Guidelines for Abstract Submission

Guidelines for Abstract
Submission
A one-page abstract allows the reviewers to referee your proposed paper for scientific content, ethics,
presentation, and relevance. Submission of an abstract is deemed a commitment to present the paper. Kindly note
that only papers based on original research will be considered.
•

Your abstract, if accepted, will be published in the conference proceedings and must be suitable for use as
a scientific reference.

•

Please ensure all authors agree to being identified as associated with the paper; the abstract should be
discussed with any co-authors and read critically by a colleague who has not been closely involved.

•

Abstracts that do not meet the required criteria will need to be rewritten by authors, or the abstract may
be rejected; other than those requested by reviewers, changes and corrections in titles and authors after
submission are to be avoided.

•

Abstracts must be no more than one A4 page (Guide: 500 words) and UK English must be used throughout.
No abbreviations should be used in the abstract.

•

Previews or literature reviews will not be accepted.

Kindly note the deadline:
•

Abstract submission deadline: 31st October 2021 (11:59)

Please send any queries or assistance requests to abstracts@bsas.org.uk.

Commercial Products
Where results on commercial products are being presented, authors should ensure that both their organisation and
the commercial company involved give permission to publish before submitting an abstract.
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How to use the online abstract submission system
Important information
•

If you are submitting more than one abstract you can use the same Login for each abstract

•

You can alter your abstract at any time up to the deadline

•

Do not include author names in the title or body of your abstract because a “blind” reviewing process
will be used; you can enter the author names online during the submission process

The Submission Process
•

Click on the submission link on the conference website.

•

You will be taken to a Login screen; please enter your email address to Login or Register.

•

Submitting an abstract is a multi-step process; each step asks several questions.

•

If you stop part way through the process your submission will be incomplete until you return later and
complete all the questions; remember to periodically press ‘Submit’ – this saves your progress and avoids
losing information should your session ‘time out’.

•

When you login again, you can click on your incomplete submission and continue.

Amending a Submission
You may wish to change your submission; you can do this at any time up to the deadline on 31st October 2021.
•

Click on the abstract ‘Amend’ button and make your changes.

Then ‘Submit’

Authors and affiliations
When naming authors, please use the initials of all first names, along with the full last name. This will then
conform to the requirements of the publications, where first names will not be published.
Additional authors can be added to the Abstract submission by clicking ‘add author’ below the author section.
Additional affiliations can be added by clicking ‘add affiliation’.
Please ensure that you use the correct affiliation and address for your institution to ensure consistency
amongstsubmissions.
All correspondence will be sent to the submitting and presenting author
Example:
J. Smith1,a, P.E. Jones2, J.M. Garcia1,3 and P.K. Martin Jr4 [initials only for first names]
1

Department of Animal Nutrition, Scottish Agricultural College, West Main Road, Edinburgh EH9 3JG, UK
Animal Science Department, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 27695-7621, USA
3
Laboratorio de Producción Animal, Facultad de Veterinaria, Universidad de Zaragoza, C. Miguel Servet, 177, 50013, Zaragoza, Spain
4
Dairy Science Department, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 27695-7621, USA
2

Author approval
All authors must approve the manuscript before submission. You must tick the box to confirm this is the case.

Author will attend
At least one of the authors must register in full to attend and present the submission at the conference. You must
tick the box to confirm this is the case. Any other authors wishing to attend the conference will also need to

3

Abstract Submission

register.

Conflict of interest
Please state here if any of the authors have any financial, professional and personal relationships that may pose a
conflict of interest regarding this Abstract submission.

Abstract details - Content & Format
Abstracts should be complete in themselves and may contain graphs/tables which will complement the text.
Authors should use the standard guidelines set out by animal family of journals which can be found here.

Submission checklist
On submission you will need to confirm that your abstract meets the below criteria, by completing the checklist at
the bottom of the submission page.
•

Is British English used throughout the abstract?

•

Do the tables conform to guidelines?

•

Do the graphs/images conform to guidelines?

•

Borders: The graph/image should not be framed with a border

•

Colour: Graphs/images are presented as a single flat jpeg file with no layers and in High resolution

•

Do the results comply with the statistical conventions used for animal?

•

Have the funding organisations that supported the work been acknowledged?

•

Have all authors (and relevant funding bodies and/or commercial) agreed to the submission and
publication of this abstract in its current form?

