ty

IVersl

‘.‘
5 MasseyUn

%



























oo

























H in = Management
Feed & water ousing & Stockmanship anageme
bsisten environment handling & (feeding,
r(esuuirselrsngnf: (accommodation (tr:atn;e%t production, health
d ) requirements) ) & welfare plans)
A
Physical resources Management ‘ records ‘

Assessment of animal-

Provision of husbandry based outcomes

Outcome:
WELFARE

ASSESSMENT







Legislation-driven
* emphasis on environment-based standards
« based on legislated mimimum standards
* requires institutional regulatory apparasiat@\et services)
* mandatory; formally structured,; rigid intempwétagislation

Welfare
assessme

Industry-driven Consumer-driven
«‘self-regulatory’ approach, i.e. farmer « focus on outcome standards

self-check or audit .
_ _ * based on Five Freedoms
* emphasis on environment-based « higher than minimum standards
standards (easily verifiable) g _ o
» facultative participation

« based on legislated mimimum standards









http://www.thepigsite.com/info/links.php












































































1. Questionnaire interview

(stockmanship, husbandry and management)

A

2. Modular welfare
assessments

v

v

v

Farrowing
(pens & crates)

Post-weaning
(weaners, growers

Dry sows and boars
(pens & stalls)

& finishers)
—»  Sitel > Sitel —»  Sitel |—
—» Site 2 —»  Site2 —»  Site 2 —
—p» Site ... — —p  Site ... — —p Site ... —
4
3. Compilation of problems <
4» _ X
& action items <
4

Discussion with farmer

& sign-off














































Actual timeline,  Indicators for the On-farm Welfare Assessment of Pigs (RFP number C0300/06)

Wednesday, 28 May 2008

Draft literature 1st stakeholders 2nd stakeholders Draft final  Final
review to MAF meeting meeting report  report

- 4

1/09/2007 1/10/2007 1/11/2007 1/12/2007 1/01/2008 1/02/2008 1/03/2008 1/04/2008 1/05/2008 1/06/2008
1/08/2007 15/06/2008
Collect welfare — 1st on-farm pilot of 2nd on-farm pilot of
ierature: I— ————— —t welfare indicators |_ — — — welfare indicators
1 : : and protocol i and protacol
Outine of work
I"| schedue oMAF [T 1 |
cotectegsation' [ ] : :
cuaton | ——
o : 1 | |
I Deveap it skenoters eetng e } second v —— it eport
Li = ™ [ and generated list stakeholders 0 MAF gl (approved) to MAF
Inicators ofndicators workshop
Collectfam |
ooz [—] : [} |
audt eraure | \
H I
I
1| crosesn | | Weeting repnt
Collect current on- M stakeholders for = and revised list of
fam assesment —— consutation ndcators
focols

Peer consultation of key
persons in major pig-
producing countries

Page 1

















































\

Housing & - Management
Feed & water environngwjent Stockmanship (fee%ing
r(sul:_)rsi'][e:::e (accommodation (than:ﬂlngt& production, health
equirements) requirements) [eatment) & welfare plans)
4 A
Physical resources Management ‘ records ‘

Assessment of animal-

Provision of husbandry <1~ T ——

Outcome:

WELFARE
ASSESSMENT







Legislation-driven
« emphasis on environment-based standards
« based on legislated mimimum standards
* requires institutional regulatory apparastatge\gt services)
« mandatory; formally structured; rigid intempétagislation

Welfare
assessme

Industry-driven Consumer-driven
« ‘self-regulatory’ approach, i.e. farmer « focus on outcome standards

self-check or audit .
] ) * based on Five Freedoms
» emphasis on environment-based « higher than minimum standards
standards (easily verifiable) 9 il UM standg
« based on legislated mimimum standards + facultative participation




Cover sheet

Questionnaire interview:

production
N management
~
NN husbandry
\ \\\ S
NN S~
\ NN ~
\ NN SN
\ N \\ \\\
\\ SN A Assessment: housing site
N
\ N AN
\ \\ \\
\ (N N

Assessment: housing site

Assessment: housing site

Assessment: housing site

Integrate into overall
welfare “score”






















Work plan, Indicators for the On-farm Welfare Assessment of Pi  gS (RFP number C0300/06)

Friday, 1 February 2008

raft literature st stakeholders nd stakeholders raft final Final
Draft literat 1st stakehold 2nd stakehold Draft final Final
review meeting meeting report  report
1/09/2007 1/10/2007 1/11/2007 1/12/2007 1/01/2008 1/02/2008 1/03/2008 1/04/2008 1/05/2008
1/08/2007 31/05/2008
COI‘I,ECI welfare | 1st on-farm pilot of 2nd on-farm pilot of
iterature |— ————— =t welfare indicators = welfare indicators
| | and protocol | and protocol
| outine of work | | |
™) schedule to MAF r" | |
|
Collect legislation / 1 l_ _____ I | l I
regulation — v | |
literature : ] |
Develop Meeting report Second
1 P Literature review P appropriate list of » F|rstvjéer1i:|;glders —» and generated list stakeholders ‘ Y » Fma.l{:p“ﬁxédraft) *( l:g:/a;dr)e {300 ;\jl AF
indicators P of indicators workshop app
Collect farm ]
assurance/self ——— | [y ] T
audit literature | | |
l ' !
|
| Circulated to | : Meeting report
Collect current on- G «=p stakeholders for e e and revised list of |
farm assessment |——— consultation | indicators
protocols ]
|
Peer consultation of key :

persons in major pig-
producing countries

Page 1




~ Second Consultation Meeting,

Welfare Indicators for Pigs

Development of an
on-farm assessment tool




9:30 — 10:00
10:00 — 10:30
10:30 — 11:00

11:00 - 12:30

12:30 — 13:00
13:00 — 14:30
14:30 — 15:00

Morning tea / muffins

Introduction & summary of last meeting

Description of on-farm welfare assessment tool

Facilitated discussion of the tool developed

Lunch

Facilitated discussion of the tool developed (if
necessary)

