect welfare (see
references such as last EFSA reports on calves and beef cattle reported in the reference
section).

The measures are feasible; however, we do have concerns about:
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. fattening bulls: due to the danger of entering into the pen there is the necessity to
check facilities from the outside and it could be possible that some pens can not be
checked clearly from the outside (no longer a random sample of the pens, a biased
choice);

. some parameters, such as calving pens, will need to be checked with the farmer
because they can be present but not used.

All these parameters can be assessed at any moment of the day. However, it is possible that
some facilities will be used only during certain periods of the year, such as cooling systems.

Dairy cows, fattening bulls and veal calves should be assessed, although some parameters
are specific to cows only (i.e. milking parlour). For dairy cows the resources must be
sampled at every production stage. If the cows are divided into production groups each
group should be inspected and production stage should be identified. For fattening bulls
and veal calves a minimum of 4 pens per production stage (beginning, middle and end of
production stage) per building is suggested. If there are different systems of buildings, all
types must be sampled. Where there are identical buildings/systems for a production stage,
these should be sampled representatively (e.g. 50% from each of two buildings). Where
there are multiple non-identical buildings/systems for a production stage, a representative
sample from each should be taken relative to the number of animals. The assessor need not
enter pens with small numbers of veal calves if these are easily viewed from the
passageway. Fattening bulls resources should always be assessed without entering the pen.

Table A2.1 Comparison of different resource measures on farm. It lists the potential
measures important for inclusion in the welfare assessment tool, together with measures
not recommended for further use, to make the decision process transparent. Only the 39
items later recommended for inclusion are given a number in the first column. In the
second column, the animal type for which the measure is relevant is specified. In the third
column there is a description of the item, followed by instructions to the assessor in the
fourth column. The reasons for including the measure, or not, are given in the fifth column.
The sixth column presents the welfare relevance as scored by the group on average; 1 =
low; 5 =high, followed by the range of scores in the next column. The eighth and final
column gives the links to other sub tasks, that is to say to management-based or animal-
based measures. The table is sub divided according to where the measure should be taken
on the farm e.g. in the resting area, in the passages etc., or according to the topic e.g. stable
climate.

Table A2.2 Comparison of different resource measures at slaughter. This table has the
same columns as table 1 but it is sub divided according to areas at the slaughterhouse e.g.
unloading facilities, lairage etc. Only the 19 items later recommended for inclusion are
given a number in the first column.

Table A2.3 Rank ordering of measures assessed on farm (1=low rank to 4=high rank). The
proposed measures are ranked separately in relation to experts opinions, shown as mean
score in the tables. We feel that all can be included in the final protocol as they are valid
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and can be recorded rapidly. In addition to the rank and the mean score given by the
experts, a short description of the measure and the instructions to the assessor are given.

Table A2.4 Rank ordering of measures assessed at slaughter. This table has the same
columns as Table A2.3.
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TABLE A2.1 coNT. Comparison of different resource measures on farm.
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Appendix 2

TABLE A2.2 Comparison of different resource measures at slaughter.
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TABLE A2.3 Rank ordering of measures assessed on farm.

Rank Mean Item description Intruction to assessor
score
4 4.7 Number of cubicles/animals (in case of loose Ask farmer or count number of cubicles and

housing) number of animals.

4 4.6 Number of drinkers/animals Count number of drinkers and decide if
appropriate in relation to number of animals.

4 44 Space allowance of resting area (m*animal) Ask farmer or measure size of resting area.
Decide if appropriate in relation to number
and size of animals.

4 4.3 Relative humidity Make a mean value from a few
measurements in different places in the
stable, not too close to animals or air
inlets/outlets.

4 4.3 Type of floor in cubicles (concrete, rubber...) Check in stable

4 4.2 Length and width of cubicles Take measure. Study animals and see if
length and width is sufficient to allow
comfortable resting and if normal
behavioural pattern is performed during
rising/laying.