Title
The title should be descriptive, specific, and concise. In addition, title of articles should:
•
•
•
•

Include the animal species on which the study has been carried out.
Exclude the name of the country or of the region where the study took place.
Exclude Latin names, if there is a common name.
Should not include any abbreviations

Titles should replace information otherwise found in the main text, be a maximum of 50 words, and not have a ‘full
stop’ at the end.

Text
Please use British – UK English spelling.
All non-standard abbreviations should be defined at first appearance and authors should avoid excessive use of
non-standard abbreviations. Sentences should not start with an abbreviation.
Different sections application, introduction, material and methods, etc. should be separated by one clear line;
section headings should be in bold and text should begin on the same line as the heading (please refer to Abstract
Example).
Full instructions for authors on format can be found here.
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Content
Application

Introduction
Material and methods

This should be a maximum of 50 words and should explain the expected
importance or commercial, economic, environmental and or social impact of
the work using language readily understood by a non-expert.
The introduction should state the background and objectives of the work.
Materials and methods should clearly describe the methods used, including
numbers and types of animals.
Statistical analyses conventions should be those used in ‘animal’; a copy of this
can be obtained here
The experimental design and statistical methods must be clear: vague
statements such as “the data were analysed using Minitab” are not acceptable.
Experiments where treatments and pens (or groups) of animals are confounded
are not acceptable.

Results

Results obtained, together with relevant statistical analysis, should be
presented in sufficient detail to support the conclusions drawn. Treatment
means should be presented with appropriate standard errors of means or
differences. The minimum number of decimal places required to demonstrate
statistically significant differences should be used. Probability values must be
presented to support conclusions. Probability levels of P>0.05 are NOT
statistically significant.
The use of percentages should be avoided wherever possible; concentrations or
compositions should be expressed as mass per unit mass or mass per unit
volume; decimal proportions should be used for common ratios such as, for
example, diet digestibility coefficients.
The results of surveys will be accepted if the work is original research,
rigorously designed, executed, and statistically analysed.

Conclusions

Acknowledgements
References

The conclusions should reflect the original objective(s) of the work and clearly
state the author’s view of the implications of the results to scientific
understanding and practical use. Vague sentences are not acceptable. A
discussion is not required.
The funders of the work should be acknowledged in this section.
Studies cited in the body of the abstract should refer to the Author(s) and the
year of the study.
It is the author’s responsibility to ensure that all references are cited and
accurate.
References should be listed alphabetically by first author surname, and no more
than five references should be given. The reference list should follow the
recommendations of Animal, however the title should not be included.
Example: Gieseke, D., Lambertz, C., & Gauly, M. (2020).Animal, 14(9), 19341942.
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Figures
Figures are recommended to illustrate trends. The same material should not be presented in tabular or graphical
form.
All coloured images/figures should be saved as a flat JPEG file with no layers. Please enter figure title in the text.
JPEG files should have a resolution of at least 300 DPI, with no borders.

Tables
Tables are recommended when exact numerical values are important. The same material should not be presented
in tabular or graphical form.
Table titles should be, in readable font size, numbered sequentially and presented above the Table.

Presentation details
Presenter Biography (max 100 words)
A short biography of each presenter will be displayed on the BSAS website to give attendees an insight into each
speaker’s background and field of interest. Biographies should include;
-

Name

-

Current position/research/project

-

General interests – animal science and agriculture

-

Presentation summary

Example:
Alex Brown
Alex is a PhD student in Genetics and Genomics at Scotland’s Rural College (SRUC) and the University of Edinburgh.
Her research interests involve the use of quantitative genetic methods to improve animal health and welfare while
improving productivity and efficiency. Her PhD project aims to evaluate the potential for implementing genomic
selection techniques across cattle breeds. At the 2016 conference, Alex will share her work investigating
opportunities for applying genomic selection technique in a crossbred dairy cattle population in Africa.

Categories
Please select the category which is most relevant to your abstract submission.

Specify species
Please use the drop down menu to select the species to which your abstract relates.

Presentation preference
Please use the drop down menu to indicate whether you have a preference as to an oral or poster presentation.

Prior publication
If the research outlined in your abstract has previously been published elsewhere, please select ‘Yes’.
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Awards
Industry Prize
The Industry Prize is for the members of the Society who are early career researchers and are conducting research
designed to have a positive impact on the animal science industry. Applicants will be judged by their abstract as
well as their presentation at the Annual Conference and winners will receive a £200 cash prize.
To apply for the Industry award, you must be a BSAS member and;
-

An early career animal scientist (postgraduate student or within two years of graduating with a PhD)

-

OR working in commerce or industry with an equivalent level of experience (without necessarily having a
PhD).