Wrap up of discussion including identification of key
action points of the assessment tool for final report
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1. Introaucton

Recap of outputs of first workshop:

extensive list of indicators

mostly animal-based

subdivided into feed & water, environment and health
What's been done subsequently:

a protocol has been developed

a farm pilot has enabled us to test it

2. Development of the too

Criteria:
Valid : measure pig welfare
Accurate : ‘true’ reflection of current welfare status
Reliable : give the same results when repeated
Robust & practical

Straightforward , clear & adaptable
can be applied by a range of inspectors

can be applied in a range of circumstances




,J@&&;r&';t&

Focus on animal-based outcomes

Specific reference to the Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of
Welfare 2005

Modular in design i.e. tailored to farm-specific production
features / system

Most proposed indicators were animal-based; the Code

is predominantly facilities-based

Assessment and interpretation of animal-based
indicators?

Level of detail and selection of appropriate indicators?

how to compile, integrate & assess these?




The best things in life are simple

PR
lan’s inspired 4 a.m. “@ moment: don’t mix — match!

I -
A\
I

3 sections:

Cover sheet: info for inspector; materials checklist; ...

Brief producer consultation: explanation of purpose;
assessment of Minimum Standards referring to husbandry &
stockmanship

Welfare assessments: 1 per production section / site




Separate protocols per production section:
- Farrowing

- Dry sows

- Weaners / growers / finishers

- Boars

Farrowing

Production system: O Farmowing crates
O Group systemn

1. Hunger and thirst

Animal-based indicators Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

a. Sows

® | Minimum Standard No.1 - Feed
i (a) Feeding frequency
1 Feed dalivarse

Wacalisation / noise @

3 components:

- Hunger and thirst

- Interaction with physical environment
- Health, injury and disease

Farrowing

Production systemn: O Farmowing crates
O Group systemn

/

1. Hunger and thirst

Animal-based indicators Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

a. Sows

® | Minimum Standard No.1 - Feed
i (a) Feeding frequency
1 Feed dalivarse

Wacalisation / noise @




Animal-based indicators in the left column, corresponding
Minimum Standards in the right column

Animal-based indicators

Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

a. Sows

- Wocalisation / noise

- Appearance (skin condiion / body
condition score)

- Behaviour
- Mobility

- Faeces

Minimum Standard No.1 - Feed
(a) Feeding frequency
(b) Feed delivery
(c) Feed quantity to:
(i) rnaintain good health
(i) et physiological reguirernents
(iiiy swoid retabolic & nutrifonal disorders
(tl) Daily check of autoratic feeding systerns
(e} 4 (f) Wlaintenance of body condition score at or abowve 2.5 fremedial
action if lower

okl Bk

Minimum Standard No.3 - Watering Systems

(a) Accesshility of palatable water to all pigs

(b} Pigs on pasture: access to sufficient water

(c) Daily check of autormatic watering systems

(dl) Sufficient supply, with reserves to cope with 24 hour demand
(2) Alternafive arrangements in case of equipment failure

() Appropriate height for size of the delivery systern for he animals
() Appropriate water fernperaturs

ok G

b. Piglets

- Wocalisation / noise

- Appearance (skin condiion / body
condition score)

- Behaviour
- Mobility

- Faeces

- ‘Generic’ list of 5 — 6 animal-based indicators
- Specific details given overleaf

Animal-based indicators

Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

Minimum Standard No.1 - Feed
(a) Feeding frequency
(b) Feed delivery
(c) Feed quantity to:
(i) rnaintain good health
(i) et physiological reguirernents
(iiiy swoid retabolic & nutrifonal disorders
(tl) Daily check of autoratic feeding systerns
(e} 4 (f) Wlaintenance of body condition score at or abowve 2.5 fremedial
action if lower

okl Bk

Minimum Standard No.3 - Watering Systems

(a) Accesshility of palatable water to all pigs

(b} Pigs on pasture: access to sufficient water

(c) Daily check of autormatic watering systems

(dl) Sufficient supply, with reserves to cope with 24 hour demand
(2) Alternafive arrangements in case of equipment failure

() Appropriate height for size of the delivery systern for he animals
() Appropriate water fernperaturs

ok G

b. Piglets




Assessment of each indicator
following traffic-light system

Animal-based indicators Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

a. Sows

Minimum Standard No.1 - Feed
(a) Feeding frequency
. " Feed deli
- Appearance (skin condiion / body Y o | EE% Fde qsé\;m o
condtion seore) = S ) maintain good health
(i) et physiological reguirernents
!l (iiiy swoid retabolic & nutrifonal disorders
(tl) Daily check of autoratic feeding systerns
L] | (e} 4 (f) Wlaintenance of body condition score at or abowve 2.5 fremedial
action if lower

