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Abstract: Tracking technologies offer a way to monitor movement of many individuals over long time
periods with minimal disturbances and could become a helpful tool for a variety of uses in animal
agriculture, including health monitoring or selection of breeding traits that benefit welfare within
intensive cage-free poultry farming. Herein, we present an active, low-frequency tracking system
that distinguishes between five predefined zones within a commercial aviary. We aimed to evaluate
both the processed and unprocessed datasets against a “ground truth” based on video observations.
The two data processing methods aimed to filter false registrations, one with a simple deterministic
approach and one with a tree-based classifier. We found the unprocessed data accurately determined
birds” presence/absence in each zone with an accuracy of 99% but overestimated the number of
transitions taken by birds per zone, explaining only 23% of the actual variation. However, the two
processed datasets were found to be suitable to monitor the number of transitions per individual,
accounting for 91% and 99% of the actual variation, respectively. To further evaluate the tracking
system, we estimated the error rate of registrations (by applying the classifier) in relation to three
factors, which suggested a higher number of false registrations towards specific areas, periods with
reduced humidity, and periods with reduced temperature. We concluded that the presented tracking
system is well suited for commercial aviaries to measure individuals’ transitions and individuals’
presence/absence in predefined zones. Nonetheless, under these settings, data processing remains
a necessary step in obtaining reliable data. For future work, we recommend the use of automatic
calibration to improve the system’s performance and to envision finer movements.

Keywords: low-frequency tracking; commercial aviary; laying hens; false registrations; tree-based
classifier; animal behaviour

1. Introduction

Tracking technologies generate sequences of chronologically ordered location data
and offer a way to monitor movement of many individuals over long time periods with
minimal disturbances. Tracking technologies have become valuable for detecting health
issues in farm animals at an early stage [1-4] and in cage-free poultry farming, for their
potential to select breeding traits that benefit welfare within cage-free systems [5,6] as
well as to provide scientific information for optimal management [7]. However, cage-free
housings are uniquely complex and may introduce numerous challenges for tracking
technologies. For instance, cage-free housings of laying hens often contain a relatively high
concentration of material that can interfere with tracking signals, including metal hardware
(e.g., perches, floor, feeding lines) and multiple stacked horizontal levels that prevent
direct lines of sight require by some automated tracking technologies (e.g., video tracking,
infrared). Furthermore, compared to most other livestock, laying hens are relatively small
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animals that can be housed in large groups at very high densities, which would likely alter
ultra-high frequency (UHF) radio signals [8]. Compared to most other commonly tracked
livestock (e.g., swine, cattle), laying hens move differently (e.g., flying, jumping between
horizontal tiers) and often faster. These challenges might induce measurement errors (as
defined by the difference between a measured quantity and its true value), both of random
and systematic natures [9]. Random errors are often inevitable and unpredictable, but
their effects can be minimized, for example, by increasing the sample size. On the other
hand, systematic errors are often predictable with consistent causes (e.g., environmental
interference, improper calibration), but their effects are harder to compensate for and can
lead to biases if not appropriately addressed during analysis.

Tracking systems have already been used to examine laying hens within the interior
of a commercial system [10-12]; these tracking systems had to overcome the housing
complexities described above. However, measurement errors were primarily evaluated
within less complex settings (e.g., in small interior or outdoor settings) than commercial
aviaries but focusing on movements of greater precision (i.e., individual location) than
the current effort (transitions between predefined zones). For instance, using an ultra-
wide band (UWB) system, Rodenburg et al. [6] reported an accuracy of 85% in detecting
individuals’ location, and Stadig et al. [13] reported an error of less than 50 cm in 80%
of measurements. These results present great potential for tracking systems to represent
individual positions within free-range areas, as well as a margin to refine the data. Sys-
tematic errors were also investigated, although only within settings less complex than
commercial aviaries. For instance, comparing registrations generated by a UWB system
against video observations, Sluis et al. [14] observed an average overestimation of 40% of
in the distance of broilers moving less than 15 m and an average underestimation of 15% in
the distance of broilers moving more than 30 m. Furthermore, Stadig et al. [13] observed a
larger error in certain areas of the experimental field and a negative influence of rain on the
percentage of successful registrations. These results suggest that various factors, such as
the individual level of activity, specific areas, and weather conditions, could cause errors in
measurement. Although tracking systems within cage-free housing systems are becoming
more popular, they still have challenges to overcome. We therefore studied long-term
tracking in commercial aviaries at the level of visited zones (with five zones) instead of
precise individual locations. In the current study, we used active tags with low-frequency
(LF) tracking and UHF communication that distinguished five zones with key resources,
including the three stacked tiers of a commercial aviary (top floor, nest box, lower floor),
the littered floor underneath, and an outside covered winter garden. This tracking system
is comparable to UWB tracking systems with lower frequencies, with the aim of reducing
possible interactions with the environment, such as liquid and metallic materials [15].

To overcome measurement errors, some studies have mentioned novel placement of
tracking system components [13,16], filtering of registrations that are not possible [13], or
filtering of individual positions that do not move more than the 95% confidence interval
of the system’s positioning errors [17]. When modifying the configuration of the tracking
system is not an option, data processing may be the only alternative to refine and, in some
cases, obtain validated data. Furthermore, tracking data often contain metadata associated
to each registration, which could be used to detect false registrations and increase accuracy.
Due to a potentially large number of available features and interaction effects, manually
defining a rule-based algorithm can be time-consuming and suboptimal, whereas machine
learning may offer a valuable solution for filtering false registrations. Despite potential for
data refinement, there are only a few studies on UWB systems and related technologies that
scrutinize data-processing methods, particularly within the unique settings of housings
of cage-free laying hens. In the current study, we aimed to contribute to the collective
effort of evaluating tracking systems for laying-hen farming, with a focus on the interior
of a commercial aviary system. To achieve this aim, two analysis steps were involved.
First, two data-processing approaches were applied to filter false registrations, including
a simple deterministic approach that filters stays of short durations (SD method) and
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a machine learning approach (ML method) based on a tree-based classifier. The two
processed datasets and the unprocessed dataset were compared against video-observation
results (our gold standard). This evaluation was conducted in terms of the number of
transitions per individual within the predefined zones and individuals’ presence/absence
in each zone every second. Secondly, to better evaluate the tracking system, we studied the
effect of filtering false registrations based on the ML method over a two-month period on
144 tracked animals under three potential influencing factors: different areas of the aviary,
external temperature, and external humidity. We selected these factors because they have
already shown to be associated, to some extent, with tracking-system performance and
could introduce biases in our own work and that of others using comparable technology if
associated with false-registrations.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Ethical Statement

The study was conducted according to the cantonal and federal regulations for the
ethical treatment of experimentally used animals and approved by the Bern Cantonal
Veterinary Office (BE-45/20).

