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Body mass is a critical parameter used to con-
strain biomechanical and physiological traits of
organisms. Volumetric methods are becoming
more common as techniques for estimating
the body masses of fossil vertebrates. However,
they are often accused of excessive subjective
input when estimating the thickness of missing
soft tissue. Here, we demonstrate an alterna-
tive approach where a minimum convex hull is
derived mathematically from the point cloud
generated by laser-scanning mounted skeletons.
This has the advantage of requiring minimal
user intervention and is thus more objective and
far quicker. We test this method on 14 relatively
large-bodied mammalian skeletons and demon-
strate that it consistently underestimates body
mass by 21 per cent with minimal scatter
around the regression line. We therefore suggest
that it is a robust method of estimating body
mass where a mounted skeletal reconstruction
is available and demonstrate its usage to predict
the body mass of one of the largest, relati-
vely complete sauropod dinosaurs: Giraffatitan
brancai (previously Brachiosaurus) as 23200 kg.

Keywords: body mass estimation; laser scanning;
convex hull

1. INTRODUCTION
The masses of organisms affect their morphology, physi-
ology and ecology and understanding the relationships
between these traits is of ongoing importance to both
zoological and palaeontological studies [1]. Despite
excellent skeletal preservation of many prehistoric
organisms, the poor preservation of soft tissues prevents
mass values being preserved directly [2]. Therefore,
there has been considerable demand for accurate tech-
niques to reliably estimate body mass from skeletal
remains for over a century [3]. There are two standard
approaches: the volumetric approach, where a model
of the animal is produced and its body mass calculated
from its density; and the predictive regression approach,
where a relationship between linear dimensions and
body mass is generated from empirical data (see [1]
Electronic supplementary material is available at http://dx.doi.org/
10.1098/rsbl.2012.0263 or via http://rsbl.royalsocietypublishing.org.

Received 23 March 2012
Accepted 17 May 2012
for review). Volumetric approaches have the advantage
of maximizing the information content of the complete
skeleton, but they have the disadvantage that they
require considerable time-consuming user input to gen-
erate the body outline. Predictive regression approaches
are objective and can be performed rapidly. However,
they rely on specific skeletal features which can lead
to problems of high variation and outliers, and they
often perform very badly when used to extrapolate out-
side the calibrating dataset [2]. The aim of this paper
is to test the idea that it is possible to combine the
maximum data available from a fully mounted skeleton
and predictive regression to produce better estimates
of body mass.
2. MATERIAL AND METHODS
The calibration skeletons were scanned using a ZþF Imager-5006i
LiDAR scanner at the Oxford University Museum of Natural His-
tory. Reconstruction was performed using GEOMAGIC STUDIO

(www.geomagic.com) creating complete three-dimensional skeletal
point cloud models of each animal. The model was subsequently
divided into functional segments: hind and fore feet, metatarsus and
metacarpus, shank and forearm, thigh and arm, tail, torso (which
included the attached scapulae), neck and head. Horns, when present,
were removed from the head component. Each segment was then saved
as a point cloud. The minimum convex hull was calculated using the
MATLAB qhull command that calculates the enclosed volume (www.
mathworks.com). The total volume was the sum of the individual seg-
ment volumes. This volume was converted into a mass estimate using
both segment-specific density values for horses and also using an over-
all weighted-mean body density of 893.36 kg m23 [4]. Figure 1
illustrates this procedure showing the original skeleton, the point
cloud and the final convex hulls derived from the data.

Unfortunately, body masses for the museum specimens were not
available. However, it is possible to estimate body masses for extant
animals with reasonable precision since detailed information is often
available in the literature relating body mass to specific linear body
dimensions. We measured appropriate dimensions (shoulder height
for most species but femur length for Cervus elaphus and body
length for Ursus maritimus) directly from the point clouds and calcu-
lated the predicted body mass based on literature derived scaling
equations [5–22]. In most cases, there was good information
available but the values for Dicerorhinus sumatrensis, Megaloceros
giganteus and Tapirus indicus are somewhat less reliable since no sys-
tematic assessment of body mass and dimensions could be found.
More detailed descriptions of how each body mass was estimated
can be found in the electronic supplementary material.

To assess the body mass of Giraffatitan brancai (renamed follow-
ing the reassessment of Brachiosaurus [23]), we scanned the mounted
skeleton at the Berlin Museum für Naturkunde using the ZþF scan-
ner. The skeleton was fully reconstructed and converted into a
computer aided design (CAD) model by ZþF Germany. The
CAD model was used directly to generate the convex hulls.