4 4.2 Space allowance in calf pens (m*animal) Measure pens and count number of calves/

en.

4 4.1 Free space in front of cubicle "Pi"ake measure of the free space in front of
(insufficient/sufficient for the animal to cubicle. Also watch animals during
perform normal behaviour pattern for rising/lying. Decide if this is performed
laying/rising) easily or if the animals perform abnormal

behavioural patterns.

4 4.0 Loading ramp angle Check loading facilities, Estimate loading
ramp angle and decide if appropriate.

4 4.0 Type of floor in resting area (concrete, Check in stable

rubber, deep litter, fully/ partly slatted...)

3 3.9 Dimension and design of collection area Study the flow of animals through the
collecting area during milking and decide on
appropriateness.

3 3.9 Floor type of collection area Check in stable

3 3.9 Design of passages from stable to collecting Walk through passages and decide on
area/milking parlour (number of sharp edges/ appropriateness.
corners...)

3 3.8 Width of passages (sufficient/insufficient for Study animals moving in alleys and see if
low ranked animals to pass high ranked) they can easily pass each other.

3 3.7 Number of feeder spaces/animals (in case of Count number of feeder spaces for roughage
loose housing) and decide if appropriate in relation to

number of animals.

3 3.6 Regular access to grazing (year round, during Ask farmer about strategy for grazing.
summer, every day, once a week...)

3 3.6 Ammonia Make a mean value from a few
measurements taken in different places in the
stable where animals are held.

3 3.6 Type of bedding material in cubicles (straw, Check in stable

sawdust...)

3 3.5 Type of floor in passages (concrete, rubber, Check in stable
deep litter, fully/ partly slatted...)

3 3.5 Regular access to outdoor exercise area/ Ask farmer about strategy for outdoor

paddock (year round, during summer; every
day, once a week...)

exercise.
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TABLE A2.3 CONT. Rank ordering of measures assessed on farm.

Rank Mean Item description Intruction to assessor

score

3 3.4 Number of concentrate feeders/animals Count number of concentrate feeders and
decide if appropriate in relation to number of
animals.

3 34 Access to brushes (in case of loose housing) Check in stable

3 3.4 Design of passages from milking parlour to Walk through passages and decide on
the stable (number of sharp edges/ corners...) appropriateness.

3 34 Number of calving pens/animals Count number of calving pens.

3 3.3 Number of hospital pens/animals Count number of hospital pens and decide if

appropriate in relation to herd size.

3 3.3 Length and width of hospital pens Measure pen. Decide if appropriate in
relation to size of the animals.

3 3.3 Type of floor in indoor exercise area Check in stable

3 3.3 Temperature Make a mean value from a few
measurements taken in different places in the
stable, not too close to animals or air
inlets/outlets.

3 3.2 Housing of calves (possibility to social Check housing of calves and decide on

interaction, keeping calves of different age  appropriateness.
separated ...)

3 3.2 Dimension of shelters (possible for all If shelter is provided, check if dimensions are
animals to seek shelter when needed) appropriate in relation to number of animals.

3 3.1 Type of cubicle partitions Watch animals during rising/lying. Decide if
this is performed easily or if the animals
perform abnormal behavioural patterns.

3 3.1 Length and width of calving pens Measure pens.

3 3.0 Light intensity Make a mean value from a few
measurements taken in different places in the
stable where animals are held.

3 2.9 Extra cooling systems (sprinklers...) Check in stable

2 2.8 Noise Make a mean value from a few
measurements taken in different places in the
stable where animals are held.

2 2.8 Provision of artificial or natural shelter for ~ Check provision of shelter, artificial or
protection from heavy wind and rain (in case natural, and decide if appropriate in relation
of constant grazing) to general climate.

2 2.8 Type of bedding material (straw, sawdust...) Check in stable and decide on

appropriateness.

2 24 Type of milk feeding device used until Check if teat buckets or other device
weaning (possible/not possible for young allowing calves to suckle during feeding is
calves to suckle when fed milk) used.