2.2. Animals and Housing

As part of a larger study examining effects of on-farm hatching, approximately
4800 chicks were reared in an Inauen Natura rearing barn previously described by
Stratmann et al. [18] and located at the Aviforum facility in Zollikofen, Switzerland. At
seven days of age, focal animals were selected, and at approximately 16 weeks of age,
all animals were transferred to an on-site commercial laying barn containing a Bolegg
Vencomatic Terrace aviary. The aviary system is split into 20 identical pens separated by a
vertical grid, with each pen containing 225 animals and an outside, covered winter garden
that can be accessed through a pop hole (illustrated in Figure 1). Eight of the 20 pens were
used for the current study, with 18 focal animals per pen (a total of 144). On the same
day as the transfer to the laying barn, we mounted a tracking tag enclosed within a cloth
backpack (mass: 15.6 g; height: 14.5 cm; width: 13 cm) on the back of each focal hen. These
backpacks were identifiable from video cameras based on their unique colour combination.

[ o] cameras -

aviary

doors 2.3m

Figure 1. Housing setup, including the pens and aviary location in the barn, winter-garden zone, pop
holes, and cameras.

2.3. Tracking System

To track hens across different areas within a pen, we distinguished five zones with key
resources, including the three stacked tiers of a commercial aviary (top, nest box, lower), the
littered floor underneath, and the winter garden, as illustrated in Figure 2A. During the laying
phase, transitions between the five zones were assessed continuously for each focal hen by
means of a customized tracking system. For this, three identical stations of a low-power,
active tracking system (°Gantner Solutions GmbH, Schruns, Austria) were installed within
the laying barn, each covering either two or three pens (Stations 3-5: pens 3, 4, 5; Stations 8-9:
pens 8, 9; Stations 10-12: pens 10, 11, 12). Each station involved several components, including
five markers (1 per zone) emitting signals through a cable (creating separately enclosed fields
for each zone; Figure 2B); active tags (mass: 28.1 g) that can receive signals; and lastly, a reader
that communicates through UHF (868 MHz), with the tags and a dedicated computer.
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Figure 2. (A) Side view of the aviary within one pen with its three aviary zones (top tier, nest box,
lower tier) and the littered floor; (B) simplified 3D model of the tracking system covering two pens,
including the four markers of the four indoor zones and their associated cables.

The receiving strength of the LF signal (RSS) is used to determine theoretical distance
to the antenna loop. At almost every position in any zone, the tag can receive the signal of
multiple markers. This signal last for 50 ms. It is important that during that time, the tag
only receives the signal of one marker; otherwise, signals would overlap and might not be
valid. Therefore, the markers send at different transmission intervals (varying from 1.6 to
2.1 s depending on the zone) a fixed low carrier frequency signal of 0.125 MHz (LE-signal)
that is modulated to allow markers to be differentiated. Within a 10-s interval, a tag could
theoretically receive between five and six signals per marker, but this number will often be
lower, as every marker has a maximum range of only two to three metres. Every time a tag
receives an LF-signal, an algorithm (tag-algorithm) is applied to the registered LF signals
received within the past 10 s to evaluate whether the tagged hen has transitioned to a new
zone. The tag algorithm reports a new transition when a tag receives the absolute strongest
signal value from the same marker twice within 10 s and if the associated zone differs
from the last registered zone (pseudo-code in the Supplementary Text S1). Following the
installation of the tracking-system stations, each pen was calibrated under field conditions
to ensure a correct interpretation of information obtained by the devices. More specifically,
a tracking tag was positioned in each of the 44 predefined critical locations per pen (e.g.,
where two zones border one another) to evaluate RSS against observed distance to the
antenna loop and to adjust the LF signal of specific markers as necessary.

Individual transitions to a zone registered by the tracking system are hereafter called
registrations. More specifically, we will refer to correct registrations (CR) for registered
zones where the animal is located (i.e., true zone as determined by video) and to false regis-
trations (FR) for registered zones not consistent with the true zone for the bird (FR). Among
CRs, we distinguish two types of registrations: (1) registrations that are not associated
with a true transition (corrected registrations) and (2) registrations associated with a true
transition (transitional registrations). Our goal was to obtain only transitional registrations,
and data processing was used towards this objective.

2.4. Video Observations to Detect False Registrations

Two cameras per pen were placed within the indoor portion of each pen in such a manner
that each location where an animal could transition between any of the three indoor zones was
visible. The view did not cover the interior of the pop hole nor the winter garden and thus did
not allow transitions to the winter garden to be filmed. For the generation of the video-based
tracking data as a gold standard, video data were collected over the third and fourth weeks
for an 11-day period simultaneously with the collection of the tracking data. Single animals
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were visually tracked by two trained observers independent of one another in order to classify
each registration as FR or CR. An inter-rater reliability test between the two observers for
137 registrations, including four random hens and four different days, resulted in an inter-rater
reliability of perfect agreement, with all recordings classified correctly by both observers.

For the evaluation of the two processing methods (SD and ML) and the unprocessed
tracking data against video-based tracking data as the gold standard, two sets of registra-
tions were analysed through video, generating two datasets: (1) the training dataset used
to develop the ML method; and (2) the test dataset used to evaluate the two processing
methods, as well as the unprocessed tracking data, against video-based tracking data. As
described in the Section 2.5, the training dataset was used in a cross-validation process to
split the data into validation and training sets and select for the optimal models.

The training dataset was composed of 4274 registrations classified as FR or CR by
means of 241 h of video observations divided into 79 batches, varying from 0.5 h to 7 h,
involving 44 tracking tags over 11 days. The batches were selected based on the visual
representations of individuals” movement across all days to ensure a broad variation of
movement sequences and a reasonable number of observations across zones, stations, and
tracking tags. To avoid introducing noise in model training, the training dataset did not
contain registrations from the winter-garden zone due to the limited camera view in the
pop holes described earlier. The training dataset comprised 13% FR and 87% CR.