- Vocalisation / noise ® .l

- Behaviour

- Mobility

- Faeces @ o]
o ok 5K/

Minimum Standard No.3 - Watering Systems

(a) Accesshility of palatable water to all pigs

(b} Pigs on pasture: access to sufficient water

(c) Daily check of autormatic watering systems

(dl) Sufficient supply, with reserves to cope with 24 hour demand
(2) Alternafive arrangements in case of equipment failure

() Appropriate height for size of the delivery systern for he animals
() Appropriate water fernperaturs

ok| 5]

b. Piglets

Corresponding relevan
Minimum Standard(s)

Animal-based indicators Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

a. Sows

" Minimum Standard No.1 - Feed
- ‘ocalisation / noise & ®| {2} Feedling hequensy
. " Feed deli
- Appearance (skin condiion / body Y o | EE% Fde qsé\;m o
condtion seore) = S ) maintain good health

(i) et physiological reguirernents

- Behaviour L] AJd !l (iiiy swoid retabolic & nutrifonal disorders

(tl) Daily check of autoratic feeding systerns

- Maobiity . . | (e} 4 (f) Wlaintenance of body condition score at or abowve 2.5 fremedial
action if lower

- Faeces @ o]

LIt

Minimum Standard No.3 - Watering Systems

(a) Accesshility of palatable water to all pigs

(b} Pigs on pasture: access to sufficient water

(c) Daily check of autormatic watering systems

(dl) Sufficient supply, with reserves to cope with 24 hour demand
(2) Alternafive arrangements in case of equipment failure

() Appropriate height for size of the delivery systern for he animals
() Appropriate water fernperaturs

ok| 5]

b. Piglets




On the overside of the scoring sheets, to facilitate

assessment:
Detailed info re. the animal indices
Other useful info, e.g.
BCS chart,
tables for prevalence calculation,

the ‘lux test’,

More detailed info of what to
look for re. animal-based

observations, as discussed in
previous workshop

Supplementary information: Hunger and thirst

Animal indices

Body condition score

*  consider production stage
variablity also imporant

= minimum inhibitory level

e indicator: shoulder uleers

» indicator: backbone / hairy

Indicators of thirst

» agitation/ bossiness

*  noise level squesling

® resllessness/ aclive

»  partial block: congestion at point fighting

= total block: no congestion; restlessness

*  Udder shape in sows (esp. outdoor)

s drydung

» afiraction to waler: the "hucket of water" test

Facilities indices

Watar atnnbks and Analibe




Calculation - Lameness

L. Number of pigs lame

2. Total number of animals observed
(#1 = #2) x 100%

Calculation — Abscesses
' L. Number of pigs with abscesses
2. Total number of animals observed
(#1=#2) x 100%

Calculation — Wounds on Shoulder

L. Mumber of gilts, sows and baars with wounds on
the shoulder

2. Total number of gilts, sows and bears observed

(#1 = #2) x 100%

LJ

Calculation — Wounds on Vulva

1. Mumber of gilts and sows with wounds on the vulva
2. Total number of gilts and sows observed

(#1 = #2) x 100%

Calculation - Wounds on Other Parts of the Body

1. Mumbs=r of gilts, sows and bears with wounds on
ather parts of their bodies

2. Total number of gilts, sows and bears observed

(#1 = #2) x 100%

Calculation - Wounds on Neonatal Piglets, Nursery and Finisher Pigs
la. Number of neonatal piglets with

wounds on any part of their bodies =
1b. Mumber of nursery and finisher pigs with

wounds on any part of their bodies

2a. Total number of neonatal piglets observed

2b. Total number of nusery and finisher pigs ohserved
(#1a + £2a) x 1009

(#1b = #2b) x 100%

ES

S

Calculation — Scratches

1. Number of pigs with scratches

2. Total number of animals abserved
(#1 = #2) x 100%

£

Calculation - Body Condition

1. Number of pigs with body condition score of less than 2
2. Total number of animals observed

(#1 = #2) x 100%

Calculation — Space for Gilts, Sows and Boars
1. Number of gilts, sows ar boars not
meeting space requIrmEnts
2. Total number of pens ohssrved
(#1 = £2) x 100%

Calculation — Space for Nursery or Finisher Pigs
1. Number of Nursery or Finisher Pigs per pen

2. Area (square feet) of pens obssrved

(41 - 42)

Calculation — Flooring

1. Number of pens with damaged flooring
that could injure animals

2. Total number of pens observed

(#1 = #2) x 100%

Calculation — Fencing

1. Number of pens with damaged fencing
that could injure animals

2. Total number of pens ohserved

(#1 = £2) x 100%

Calculation - Equipment

1. Number of pens with damaged equipment
that could injure animals

2. Total number of pens ohserved

(#1 - £2) x 100%

Calculation — Feeder Space
1. Number of pens without appropriate fesder space

2. Total number of pens observed
(#1 - #2) x 100%

Calculation - Water Availability

1. Mumber of pens without appropriate water availability
2. Tetal number of pens ohserved

(#1 - #2) x 100%

= ft
per pig

Experiences:

It was practicable, and our scores were similar

It was quick

It was animal-focused first, environment-focused second

It was sensitive, i.e. highlighted the issues

Query / comments section on the sheet was useful

Practical examples of some observations...

