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Evaluation of eating and rumination
behaviour in 300 cows of three different
breeds using a noseband pressure sensor

Ueli Braun’, Susanne Zircher and Michael Hassig

Abstract

Background: Eating and rumination variables were recorded in 300 healthy lactating dairy cows of 3 different
breeds (100 Brown Swiss, 100 Holstein-Friesian, 100 Swiss Fleckvieh cows). Eating and rumination variables were
monitored during a 24-h period using an automated system that recorded jaw movements via a pressure sensor
integrated into the noseband of a halter. Phases of eating and rumination were reliably identified in the recordings
based on typical patterns seen in previous studies. The variables analysed included duration of eating and rumination,
number of chewing cycles during eating and rumination, number of regurgitated cuds and number of chewing cycles

per cud.

Results: The cows ate for an average of 265 + 54 min and chewed 17,077 + 3646 times per day. The duration of
rumination was 441 + 71 min, there were 578 + 94 cuds per day and 55 + 10 chewing cycles per cud. There were
significant correlations (P < 0.01) between duration of eating and number of chewing cycles during eating (r=0.94),
between duration of rumination and number of chewing cycles per regurgitated cud (r=0.56) and between duration
of rumination and number of regurgitated cuds per day (r=0.53).

Conclusions: The eating and rumination variables established in the present study reflect the current conditions of
Swiss dairy farming and serve as reference intervals for assessing sick cows.
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Background

In the past, observation of eating and rumination activ-
ities was commonly used by dairy farmers to monitor
the health and wellbeing of their cows; some farmers
may even have known how long a certain cow chewed
her cud. Industrialisation of animal farming has drastic-
ally changed this and observation of individual cows has
become less important in animal husbandry. Several
techniques have been developed for automated recording
of eating and rumination activities [1-6]. The technique
described by Nydegger and coworkers [6] recorded jaw
movements during chewing using a pressure sensor inte-
grated into the noseband of a halter. The eating and
rumination behaviour of cows has been studied recently
in our clinic. The first study validated pressure sensor
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recordings by comparing them with direct observation of
eating and rumination over a 24-h period in ten cows
[7, 8]. The results showed that eating and rumination
activities can be easily identified in the recordings and that
there is excellent agreement between the automated
recordings and direct observation. In another study, eating
and rumination behaviour was investigated in cows with
various diseases and in the peripartum period [9, 10].
Eating and rumination behaviour on a winter pasture and
under loose-housing conditions was compared in Scottish
Highland cattle [11]. The objective of the present study
was to examine eating and rumination behaviour in 300
dairy cows of different breeds and to establish reference
intervals for each breed. An automated system was used
to record and analyse eating and rumination variables
over a 24-h period in 100 Brown Swiss cows, 100
Holstein Friesian cows and 100 Swiss Fleckvieh cows.
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Table 1 Age, milk production and stage of lactation in cows of three breeds and two age groups

Breed Age group Age (years) mean * sd Milk production (kg/day) mean + sd Stage of lactation (weeks) mean + sd
Brown Swiss (n = 100) young 2.5+0.50 274+ 286 84 +353
old 48+0.88 303 +£501 10.0£4.54
combined 36+£135 288+4.27 9.2+4.14
Holstein Friesian (n = 100) young 2.5+0.50 328+7.13 108 +4.75
old 49+0.77 36.0+£9.05 12+£567
combined 37+£136 344 +831 120£537
Swiss Fleckvieh (n=100) young 244049 290+4.29 11.1+533
old 47+0.78 338641 102 £4.85
combined 36+£133 314+£596 10.7 £5.11
All young cows (n=150) 25+£050 29.7£553 10.1£4.75
All old cows (n=150) 48+0.79 3341741 11.1£525
All cows (n=300) 36£135 31.5+6.79 106 £5.04
Methods Recording protocol
Animals The cows were fitted with the recording halter the night

One hundred Brown Swiss (Brown Swiss x Braunvieh), 100
Holstein Friesian and 100 Swiss Fleckvieh (Simmental x
Red Holstein) cows between 2 and 6 years of age (mean +
sd = 3.6 £ 1.35 years) were used (Table 1). The cows were 4
to 20 weeks in milk and the daily production ranged from
25 to 45 kg (31.5 + 6.97 kg). Each breed group was formed
to include 50 cows aged 2 to 4 years (2.5+ 0.5 years), re-
ferred to as young cows, and 50 cows aged 4.1 to 6 years
(4.8 £ 0.79 years), referred to as old cows. The young cows
produced 29.7 £ 5.5 kg of milk per day and were 10.1 +
4.75 weeks in milk, and the old cows produced 33.4 +
7.4 kg of milk per day and were 11.1 + 5.3 weeks in milk.
All cows had been healthy and had not received drugs dur-
ing the 30-day period before the start of the study.