The test dataset was composed of 865 registrations classified as FR or CR by means of
96 h of video observation. More specifically, 48 batches (six/pen) of 2-h video (including
47 randomly selected tracking tags) were randomly chosen over six days and reduced to
42 batches due to technical issues (e.g., backpacks not visible from the cameras). As the test
dataset was used to evaluate two processing methods, including one that did not require
training, the test dataset contained registrations from each of the five zones, including the
winter garden. However, as the classifiers can only be tested on classes included in the
training process, all registrations from the winter garden were processed solely by the SD
method. Registrations in the winter garden were retained in the evaluation of both processing
approaches for two main reasons: first, to avoid any bias towards poorer/greater performance
of the SD method, if that zone would be more easily/laboriously detected by the tracking
system compared to the other zones; second, even if the winter-garden zone is processed by
the SD method when evaluating the ML method, its performance is still influenced by the
ML method, typically when the ML method filters a registration to the litter zone reported
between registrations in the winter-garden zone (as there would be one less transition to the
winter garden). When a registration to the winter-garden zone could not be clearly classified
through video observation (i.e., animal could be either in the pop hole or the winter garden),
CR was used for biological relevance. We decided to define the pop-hole area (illustrated in
Figure 1) as part of the winter-garden zone (and not the litter zone), as exposure to natural
light in the pop hole is more similar to the winter-garden zone than the litter zone. To better
evaluate the tracking system, in addition to the tracking system’s registrations, the test dataset
contained all true transitions observed during video observations that were not reported
by the tracking system (missed transitions). Missed transitions represented 0.6% of the test
dataset. The test dataset comprised 5% FR and 95% CR.

2.5. Evaluation of the Two Data Processing Methods

As the tracking system used in this study evaluated the location of a tag every time
the tag received an LF-signal, longer records have more opportunities for self-correction
and therefore are more likely to be accurately record the location. Therefore, an intuitive
and simple way to process the data is to filter all registrations that last for less than a certain
threshold (SD method). We used a one-minute threshold with the objective of minimizing
loss of actual transitions while maintaining a good representation of the true data.

To account for more of the available information during data processing, we used a
machine learning approach (ML method) based on decision-trees, which, in addition to the
registration duration used by the SD method, employed 13 features of the registrations (de-
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tailed in Table 1), including the RSS, the zone, and the station identities. The zone identities
of the previous and next registrations (of the same tag) were also included to account for
the movement sequence. The durations of the previous and next registrations were also
included, as we expected the duration to be the most important feature for detecting FR. Our
goal was to build a model to process (clean) the data rather than generate predictions about
hen movement patterns. We aimed to isolate the true signal of hen movement, which can be
used in future research to evaluate the drivers of hen behaviour. As such, our model is inde-
pendent of external factors that could be of potential interest for future investigation (e.g.,
weather). Three classifiers (random forest, gradient boosting, CatBoost) based on decision-
trees [19] were used to account for potential non-linearity and interaction effects [20]. The
gradient-boosting classifier is a greedy algorithm that sequentially trains a shallow decision
tree in order to correct the errors of the previously trained tree [21], and the CatBoost model
is a recently developed gradient-boosting algorithm [22,23] that was selected in this study
for its ability to process categorical features during training (algorithms of the classifiers
further detailed in Supplementary Text S2). Following hyperparameter selection through a
3-fold cross-validated grid search (detailed in Table S1 of the Supplementary Materials) and
model training on the training dataset, the performances of the classifiers were evaluated on
the held-out test dataset using three common classifier performance measures [24]: (1) accu-
racy, defined as the fraction of predictions correctly classified by the model; (2) precision
of class X, defined as the proportion of the predicted class X that is correctly classified by
the model; and (3) recall of class X, defined as the proportion of the observed (true) class X,
that is correctly classified by the model. To better contrast predictionsof the three tree-based
classifiers on the test dataset in order to select one for the ML method, we used McNemar’s
non-parametric test for pairwise binary classifier comparison [25] to test the null hypothesis
that two models have similar proportions of errors. The normalized importance of features
was generated for the selected model to understand the model’s reliance on each feature
when producing its predictions. Finally, the ML method used the selected classifier to clas-
sify registrations as FR and CR and then filtered FR from the unprocessed data. However,
due to the limitations of video in covering the pop-hole area, the SD method was applied
here to filter registrations in the winter-garden zone.

Table 1. Record features used to train the model and the normalized importance of features in the
final CatBoost model.

Feature Name Description

zone identity of the previous/considered /next registered record with

previous zone; zone; the strongest LF signal, indicating the zone where the individual has

next zone transitioned/is transitioning /will transition to
RSS a measurement of the power present in the strongest received LF
signal (dB)
tracking system ID identity of the tracking-system copy

previous duration;
duration; next duration

reported time of stay in the zone from the previous/considered /next
registered record

zone2 second zone identity with the strongest LF signal
RSS of zone2 a measurement of the power pr?sent in the second strongest received
LF signal (dB)
zone3exist binary feature that equals 1 if the tag registers a signal of at least three

different zones during the last 10 s, and otherwise equals 0

next2zone = zone;
previous2zone = zone

binary feature that equals 1 if the registered second zone from the
next/previous record is the same as the occurring zone, and
otherwise equals 0

We contrasted the two data-processing approaches by applying them to the unpro-

cessed test dataset (i.e., including CR and FR). The resulting two processed datasets (ML
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and SD datasets), as well as the unprocessed test dataset, were then compared against the
respective gold-standard dataset (i.e., registrations identified as CR through video observa-
tion). In each case, we evaluated two things: (1) the animal’s location (or more specifically,
their presence/absence in each zone) and (2) the animal’s movement. To evaluate how well
these datasets represented individuals’ presence/absence in each zone at each second, we
compared their associated categorical time series (containing five categories, one for each
zone). The performance was evaluated in terms of accuracy, macro-averaged recall, and
macro-averaged precision (where the macro-averaged recall/precision is the average of
the recall/precision across each zone). To evaluate how well these datasets represented
individuals” movement, we compared the total number of individual transitions per batch,
per zone in each case. Performance was evaluated with the explained variance score (EV)
and the mean absolute error (M AE), defined as:

. » , Heamptes—1
EV = 1— varzm?ce{ycs y}, MAE — 7} :'ia(;nples yosi — i
variance{ygs } Nsamples ==d1=

where 7 contains information from a processed dataset and ygs contains the respective
gold-standard information. The EV is used to measure the magnitude of the expected effect
on the number of transitions [26]. The MAE is used to measure, in an unambiguous and
natural manner, the magnitude of the expected average error [27] in terms of the number
of transitions (for a two-hour batch). This analysis was performed with Python version
3.8.5 using the SciKit Learn package [28] for the performance measures and the CatBoost
package [22] for the CatBoost classifier.