The experience enabled us to refine the generic protocol




Combines animal-based welfare standards as well as
the Code, in one assessment

Quick and easy to perform
“Hits the spot”

Over time, will enable correlation between animal-based
outcomes and the Code to be investigated

Feedback from panel (next!)
Second on-farm pilot & brief MAF
Prepare final report




a.  General comments on the protocol (first impressions?)
b.  “Walk through” the sections of the protocol

c.  Positives: how should the tool be further developed?

d.  Negatives: what's missing? Points of criticism?
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Protocol for the On-Farm Welfare Assessment of Pigs:
Overview and instructions for application

Introduction

This protocol was developed to perform on-farm assessment of the welfare of pigs in New Zealand. A
stated objective was for it to be a practical and easy-to-implement tool, which can be applied by
inspectors with a wide range of experience and knowledge. The emphasis lies primarily on animal-
based indicators for the assessment of welfare. The protocol also incorporates an assessment of the
Minimum Standards as specified by the Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare (2005), which is
considered to be the baseline requirement for welfare provision.

Methodology: instructions on how to perform a welfare assessment using this protocol
While it is assumed that inspectors carrying out the assessments will receive appropriate training for

carrying out this protocol, this section summarises the methodology of the assessment. The protocol
consists of three parts, as summarised in the flow diagram:

1. Questionnaire interview
(stockmanship, husbandry and management)

A
2. Modular welfare
assessments

v v

Post-weaning

Farrowing (Weaners, growers Dry sows and boars
(pens & crates) 8 finishers) (pens & stalls)
—» Site1 —» Site1 —» Site1
> Site2 —» Site2 —» Site2
—» Site.. P Site... —p» Site... —
Ly 3. Compilation of problems -«
& action items <
Discussion with farmer
& sign-off




Some details on the three components:

1.

Questionnaire interview with the producer / manager or personnel

The aim is to elicit information on practices relating to husbandry, stockmanship and
management, as these cannot reliably be determined by inspection of the animals and farm
premises alone. Delivery is via a short (10 to 15 minutes) face-to-face questionnaire with the
owner, manager and / or stockmen. This section may also capture some background and
production information.

Systematic inspection of the farm

This is carried out in a modular fashion. There are three modular protocols, which have been
tailored to the specific production sections: Farrowing, Post-weaning and Dry sows and
mating. One protocol is to be completed for every site.

Site definition:  a physically defined area including directly comparable production
facilities / environment that are under common management.

Using this definition, one production section using different husbandry systems (e.g. group and
individual housing) would be defined as different sites. Likewise, one production section with
various buildings using the same husbandry system but having different persons responsible
for its animals would be defined as multiple sites. Lastly, one production section under
common management but encompassing differing environments (e.g. varying age and
conditions of housing facilities) should be considered to be different sites. In this way, the
assessment is inclusive of all animals within the different production sections on-farm, and it is
‘failored’ to the specific conditions existing on each farm.

Methodology of the assessment is summarised as follows:

= Work systematically to inspect all sites. This could be by physical location (i.e. from one
end of the farm to the other), or through the production chain (starting with the youngest
animals, and working up to the oldest).

= Per site, if conditions permit, do a ‘peep test’: observe the animals from outside the
housing, without intruding.

= Quietly enter the housing facility, and form a general impression of the reaction of the
animals.

= (Circulate the entire section. The emphasis lies on observing the animals and recording
the animal-based indicators; this is followed by assessment of the environment the
animals are kept in, including taking measurements if required.

= Regardless of production section, the protocol consists of indicators subdivided into
three parts: Hunger and thirst; Interaction with the physical environment, Health,
injury and disease.

= Per part, the animal-based indicators are captured using observations of a set of
generic criteria, which in combination reflect the basic physical and emotional state of
the animals (specific detail is given on the forms).

= Each of these criteria is scored via a traffic light system, i.e.

| Green: no action required
D Amber: indication of a welfare problem that could relatively easily be addressed

{E Red: indication of a more serious welfare issue that requires immediate attention
= The Minimum Standards corresponding to each of the three parts are evaluated in an
adjacent column, using a simple ‘pass / fail’ score.
= Space for written comments has been included on the forms.
= The supplementary information, which enables common problems to be assessed in a
more quantitative way, may be utilised to come to a decision if there is any doubt.




3. Summary of findings and debriefing discussion
After concluding the assessment, the inspector(s) should summarise any notable findings,
comments or problems on the relevant form provided. This is specifically aimed at the ‘amber’
and ‘red’ scores, and instances where the Minimum Standards were not met. The inspector(s)
may then discuss, address or share these issues with the owner, manager and / or stockmen.

It is anticipated that ‘amber’ outcomes will consist of points of attention indicating that welfare
is not optimal, but may be relatively easily corrected by appropriate intervention. Possible
actions to remedy the situation may be discussed. While these outcomes are recorded for
reference in relation to future assessments, they will not result in penalties and repercussions.

On the other hand, ‘red’ outcomes indicate more serious welfare problems that require direct
intervention. Likewise, failure to meet the Minimum Standards represent infractions of the
Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code, which should be addressed. If any such problems are identified,
the farm personnel should be notified. The exact consequences and course of action may
need to be centrally decided on, and need not be discussed with the farm personnel.

Note that there is no emphasis on production parameters and criteria, and it should not be
necessary to consult these. However, as such data do reflect the level of management and
performance, these are informative, the inspector(s) may request to discuss these, should this
be useful.

