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Executive Summa ry

A pa rtial revision of the current legislation relevant to pig p roduction, which is contained

in the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of W elfa re (2005), is p review ed fo r the nea r future.

This Code p redominantly de�nes environment-based pa rameters. Ho w ever, animal w elfa re

science is increasingly identifying and developing app roaches fo r inclusion of animal-based

observations. F rom this perspective, the p rovision in the Code of a greater number of

animal-based criteria is desirable. This p roject identi�ed indicato rs fo r the assessment of

the w elfa re of pigs, adapted to the speci�c New Zealand situation; subsequently , these

w ere compiled into a p rotocol fo r on-fa rm use. The aim w as to develop a p ractical and

w o rk able tool which had an emphasis on animal-based observations, while also maintaining

the Minimum Standa rds (as de�ned b y the Code) as a touchstone. The methodology and

steps follo w ed resulted in a general-purpose tool which can be applied in a wide range of

circumstances. A k ey feature of the w o rk is that the p roject structure ensured signi�cant

consultation from stak eholders in the pig secto r; consequently , opinions and comments

w ere inco rpo rated from these sources.

An initial literature review p rovided the framew o rk and context fo r the identi�cation

of an initial list of indicato rs, which resulted in development of a `longlist' of w elfa re indi-

cato rs, fo r possible inclusion in the assessment p rotocol. While the w elfa re of the animal

is the common denominato r of any assessment p rotocol, the means of application is in-

evitably in
uenced b y the speci�c objectives and interests of the di�erent stak eholders.

W e identi�ed three global divisions: enfo rcement of existing regulation and legislation;

`self-regulation' b y the industry itself, in the interest of p roducing a qualitatively good

p roduct; and assessment through consumer- o r retailer-driven qualit y assurance schemes.

These structures should be considered to be complementa ry rather than mutually exclu-

sive. Subsequently , indicato rs fo r assessment w ere identi�ed that a re relevant fo r New

Zealand.

Consultation with stak eholders w as perfo rmed in the fo rm of t w o w o rkshops and one

p roducers meeting. These w ere essential to ensure that the interests of all stak eholders

w ere rep resented in the resulting p rotocol. There w as general suppo rt, but also the

realisation that needs fo r training should be de�ned befo re implementation.
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T o deal with the la rge va riabilit y in scale and management p ractices on New Zealand

fa rms, a modula r app roach w as tak en to the development of the p rotocol . An innovative

feature is the structural sepa ration of animal-based observations and facilities-based ob-

servations. This w as a logical solution to the di�culties experienced b y the p roject team

of trying to `integrate' the de�ned animal-based observations with the mo re facilities-

based Minimum Standa rds. Such a sepa ration w as also logical fo r p ractical assessment,

as it requires the observer to �rst inspect the animals, befo re pa ying attention to the

environment they a re in. The animal-based observations a re de�ned b y a `generic' set of

observations, which a re applied to three catego ries: p rovision of feed and w ater, environ-

ment and health. The interp retation of these observations is dependent on the catego ry

fo r which they a re made. Sco ring is perfo rmed follo wing a tra�c light scheme, which

allo ws intermediate sco res to be inco rpo rated. This structure w as created fo r simplicit y;

also, it inco rpo rates an extent of 
exibilit y in interp retation which is app rop riate given the

inherent degree of subjectivit y fo r animal-based observations. Ho w ever, the fa rm tests

sho w ed that it w as su�ciently detailed to capture nuances that w ere not identi�ed b y

inspection of the facilities alone.

The p rotocol is widely applicable . As it de�nes speci�c points of attention o r de�cit,

it is p robably most useful as a benchma rking tool; when applied fo r repeated o r periodic

assessment, the outcomes can be used to assess the p rogression over time. Secondly , it

can also be used fo r enfo rcement, i.e. in situations where a b reach of w elfa re is suspected.

