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Baseline attitude for likelihood of use

3.61mean on a 5-point scale
SD = 0.93

60.9% rated themselves Likely or Very Likely to 
use the chatbot

Ask about estrous detection, semen evaluation, foaling… Send

Evaluating an AI Chatbot for Equine
Reproductive Management
Education
Undergraduate Student Perceptions and Use in an Animal Science Course

Arturo España Graduate Research Assistant

Rafael Q. Landaverde, Ph.D. Assistant Professor

Sarah McCord Graduate Research Assistant

Jacquelyn Prestegaard,
Ph.D.

Assistant Professor & Extension
Specialist

Chelsie Huseman,
Ph.D.

Assistant Professor & Extension Horse
Specialist

Texas A&M University · ahespana2103@tamu.edu

TAMU Horse Breeding Advisor Online 

Introduction
AI chatbots simulate human conversation and help learners
work through complex topics. Most evaluations, however, come
from general higher education settings; very few examine
custom-built chatbots designed for specific disciplinary
content in agriculture.

Equine reproductive management is technically demanding,
covering semen evaluation, estrous detection, artificial
insemination, and reproductive anatomy. A custom AI chatbot
was built from ANSC 420 course content, hosted on
CustomGPT.ai, and introduced as a supplemental study tool.

Conceptual Framework
Davis's (1989) Technology Acceptance Model: perceived
usefulness and perceived ease of use are the primary
determinants of technology adoption.

Perceived usefulness
desired features

Perceived barriers
concerns

↓

Methods
Quantitative descriptive design combining two data sources in
Equine Production and Management (ANSC 420) at Texas A&M
University.

a Pre-survey via Qualtrics® during class, March 2, 2026. 11
items: demographics, prior AI awareness and use, baseline
likelihood of use, desired features, concerns, open-ended
accuracy perceptions.

b Usage analytics from CustomGPT.ai, tracked March 2 –
April 27, 2026. Each conversation was manually
categorized by topic and coded for response type.

46 valid and complete responses of 55 total
(2 opted out, 6 incomplete, 1 test entry)

87.0%
Female

95.7%
Under 25 years old

71.7%
Prior equine reproduction
coursework

93.5%
Had used AI tools before

Years of horse experience
n = 40 responding to this item

More than 10 years 42.5%

Less than 1 year 27.5%

1 to 5 years 25.0%

6 to 10 years 5.0%

Prior exposure to AI
Not aware of chatbots for equine management 82.6%

Used AI for coursework 93.5%

Used AI specifically for equine reproduction 10.9%

Expectations & Concerns
Most desired features
Percent of students selecting each feature (n = 46)

24/7 availability
95.7%

Easy-to-use interface
87.0%

Accurate information
82.6%

Tailored advice
71.7%

Cost-effectiveness
71.7%

Perceived barriers
Lack of trust in accuracy

89.1%

Cost of service
63.0%

Chatbot use in practice

81
exchanges

31
conversations

8
weeks tracked

85.2% of 81 queries answered (69) 
the remaining 14.8% (12) went
unanswered

Topics queried
Share of 31 conversations (totals 100%)

Foaling and
neonatal care

35.5%35.5%

Breeding and genetics

25.8%25.8%

Semen analysis and AI

16.1%16.1%

Estrous cycle and
hormones

12.9%12.9%

Other or outside scope

6.5%6.5%

Mare care and nutrition

3.2%3.2%

Conclusions
1.Students reported moderate receptivity (M = 3.61, SD = 0.93;

60.9% favorable).
2.The dominant concern was accuracy (89.1%), indicating

skepticism likely rooted in prior experience with generic AI.
3.The 85.2% success rate shows the tool worked well as a

supplemental resource, though the knowledge base needs
expansion around pedigrees.

Custom, content-specific chatbots may suit discipline-based
courses better than general-purpose tools; skepticism may be
eased by grounding chatbots in verified, instructor-provided
content.

Limitations & next steps
No qualitative data, no post-use measures, single course section.
Expand the knowledge base and embed the chatbot in
structured course activities. Future work should measure
TAM constructs with validated post-use scales.

References
Scan for the full reference list and study
details.

Who participated

Students' words

Generic AI tools “tend to
make something up” when
they lack information.

Generic AI tools “tend to
make something up” when
they lack information.

Open-ended responses showed consistent skepticism
toward AI accuracy.

Replace

↓

“A custom chatbot
pulling from given
material seems reliable.”

“A custom chatbot
pulling from given
material seems reliable.”
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