Material requirements
To carry out an on-farm assessment, the following equipment is required or at least advisable:

= Sufficient copies of the evaluation forms;

o This instruction sheet.

o One form “Evaluation of stockmanship, husbandry and management related to
welfare provision”.

o As many of the modular assessment forms for “Farrowing”, “Post-weaning” and
“Dry sows and boars” as required to cover all the farm sites.

= The sheet “Supplementary documentation”, including scoring sheets as required.
Note that it is not a requirement to complete these, as this would be time-
consuming and not necessarily helpful! They are provided as an adjunct to assist
with the decision-making process in cases in which the inspector feels it would be
helpful to quantify the observations, e.g. to confirm that lameness prevalence is
higher than expected.

= As many copies of the forms “Compilation of outcomes” as are required.

= Supporting documentation. As a minimum, a copy of the Animal Wefare (Pigs) Code of
Welfare (2005) is required. As mentioned above, some supplementary information is
included with the protocols containing guidelines for decision-making support on several
common conditions affecting health and productivity, and on the state of facilities and
housing.

= Material requirements include:
o Atape measure.
A measuring jug (for flow rates, if required).
A torch may be useful.
Clipboards and writing material.
A digital camera is recommended.

o o o o




Evaluation of stockmanship, husbandry and
management related to welfare provision

1. Farm details

Farm name / address:

Farm telephone / mobile:

Please provide details of personnel (tick the box of those spoken with):

Level of training / experience  Function/ role

O Owner

O Manager (if
different)

O Stockperson(s)

Please give the approximate numbers of animals presently on the farm:

Dry sows (including unmated gilts)
Lactating sows
Young stock: Sucklers
4-12 weeks Total
12 - 16 weeks
16 — 24 weeks

Boars




2. Stockmanship
Briefly describe how you handle and move the animals in your care.

Piglets:

Other pigs:

Minimum Standard No.14 — Restraint and Handling

Pigs, including piglets, must not to be picked up or suspended by one or both of their front
legs.

Minimum Standard No.15 — Movement

(a) Pigs must not be prodded in sensitive areas.
(b) Only the minimal force required must be used when moving pigs.

When do you inspect the animals in your care?

Minimum Standard No.18 - Inspections

The owner or person in charge must check pigs at least once each day for signs of ill-health
or injury and take action as appropriate.

Minimum Standard No. 20 - Stockmanship

Pigs must be cared for by a sufficient number of personnel who possess the appropriate
ability, knowledge and professional competence to maintain the health and welfare of the
animals in accordance with the minimum standards listed in the Code.

3. Husbandry and management

Which of the following procedures are carried out on the farm, by whom, and at which timepoint?

Procedure By whom? Which timepoint?

Castration

Tail docking

Teeth clipping

Nose ringing / clips / wiring

Ear tagging / notching

Back-fat measuring

Ooooo|o|o|o

Euthanasia




Minimum Standard No.13 - Elective husbandry procedures

(a) Elective invasive procedures must be carried out by competent operators.

(b) Surgical castration or tail docking of pigs over 7 days of age must only be carried out by a
veterinarian.

(c) If tail docking is performed, it must be done before 8 days of age and must be carried out
using clippers, a searing iron, knife or other instrument that severs the tail immediately.

(d) If performed, teeth clipping of pigs must be carried out before 3 days of age.

(e) Non-invasive equipment must be used to measure back-fat on live animals.

What are the criteria used to decide whether to euthanise an animal? How is this performed?

Briefly describe the way in which weaning is carried out.

Minimum Standard No.16 - Weaning
Weaning must be managed in a way that avoids undue stress on the piglets and therefore
minimises negative impacts on their health and welfare.

How and by whom are pigs selected prior to transport?

Minimum Standard No.19 — Pre-Transport Selection

Pigs must be inspected prior to transport to ensure all are fit to be transported.

4, Sign-off

Inspector comments:

Inspector name: Signature:




Production section

1. Hunger and thirst

Animal-based indicators Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

a. Adult animals

Minimum Standard No.1 - Feed
(a) Feeding frequency
. (b) Feed delivery
- Physical appearance (c) Feed quantity to:
(i) maintain good health
- Behaviour (if) meet physiological requirements
(iif) avoid metabolic & nutritional disorders
- Mobility (d) Daily check of automatic feeding systems
(e) / (f) Maintenance of body condition score at or above 2.5 / remedial
action if lower

- Vocalisation / noise

- Faeces

Minimum Standard No.3 — Watering Systems

(a) Accessbility of palatable water to all pigs

(b) Pigs on pasture: access to sufficient water

(c) Daily check of automatic watering systems

(d) Sufficient supply, with reserves to cope with 24 hour demand
(e) Alternative arrangements in case of equipment failure

(f) Appropriate height for size of the delivery system for the animals
(9) Appropriate water temperature

b. Piglets only

Minimum Standard No.2 — New-Born Piglets

- Vocalisation / noise (a) Supply of colostrum or appropriate substitute to all piglets within 24

. hours of birth
- Physical appearance (b) Remedial action with respect to piglets if a lactating sow dies or her milk
supply fails
- Behaviour
- Mobility
- Faeces
Comments:

Inspector signature / initial:




Supplementary information: Hunger and thirst

a. Animal indices
Interpretation of the generic animal-based indicators, specifically applied to hunger and thirst, includes the following:

Vocalisation / noise
If the animals have insufficient access to water, the noise level may be elevated, and there may be squealing etc. This is related to
Behaviour and Mobility (see below).