The animal-focused nature of the tool mak es it highly suited to this purpose, while the

implicit integration of the Minimum Standa rds mak es infractions of the Code easy to

directly identify . Thirdly , the p rotocol can be simply adapted fo r use in self-assessment o r

audits b y p roducers, as it is intuitive to use, and is very adaptable: while the animal-based

observations have been link ed to the co rresponding Minimum Standa rds, the p rotocol

could be modi�ed to associate the animal-based observations with generic facilities-based

outcomes, and / o r to inco rpo rate p roduction pa rameters into the p rotocol.

The scope of this p roject w as limited, and there is substantial scope fo r future develop-

ment ; indeed, fo r future uptak e, this w ould be strongly recommended. This includes topics

such as the identi�cation and development of training needs fo r inspecto rs; perfo rming

a mo re extensive validation on-fa rm validation study; the development of tie-ins related

to reco rding, logging and administration of outputs; and dissemination and publication of

w o rk perfo rmed, including in scienti�c, peer-review ed animal w elfa re journals.
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Chapter 1

Project background and

metho dology

This chapter summa rises the structure and activities ca rried out during the p roject. The

p roject commenced in August 2007 and w as completed in June 2008: a timeline which

includes the milestones is included in Appendix A . Detailed info rmation of the w o rk ca rried

out is given in subsequent chapters, and in the Appendices.

1.1 Resea rch overview

1.1.1 Objectives

The objectives of this p roject w ere to review and develop indicato rs fo r the on-fa rm

assessment of the w elfa re of fa rmed pigs in New Zealand, culminating in the delivery of

a robust w o rking tool fo r p ractical implementation. This tool w as assessed fo r reliabilit y

and subjected to a validation exercise.

1.1.2 Service delivery

A summa ry of the w o rk perfo rmed fo r this p roject, which is p resented in subsequent

chapters and appendices, can be sequentially listed as follo ws:

1. An initial literature review w as perfo rmed, which contextualises current science-

based app roaches fo r w elfa re p rovision and assessment and describes international

best p ractice. By detailing assessment structures (including relevant legislature) in

several majo r pig-p roducing countries, the review p rovides a compa rative framew o rk

fo r the development of an app rop riate assessment system which will assure w elfa re

outcomes in New Zealand.
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2. On the basis of this w o rk, the p roject team subsequently identi�ed and compiled a

p roposed list of indicato rs fo r possible implementation.

3. The p roject team w as committed to ca reful and tho rough consultation to ensure the

recommended indicato rs w ere developed in agreement with, and with the acceptance

of, all k ey stak eholders. This w as ensured b y convening t w o stak eholder w o rkshops

to capture the input and expertise of the pa rticipants, b y p rio ritising and reducing

the `longlist' of putative indicato rs to a `sho rtlist', and b y discussing the options fo r

fo rmat and delivery of the assessment p rotocol.

4. A robust p rotocol fo r on-fa rm implementation w as developed, inco rpo rating the in-

dicato rs identi�ed as being impo rtant. A dual app roach to assessment w as tak en. In

k eeping with recent w elfa re science and currently recognised p rio rities, the p rotocol

has a strong focus on animal-based w elfa re outcomes. It concurrently uses the mo re

facilities-based Minimum Standa rds (de�ned in the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of

W elfa re (2005)

24

) as a touchstone, as this p rovides the legislation that is currently

in fo rce.

5. This tool w as assessed fo r p racticalit y , reliabilit y and validit y b y p roject personnel

on a commercial pig fa rm. The team p resented the p rotocol and repo rted on the

�ndings to the stak eholder pa rticipants; adjustments and modi�cations w ere made

on the basis of feeback and discussion. A limited on-fa rm trial of the `�nal' p rotocol

w as perfo rmed b y t w o pig veterina rians. Final changes w ere made to �ne-tune the

p rotocol.