2.6. Investigation of Influencing Factors

When comparing large datasets with thousands of hours of tracking per animal,
comparison with video recordings as a gold standard becomes impractical. Therefore, to
further evaluate the tracking system, we used the tree-based classifier from the ML method
to identify FR (IFR) and studied the estimated error rate, defined as the number of IFRs
against the total number of registrations, in relation to specific factors. The estimated error
rate had a value of one when all records were filtered by the ML method and a value of
zero when none was filtered. This approach has some limitations due to probable FRs not
being detected or some being falsely detected. However, by removing the limitation on the
number of days and individuals used, a broader investigation of the systems’ performance
can be conducted. Data processing with the ML method is shown in the Results section to
filter most of the true FRs (recall of class FR: 93%) and to filter mostly true FRs (precision of
class FR: 84%). Therefore, IFRs should highlight most of the FRs from the unprocessed data
and should be composed mainly of FRs. We applied the ML method over a two-month
period, involving 144 animals, during which the hens were kept under similar management
conditions every day, including 15 h of artificial light and six hours with access to the winter
garden. To avoid biasing the data towards a greater error rate when the winter garden
was closed, we excluded all registrations of transitions to the winter garden for periods
when it was closed. We evaluated the estimated error rate in relation to different areas by
reporting the mean + SD of the estimated error rate across individuals for each of the five
zones in each of the eight pens (40 pen-zone areas). We evaluated the estimated error rate
in relation to external weather variables by fitting a mixed-effects logistic regression (link
function: logit, R package “Ime4” [29]) on the ratio of IFR to the total registrations minus
IFR (per hour), with pen identity nested in station identity as a random term and hourly
external humidity (%) and temperature (°C) as explanatory variables. External humidity
was rescaled by dividing its values by 10. To control for variations barn management and
animal behaviour throughout the day, the hour of the day was also added as a fixed effect.
External humidity and temperature were obtained from the LSZB weather station (~12 km
from the barn) and accessed via the Wolfram alpha API in Python.
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3. Results
3.1. Evaluation of the Two Data Processing Methods

On the test dataset, the three classifiers showed stable (over 100 random seeds) accu-
racy, recall, and precision (Figure S1 of the Supplementary Materials), and the McNemar’s
test showed a similar proportion of errors between each classifier (p > 0.05). Thus, with
an accuracy of 99%, we selected the CatBoost algorithm for the ML method because of its
ability to handle categorical variables in Python. Additionally, 84% of the time that the
model identified an FR, the model prediction was correct (precision of class FR). and 100%
of the time that the model identified a CR, the model prediction was correct (precision of
class CR). Additionally, 93% of the FR observations were classified by the model as FR
(recall of class FR), and 99% of the CR observations were classified by the model as CR
(recall of class CR). The zone identity, RSS, and the previous registrations” zone identity
were the three most important features, accounting for 21%, 19%, and 13% of the overall
importance of the features, respectively, while duration accounted for 7% (Figure 3A). To
further illustrate the importance of the features, Figure 3B show the RSS and duration
of the test dataset’s registrations, split into CR and FR (from video observations). The
receiving strength of the LF signal was generally higher for the correct registrations of all
indoor zones. We also observed longer duration of stay to be more frequent among the
correct registrations, with the exception of registrations in the lower perch zone, where no
difference in the duration of stay was observed between correct and false registrations.
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Figure 3. (A) Normalized importance of features for the selected CatBoost model. (B) Box plots of
the RSS (top) and duration of stay (bottom) of the test dataset registrations, split into CR (light grey)
and FR (grey), as produced by video observations, are displayed for each zone.

The unprocessed, SD and ML datasets all determined an individual’s zone (every
second), with an accuracy of 99%, 98%, and 100%, respectively, and displayed the same
values (99%, 98%, and 100%, respectively) for the macro-averaged precision and macro-
averaged recall. We found the ML and the SD datasets to underestimate the number of
transitions by an average 0.27 and 0.06 transitions per zone, respectively, for a two-hour
batch, in contrast to the unprocessed dataset, which overestimated the number of transitions
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by approximately 0.5 transitions per zone, on average, for a two-hour batch (average
number of transitions per batch, per zone by video observation was 1.8). The percentage of
variance of the ground-truth data recovered by the unprocessed, SD and ML datasets was

23%, 91%, and 99%, respectively, which is further illustrated in Figure 4.

& EV = 0.23 EV = 0.91 EV = 0.99
@ 151 MAE = 0.52 151 MAE = 0.27 15 1 MAE = 0.06
© o @
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Video-based tracking data

Video-based tracking data Video-based tracking data

Figure 4. Number of transitions per individual (per batch, per zone) for the unprocessed, SD and ML
datasets against video-based tracking data and associated EV and MAE scores. Overlapping data
points are represented by darker shading.

3.2. Investigation of Influencing Factors

The estimated error rate across pen-zone areas varies from 0.0 £ 0.0 (e.g., litter area
within each pen of Stations 10-12) to 0.5 £ 0.19 for Pen 8, suggesting that half of the
registrations in the winter garden from Pen 8 were filtered by the ML method. The
estimated error rate per pen-zone area is further detailed in Figure 5. Furthermore, we
found a negative effect of humidity (p = 0.003) on the estimated error rate, with an odds
ratio of 0.96 (95%-CI [0.94, 0.99]), indicating a 4% lower likelihood of obtaining a false
registration with an increase in humidity of 10%. Additionally, we found a negative
effect of temperature (p < 0.001) on the estimated error rate, with an odds ratio of 0.97
(95%-CI [0.96-0.98]), indicating a 3% lower likelihood of obtaining a false registration with
an increase in temperature of 1 °C (for further details, see Table S2 of the Supplementary
Materials). The difference between the unprocessed and the processed data (by the ML-
method) is further illustrated in Figure 6 through a visual representation of an animal’s
transitions over eight consecutive days. For instance, observed several transitions filtered
by the ML method between the lower-perch and top-floor zones.