2 2.3 Regular access to indoor exercise area (every Ask farmer about possibility to indoor

day, once a week, once a month...)

exercise.
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TABLE A2.4 Rank ordering of measures assessed at slaughter.

Rank Mean Item description Intruction to assessor
score
4 4.2 Access to water in lairage Check in lairage that all animals have access
to water
4 4.0 Number of sharp corners/edges in driving ~ Walk through the driving alleys and decide
alleys to stun crate on appropriateness.
3 3.8 Floor type in driving alleys to stun crate Walk through the driving alleys and decide
on appropriateness.
3 3.8 Use of bedding material in lairage Check if bedding is used in lairage
3 3.8 Unloading ramp angle Measure ramp angle.
3 3.8 Floor type in driving alleys into lairage Walk through the driving alleys and decide
(solid, slatted, slippery...) on appropriateness.
3 3.6 Presence of sharp corners/edges in driving ~ Walk through the driving alleys and decide
alleys into lairage. on appropriateness.
3 3.6 Space allowance in lairage Study animals laying down and decide if
space allowance is appropriate.
3 3.6 Floor type in lairage Check in lairage and decide on
appropriateness.
3 3.4 Light conditions in driving alleys to stun Walk through the driving alleys and decide
crate on appropriateness.
3 3.2 Light conditions in driving alleys into lairage Walk through the driving alleys and decide
on appropriateness.
3 3.2 Type of partition in driving alleys to stun Walk thorugh the driving alleys and decide
crate (solid, non-solid walls ...) on appropriateness.
3 3.0 Noise conditions in driving alleys to stun Walk through the driving alleys and decide
crate on appropriateness.
3 3.0 Floor type in stun crate Check flooring in the stun crate and decide
on appropriateness.
3 3.0 Type of partition (solid, non-solid walls...) ~ Walk through the driving alleys and decide
on appropriateness.
3 3.0 Noise conditions in driving alleys into lairage Walk through the driving alleys and decide
on appropriateness.
3 3.0 Noise conditions in lairage Make a mean value from a few

measurements taken in different places in the
stable where animals are held.

2 2.8 Access to feed if kept in lairage over night ~ Ask about feeding routines and check in
stable
2 2.5 Type of partition at unloading ramp Check ramp partition and decide on

appropriateness.




APPENDIX 3

NOTE ON CORRELATIONS:
SPEARMAN AND PEARSON
CORRELATION

B. Engel and C.S. van Reenen

In a previous note, we calculated how many pairs of observations one needs for inference
about correlations. To be more specific, imagine that the pairs consist of duplicate
observations of the same observer on a number (n) of animals. In that case the correlation
is a (scale free) measure of intra observer repeatability. Alternatively, one might imagine
observations on the same animals by two different observers. In that case the correlation
is a measure of reproducibility. We assume that the animals are a representative (as if
random) sample. In another setting the units may be pens or cages, rather than animals.

In order to find (with a probability of 95%) that the sample correlation is significantly
different from 0, while the true correlation is 0.65, we need n = 20 pairs of observations.
In order to get a 95% confidence interval for the correlation with a width less than 0.2,
while the true value of the correlation is 0.8, we need n = 55 pairs of observations.

These results were derived for Pearson’s correlation coefficient, assuming bivariate
normality for the pairs of data. The main reasons for assuming bivariate normality are:

. Under bivariate normality, there is a true correlation that we want to estimate. This
true correlation is one of the parameters of the bivariate normal distribution, i.e. the
true correlation is a population parameter.

] Under bivariate normality, the (true) correlation has a clear interpretation as a
measure of linear dependence. Testing for a non-zero correlation is equivalent to
testing for a non-zero slope in one of the associated regressions of one observation
in a pair on the other observation of the same pair.