Chapter 2: A review of the literature

The literature review summa rises de�nitions of animal w elfa re, and lists app roaches to

the development of objective w elfa re measures and p ractical on-fa rm measurement tools

(e.g. management inputs vis-a-vis w elfa re outcomes). It de�nes criteria fo r the develop-

ment of on-fa rm assessment p rotocols, including p rinciples info rming selection of w elfa re

assessment indicato rs (such as feasibilit y , validit y , reliabilit y , repeatabilit y , objectivit y).

The review also summa rises indicato rs utilised in existing pig w elfa re assurance p ro-

grammes internationally (e.g. indices including facilities, space, environment, stockman-

ship, health, behaviour and p roduction). It addresses recent international resea rch and

p ractice into the development of p ractical w elfa re indicato rs fo r use on fa rms, includ-

ing:

{ the Swine W elfa re Assurance Programme (USA)

25

fo r the assessment and bench-

ma rking of the ca re and w elfa re of pigs;
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{ the Bristol W elfa re Assurance Programme (UK)

10

, identifying p rocedures and p roto-

cols fo r the development, testing and implementation of p ractical fa rm assessment

p rogrammes, including p rotocols developed fo r assessing the w elfa re of gro wing pigs;

{ w o rk underw a y under the auspices of the EU-funded W elfa re Qualit y

39

p roject, de-

signed to develop European standa rds fo r reliable on-fa rm w elfa re assessments.

Chapter 3 and App endix B : Compilation of putative w elfa re assessment indicato rs

An initial set of indicato rs fo r the assessment of w elfa re status w as developed, dra wing on

current international best p ractice. F o r each of the p roposed indicato rs, details a re given

on ho w it relates to animal w elfa re, ho w assessment is conducted on-fa rm, and ho w each

measure is tak en. The advantages and disadvantages (pa rticula rly in terms of p racticalit y)

a re also discussed.

App endices C, D and E: Stak eholder input

Key stak eholders w ere identi�ed as MAF, NA W A C, RNZSPCA, the NZ Pig V eterina ry

Societ y , the NZ P o rk Industry Boa rd, and rep resentatives of po rk p roducers. In the �rst

round of consultation, the literature review with the initial list of indicato rs w as electron-

ically circulated, p rio r to convening a w o rkshop fo r all k ey stak eholders to discuss:

{ views on de�nitions of w elfa re;

{ the p racticalit y and feasibilit y of the p roposed indicato rs;

{ their relative impo rtance, ranking and classi�cation;

{ any signi�cant a reas of concern o r di�erence among stak eholders;

{ a p rocess fo r re�nement of the measures and tools (and to address stak eholder con-

cerns, if any).

A second round of consultation w as undertak en to re�ne the p roposed measures and tools.

Subsequently , a p rotocol suitable fo r on-fa rm assessment w as developed, and evaluated

on-fa rm (see belo w). Then, a second meeting of all stak eholders w as convened to p resent

the �ndings, discuss and con�rm the p racticalit y and feasibilit y of the p roposed tools, and

the acceptabilit y to each stak eholder. The p rotocol w as sepa rately p resented to a group

of pig p roducers.

Chapter 4 and App endix F : Development of the assessment to ol

The p rotocol suitable fo r on-fa rm assessment w as developed subsequent to the �rst w o rk-

shop, which integrated the agreed indicato rs into a w o rk able fo rmat which gave b road

coverage, i.e. w as
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{ applicable to a range of husbandry and housing systems;

{ applicable through the life cycle of a pig;

{ applicable fo r determining the w elfa re of individual pigs versus groups of pigs, and

integrative to give an outcome fo r pig fa rms o r herds as a whole;

{ adaptable and suitable fo r use b y a range of assesso rs, e.g. po rk p roducers and industry

p rofessionals, qualit y assurance schemes, assesso rs task ed with enfo rcement, etc.;

{ capable of distinguishing acceptable / ma rginal / unacceptable standa rds of animal

w elfa re (and in identifying causative facto rs);

{ acceptable to each stak eholder.