0.5
' 0.14 0.11 0.07 0.12 0.15 0.16
Winter garden - 555 1506 +0.04 +013 +022 +023
0.4
Litter - 0:0 0.0 0.0 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.0 0.02
+0.0 +0.0 +0.0  +0.02 +0.04 001 0.0l  +0.03
0.3
0.07 0.01 0.06 0.11 0.08 0.06 0.01 0.02
Lowerperch- 503 4001 +0.03 006 +0.03 +0.08 0.0l  =0.02
-0.2
0.06 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.3 0.03 0.17
Nestbox - 571 4003 005 007 [ELEEE 005 | +0.17
-0.1
0.15 0.11 0.16 0.06 0.0 0.01 0.09 0.17
Top floor- 4531 +013 =+015  +0.1 +0.01  +0.01  +0.08  +0.13
1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1
Pen 10 Pen1ll Pen1l2 Pen3 Pen 4 Pen 5 Pen 8 Pen 9

Figure 5. Estimated error rate (mean £ SD) for pen-zone areas.
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Figure 6. Unprocessed data (yellow) and processed data by the ML method (blue) of a single animal
over five consecutive days. Each row represents a single 24-hour day, with the zone identities
represented on the y-axis (the indoor zones are ordered following the aviary order, and the winter
garden is represented below the indoor zones).

4. Discussion

We found the presented LF tracking system accurately determined the presence of
animals in a given zone (at the second level), with macro-averaged precision, and macro-
averaged recall of 99% when compared against video observations of the test dataset.
This good performance might be explained by the tag algorithm, which searches for new
transitions, on average, every 0.5 s (i.e., each time a tag receives an LF signal), thus regularly
providing opportunities for correctional records. However, the number of transitions in
a zone generated by the tracking system was overestimated and only explained 23% of
the true variance (as observed by video). Therefore, the unprocessed tracking data did not
constitute a good representation of individual transitions between the five zones, which
could be emphasized by the observed differences in the estimated error rate within specific
pen-zone areas. On the one hand, we observed clear differences in the estimated error rate
of a given zone across different stations (e.g., winter-garden zones in Stations 10-12, Stations
3-5, and Stations 8-9 had a mean estimated error rate varying, across their respective pens,
between 0.07 and 0.14, 0.12 and 0.16, and 0.44 and 0.5, respectively). On the other hand,
we observed differences within pens of the same station (e.g., nest-box zone in Stations
3—4 had an estimated error rate of 0.05 &= 0.07 in Pen 3, 0.3 4= 0.19 in Pen 4, and 0.03 & 0.05
in Pen 5). The observed differences in the estimated error rate across different pen-zone
areas aligned well with locations described through anecdotal notes made during video
observations describing precise locations where a tracking tag generated a high amount
of FR (by repeatedly switching between two, sometimes non-neighbouring zones) while
the animal was immobile (weak spots). An explanation for the existence of weak spots
may be the pen furnishing blocking the line of sight between tags and signal cables, which
is known to cause signal interference in UWB systems [16]. More specifically, metallic
materials can absorb the signal and distort the electromagnetic field, which could either
block or enhance the signal, rendering RSS a poor representation of the distance to the
signal cable, possibly explain errors between non-neighbouring zones. Our tracking system
was designed to use a lower frequency than a common UWB system in order to avoid
possible interactions with metallic materials, although signals may still be affected.
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Furthermore, the existence of weak spots may be attributed to the calibration process, a
manual and time-consuming step performed independently for each station and iteratively
through each pen. When a tracking tag was detected in an incorrect zone during the
calibration process, the LF values of specific markers were adjusted. As the pens are steel
cages, the LF field generated by each marker can be slightly inhomogeneous. As a result,
when an LF signal value is adjusted, all measurements must be repeated to ensure that
the change in the LF value did not lead to further detection errors. The difficulty lies in
setting the LF values of the markers in such a way that the correct zone is detected in all
locations of the tracking system. In particular, the nest-box zone is a small zone located
between two zones (Figure 2), and a change in the LF value of the marker had a greater
effect on the neighbouring zones because it quickly led to the tracking tag being detected in
the incorrect zone. Therefore, we recommend the use of an automatic calibration process to
improve the system’s performance. To achieve this, within each zone, several tags would
be placed at predefined locations of critical measurement points. Each signal strength
received by any tag from any marker would be registered. An algorithm would be executed
every 10 s (ensuring enough time for adjustment of LF signal values to take place in the
field) on all RSS registered within the past 10 s. This algorithm would identify the most
problematic zone, defined, for example, by the zone with the smallest dB difference in
relation to another zone (across all tags in that zone). If this difference does not exceed the
limit of 1 dB in relation to another zone, the LF signal value of the associated marker is
automatically adjusted. As soon as 100 consecutive runs induce no adjustment of an LF
signal, the calibration is complete. An automatic calibration would save time as only one
person would work on the calibration. This would also offer new opportunities, such as
smaller zones, allowing for registration of finer movements. For instance, in our settings,
it might be possible to differentiate between the nest boxes and the balcony in front the
nest boxes (currently, both are registered as the nest-box zone). Furthermore, automatic
calibration would ensure more homogeneous LF values across markers from the same zone
across all pens, and consequently, more comparable datasets across different stations and
pens would be generated.