Physical appearance
= Primarily consider the body condition score (refer to an appropriate chart):
= this should be appropriate for the production stage
= itis also important to note the variability (between individuals and between groups)
= no animals should have a score under 2.5, except where the carer can demonstrate that remedial action is being
undertaken. Depending on the cause, euthanasia may need to be considered as an alternative to alleviate suffering
= Hunger and thirst may also lead to competitive aggression, which may be visible as skin scratches and lesions.
= Indicators of chronic underfeeding may include prominent backbone and a hairy appearance. There may be a higher
prevalence of shoulder ulcers than expected.
= Insows (especially in outdoor systems), the udder shape may indicate too little access to water.

Behaviour
Behavioural indicators of hunger and thirst include:
= Agitation and bossiness; fighting.
= Restlessness.
= Attraction to water: the pigs will smell and compete for a bucket of water, if introduced into the pen.

Mobility
This is not relevant where movement is restricted, i.e. in stalls or crates. Otherwise, depending on the specific situation:
= Ifthere is a partial block of water, there will be a high level of activity, congestion at the drinking point(s) and fighting.
= Ifthere is a total block of water, there will be no congestion; general restlessness will be common.
= Inan advanced stage of deprivation of food or water, the activity level will be reduced (lethargy).

Faeces
Two indicators to observe:
= Consistency of the dung (dry or loose; well or poorly digested).
= Quantity of freshly-voided dung (this is dependent on when the housing was last cleaned).

b. Facilities indices

Water supply and quality:
= Number of pigs per nipple or bowl.
Water flow rate.
Appropriateness of design of drinkers (nipples, bowls).
Water quality (especially in troughs).
Wet floors (indicate messing with water).

Feed supply and quality:
= Wastage (this may indicate unpalatability of feed, e.g. due to mycotoxins).

c. Stockhandler indices

Stockhandler indices related to hunger and thirst include:
= Capacity to recognise hunger and thirst.
= Ifrequired, inspection of the production records (specifically, growth rates).
= Feedlevels.




2. Interaction with the physical environment

Animal-based indicators Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

Minimum Standard No.4 - Buildings and Maintenance
(a) Light of at least 20 lux in all buildings for at least nine hours daily.
(b) All pig sheds must have at least 20 lux for inspection of animals.

- Vocalisation / noise

- Physical appearance (c) Sharp projections and edges including damaged flooring likely to cause
injury to pigs must be removed or covered.
- Behaviour (d) Pen fittings must be kept in good working order.
(e) Any electrical fittings and attachments to mains voltage must be out of
- Mobility the reach of pigs, or protected from interference by pigs.

(f) All mechanical equipment used in pig production must be maintained in
good working order.

(9) In case of power failure or mechanical breakdown, provision must be
made for other means of heating, lighting and ventilation, and for the
feeding and watering of stock.

(h) In case of power failure or mechanical breakdown, an alarm with a back-
up battery system must be installed to warn of any ventilation system
breakdown.

(i) For deep litter systems, provision must be made to minimise the impact of
flooding through water pipes bursting.

(j) All pig sheds must contain suitable fire fighting equipment and have a
documented fire emergency plan. This also applies to feed milling areas
where they are adjacent to pig housing.

- Faeces/ discharges (e.g. blood)

Minimum Standard No.5 - Space

(a) Each pig housed indoors must be provided with the minimum space
allowances as specified by the Code.

(b) A dunging area, as part of a total slab, and / or an open drain, is
provided, must be excluded from the total space requirement.

(c) In hot conditions (over 25°C) steps must be taken to reduce overheating
of pigs.

Minimum Standard No.6 — Temperature

(a) Provision of an appropriate ambient temperature range to maintain
normal body temperatures of new-born piglets.

(b) Heating devices must be securely fixed and protected from interference
by the sow and piglets.

(c) An airflow, or other measures, that will ensure pigs do not become
overheated or cold stressed must be maintained during extremes of
weather.

Comments:

Inspector signature / initial:




Supplementary information: Interaction with the physical environment
a. Animal indices
Interpretation of the generic animal-based indicators, specifically applied to facilities and environment, includes the following:

Vocalisation / noise
This is reflective of social communication and conflict between pigs (see Behaviour below).

Physical appearance
= Hygiene (clean / dirty pigs).
= The following consequences may occur due to poor housing conditions:
= elevated lameness prevalence
= skin lesions / wounds as a consequence of injury or fighting
= tail / vulva / ear biting
= pressure wounds (ulcers)

Behaviour

= Temperature indicators:
o huddling
= proportion shivering
= proportion panting

= Poor housing conditions may influence social relationships and interactions between pigs, e.g.
= nervous or evasive behaviour
= fighting
= stereotypic behaviour

= Good housing conditions result in a high percentage of pigs lying or giving and impression of being relaxed or “content”.

Mobility
Mobility may be restricted in poor housing conditions. Uneven or broken surfaces may result in elevated prevalence of lameness.

Faeces / discharges
Are the pigs dunging in the appropriate area? Traces of blood or discharges as a consequence of injury or fighting?

b. Facilities indices

Insofar as not directly covered by the Minimum Standards, the following factors can be considered:

= Stocking rate (see specifications in the Code).
Presence of sufficient light

? . . .