Tw o on-fa rm pilot studies w ere undertak en: the �rst of the initial p rotocol b y the p roject

team, and the second b y t w o pig veterina rians, on a la rger number of fa rms, after the

second w o rkshop review. The outputs of the second trial w ere used to update the p rotocols

into their current fo rmat.

1.1.3 Rep o rting

Repo rting w as ca rried out at va rious timepoints over the p roject duration. The follo wing

documents w ere p repa red, circulated and submitted:

{ the literature review and initial list of indicato rs w as submitted to MAF, and circulated

to the stak eholders;

{ outputs of the �rst stak eholder w o rkshop w ere circulated to the pa rticipants, as w ell

as MAF;

{ outputs of the second stak eholder w o rkshop w ere circulated to the pa rticipants, as

w ell as MAF;

{ a draft �nal repo rt w as submitted to MAF, which compiles and inco rpo rates all of the

p roject outputs;

{ this w as modi�ed on the basis of feedback and comments from MAF to constitute

this �nal repo rt.

1.1.4 Project p ersonnel

The p roject team at Massey Universit y dra ws on the combined expertise of resea rchers

internationally recognized in the �elds of animal behaviour and w elfa re, with extensive

kno wledge of po rcine behaviour and w elfa re, and is strongly net w o rk ed with NZ po rk

p roducers and international po rk industry resea rchers and groups. The team consists of

the follo wing people:

{ Ian Ba rugh: BAgrSci, DipSc
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{ Dr Daan Vink: D VM, PhD

{ Professo r David Mello r: BSc (Hons), PhD, HonAssocRCVS, ONZM

{ Eric Neumann: D VM, MS

{ Kevin Sta�o rd: MSc, PhD

{ Dr P atrick Mo rel: DipIng-Agr, DrScT ech
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Chapter 2

Background and contexts:

de�nitions and assessment of

w elfa re

2.1 An applied review of pig w elfa re and assessment structures

2.1.1 Intro duction

F undamentally , the term `animal w elfa re' encompasses our ethical concerns about the

qualit y of life experienced b y animals, pa rticula rly animals k ept in p roduction agriculture

17

.

With the increasing scale and elevated e�ciency of animal p roduction, w elfa re issues have

become increasingly impo rtant. A wide range of groups have an interest in w elfa re assess-

ment, including the fa rming communit y , legislato rs, consumers and scientists. Over the

past decennia, there has been a shift in public opinion and a w a reness of w elfa re-related

issues; the media have been in
uential in raising the p ro�le of w elfa re issues. Concurrently ,

scienti�c methodology has been applied to identify , interp ret and implement societal con-

cerns; this has increased our understanding and p rovided us with mo re objectively de�ned

measures and criteria fo r assessment. Legislation and regulato ry measures have been put

in place. Consequently , a la rge and diverse body of literature exists on the subject, in the

fo rm of scienti�c publications, legislation, industry codes, consumer repo rts, agricultural

and popula r media a rticles etc.

De�nition and interp retation of w elfa re a re subjective activities, and a re fundamentally

guided b y philosophical and ethical p rinciples. The di�cult y of objectively ascertaining,

demonstrating and measuring the va rious criteria which collectively determine w elfa re

has led to an a rra y of de�nitions, perspectives and indicato rs of assessment. No p recise

scienti�c de�nition can be given

17

.
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The objective of this section is to p rovide a b rief overview of current opinion and

understanding. This will info rm the development of indicato rs fo r on-fa rm assessment of

w elfa re.

2.1.2 De�nitions of w elfa re

Duncan (2005)

17

discusses t w o fundamental schools of thought concerning animal w el-

fa re: the biological functioning school and the feelings school. The underpinning philos-

ophy of the functioning-based app roach is that w elfa re is connected with absence of a

physiological stress response, i.e. is able to `cope' and satisfy its biological needs. This is

relatively substantive and easily measurable. On the other hand, distressed animals some-

times sho w no stress response, and conversely , animals ma y sho w a stress response when

engaging in a rew a rding activit y . The feelings-based app roach considers that, in analogy

with human beings, animals a re capable of a range of feelings, and that good w elfa re is

de�ned b y absence of negative emotional states and p resence of positive emotional states.