Our tracking system’s poor performance in representing individual transitions high-
lights the importance of processing automatically generated datasets. Relevant data-
processing studies are lacking, although they could help to standardize this process to
generate comparable datasets across different studies. The benefit of this work is most
essential in light of rapid development in technology in order to manage and improve
the welfare of animals within commercial livestock systems [1,2,30-35]. We showed that
the data processed by a simple filtering of registrations associated with short durations
(<1 min) of stays was suitable for monitoring the number of transitions per individual per
zone, accounting for 91% of the actual variance (as observed by video). We further reported
a gain in performance using a tree-based classifier to filter false registrations, accounting for
99% of the true variance in the number of transitions per individuals, which could partly
be explained by the additional information provided to the ML method. Indeed, zone
identity and RSS were the two main features upon which the tree-based classifier based its
predictions, while the SD method was based solely on the duration of the stay. Interestingly,
this also suggests that our expectation of the record’s duration being the most important
feature to detect FR was incorrect when other features are included. The current study did
not allow for this comparison when a single feature is used; however, further studies using
a simple rule-based approach should consider the RSS addition to the records” duration.
The importance of features further suggests that the zone identities of the previous and
next registered record are of greater importance than the duration of stay from the previous
and next registrations. Results concerning the importance of can offer direction on how to
improve similar tracking systems, for instance, by including a threshold of RSS values for
each zone based, for example, on the result of an automatic calibration. Another possibility
would be to include the SD method as part of the tag algorithm, although this would
eliminate the possibility of registering fast transitions between two zones (<1 min).
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The ML method required additional efforts, for instance, more video observations,
compared to the SD method and statistical modelling in R or Python. Therefore, the choice
between both methods relies on a compromise between time accorded in data processing
and the performance of the processed data. In the current study, the SD method recovered
8% less of the true variance in the number of transitions per individuals than to the ML-
method. To put this value in context, we used simulated sampling to estimate the impact
of a comparable loss on the effect size (measured by the Pearson correlation) of a simulated
movement variable, M, on a simulated health variable, H. The two simulated variables
(M and H) followed a standard normal distribution, with a Pearson correlation coefficient
varying from 0.15 to 0.40 to cover potentially interesting ranges of effect sizes when studying
movements in relation to health [36,37] and heritability of behaviour [38—40]. By adding
noise to M (and calling the result M”), we estimated (over 10,000 simulations, per sample
size) the percentage of cases where significance would be lost (p > 0.05), depending on the
initial effect size and sample size. Our estimations suggest that a change in percentage of
the initial variance explained by M’ from 0.99 to 0.91 would change the significance of a
critical test in 26% (or 25%) of cases when applying a sample size of 80 (or 120) and an
initial effect size of 0.25 (or 0.2), respectively (see details in Figure S2 of the Supplementary
Materials). Therefore, using a tree-based classifier to filter false registrations can be greater
value for studies with small sample and effect sizes (e.g., n = 120, effect size of 0.2) than
the filtering approach using stays of short duration as threshold. For large sample sizes or
samples with strong correlations between the measured movement and the trait of interest,
the SD method might produce equally reliable results as the ML method.

Our results further reported a marginal effect of periods of time characterized by
higher humidity or higher temperature, associated with a lower estimated error rate of
transitions to the winter garden. Because air is our medium of signal transmission, when
humidity is changes, the magnetic field is also expected to change. As calibration was
conducted in August 2020, the performance of the tracking system may be optimized for a
period with higher temperature than average. Additionally, as Richards et al. [41] reported,
associations between daily weather conditions and mean pop-hole usage in laying hens,
including an increase in mean pop-hole usage associated with an increase in temperature,
and the influence of the weather conditions on animal behaviour may be explanatory. In
spite of these results, external environmental factors cannot be controlled for and are part of
the experiment. However, these results can aid in interpretation and awareness of possible
limitations for subsequent analyses of these or similar tracking data.

5. Conclusions

The active LF tracking system evaluated in this study determined the presence/absence
of birds in a zone with an accuracy of 99% but overestimated the number of transitions by
birds per zone, explaining only 23% of the true variation (as observed by videos). However,
we showed that filtering stays of short durations rendered the data suitable for monitoring
the number of transitions per individual, explaining 91% of the true variation, and that the
use of a tree-based classifier to filter false registrations recovered an additional 8% of the
true variation. Simulations further suggested that a machine learning approach for data
processing could be of greater value than a simple deterministic approach in studies with
small sample and small effect sizes. Results also suggest that filtering false registrations
may reduce the effect of systematic errors towards certain pen-zone areas and towards
periods of time characterized by lower humidity or temperature values. However, results
also suggest that these factors might, to some extent, remain in the processed data and should
be considered properly in subsequent analyses. In conclusion, this tracking system is well
suited for complex indoor housing (similar to commercial aviaries) to measure the transitions
of individuals and the presence/absence of birds in predefined zones (thus, duration of
stays in zones). Nonetheless, under these settings, data processing remains a necessary step
in obtaining reliable tracking data. For future work, we recommend the use of automatic
calibration to improve the system’s performance and to envision finer movements.
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Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/
10.3390/522020659/5s1, Table S1. Selected grid-search parameters for the random forest, gradient
boosting, and CatBoost classifiers. When a parameter is not applicable for a specific classifier, the
“-” notation is used. Table S2. Output of the logistic regression with the proportion of IFR to the
number of registrations minus IFR as response variable and the humidity, temperature, and hour of
day as fixed effects. Figure S1. Precision per class (0: FR; 1: CR), recall per class (0: FR; 1: CR), and
accuracy of the three classifiers over 100 random seeds. Figure S2. Percentage of simulations that lost
significance (p > 0.05) of associated initial effect size (measure by Pearson correlation between two
simulated samples from a normal distribution: M” and H) after a change in percentage of the true
variance recovered by M’ from 0.99 to 0.91, depending on the initial effect size (varying from 0.16 to
0.4) and sample size (varying from 80 to 280).

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, CM.M., B.V,, Y.G. and M.].T.; methodology, CM.M,,
B.V. and Y.G.; formal analysis, C.M.M.; investigation, CM.M. and M.J.T.; writing—original draft
preparation, CM.M. and M.].T.; writing—review and editing, CM.M., B.V,, Y.G., M.G. and M.].T,;
visualization, C.M.M.; supervision, M.].T.; funding acquisition, M.].T. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation, grant number
310030_189056. The APC was funded by the University of Bern.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The animal study protocol was approved by the Canton of
Bern (BE45/20, date of approval: 28 April 2020).

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The full code and video observations results (test and training datasets)
can be found on a public GitHub repository (https:/ /github.com/cam4ani/PhD-AnimalWelfare/
tree/main/Chapter0-GantnerCleaning (accessed on 12 October 2021)).

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank Masha Marincek and Doriana Sportelli for conducting
all video observations, as well as Abdulsatar Abdel Rahman for technical support throughout the
project and assistance with catching and handling of hens. We also are grateful to Aviforum staff for
providing animal care.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; or
in the decision to publish the results.