Housing and feeding

The cows originated from 41 dairy farms, which were
tie-stall operations with similar management conditions.
They had free access to water and were fed hay ad libitum
during the day and corn silage/haylage several times a day.
Concentrate was fed twice a day according to the level of
production. All 41 herds were free of infectious diseases
as bovine rhinotracheitis, bovine virus diarrhoea/mucosal
disease and tuberculosis.

before the examination so they could become accustomed
to it. Recording started at 09:00 the next morning and
lasted for 24 h. The halter was then removed and the data
were analysed.

Pressure transducer recordings of eating and rumination
activities

The recordings were obtained as described recently [6, 8]
using a pressure sensor integrated into the noseband of a
horse halter (MSR Electronics, Seuzach, Switzerland). The
sensor recorded the pressure changes that occurred with
each jaw movement. The sensor was connected to a data
logger (MSR 145W, MSR Electronics), which was kept in
a leather pouch on the side of the halter, and contained a
secure digital (SD) card to store the data. The SD card
had a 4 GB capacity, which allowed a measuring period of
3 weeks. At the end of one measuring period, the data
were uploaded from the logger to a personal computer
using the SD card.

Analysis of pressure transducer recordings

A special software program (R V2.12.1, MSR Electronics)
was used to evaluate the data. The analysis was done as
recently described [9]. The measured variables included

Table 2 Duration of eating in 24 h (minutes, mean + sd, range in brackets) in 300 cows of three breeds

Groups

Breed All cows (100 per breed)

Young cows, 2 to 4 years (50 per breed)

Old cows, 4.1 to 6 years (50 per breed)

282 +56% (226-338
256 50 (206-307

Brown Swiss (n = 100) )
( )
258+ 51 (207-309)
( )

Holstein Friesian (n = 100)
Swiss Fleckvieh (n = 100)

All cows (n=300) 265+ 54 (211-319

271+ 54 (217-326)
248 + 47 (202-295)
239+ 44 (195-283)
253 + 50° (203-303)

293 £55 (237-348)
264 +53 (211-318)
276 +51 (225-327)
278 £55 (223-332)

#Compared with other breeds P < 0.01
PCompared with old cows P < 0.01
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Table 3 Number of chewing cycles during eating in 24 h (mean + sd, range in brackets) in 300 cows of three breeds

Groups

Breed All cows (100 per breed)

Young cows, 2 to 4 years (50 per breed)

Old cows, 4.1 to 6 years (50 per breed)

Brown Swiss (n = 100) 18,120 + 3830 (14,290-21,950)

17,566 £ 3850 (13,716-21,416)

18,674 + 3728 (14,946-22,402)

Holstein Friesian (n = 100) 16,522 + 3528 (12,994-20,050) 16,204 + 3462 (12,742-19,667) 16,840 + 3564 (13,276-20,404)
Swiss Fleckvieh (n = 100) 16,588 £ 3335 (13,252-19,923) 15,804 3158 (12,646-18,961) 17,372 + 3324 (14,047-20,696)
All cows (n=300) 17,077 £ 3646 (13,431-20,722) 16,525 + 3582° (12,943-20,106) 17,628 + 3626 (14,003-21,254)

“Compared with other breeds P < 0.01
PCompared with old cows P < 0.01

duration of eating and rumination, number of eating and
rumination phases, number of chewing cycles during
eating and rumination, number of regurgitated cuds
and number of chewing cycles per cud.

Statistical analysis

The STATA 12 software (StataCorp LP, College Station,
Texas, USA, 2011) was used for calculating the means,
standard deviations and frequency distributions. Sampling
was estimated by the following presumptions according to
Braun et al. (11): Alpha = 0.05, Power = 0.8, Mean; = 280,
Mean, =250, SD;,; =50, n;/ny =1, giving n;, ny =99 or
100 as used.