As feelings a re poo rly de�ned, they a re di�cult to measure; this complicates assessment.

Extending this, Prime Consulting International (2007)

29

(citing other autho rs) p rovide

a useful summa ry of �ve main app roaches:

1. The functioning-based app roach

2. The �ve freedoms app roach

3. The animal p reference app roach

4. The nature of the species app roach

5. The feelings-based app roach.

These will not be further discussed here. Histo rically , the functioning-based app roach w as

conventionally held to be the best standa rd, and w as widely applied to underpin many

of the indicato rs that mak e up the legislation which is in fo rce toda y . Ho w ever, in the

p revious 20 y ea rs o r so, there has been something of a pa radigm shift, with increasing

recognition being given to the validit y of the va rious feelings-based app roaches; the basic

philosophy is that the animal-based indicato rs included in such app roaches a re mo re valid

as they focus directly on the animals themselves, rather than on the physical facto rs that

indirectly in
uence the animals' w elfa re. This shift in attitude has been accompanied b y

the development of app rop riate scienti�c study , tools and p rotocols. Implementation and

uptak e of these will be discussed in section 2.1.3 belo w.

This has made assessment a mo re complex activit y . T o confo rm to current legislative

and regulato ry standa rds, assessment p rotocols should inevitably inco rpo rate measurement

of objecti�able environmental pa rameters (`minimum standa rds'); whereas there is increas-

ing recognition that emphasis should lie on investigation of measures from feelings-based
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app roaches. The optimal assessment systems will consist of indicato rs which capture

feelings-based info rmation as w ell as measuring environment- o r outcome-based criteria.

2.1.3 Assessment of w elfa re

Stak eholders in w elfa re qualit y assurance

The methodology fo r assessing animal w elfa re remains a topic on which there is a lack of

consensus. As mentioned above, objectively veri�able indicato rs in the animals' environ-

ment do not necessa rily re
ect their w elfa re status; and the optimal dimensions o r values

of these pa rameters a re also di�cult to determine. Central to this issue is the fact that

the ultimate decision on the w elfa re status of an animal (o r group of animals) will inco rpo-

rate an ethical component, and hence that no scienti�c de�nition can be given

17

. Many

leading resea rchers and autho rs have developed and applied their o wn de�nitions; as an

illustration of the somewhat abstract nature of these, W ebster (2005)

38

states: `. . . the

w elfa re of a sentient animal is determined b y its capacit y to avoid su�ering and sustain

�tness. This can be abb reviated as follo ws: good w elfa re = \�t and feeling good"'.

The fundamental role of science in establishing the biological responses to p ractices,

p rocedures o r environments is widely recognised. V erla rde and Geers (2007)

37

mak e a dis-

tinction bet w een measuring and monito ring w elfa re, where the fo rmer refers to controlled

labo rato ry experiments related to behavioural and physiological cha racteristics, and the

latter refers to fa rm-level assessment of these criteria. Because the fa rm situation is less

controlled and standa rdised, the indicato rs need to be adapted o r simpli�ed fo r p ractical

application.

Whereas the w elfa re of the animal is central to the interests of all stak eholders, the

means b y which this should be interp reted o r assessed, and ho w w eightiness should be given

to these measures, va ries widely . Over they past decennia, va rious scienti�c methodologies

have been developed fo r application in the assessment of animal w elfa re. F o r policy mak ers

and regulato rs responsible fo r setting standa rds and de�ning compliance with legislation

o r codes of p ractice, this ma y be p roblemtatic, pa rticula rly when the demand fo r science

to underpin standa rds and legislation is increasing

29

.