References

1. Schillings, J.; Bennett, R.; Rose, D.C. Exploring the Potential of Precision Livestock Farming Technologies to Help Address Farm
Animal Welfare. Front. Anim. Sci. 2021, 2. [CrossRef]

2. Berckmans, D. Precision Livestock Farming Technologies for Welfare Management in Intensive Livestock Systems. Rev. Sci. Tech.
Off. Int. Epiz 2014, 33, 189-196. [CrossRef]

3. Herlin, A,; Brunberg, E.; Hultgren, J.; Hogberg, N.; Rydberg, A.; Skarin, A. Animal Welfare Implications of Digital Tools for
Monitoring and Management of Cattle and Sheep on Pasture. Animals 2021, 11, 829. [CrossRef]

4. Weary, D.M.,; Huzzey, ] M.; von Keyserlingk, M.A.G. Board-Invited Review: Using Behavior to Predict and Identify Ill Health in
Animals. J. Anim. Sci. 2009, 87,770-777. [CrossRef]

5. Ellen, E.D.; van der Sluis, M.; Siegford, J.; Guzhva, O.; Toscano, M.].; Bennewitz, J.; van der Zande, L.E.; van der Eijk, J.A.J.; Haas,
E.N.; Norton, T.; et al. Review of Sensor Technologies in Animal Breeding: Phenotyping Behaviors of Laying Hens to Select
Against Feather Pecking. Animals 2019, 9, 108. [CrossRef]

6. Rodenburg, T.B.; Bennewitz, J.; de Haas, E.N.; Kost'al, L.; Pichova, K.; Piette, D.; Tetens, J.; van der Eijk, J.; Visser, B.; Ellen, E.D.
The Use of Sensor Technology and Genomics to Breed for Laying Hens That Show Less Damaging Behaviour. In Proceedings of
the 8th European Conference on Precision Livestock Farming, Nantes, France, 12-14 September 2017.

7. Li, L, Zhao, Y;; Oliveira, J.; Verhoijsen, W.; Liu, K.; Xin, H. A UHF RFID System for Studying Individual Feeding and Nesting
Behaviors of Group-Housed Laying Hens. Trans. ASABE 2017, 60, 1337-1347. [CrossRef]

8.  Triguero-Ocana, R.; Vicente, J.; Acevedo, P. Performance of Proximity Loggers under Controlled Field Conditions: An Assessment
from a Wildlife Ecological and Epidemiological Perspective. Anim. Biotelem. 2019, 7, 24. [CrossRef]

9.  Dodge, Y. The Concise Encyclopedia of Statistics; Springer Science: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2008.

10. Rufener, C.; Abreu, Y.; Asher, L.; Berezowski, J.A.; Maximiano Sousa, E.; Stratmann, A.; Toscano, M.]. Keel Bone Fractures Are

Associated with Individual Mobility of Laying Hens in an Aviary System. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2019, 217, 48-56. [CrossRef]


https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/s22020659/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/s22020659/s1
https://github.com/cam4ani/PhD-AnimalWelfare/tree/main/Chapter0-GantnerCleaning
https://github.com/cam4ani/PhD-AnimalWelfare/tree/main/Chapter0-GantnerCleaning
http://doi.org/10.3389/fanim.2021.639678
http://doi.org/10.20506/rst.33.1.2273
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani11030829
http://doi.org/10.2527/jas.2008-1297
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani9030108
http://doi.org/10.13031/trans.12202
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40317-019-0186-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2019.05.007

Sensors 2022, 22, 659 14 of 15

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
25.

26.
27.

28.

29.
30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.

Rufener, C.; Berezowski, J.; Maximiano Sousa, F; Abreu, Y.; Asher, L.; Toscano, M.J. Finding Hens in a Haystack: Consistency of
Movement Patterns within and across Individual Laying Hens Maintained in Large Groups. Sci. Rep. 2018, 8, 12303. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Sibanda, T.Z.; Walkden-Brown, S.W.; Kolakshyapati, M.; Dawson, B.; Schneider, D.; Welch, M.; Igbal, Z.; Cohen-Barnhouse, A.;
Morgan, N.K.; Boshoff, J.; et al. Flock Use of the Range Is Associated with the Use of Different Components of a Multi-Tier Aviary
System in Commercial Free-Range Laying Hens. Br. Poult. Sci. 2019, 61, 97-106. [CrossRef]

Stadig, L.M.; Ampe, B.; Rodenburg, T.B.; Reubens, B.; Maselyne, J.; Zhuang, S.; Criel, J.; Tuyttens, FA.M. An Automated
Positioning System for Monitoring Chickens” Location: Accuracy and Registration Success in a Free-Range Area. Appl. Anim.
Behav. Sci. 2018, 201, 31-39. [CrossRef]

Van der Sluis, M.; Klerk, B.; Ellen, E.D.; Haas, Y.; Hijink, T.; Rodenburg, T.B. Validation of an Ultra-Wideband Tracking System for
Recording Individual Levels of Activity in Broilers. Animals 2019, 9, 580. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Gharat, V,; Colin, E.; Baudoin, G.; Richard, D. Impact of Ferromagnetic Obstacles on LF-RFID Based Indoor Positioning Systems.
In Proceedings of the 2017 IEEE International Conference on RFID Technology and Application, RFID-TA 2017, Warsaw, Poland,
20-22 September 2017; pp. 284-289. [CrossRef]

Liu, H.; Darabi, H.; Banerjee, P.; Liu, J. Survey of Wireless Indoor Positioning Techniques and Systems. IEEE Trans. Syst. Man
Cybern. Part C (Appl. Rev.) 2007, 37, 1067-1080. [CrossRef]

Nakayama, S.; Laskowski, K.L.; Klefoth, T.; Arlinghaus, R. Between- and within-Individual Variation in Activity Increases with
Water Temperature in Wild Perch. Behav. Ecol. 2016, 27, 1676-1683. [CrossRef]

Stratmann, A.; Frohlich, E.K.E,; Gebhardt-Henrich, S.G.; Harlander-Matauschek, A.; Wiirbel, H.; Toscano, M.]. Modification of
Aviary Design Reduces Incidence of Falls, Collisions and Keel Bone Damage in Laying Hens. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2015, 165,
112-123. [CrossRef]

Rokach, L.; Maimon, O. Decision Trees. In Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery Handbook; Maimon, O., Rokach, L., Eds.; Springer:
New York, NY, USA, 2005; pp. 165-192, ISBN 978-0-387-25465-4.