Rodent contof If you can easily read this at a distance of
Presence of drafts? approximately 40cm, there is enough light!
Access to feed and water.
Ability to stand and lie down.
Maintenance, repair and presentation (sharp projections, fittings, floor quality etc.).
Presence / provision of manipulative materials.

Air quality and temperature: these are relatively changeable indicators (in contrast to more ‘fixed’ facilities) — hence, a traffic light
score has been included to provide more nuance. There is a trade-off between the two (i.e. good ventilation lowers temperature and
vice-versa). Poor air quality is characterised by ammoniacal odour, watering eyes, smarting in nostrils, dustiness, etc.

c. Stockhandler indices

Stockhandler indices related to facilities and environment include:
= Use of appropriate equipment, e.g. for moving stock.
= Response of stock to handler and / inspector(s) (fearful or inquisitive; flight distance and approach time).
= Stockhandler style and temperament.

Note that some of the indicators mentioned under Behaviour could also be a consequence of poor management (e.g. mixing
and constitution of groups). This is more likely to be the case if such indicators are observed, but the housing is adequate (i.e.
conforms to the Minimum Standards).




Animal-based indicators Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

Minimum Standard No.7 - Air Quality

(a) Ventilation must be sufficient to prevent the build-up of harmful
concentrations of gasses such as ammonia and COz.

(b) If ammonia levels of 25ppm or more are detected within the pig house,
immediate and appropriate action must be taken to ensure a return to
reduce ammonia levels below 25ppm.

Minimum Standard No.9 - Farrowing

(a) Whatever type of farrowing system is used, it must be of suitable design
and size to allow the sow to lie down at full length and without leg
restriction. Sows must also be able to rise and stand comfortably.

(b) If sows are to be confined in farrowing crates, they must be confined for
no more than 6 weeks in any one reproductive cycle.

(c) There must be a space of 300mm width on the narrowest side of the
farrowing crate to provide an escape area for the piglets.

Minimum Standard No.10 - Dry Sow Stalls

(a) Dry sow stalls must allow sufficient clearance to enable sows and gilts to
stand comfortably in their natural stance and be able to lie comfortably
on their sides.

(b) Sows that show severe lameness or severe behavioural problems must
be removed from dry sow stalls and placed in alternative accommodation
to facilitate rehabilitation or be culled.

(c) Until 1 January 2015, individual confinement in dry sow stalls must be for
no more than the first 4 weeks after mating.

(d) Dry sow stalls in any new facility built after the issue of this code must
not be used to house sows and gilts from 4 weeks after mating until the
completion of that pregnancy.

Minimum Standard No.11 - Tethering
Confinement of pigs must be by methods other than tethering.

Boars only

Minimum Standard No.12 - Boars
(a) Until 1 January 2010, boars must be housed in accommodation other
than stalls, except where individual housing to treat injury or disease is

- Vocalisation / noise

- Physical appearance temporarily necessary.
(b) If stalls are used, they must allow sufficient clearance to enable the boar
- Behaviour to stand comfortably in his natural stance and to lie down comfortably on
his side.
- Mobility (c) If stalls are used, daily inspections must be carried out to ensure that any

skin conditions are treated.
(d) If stalls are used, boars must be removed from stalls at least twice per

- Faeces week either for mating purposes or to be given sufficient exercise to
) maintain adequate locomotory function and to prevent skeletal and

- Other discharges muscular weakness.

Comments:

Inspector signature / initial:




Supplementary information: Interaction with the physical environment
a. Animal indices
Interpretation of the generic animal-based indicators, specifically applied to facilities and environment, includes the following:

Vocalisation / noise
This is reflective of social communication and conflict between pigs (see Behaviour below).

Physical appearance
= Hygiene (clean / dirty pigs).
= The following consequences may occur due to poor housing conditions:
= elevated lameness prevalence
= skin lesions / wounds as a consequence of injury or fighting
= tail / vulva / ear biting
= pressure wounds (ulcers)

Behaviour

= Temperature indicators:
o huddling
= proportion shivering
= proportion panting

= Poor housing conditions may influence social relationships and interactions between pigs, e.g.
= nervous or evasive behaviour
= fighting
= stereotypic behaviour

= Good housing conditions result in a high percentage of pigs lying or giving and impression of being relaxed or “content”.

Mobility
Mobility may be restricted in poor housing conditions. Uneven or broken surfaces may result in elevated prevalence of lameness.

Faeces
Are the pigs dunging in the appropriate area?

b. Facilities indices

Insofar as not directly covered by the Minimum Standards, the following factors can be considered:

= Stocking rate (see specifications in the Code).
Presence of sufficient light

? . . .

Rodent contof If you can easily read this at a distance of
Presence of drafts? approximately 40cm, there is enough light!
Access to feed and water.
Ability to stand and lie down.
Maintenance, repair and presentation (sharp projections, fittings, floor quality etc.).
Presence / provision of manipulative materials.

Air quality and temperature: these are relatively changeable indicators (in contrast to more ‘fixed’ facilities) — hence, a traffic light
score has been included to provide more nuance. There is a trade-off between the two (i.e. good ventilation lowers temperature and
vice-versa). Poor air quality is characterised by ammoniacal odour, watering eyes, smarting in nostrils, dustiness, etc.

c. Stockhandler indices

Stockhandler indices related to facilities and environment include:
= Use of appropriate equipment, e.g. for moving stock.
= Response of stock to handler and / inspector(s) (fearful or inquisitive; flight distance and approach time).
= Stockhandler style and temperament.