The calculation of Spearman’s correlation (or Spearman’s rho) is similar to the calculation
of Pearson’s correlation: the same calculations are made after observations are replaced by
rank numbers. Spearma’s rho, in it’s original form, is not an estimate of a population
parameter. It is possible to introduce a population parameter as if that parameter was
estimated by Spearman’s rtho, but this is somewhat contrived and it is not quite clear what
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kind of dependence we are measuring. So, the idea of the width of a confidence interval
less than 0.2 that leads to n =55 for a Pearson correlation has no obvious extension towards
Spearman’s rho. The same holds for Kendall’s coefficient of concordance, since that
coefficient can be derived from an average of Spearman correlations.

Often Spearman’s rho is used to test for independence. Assuming independence, derivation
of the distribution of Spearman’s rho is relatively straightforward. For dependent data
however, the distribution depends on the particular dependence structure that is assumed.
Although, for continuous observations, the data in the pairs of observations can be
transformed towards normality, a transformation towards bivariate normality does not
necessarily exist.

The relative efficiency of Spearman’s rho as a test statistic for dependence compared with
Pearsons’correlation, assuming bivariate normality, is high. So, it is not unreasonable to
use the result of n = 20 for Spearman’s rho as well. Actually, for n = 20, assuming bivariate
normality, the power of the test based on Pearson’s correlation is 95%, while the test based
on Spearman’s rho has power 93%.

There is no obvious extension of the idea of the expected width of a confidence interval
for Spearman’s rho. What can be done, to offer some impression of the relationship
between the two coefficients, is to assume bivariate normality and study the distribution
of Spearman’s rho. We assume that the true correlation (in the bivariate normal
distribution) is 0.8. So, the true value for Pearson’s correlation is 0.8. For various values
of n = the number of pairs, we simulated data (a 1000 data sets to be precise) and calculated
the Pearson and Spearman correlations.

For n = 55 the average width of the confidence interval for Pearson’s correlation is 0.2. The
range of values for Spearman’s rho, as measured by 2.5 and 97.5 percentile points, is 0.64
—0.87. Let us assume that we aim for a range (between the 2.5 and 97.5 percentile points)
less than 0.2. For n = 75, the range for Spearman’s rho is 0.66 — 0.86. The corresponding
range for Pearson’s correlation is 0.69 — 0.87. When we increase the number of pairs to n
= 150 we find a range of 0.70 — 0.85 for Spearman’s rho and 0.74 — 0.85 for Pearson’s
correlation.

So, results for the two correlations are similar, but the left hand tail of the distribution of
Spearman’s rho is somewhat longer. In order to have a range of width 0.2 for Spearman’s
rho we need to increase the number of pairs to n = 75. The calculations were performed
under restricted conditions; assuming bivariate normality with a true correlation of 0.8.
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CONCLUSION

Both for Pearson and Spearman correlation we advise a minimum of n = 20 pairs of
observations. This advice was based on a power of 93 to 95% under assumption of
bivariate normality and a true correlation of 0.65 for the test of independence. This
of course is the poor man’s choice when we are talking about repeatability or
reproducibility.

In order for the range of Spearman’s rho to be smaller than 0.2, we need at least n =
75 pairs of observations. Calculations were performed assuming bivariate normality
and a true correlation of 0.8.

For n = 75 pairs of observations, with a true correlation of 0.8, the outcome of
Spearman’s rho may be as low as 0.66. For Pearson’s correlation the outcome may
be as low as 0.69. In order to have the lower end of the range close to 0.7, n = 150
pairs are needed for Spearman’s rho.

Here is more of a recommendation than a conclusion. In practice one might use the
Spearman correlation when a normal approximation to the data does not apply. This
might be the case when the data are quite discrete. The most extreme example being
0-1 data. In that case often more direct measures for repeatability or reproducibility
(or association in general) can be found than a correlation. For O—1 data for instance,
simple measures can be derived from a 2 x 2 table of joint results (0, 0), (0, 1), (1,
0) and (1, 1) for the pairs of data. An appropriate test for independence would be
Fisher’s exact test.
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