Ebiele, EM.].; Atemkeng, M. Conventional Machine Learning Based on Feature Engineering for Detecting Pneumonia from Chest
X-Rays. In Proceedings of the Conference of the South African Institute of Computer Scientists and Information Technologists,
Cape Town, South Africa, 14-16 September 2020; pp. 149-155. [CrossRef]

Friedman, ].H. Greedy function approximation: A gradient boosting machine. Ann. Stat. 2001, 29, 1189-1232. [CrossRef]
Dorogush, A.V.; Ershov, V.; Gulin, A. CatBoost: Gradient Boosting with Categorical Features Support. arXiv 2018, arXiv:1810.11363.
Prokhorenkova, L.; Gusev, G.; Vorobev, A.; Dorogush, A.V.; Gulin, A. CatBoost: Unbiased Boosting with Categorical Features.
arXiv 2017, arXiv:1706.09516.

Gorunescu, F. Data Mining: Concepts, Models and Techniques; Springer: Heidelberg, Germany, 2011.

McNemar, Q. Note on the Sampling Error of the Difference between Correlated Proportions or Percentages. Psychometrika 1947,
12, 153-157. [CrossRef]

Good, R.; Fletcher, H.J. Reporting Explained Variance. |. Res. Sci. Teach. 1981, 18, 1-7. [CrossRef]

Willmott, C.J.; Matsuura, K. Advantages of the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) over the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) in Assessing
Average Model Performance. Clim. Res. 2005, 30, 79-82. [CrossRef]

Pedregosa, F.; Varoquaux, G.; Gramfort, A.; Michel, V.; Thirion, B.; Grisel, O.; Blondel, M.; Prettenhofer, P.; Weiss, R.; Dubourg, V.;
et al. Scikit-Learn: Machine Learning in Python. J. Mach. Learn. Res. 2011, 12, 2825-2830.

Bates, D.; Méchler, M.; Bolker, B.M.; Walker, S.C. Fitting Linear Mixed-Effects Models Using Lme4. arXiv 2014, arXiv:1406.5823.
Li, N.; Ren, Z; Li, D.; Zeng, L. Review: Automated Techniques for Monitoring the Behaviour and Welfare of Broilers and Laying
Hens: Towards the Goal of Precision Livestock Farming. Animal 2020, 14, 617-625. [CrossRef]

Halachmi, I.; Guarino, M.; Bewley, J.; Pastell, M. Smart Animal Agriculture: Application of Real-Time Sensors to Improve Animal
Well-Being and Production. Annu. Rev. Anim. Biosci. 2019, 7, 403—425. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Rowe, E.; Dawkins, M.S.; Gebhardt-Henrich, S.G. A Systematic Review of Precision Livestock Farming in the Poultry Sector: Is
Technology Focussed on Improving Bird Welfare? Animals 2019, 9, 614. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Ahmed, G.; Malick, R.A.S.; Akhunzada, A.; Zahid, S.; Sagri, M.R.; Gani, A. An Approach towards IoT-Based Predictive Service
for Early Detection of Diseases in Poultry Chickens. Sustainability 2021, 13, 13396. [CrossRef]

Goémez, Y.; Stygar, A.H.; Boumans, I.].M.M.; Bokkers, E.A.M.; Pedersen, L.J.; Niemi, ] K.; Pastell, M.; Manteca, X.; Llonch, P.
A Systematic Review on Validated Precision Livestock Farming Technologies for Pig Production and Its Potential to Assess
Animal Welfare. Front. Vet. Sci. 2021, 8, 660565. [CrossRef]

Odintsov Vaintrub, M.; Levit, H.; Chincarini, M.; Fusaro, I.; Giammarco, M.; Vignola, G. Review: Precision Livestock Farming,
Automats and New Technologies: Possible Applications in Extensive Dairy Sheep Farming. Animal 2021, 15, 100143. [CrossRef]
Fogsgaard, K.K.; Rentved, C.M.; Serensen, P.; Herskin, M.S. Sickness Behavior in Dairy Cows during Escherichia Coli Mastitis.
J. Dairy Sci. 2012, 95, 630-638. [CrossRef]

Tizard, I. Sickness Behavior, Its Mechanisms and Significance. Anim. Health Res. Rev. 2008, 9, 87-99. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Dochtermann, N.A.; Schwab, T.; Anderson Berdal, M.; Dalos, J.; Royauté, R. The Heritability of Behavior: A Meta-Analysis.
J. Hered. 2019, 110, 403-410. [CrossRef]

Stirling, D.G.; Réale, D.; Roff, D.A. Selection, Structure and the Heritability of Behaviour. J. Evol. Biol. 2002, 15, 277-289. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-29962-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30120253
http://doi.org/10.1080/00071668.2019.1686123
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2017.12.010
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani9080580
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31434210
http://doi.org/10.1109/RFID-TA.2017.8098876
http://doi.org/10.1109/TSMCC.2007.905750
http://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arw090
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.01.012
http://doi.org/10.1145/3410886.3410898
http://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1013203451
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF02295996
http://doi.org/10.1002/tea.3660180102
http://doi.org/10.3354/cr030079
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731119002155
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-animal-020518-114851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30485756
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani9090614
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31461984
http://doi.org/10.3390/su132313396
http://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2021.660565
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2020.100143
http://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2011-4350
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1466252308001448
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18423072
http://doi.org/10.1093/jhered/esz023
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1420-9101.2002.00389.x

Sensors 2022, 22, 659 15 of 15

40. Dingemanse, N.J.; Both, C.; Drent, PJ.; van Oers, K.; van Noordwijk, A.J. Repeatability and Heritability of Exploratory Behaviour
in Great Tits from the Wild. Anim. Behav. 2002, 64, 929-938. [CrossRef]

41. Richards, G.J.; Wilkins, L.].; Knowles, T.G.; Booth, F.; Toscano, M.J.; Nicol, C.J.; Brown, S.N.; Richards, G.J.; Wilkins, L.J.; Knowles,
T.G.; et al. Pop Hole Use by Hens with Different Keel Fracture Status Monitored throughout the Laying Period. Vet. Rec. 2012,
170, 494. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2002.2006
http://doi.org/10.1136/vr.100489

	1
	Materials and Methods 
	Ethical Statement 
	Animals and Housing 
	Tracking System 
	Video Observations to Detect False Registrations 
	Evaluation of the Two Data Processing Methods 
	Investigation of Influencing Factors 

	Results 
	Evaluation of the Two Data Processing Methods 
	Investigation of Influencing Factors 

	Discussion 
	References

