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Cow comfort and lameness
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Effects of stall design and management
on usage: bedding surface

Drissler et al., 2005. J. Dairy Sci. 88: 2381-2387.



Effects of stall design and management
on usage: bedding surface
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Effects of stall design and management
on usage: bedding surface
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Effects of stall design and management
on usage: bedding surface
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Effects of stall design and management
on usage: bedding surface
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STALL MANAGEMENT

Drissler et al., 2005
Fregonesi et al., 2007a; 2007b
Tucker et al., 2009
Reich et al., 2010
Telezhenko et al., 2012
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STALL DESIGN

Tucker et al., 2004; 2005; 2006
Bernardi et al., 2009
Fregonesi et al., 2009

STALL SURFACE

Tucker et al., 2003
Tucker and Weary, 2004
Drissler et al., 2005
Fregonesi et al., 2007
Ito et al., 2010




Benchmarking cow comfort on
commercial farms







C.0W.S. Individualized Report
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Lameness on BC Farms

von Keyserlingk et al., 2012 J. Dairy Sci. 95: 7399-7408



Differences within and among regions
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Differences within and among regions
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Use of deep bedding = 50% fewer lame
COWS

3 F P Hl_ﬂ“_.‘.‘ I

OR 0.48; CI1 0.29-0.79; P<0.01

Chapinal et al. 2013, J. Dairy Sci. 96: 318-328



Access to pasture at sometime during the dry
period = 50% fewer lame cows

OR 0.52; C10.32 - 0.85; P< 0.01

Chapinal et al. 2013, J. Dairy Sci. 96: 318-328



Hock lesions

] CoorsnaTve Exrmises Hock Assessment Chart for Cattle

Tarsal (Hock)

Joint
Score 1 Score =2 Score 3
No swelling. No hair is missing. No swelling. Bald area on the hock. Swelling is evident or there is a
lesion through the hide.
The normal, healthy hock is free from skin lesions and Herd Assessment Method
swelling. Ideally, the hair coal in that area is smooth and 1. Score the rear hock (one or both) from at least 20 cows for each housing or
continuous with the rest of the leg. management group.
Hock health is an important indicator of the abrasiveness of 2. For each score, enter a stroke in the appropriate box of the table.
stall bedding and cow comfort. Injury is usually the result of 3. Count the number of strokes for each score and enter in the “tally” box.
prolonged exposure to an abrasive stall surface. Skin breakage 4. Enter the total number of hocks scored.
provides an opportunity for infection to occur, which can lead to . “ . . - N
swelling, discomfort, and possibly lameness. 5. Divide “tally” by “total number” and multiply by 100. Enter as percent for
each score.

A consistent method of scoring hocks for swelling and hair 6. Monitor monthly to assess a change in management or stall surface.
loss allows you to assess the need to modify yvour stall 7. Note that in deep sand stalls that are well maintained, it is rare to find a
management and can help you evaluate the effect of hock with a score greater than 1.

management changes. w
A From

www.ansci.cornell.edu/prodairy/pdf/hockscore.pdf



% of cows scored = 2
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Hock lesions

1.0
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0.7

Odds 0.6

ratio 0.5
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0.0
Mattress Deep Sand Dry*  Pasture
bedding bedding bedding access

* Bedding dry matter > 84%

P<0.01 for each risk factor (Univariable) Barrientos et al., JDS 2013



Pick your choice from the comfort menu

+++ ---

Lying surface
(1to 13)

Stalls design

(14 to 19)

Standing

surface
(20 to 30)

1o 13Andreasen & Forkman, 2012; Cook et al., 2004; 2008; Drissler et al., 2005; Espejo et al., 2006; Fregonesi et al., 2007; Fulwider et al., 2007; Husfeldt et al., 2012; Lombard et al.,
2010; Mowbray et al., 2003; Reich et al., 2010; Wear & Taszkun, 2000; 14t 19Bernardi et al., 2009; Cook 2003; Dippel, et al., 2009; Espejo & Endres, 2007; Sogstad et al., 2005; Tucker
et al., 2006; 20 30Barker et al., 2010; Chapinal et al., 2013; Cramer et al., 2009; Flower et al., 2007; Haskell et al., 2006; Hernandez-Mendo et al., 2007; Keil et al., 2006; Loberg et al.,
2004; Phillips & Morris, 2001; Rushen & de Passillé, 2006; Rutherford et al., 2008; Somers et al., 2003; Somers et al., 2005
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