The p ractical application of scienti�cally determined p rinciples necessitates `taking it

into the w o rld where these animals actually live'

38

; t w o steps that a re crucial to the

p rogressive imp rovement of standa rds of w elfa re a re:

1. The development of p rotocols fo r the assessment of animal w elfa re and the p ro-

visions that constitute good husbandry in `real life' situations, e.g. fa rms, lab-

o rato ries, zoos and wildlife pa rks, k ennels and riding establishments, and rescue

centres run b y w elfa re cha rities;
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2. The implementation of p rogrammes p roviding w elfa re assurance that a re valued

and trusted both b y p roducers and b y the general public.

T o achieve imp roved standa rds of w elfa re, an e�ective system of auditing o r qualit y

assurance (QA), based on a reliable assessment of animal w elfa re, is a necessit y . The

requirements of current QA systems a re generally based on the p rinciples contained in the

`�ve freedoms' o riginally developed b y the U.K. F a rm Animal W elfa re Council

18

and since

generally adopted as a guideline b y many animal w elfa re o rganisations and regulato rs

29

.

Such requirements include p rovision of feed and w ater, shelter, p rotection from w eather

extremes, p rotection from p redation, absence of injury o r disease and the abilit y to exhibit

no rmal behaviour.

Besides initial assessment, QA systems must inco rpo rate an e�ective system of qualit y

control { this implies periodically perfo rming an audit to ensure that standa rds continue

to be met, and speci�c p roblems a re p romptly identi�ed.

While W ebster (2005)

38

a rgues that the animals a re themselves stak eholders in the

p rocess, they a re also the end bene�cia ries. As they can only exert limited in
uence over

their w elfa re status, investment and commitment is required from other stak eholders at

all levels. App rop riate funding of scienti�c and applied behavioural resea rch is essential

fo r enhancing our fundamental understanding of animal w elfa re, and enabling `translation'

of this into robust and p ractical indicato rs fo r assessment. A t the fa rm level, struc-

tural changes of husbandry and management ma y be necessa ry (e.g. increased space

allo w ances and an enriched environment), which can only be achieved at a cost to the

p roducer; this commitment must be recognised and adequately compensated. Produc-

ers, w elfa re o rganisations and retailers have responded b y developing QA schemes that

`gua rantee' standa rds of p roduction, p rovenance and hygiene. Consumer-driven examples

of such schemes include the British Ro y al Societ y fo r the Prevention of Cruelt y to An-

imals (RSPCA) `freedom food' (FF) scheme

19

; and the American Humane Association

`American Humane Certi�ed' scheme

1

. A simila r system is currently in the p rocess of

being developed in New Zealand

31

. The development and p romotion of such schemes b y

the o rganising bodies (follo wing scienti�cally robust and app rop riate methodology) also

requires substantial input. Lastly , the institutions responsible fo r legislative matters, policy

development and regulation related to w elfa re need to ha rmonize with, and confo rm to,

ongoing developments; these o rganisations ma y also be responsible fo r the implementation

of monito ring and auditing systems. Mello r and Ba yvel (in p ress)

22

a rgue that a p rocess

of continuous, incremental p rogress is conducive to sustained stak eholder involvement.

There can be no doubt of the impo rtance of the stak eholders discussed above; ho w ever,

it must also be recognised that consumer con�dence and pa rticipation a re central to the

p rocess. Products bea ring an accredited `gua ranteed', high w elfa re label ca rry an added



10

value and should therefo re command a p remium p rice; it is therefo re in e�ect consumers

who, to a geater o r lesser degree, `foot the bill'. Hence, there has to be a willingness to pa y .