All point cloud data and analysis software are available from
www.animalsimulation.org.
3. RESULTS
The calculated masses, using both a single weighted-
mean body density and individual segment densities,
as well as the predicted body masses of the specimens
based on literature values, are shown in table 1. Using
segment-specific densities makes minimal difference.
The biggest discrepancy is 3.5 per cent for the giraffe,
which probably reflects the fact that its segmental
proportions are very different from the horse that was
used to generate the weighted-mean body density. To
investigate the utility of the minimum convex hull
approach for predicting body mass, we investigated
the relationship between the datasets by line fitting of
both the raw and log-transformed data. There is con-
siderable debate in the literature about which line
fitting algorithm to use: linear regression (LR), major
axis estimation (MA) or standardized major axis
This journal is q 2012 The Royal Society
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Figure 1. (a) Original skeleton; (b) derived point cloud and
(c) convex hulls.

Table 1. Measured volumes and derived body masses for the species studied. The alternative literature value for Dicerorhinus
sumatrensis is 470.3 kg [22].

species data source volume (m3)

mass using segment

densities (kg)

mass using mean

body density (kg)

mass derived

from literature (kg)

Bison bison [5] 0.4733 422.8 422.8 558.5

Bos taurus [6] 0.2191 196.6 195.7 323.7
Camelus dromedaries [7] 0.3315 300.6 296.1 427.0
Cervus elaphus [8] 0.0840 76.0 75.1 89.5
Dicerorhinus sumatrensis [9,10] 0.3634 325.7 324.7 876.7
Elephas maximus [11] 2.0930 1913.4 1869.8 2352.0

Equus caballus [12] 0.3698 333.1 330.3 517.5
Giraffa camelopardalis [13] 0.4468 413.5 399.1 638.2
Loxodonta africana [14,15] 2.7480 2519.6 2455.0 2734.9
Megaloceros giganteus [16,17] 0.3012 271.4 269.0 435.6
Rangifer tarandus [18] 0.0757 68.4 67.6 95.8

Sus scrofa [19] 0.0785 70.5 70.2 107.4
Tapirus indicus [20] 0.1718 154.1 153.5 295.3
Ursus maritimus [21] 0.1109 101.5 99.1 206.1

2 S. W. I. Sellers et al. Convex hull mass estimation
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estimation (SMA) [24]. Following the arguments of
Smith [25], we propose that LR with minimum
convex hull as the x-axis is the most suitable since
the main purpose of this study is to generate predictive
equations. Figure 2 shows the relationships generated
using LR, MA, SMA and also LR, where the line is
forced through the origin (LMO) for the untrans-
formed data. All the line fitting techniques give very
similar answers, and the results obtained using the
Biol. Lett.
segment-specific and overall mean body densities are
almost indistinguishable. All lines are statistically
significant (p , 0.0005) and the coefficient of determi-
nation (r2) values are very high. Occam’s Razor would
suggest that simple approaches are to be preferred
when there is no clear advantage in more complex
ones. Indeed, we would suggest that LMO makes
better biological sense and furthermore, this model
gives the highest r2 although these are not equivalently
calculated [26]. LMO, using the mean density
approach, gives: predicted mass ¼ 1.206 � mean body
density � convex hull volume. The 95% CI for the
constant is 1.091–1.322. Using the 95 per cent
predictive intervals, the body mass for G. brancai is
calculated as 23 200+2200 kg using a density of
800 kg m23 [23,27].
4. DISCUSSION
The proposed relationship has an r2 of 0.975, which is
extremely encouraging even though the sample size
(n ¼ 14) is relatively small. Equations predicting
body mass from morphological measurements are
very variable in their precision. Equations for polar
bears have r2 values from 0.7 to 0.99 [28] and similar
ranges are found for elephants [11,14,15]. The value
for the Sumatran rhinoceros Dicerorhinus sumatrensis
is a clear outlier. An alternative relationship based on
black rhinoceros Diceros bicornis data predicts a body
mass of 470.3 kg which is almost exactly on the
regression line [22]. Using this value, the predicted
mass ¼ 1.193 � mean body density � convex hull volume
(r2 ¼ 0.990). The fact that a simple relationship is sup-
ported can be explained because the missing volume
from such a convex hull is primarily limb muscle and
it is generally considered that body muscle is a rela-
tively fixed proportion of the total body mass [29],
although we are not aware that this has been rigorously
tested. When comparing reindeer, hare and grey-
hound, the proportion of limb muscle compared with
body mass is 26.6 per cent, 27.2 per cent and 35.4
per cent, respectively [30], which supports this argu-
ment. Such a relationship between convex hull

http://rsbl.royalsocietypublishing.org/
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Figure 2. Graphs showing the relationships between the masses predicted from the convex hull and the masses derived from the
literature. LR, linear regression; MA, major axis estimation; SMA, standardized major axis estimation, LRO, linear regression
through the origin. (a,c) Use individual segment densities; (b,d) use a single weighted-mean density. For (a,b), the raw data are
used and for (c,d), the data are log-transformed.
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volume and body mass has the advantage of being
potentially robust when used for extrapolating body
masses for very large vertebrates.