Data were tested for normality using the Wilk-Shapiro
test. Oneway analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to
identify significant differences among groups, and differ-
ences between groups were analysed using the Bonfer-
roni test. Multivariate ANOVA was used to test for the
random effects such as farm. A P-value <0.05 was con-
sidered significant. Correlation coefficients were calcu-
lated for all eating and rumination variables.

Approval of the study by an ethical committee
The study was approved by The Ethical Committee of
the canton of Zurich, Switzerland.

Results

Duration of eating

The mean duration of eating for all cows was 265 min
(4.4 h) (Table 2). It was significantly longer (P <0.01) in
Brown Swiss cows (282 min) than in Holstein Friesian
(256 min) and Swiss Fleckvieh cows (258 min). Old cows

had a longer duration of eating than young cows (278
versus 253 min, P < 0.01).

Chewing cycles during eating

The cows had on average 17,077 chewing cycles related
to eating (Table 3). Brown Swiss cows (18,120 cycles)
had significantly more chewing cycles than Holstein
Friesian (16,522 cycles) and Swiss Fleckvieh cows
(16,588 cycles). Young cows had significantly fewer
chewing cycles (16,525 cycles, P<0.01) than old cows
(17,628 cycles).

Duration of rumination

The mean duration of rumination for all cows was
441 min (7.35 h) (Table 4). It was significantly shorter
(P <0.01) in Brown Swiss cows (405 min) than in Holstein
Friesian (458 min) and Swiss Fleckvieh cows (460 min).
The duration of rumination did not differ between young
and old cows.

Number of regurgitated cuds

The mean number of cuds for all cows was 578 (Table 5).
There were significant differences among the breeds
(P<0.01); Swiss Fleckvieh cows had the largest number
(624) followed by Holstein Friesians (589) and Brown
Swiss cows (522). The number of cuds did not differ
between young and old cows.

Number of chewing cycles per cud

The mean number of chewing cycles per cud for all
cows was 55 (Table 6). There were no differences among
the three breeds with respect to this variable.

Table 4 Duration of rumination in 24 h (minutes, mean =+ sd, range in brackets) in 300 cows of three breeds

Groups

Breed All cows (100 per breed)

Young cows, 2 to 4 years (50 per breed)

Old cows, 4.1 to 6 years (50 per breed)

Brown Swiss (n = 100) 405 + 64° (341-469)
458 + 73 (385-530)
460 + 60 (400-520)
( )

370-511

Holstein Friesian (n = 100)
Swiss Fleckvieh (n=100)

All cows (n =300) 441+ 71

409 + 53 (355-462
453+ 77 (376-529
462 £ 61
441 +68 (373-509

401 +73 (328-474)

463 £ 68 (395-531)

458 + 58 (400-517)
(

)
)
)
) 44073 (368-513)

(
(401-523
(

#Compared with other breeds P < 0.01
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Table 5 Number of regurgitated cuds in 24 h (mean + sd, range in brackets) in 300 cows of three breeds

Groups

Breed All cows (100 per breed)

Young cows, 2 to 4 years (50 per breed)

Old cows, 4.1 to 6 years (50 per breed)

522 +75° (448-597)
589 + 812 (508-669)
624 + 967 (528-720)

578 + 94 (484-672)

Brown Swiss (n = 100)
Holstein Friesian (n = 100)
Red Holstein (n = 100)

All cows (n=300)

543 +70 (473-612)
591 +87 (503-678)
635+ 84 (551-720)
586 + 99 (487-685)

502 + 74 (428-757)
58773 (513-660)
623 +70 (553-693)
570+ 88 (482-658)

“Difference among all breeds P < 0.01

Farm effect on eating and rumination variables

There was a farm effect on duration of eating (P < 0.01),
number of chewing cycles during eating (P < 0.05) and
number of chewing cycles per cud (P <0.01) but not on
duration of rumination (P>0.05) and the number of
regurgitated cuds (P > 0.05).

Correlations between eating and rumination variables
There were significant correlations (P <0.01) between
duration of eating and number of chewing cycles during
eating (r=0.94), between duration of rumination and
number of chewing cycles per cud (r=0.56) and between
duration of rumination and number of regurgitated cuds
per day (r=0.53).