Applicants will be judged according to the following criteria;
-

Impact of the work on industry

-

Clarity of presentation

-

Scientific content

President’s Prize
The President’s Prize is for members of the Society who are presenting either their first or second paper at the
Annual Conference. The winner of the President’s Prize will receive a prize of £200.
To apply for the President’s Prize, you must be;
-

A BSAS member

-

Presenting your first or second paper at the Annual Conference.

Applicants will be judged according to the following criteria;
-

Clarity of presentation

-

Scientific content

-

Interpretation (‘interpreting’ the results of statistical analysis)

-

Answering of questions

-

Punctuality

Developing Talent
Aimed specifically at those in their early career, the Developing Talent sessions offer emerging scientists the
opportunity to present current research on an international platform.
There are two options for those who wish to submit their work to the developing talent sessions.
Option 1: For full consideration.
For ECRs who wish to be considered to present either in the main conference or the Developing Talent sessions.
Abstracts submitted under option 1 will undergo the full review process and will be considered for the Developing
Talent sessions if they are not accepted for the main conference. Abstracts submitted under option 1 will be
published in the main conference proceedings and the Developing talent proceedings if they pass this full review
process.
Abstracts which do not pass the full review process but are accepted into the Developing Talent sessions will be
7
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published in the Developing Talent proceedings only.
Option 2: For Developing Talent consideration.
For ECRs wishing to present early stage work, which is not suitable for the full review process, or specifically wish to
present as part of the Developing Talent sessions.
Abstracts submitted under this option will be subject to the Developing Talent review process, which offers a
degree of flexibility compared to the full review process.
Accepted abstracts submitted under option 2 will be published in the Developing Talent proceedings only.
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Abstract Example
The relationship between variation in the caecal microbiome and productivity of broiler chickens
Application: The profile of the caecal microbiome of broilers was sensitive to the effects of management strategies, but these
differences were not reflected in growth efficiency.
Introduction: The gut microbiome of broiler chickens exhibits a plethora of relationships with the host including digestive
efficiency (Yan et al., 2017). The caecum harbours a complex microbiome, and ongoing research suggests that said microbiome
is sensitive to the effects of management strategies. It is unclear whether differences in the microbial profile are indicative of
performance, particularly since high levels of variation between individual birds and flocks appear to exist. The aim of the
present study was to compile data from a range of experiments, where the effects of management strategies
(antibiotic/probiotic treatment, bedding, and diet cereal base) on performance and the caecal microbiome were explored, and
to elucidate relationships between variation in the profile of the caecal microbiome and the feed conversion ratio (FCR) of
growing broilers.
Material and methods: Data from three separate studies were combined; all birds were Ross-308, obtained from the same
hatchery and housed in the same experimental facility. Data were recorded at a range of time points spanning 15 to 35 days of
age, with a total of 82 pens representing 10 treatment groups. The effects of treatment on average pen FCR were explored
through ANOVA and the caecal microbiome of one bird per pen was explored through population profiling on the Illumina
platform. Data were processed in QIIME and differences in the relative abundances of bacterial taxa were highlighted by Linear
Discriminant Analysis Effect Size (LEfSe). The size of the difference between microbial profiles was characterised by
accumulative linear discriminant analysis (LDA) scores, where a higher score highlighted a larger difference. Relationships
between numerical differences in average pen FCR and accumulative LDA scores per treatment group were finally explored
through regression analysis.
Results: FCR did not differ between treatment groups within a study (P > 0.05), though there were consistently differences in
the composition of the caecal microbiome. No relationship between numerical differences in FCR and accumulative LDA score
was observed (Figure 1; R2 = 0.386; P = 0.270).

Figure 1: The relationship between differences in performance (FCR) and microbial populations (accumulative LDA score).
Conclusion: Observed differences in the profile of the caecal microbiome were not reflected in differences in FCR between
groups of birds in the present studies. Whilst the microbiome of an individual bird can appear different from another, variation
may not necessarily alter their productive success. It is hypothesised that a ‘model’ microbiome does not strictly exist, and that
the most important factor is the ability of said microbiome to perform key metabolic activities.
Acknowledgements: The authors acknowledge funding from AB Agri, MERCK and the Elizabeth Creak Charitable Trust
References: Yan W, Sun C, Yuan J and Yang N 2017. Animal Health Research Reviews 7, 45308.
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