The major advantage of volumetric reconstructions
in general is that they use the maximum information
from the complete skeleton [1] and therefore avoid the
single bone problem, where a species or an individual
has limbs of unusual size that can lead to large errors.
However, volumetric reconstructions are not without
difficulties. They require an accurate, complete recon-
struction, which is not possible unless a reasonable
proportion of the skeleton has been preserved, and it is
mounted accurately. Most of the mass is in the torso,
therefore reconstructing the torso properly is essential
and requires accurate rib placing which can be difficult
to achieve. The importance of the diameter of the
torso has long been known since the so-called ‘heart
girth’ is often considered the best single measurement
for predicating body mass in a range of mammals [31].
Biol. Lett.
Finally, the 21 per cent value has been obtained
empirically from large mammals. Whether the value
for extant reptiles and birds is similar is unknown,
and whether this value is appropriate for a specific
group of extinct fossil organisms is a subject for
debate. Future work should include a wider range of
taxa, body masses and alternative segmentation strat-
egies and segment densities, especially for taxa with
heavy tails and long necks. Additionally, the residuals
from the predicted relationship may reveal interesting
biomechanical information. The body mass estimation
for G. brancai is very close to other recent volumetric
estimates (e.g. 23 337 kg, [23]) but avoided any arbi-
trary scaling factors in its derivation and is a largely
automated technique. Assuming the skeletal reconstruc-
tion is accurate, we propose this method is as precise an
estimate as can be currently expected given the modest
amount of work required. We will never know the
exact body mass since all estimation techniques have

http://rsbl.royalsocietypublishing.org/
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appreciable noise in individual cases. Similarly, animals
fluctuate in mass depending on nutrition and hydration.
However, we suggest that using a robust volumetric
technique backed up by neontological data is the best
approach currently available.

We thank Z þ F Limited, Malgosia Nowak-Kemp at the
Oxford University Museum of Natural History, Daniela
Swartz-Wings at the Berlin Museum für Naturkunde and
our anonymous referees.

1 Bates, K. T., Manning, P. L., Hodgetts, D. & Sellers,
W. I. 2009 Estimating mass properties of dinosaurs
using laser imaging and 3D computer modelling. PLoS
ONE 4, e4532. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0004532)

2 Alexander, R. M. 1989 Dynamics of dinosaurs and other
extinct giants. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

3 Gregory, W. K. 1905 The weight of the Brontosaurus.
Science 22, 572. (doi:10.1126/science.22.566.572)

4 Buchner, H. H., Savelberg, H. H., Schamhardt, H. C. &
Barneveld, A. 1997 Inertial properties of dutch warm-
blood horses. J. Biomech. 30, 653–658. (doi:10.1016/
S0021-9290(97)00005-5)

5 Halloran, A. 1960 American bison weights and measure-
ments from the Wichita Mountains wildlife refuge. Proc.
Oklahoma Acad. Sci. 41, 212–218.

6 Halloran, A. 1965 Texas longhorn cattle weights and
measurements from Wichita Mountains Wildlife

Refuge. Proc. Oklahoma Acad. Sci. 46, 228–232.
7 Ishag, I. A., Eisa, M. O. & Ahmed, M. K. A. 2011 Effect

of breed, sex and age on body measurements of sudanese
camels (Camelus dromedarius). Aust. J. Basic Appl. Sci. 5,

311–315.
8 Geist, V. 1998 Deer of the world: their evolution, behaviour,

and ecology. Mechanicsburg, PA: Stackpole Books.
9 Groves, C. P. & Kurt, F. 1972 Dicerorhinus sumatrensis.

Mamm. Species 21, 1–6. (doi:10.2307/3503818)

10 Nowak, R. M. 1991 Walker’s mammals of the world.
Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins University Press.

11 Sukumar, R., Joshi, N. V. & Krishnamurthy, V. 1988
Growth in the Asian elephant. Proc. Indian Acad. Sci
Anim. Sci. 97, 561–571. (doi:10.1007/BF03179558)

12 McKiernan, W. 2007 PrimeFact 494: estimating a horses
weight. Orange NSW Australia: Department of Primary
Industries.

13 Hall-Martin, A. J. 1977 Giraffe weight estimation using
dissected leg weight and body measurements. J. Wildl.
Manag. 41, 740–745. (doi:10.2307/3799999)

14 Krumrey, W. A. & Buss, I. O. 1968 Age estimation,
growth, and relationships between body dimensions of
the female African elephant. J. Mammal. 49, 22–31.