Discussion

The mean duration of eating during a 24-h period was
265 min (211 to 319 min). Brown Swiss cows ate signifi-
cantly longer than Holstein Friesian and Swiss Fleckvieh
cows, and older cows ate longer than younger cows
regardless of breed. This result was in agreement with
published daily eating times of 198 to 264 min [12], 220
to 303 min [13], 248 to 292 min [14], 301 min [15] and
330 min [16]. One study reported a shorter time of 185
to 214 min [17], and in other studies, the upper limit
was considerably higher than in the present study: 240
to 420 min [18], 462 min [19], 375 to 497 min (8], 240
to 540 min [20]. The variation in published reference in-
tervals is related to various factors that affect feed intake
including breed, age, body weight and milk production
of the cow, type of ration and feeding management,
energy requirements, environmental factors and social
structure of the herd [21]. In our own study [8]), that
yielded relatively long eating times, the cows were of-
fered fresh hay day and night and the long eating times

confirmed the close relationship between the availability
of fresh feed and feed intake [22, 23]. In the present
study, the cows were fed routinely from early morning
until evening, but not during the night.

Farm was considered a random variable because it is
affected by management, composition of the ration as
well as the content of fibre and energy and major and
trace elements.

The cows had on average 17,077 chewing cycles
related to eating per day, fewer than values recorded by
other authors: 18,766 cycles [15], 21,629 cycles [19],
24,000 cycles [20]. As expected, the number of chewing
cycles was strongly (r=0.94) and positively correlated
with the duration of eating.

The mean rumination time was 441 min with a range
of 370 to 511 min. This was in general agreement with
published daily rumination times of 240 to 540 [24], 300
to 540 [18], 413 to 454 [17], 441 to 479 [7, 8], 457 [15],
462 [19], 464 to 579 [14] and 498 to 584 min [12]. One
study had a range of 459 to 621 min and an upper limit
that exceeded ours by more than 100 min [13]. There
are several factors that affect duration of rumination,
but the most important is the physical structure of the
feed. Small feed particles are associated with shorter
rumination times [25-27]. Restrictive feeding leads to
faster eating and swallowing of larger feed particles and
in turn to longer rumination times [18]. Stress [28], anxiety
[11] and illness [29-31] lower rumination activity.
The percentage of cows that ruminate at a certain
time has been used to assess rumen health in dairy
cows [12, 32, 33].

The mean number of regurgitated cuds was 578 + 94
(484 to 672) per day, which was in general agreement
with published ranges for healthy cows of 348 to 478 [7],
360 to 790 [20] and 366 to 611 cuds [9].

Table 6 Number of chewing cycles per cud (mean + sd, range in brackets) in 300 cows of three breeds

Young cows, 2 to 4 years (50 per breed)

Old cows, 4.1 to 6 years (50 per breed)

Groups
Breed All cows (100 per breed)
Brown Swiss (n = 100) 55+ 9 (46-64)
Holstein Friesian (n = 100) 56+ 11 (45-67)
Swiss Fleckvieh (n=100) 5349 (45-62)
All cows (n =300) 55410 (45-65)

56+9 (47-65) 55+9 (46-64)
57 £13 (44-70) 55+8 (47-63)
55+9 (46-64) 52+ 8 (44-59)
56+ 10 (46-66) 54+9 (45-62)
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The number of chewing cycles per cud (55 + 10, 45 to
65) had quite a large variation. Ranges observed in other
studies were 40 to 70 [24], 43 to 69 [7] and 53 to 57
chewing cycles per cud [9]. Cows fed a ration with larger
forage particles may respond by increasing the duration
of eating and rumination or by increasing the number of
chewing cycles per cud [26]. The number of chewing
cycles also increases with increasing fibre content of the
ration [18].

As discussed previously, feed intake is subject to many
factors and varies among herds. The results of the
present study should therefore be interpreted as guide-
lines for eating and rumination variables. However, this
is the first study of this kind in a large number of cows,
which improves the reliability of the presented data,
although the findings do not apply universally. Eating
and rumination characteristics are sensitive indicators of
many disorders including postpartum metabolic diseases,
and we recommend that large herds establish separate
normal ranges when major ration changes occur. In ex-
perimental studies, it is critical to include a control group
that is kept under identical conditions as the studied
group. The intra-individual daily variations of eating and
rumination variables are crucial for the assessment of a
cow’s health status, analogous to the monitoring of daily
milk yield. A sudden drop in eating and rumination activ-
ity in an individual cows indicates illness but also can be
related to the onset of parturition [10]. When multiple
cows are affected, external factors should be considered.
For instance, when a sudden drop in eating and rumin-
ation variables was observed in a small herd of Scottish
Highland cattle, prompt investigation of the problem
showed a defective drinking water supply, which had
caused the cows to go off feed [11].