In the opinion of W ebster (2005)

38

, the single greatest constraint to the imp rovement

of fa rm animal w elfa re is the reluctance of consumers to suppo rt their desire fo r high

standa rds of animal w elfa re b y actually purchasing high-w elfa re goods, rather than the

reluctance of fa rmers to change. He cites three possible reasons fo r this: a lack of

a w a reness, an unwillingness to follo w up (e.g. motivated b y relatively higher p rices), and

an inabilit y to evaluate. Also, with nothing tangible to di�erentiate bet w een t w o otherwise

identical pack aged end p roducts except a relatively abstract concept such as w elfa re of

the p roduction system, consumers ma y be reluctant to trust the label. It is in this a rena

that the public media have been sho wn to be highly in
uential.

Comp onents of assessment p roto cols

The distinction bet w een environmental pa rameters, which can be objectively and un-

equivocally measured, and feelings-based pa rameters, which require at least a degree of

subjective interp retation, w as p resented in section 2.1.2 . The Five F reedoms p rovide a

valuable framew o rk of p rinciples, which act as the foundation fo r p resumed determinants

of w elfa re

18

. Assessment p rotocols will b y necessit y include both `input-based' as w ell as

`animal-based' pa rameters; indeed, as noted, the recognition that mo re emphasis should

be placed on animal-based outcomes is increasing.

Science-based assessment is of increasing impo rtance fo r the establishment of assess-

ment p rotocols. F o r a robust audit of w elfa re using animal-based pa rameters, app ro riate

w eights must be attached to the components; these should eventually be combined into

an overall, standa rdised w elfa re index { an exp ression of the qualit y of the w elfa re on a

speci�c fa rm { which can be applied fo r ranking and direct compa rison bet w een fa rms

(benchma rking). This will also be meaningful fo r the p roducers concerned

18

.

The debate of whether objectively veri�able measures (which a re perhaps less valid)

a re, o r not, inherently p referable to subjectively assessed measures (which have a higher

validit y), is a contentious one, and is bey ond the scope of this review. What is relevant, and

ma y be perceived as the greatest challenge, is therefo re to select the most valid objective

measures fo r inclusion, and also to minimise the degree of va riation of the subjective

measures. T echniques fo r achieving this will be discussed in mo re detail in section 3.1.1 ;

here, w e de�ne and identify the elements to be assessed.

It is the responsibilit y of fa rmers to p rovide good husbandry fo r their animals. Under

`husbandry', w e understand a combination of physical resources (feed, w ater, accom-

modation and direct environment) and management (stockmanship and the da y-to-da y

running of the fa rm); see Figure A. Most of the elements of the p rovision of husbandry
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can be veri�ed, either b y direct measurement o r b y examination of reco rds. An exception

is the concept of stockmanship, although inititatives such as ProHand

30

, developed b y

the Universit y of Melbourne, Monash Universit y and the Depa rtment of Prima ry Indus-

tries (Victo ria), ma y be useful fo r assessment and training. Ho w ever, as mentioned ea rlier,

there is increasing consensus that the w elfa re status of a fa rm cannot be cha racterised b y

the p rovision of husbandry per se . T o perfo rm an adequate assessment, the evaluation of

the p rovision of husbandry should be supplemented with an assessment of animal-based

outcomes. F a rm reco rds ma y be helpful to a degree, but emphasis will lie on observations

made b y assesso rs, perfo rmed follo wing a standa rdised p rotocol. The components and

contents of such p rotocols will be covered in section 3.2 .

Feed & water
(subsistence

requirements)

Housing &
environment

(accommodation
requirements)

Physical resources

Stockmanship
(handling &
treatment)

Management
(feeding,

production, health
& welfare plans)

Management

Provision of husbandry
Assessment of animal-

based outcomes

Outcome:
WELFARE

ASSESSMENT

records

Figure 2.1: Assessment structure of husbandry and w elfa re, adapted from W ebster

(2005)

38

, inco rpo rating environmental as w ell as outcome-based standa rds. The shaded

bo xes rep resent elements that inco rpo rate a degree of subjective observer assessment.
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2.1.4 Compa rison of assessment structures

In assessing w elfa re, the interests of the va rious stak eholders a re slightly di�erent. F o r

instance, consumers and retailers ma y wish to be con�dent that the animals have `lived a

good life', whereas regulato ry o rganisations need to ensure that the level of w elfa re o�ered

b y p roducers to their animals does not fall belo w the legislative minimum standa rds, and

bodies rep resenting the po rk p roduction secto r (e.g. p roducer o rganisations) aim to assist

fa rmers in achieving the best possible return fo r their investment. Consequently , the

purposes o r objectives of the assessments a re va riable. F rom a p ractical viewpoint, this

translates into di�erent app roaches, methodologies and standa rds.