(doi:10.2307/1377724)
15 Johnson, O. W. & Buss, I. O. 1965 Molariform teeth of

male African elephants in relation to age, body dimen-
sions, and growth. J. Mammal. 46, 373–384. (doi:10.
2307/1377621)
Biol. Lett.
16 Barnosky, A. D. 1986 Big game extinction caused by Late
Pleistocene climatic-change—Irish elk (Megaloceros
giganteus) in Ireland. Quat. Res. 25, 128–135. (doi:10.
1016/0033-5894(86)90049-9)

17 Moen, R. A., Pastor, J. & Cohen, Y. 1999 Antler growth
and extinction of Irish elk. Evol. Ecol. Res. 1, 235–249.

18 Gauthier, D. A. & Farnell, R. F. 1986 Comparison of car-

ibou physical characteristics from Yukon and neighboring
caribou herds. Rangifer Spec. Issue 1, 131–135.

19 Gallo Orsi, U., Macchi, E., Perrone, A. & Durio, P. 2001
Biometric data and growth rates of a wild boar popu-
lation living in the Italian Alps. IBEX J. Mt. Ecol. 3,

60–63.
20 Francis, C. M. 2008 A field guide to the mammals of south-

east Asia. London, UK: New Holland Publishers Ltd.
21 Derocher, A. E. & Wiig, O. 2002 Postnatal growth in

body length and mass of polar bears (Ursus maritimus)
at Svalbard. J. Zool. 256, 343–349. (doi:10.1017/
S0952836902000377)

22 Freeman, G. H. & King, J. M. 1969 Relations amongst
various linear measurements and weight for black rhino-

ceroses in Kenya. Afr. J. Ecol. 7, 67–72. (doi:10.1111/j.
1365-2028.1969.tb01194.x)

23 Taylor, M. P. 2009 A re-evaluation of Brachiosaurus
altithorax Riggs 1903 (Dinosauria, Sauropoda) and its
generic separation from Giraffatitan brancai (Janensch

1914). J. Vert. Paleontol. 29, 787–806. (doi:10.1671/
039.029.0309)

24 Warton, D. I., Wright, I. J., Falster, D. S. & Westoby, M.
2006 Bivariate line-fitting methods for allometry. Biol.
Rev. 81, 259–291. (doi:10.1017/S1464793106007007)

25 Smith, R. J. 2009 Use and misuse of the reduced
major axis for line-fitting. Am. J. Phys. Anthropol. 140,
476–486. (doi:10.1002/ajpa.21090)

26 Zar, J. H. 1988 Biostatistical analysis, 2nd edn. London,

UK: Prentice-Hall.
27 Wedel, M. J. 2005 Postcranial skeletal pneumaticity

in sauropods and its implications for mass estimates.
In The sauropods: evolution and paleobiology (eds J. A.
Wilson & K. Curry-Rogers), pp. 201–228. Berkeley, CA:

University of California Press.
28 Cattet, M. R. L., Atkinson, S. N., Polischuk, S. C. &

Ramsay, M. A. 1997 Predicting body mass in polar
bears: is morphometry useful?. J. Wildl. Manage. 61,
1083–1090. (doi:10.2307/3802105)

29 Sellers, W. I. & Manning, P. L. 2007 Estimating dinosaur
maximum running speeds using evolutionary robotics.
Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 274, 2711–2716. (doi:10.1098/
rspb.2007.0846)

30 Wareing, K., Tickle, P., Stokkan, K., Codd, J. R. &

Sellers, W. I. 2011 The musculoskeletal anatomy of the
reindeer (Rangifer tarandus): fore- and hindlimb. Polar
Biol. 10, 1571–1578. (doi:10.1007/s00300-011-1017-y)

31 Talbot, L. M. & McCulloch, J. S. G. 1965 Weight

estimations for east african mammals from body
measurements. J. Wildl. Manag. 29, 84–89. (doi:10.
2307/3798635)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0004532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.22.566.572
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0021-9290(97)00005-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0021-9290(97)00005-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3503818
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF03179558
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3799999
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1377724
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1377621
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1377621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0033-5894(86)90049-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0033-5894(86)90049-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0952836902000377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0952836902000377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2028.1969.tb01194.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2028.1969.tb01194.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1671/039.029.0309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1671/039.029.0309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1464793106007007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.21090
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3802105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2007.0846
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2007.0846
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00300-011-1017-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3798635
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3798635
http://rsbl.royalsocietypublishing.org/

	Minimum convex hull mass estimations of complete mounted skeletons
	Introduction
	Material and methods
	Results
	Discussion
	We thank Z&thinsp;&plus;&thinsp;F Limited, Malgosia Nowak-Kemp at the Oxford University Museum of Natural History, Daniela Swartz-Wings at the Berlin Museum f&uuml;r Naturkunde and our anonymous referees.
	head7