Conclusions

The eating and rumination variables established in the
present study are based on the observation of 300 cows
from modern dairy herds, reflect the current conditions
of Swiss dairy farming and serve as reference intervals
for detecting sick cows.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions

UB initiated, planned and supervised the study, and he wrote the
manuscript. SZ performed the study and MH did the statistical evaluation. All
authors have read and approved the manuscript.

Acknowledgements

The authors thank Dr. Luzia Trosch for the introduction in the technique
using the noseband pressure sensor and Dr. Chris Winder Waelchli for
translating the manuscript. This study was financed by the University of
Zurich, Switzerland.

Received: 11 September 2014 Accepted: 1 September 2015
Published online: 04 September 2015

Page 5 of 6

References

1. Young BA. A simple method for the recording of jaw movement patterns.
J Inst Anim Techn. 1966;17:20-1.

2. Luginbuhl JM, Pond KR, Russ JC, Burns JC. A simple electronic device and
computer interface system for monitoring chewing behavior of stall-fed
ruminant animals. J Dairy Sci. 1987,70:1307-12.

3. Matsui K, Okubo T. A method for quantification of jaw movements suitable
for use on free-ranging cattle. Appl Anim Behav Sci. 1991;32:107-16.

4. Lindgren E. Validation of rumination measurement equipment and the role
of rumination in dairy cow time budgets. Master Thesis. Uppsala, Swedish
University of Agricultural Sciences. 2009.

5. Schirmann K, Von Keyserlingk MAG, Weary DM, Veira DM, Heuwieser W.
Technical note: Validation of a system for monitoring rumination in dairy
cows. J Dairy Sci. 2009;92:6052-5.

6. Nydegger F, Gygax L, Egli W. Automatisches Messen der Kaubewegungen
bei Wiederkduern mit Hilfe eines Drucksensors. Agrarforschung Schweiz.
2011;2(2):60-5.

7. Trosch L. Untersuchungen Uber das Fressen und Wiederkauen von Kihen
mit Hilfe eines Drucksensors im Halfter. Dr Med Vet Thesis. Zurich, University
of Zurich. 2013.

8. Braun U, Trosch L, Nydegger F, Héssig M. Evaluation of eating and
rumination behaviour in cows using a noseband pressure sensor. BMC Vet
Res. 2013,9:164.

9. Tschoner T. Untersuchungen tber das Fressen und Wiederkauen bei
kranken Kuhen und bei Kihen um den Zeitpunkt der Geburt. Dr Med Vet
Thesis. Zurich, University of Zurich. 2013.

10. Braun U, Tschoner T, Hassig M. Evaluation of eating and rumination
behaviour using a noseband pressure sensor in cows during the peripartum
period. BMC Vet Res. 2014;10:195.

11. Braun U, Storni E, Hassig M, Nuss K. Eating and rumination behaviour of
Scottish Highland cattle on pasture and in loose housing during the winter.
Schweiz Arch Tierheilk. 2014;156:425-31.

12. Maekawa M, Beauchemin KA, Christensen DA. Chewing activity, saliva
production, and ruminal pH of primiparous and multiparous lactating dairy
cows. J Dairy Sci. 2002;85:1176-82.

13. Freer M, Campling RC. Factors affecting the voluntary intake of food by
cows. 7. The behaviour and reticular motility of cows given diets of hay,
dried grass, concentrates and ground, pelleted hay. Br J Nutr. 1964;19:195-207.

14. Metz JHW. Time patterns of feeding and rumination in domestic cattle. PhD
Dissertation. Wageningen, University of Wageningen. 1975.

15. Dado RG, Allen MS. Variation in and relationships among feeding, chewing,
and drinking variables for lactating dairy cows. J Dairy Sci. 1994;77:132-44.

16. Senn M, Dirst B, Kaufmann A, Langhans W. Feeding patterns of lactating
cows of three different breeds fed hay, corn silage, and grass silage. Physiol
Behav. 1995;58:229-36.