Note that some of the indicators mentioned under Behaviour could also be a consequence of poor management (e.g. mixing
and constitution of groups). This is more likely to be the case if such indicators are observed, but the housing is adequate (i.e.
conforms to the Minimum Standards).




3. Health, injury and disease

Animal-based indicators Animal Welfare (Pigs) Code of Welfare 2005

Vocalisation / noise Minimum Standard No.17 - Health
B (a) Those responsible for the care of pigs must be competent at recognising
. the signs of good health, ill-health, or injury and must consult a
- Physical appearance veterinarian as appropriate.
(b) Medication must only be used in accordance with registration conditions,
- Behaviour manufacturer's instructions or professional advice.
(c) Piglets must receive sufficient iron to avoid anaemia.
- Mobility (d) Contaminated bedding, faeces and urine must not be permitted to
accumulate to the extent that they pose a threat to the health and welfare
- Faeces of igs-
- Other discharges
Comments:

Inspector signature / initial:

4, Sign-off

Name of inspector Signature




Supplementary information: Health, injury and disease

Farm records may be useful to support assessment, and, depending on the observations, could be consulted to aid decision-making.
a. Animal indices

Vocalisation / noise
= Specifically, be aware of noise as a result of respiratory illness (coughing, snuffling, wheezing etc.). As a rough guideline,
perform a ‘cough count’: more than 3 coughs per minute indicates a possible problem.
= Altematively, an apparent lack of noise when expected (i.e. pigs are too quiet) may also indicate a health problem.

Physical appearance

= Physical abnormalities which may indicate poor include:

= skin lesions / wounds as a consequence of injury, fighting, tail / vulva / ear biting, pressure wounds (ulcers and
abrasions), scratching, etc.

= bruising
= abnormal skin colour; petechiae (subcutaneous point bleeding)
= loss of body condition, caused by chronic conditions
= abnormal discharges may be visible, e.g. scouring and diarrhoea may lead to skin soiling
= hemias

= Incontrast, signs of good health include:
= "bright eyes"
= fine haired, pink skinned

Behaviour
The following behavioural indicators may signal a health problem:
= Apathetic / lethargic.
= Huddling.
= Scratching and restlessness.
= Agitated behaviour?

Mobility
In situations where movement is restricted, i.e. stalls or crates, mobility is not easy to evaluate. Where the pigs do have freedom of
movement, assess the following:
= Evidence of lethargy and / or elevated mortality.
= Lameness prevalence (guidelines for decision-making are provided below).

Faeces
Scouring; abnormal consistency, poor digesta / traces of blood etc.

Other discharges
Nasal discharge; tearing / discharge from eyes; discharge from wounds, ulcers or abscesses.
b. Facilities indices
= Facilities for treatment and housing of sick pigs.
= Drug / medication use, from records.
c. Stockhandler indices
The capacity of the stockperson is covered in the questionnaire interview, but can be further assessed by observation of the stock:

= Capacity to recognise the range of symptoms.
= Capacity to recognise the point of intervention for treatment and destruction.
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1. Body condition scoring
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2. Guidelines for quantitative interpretation of health and facilities criteria

These guidelines may be used to come to a decision when there is doubt about the measurable degree of potential problems. They are
derived from the US Swine Welfare Assurance Program handbook (2003), and have not been validated in New Zealand. Hence the
figures listed in the tables may need to be interpreted with some caution.

A scoring sheet has been provided for recording observations.

For conditions related to health and injuries, score the pen- or group-level prevalence and compare with the guidelines in Table A to

come to a decision. For criteria related to facilities, score the conditions within a defined site and compare with the guidelines in Table B
to come to a decision.

Table A. Prevalence of conditions related to health and injuries

Gilts, sows and boars

- Lameness <0.1% 0.1t02% >2%
- Abscesses <1% 1t02% >2%
- Wounds: on shoulder <5% 5t0 15% >15%

on vulva <5% 5t0 15% >15%

on other parts of the body <5% 5t0 15% >15%
- Scratches <15% 15t0 40% >40%
- Body condition score < 2 <0.1% 0.1t02% > 2%

Neonatal piglets, nursery and finisher pigs

- Pigs euthanised (as % of total deaths) >20% 5t0 20% <5%
- Lameness <1% 1t0 5% >5%
- Abscesses <1% 1to0 5% >5%
- Wounds <5% 5t0 15% >15%
- Scratches <15% 15t0 40% >40%
- Body condition score < 2 <0.1% 0.1t02% >2%

Table B. Criteria related to facilities

- Insufficient space: gilts, sows, boars <1% 1t0 10% >10%
nursery / finisher pigs <1% 1to0 10% >10%

- Pens with: damaged flooring <1% 1t02% >2%
damaged fencing <1% 1t02% >2%

damaged equipment <1% 1t02% >2%
inappropriate feeder space <1% 1t02% > 2%

inadequate water availability <0.1% 0.1t00.2% >0.2%




Scoring sheet for quantitative interpretation

Production group Condition / criterium | No. observed | Total number
& site ID [A] [B]

Prevalence (%)
[=(A/B)*100]
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