17. Kononoff PJ, Heinrichs AJ, Lehman HA. The effect of corn silage particle size
on eating behavior, chewing activities, and rumen fermentation in lactating
dairy cows. J Dairy Sci. 2003;86:3343-53.

18. Beauchemin KA. Ingestion and mastication of feed by dairy cattle. Vet Clin
North Am Food Anim Pract. 1991;7:439-63.

19.  Schleisner C, Nergaard P, Hansen HH. Discriminant analysis of patterns of
jaw movement during rumination and eating in a cow. Acta Agric Scand A,
Anim Sci. 1999;49:251-9.

20. Gurtler H. Physiologie der Verdauung und Absorption. In: Jena KE, editor.
Lehrbuch der Physiologie der Haustiere. Verlag: Gustav Fischer;

1974. p. 219-422.

21, Zurcher SAS. Untersuchungen Uber das Fressen und Wiederkauen von
Kihen verschiedener Rassen mit Hilfe eines Drucksensors im Halfter. Dr
Med Vet Thesis. Zurich, University of Zurich. 2014.

22. Tolkamp BJ, Schweitzer DPN, Kyriazakis |. The biologically relevant unit for
the analysis of short-therm feeding behavior of dairy cows. J Dairy Sci.
2000;83:2057-68.

23. DeVries TJ, von Keyserlingk MA, Weary DM, Beauchemin KA. Measuring the
feeding behavior of lactating dairy cows in early to peak lactation. J Dairy
Sci. 2003,86:3354-61.

24. Porzig E, Sambraus HH. Nahrungsaufnahmeverhalten landwirtschaftlicher
Nutztiere. Berlin: Deutscher Landwirtschaftsverlag GmbH; 1991. p. 31-146.

25. Teimouri Yansari A, Valizadeh R, Naserian A, Christensen DA, Yu P, Eftekhari
Shahroodi F. Effects of alfalfa particle size and specific gravity on chewing
activity, digestibility and performance of Holstein dairy cows. J Dairy Sci.
2004,87:3912-24.



Braun et al. BMC Veterinary Research (2015) 11:231

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

Yang WZ, Beauchemin KA. Effects of physically effective fiber on chewing
activity and ruminal pH of dairy cows fed diets based on barley silage.

J Dairy Sci. 2006;89:217-28.

Adin G, Solomon R, Nikbachat M, Zenou A, Yosef E, Brosh A, et al. Effect of
feeding cows in early lactation with diets differing in roughage-neutral
detergent fiber content on intake behavior, rumination, and milk
production. J Dairy Sci. 2009;92:3364-73.

Herskin MS, Munksgaard L, Ladewig J. Effects of acute stressors on
nociception, adrenocortical responses and behavior of dairy cows. Physiol
Behav. 2004;83:411-20.

Welch JG. Rumination, particle size and passage from the rumen. J Anim
Sci. 1982;54:885-94.

Hansen SS, Nergaard P, Pedersen C, Jargensen RJ, Mellau LS, Enemark JD.
The effect of subclinical hypocalcaemia induced by Na2EDTA on the feed
intake and chewing activity of dairy cows. Vet Res Commun.
2003;27:193-205.

Fogsgaard KK, Rentved CM, Serensen P, Herskin MS. Sickness behaviour in
dairy cows during Escherichia coli mastitis. J Dairy Sci. 2012,95:630-8.
Eastridge ML. Meeting both the effective fiber and energy needs of
high-producing cows is the big challenge of feeding. Here are
qguidlines. Hoard's Dairyman. 2000;145:626.

Krause KM, Oetzel GR. Inducing subacute ruminal acidosis in lactating dairy
cows. J Dairy Sci. 2005;88:3633-9.

Page 6 of 6

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of:

¢ Convenient online submission

¢ Thorough peer review

* No space constraints or color figure charges

¢ Immediate publication on acceptance

¢ Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

* Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

( BiolVied Central




	Abstract
	Background
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Animals
	Housing and feeding
	Recording protocol
	Pressure transducer recordings of eating and rumination activities
	Analysis of pressure transducer recordings
	Statistical analysis
	Approval of the study by an ethical committee

	Results
	Duration of eating
	Chewing cycles during eating
	Duration of rumination
	Number of regurgitated cuds
	Number of chewing cycles per cud
	Farm effect on eating and rumination variables
	Correlations between eating and rumination variables

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	References