A sepa ration into three global divisions can be made: assessments made to suppo rt

o r enfo rce existing regulation and legislation; suppo rt and `self-regulation' b y the industry

itself, in the interest of p roducing a qualitatively good p roduct; and assessment through

consumer- o r retailer-driven qualit y assurance schemes, fa rmer pa rticipation in which is

facultative (Figure 2.2 ). One o r mo re of these structures could be operative simultane-

ously , and their operation will, to a degree, be interconnected; in other w o rds, they ma y

be complementa ry and a re not mutually exclusive.

The general cha racteristics of these divisions will be discussed, and a re summa rised

in Figure 2.2 . It must be bo rne in mind that these a re generalisations, and inevitably

not universally applicable { speci�c info rmation from countries with pig-p roducing secto rs

with pa rallels to New Zealand's a re covered in some detail in section 2.2 .

Legislation-driven

Generally , the relevant legislation relating to animal w elfa re stipulates `minimum stan-

da rds', and histo rically has a focus on environmental and p roduction pa rameters (e.g.

stocking densit y , dimensions of housing), which a re compa ratively easily quanti�able. In-

sofa r as `less tangible' criteria a re mentioned, fo r instance stockpersonship, these tend to

be b road and general in nature.

F a rmer compliance with legislation is mandato ry; interp retation is relatively rigid and

in
exible. The requirements a re highly speci�ed and the consequences of failure to comply

a re simila rly w ell de�ned. As such legislation generally sets minimum standa rds, it aims to

ensure that gross neglect o r long-term comp romise of the w elfa re of any animals does not

tak e place; it is expected that the great majo rit y of fa rmers w ould not no rmally need to

undertak e special measures o r action to comply , but w ould meet o r exceed the stipulated

minima through `no rmal', average da y-to-da y functioning.

P eriodic, scheduled assessments ma y o r ma y not tak e place. If ca rried out, implemen-

tation w ould be delivered through the relevant institutional establishments cha rged with

overseeing and enfo rcing the legislation, i.e. generally through o r via national ministeries
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Welfare 
assessment

Consumer-driven
• focus on outcome standards

• based on Five Freedoms
• higher than minimum standards

• facultative participation

Legislation-driven
• emphasis on environment-based standards
• based on legislated mimimum standards

• requires institutional regulatory apparatus (e.g. state vet services)
• mandatory; formally structured; rigid interpretation of legislation

Industry-driven
• ‘self-regulatory’ approach, i.e. farmer 

self-check or audit

• emphasis on environment-based 
standards (easily verifiable)

• based on legislated mimimum standards

Welfare 
assessment

Welfare 
assessment

Consumer-driven
• focus on outcome standards

• based on Five Freedoms
• higher than minimum standards

• facultative participation

Legislation-driven
• emphasis on environment-based standards
• based on legislated mimimum standards

• requires institutional regulatory apparatus (e.g. state vet services)
• mandatory; formally structured; rigid interpretation of legislation

Industry-driven
• ‘self-regulatory’ approach, i.e. farmer 

self-check or audit

• emphasis on environment-based 
standards (easily verifiable)

• based on legislated mimimum standards

Figure 2.2: Compa rison of k ey features of di�erent app roaches to the assessment of

animal w elfa re

of agriculture. In some instances, overa rching legislation ma y apply , e.g. in the European

Union setting.

Consumer- o r ma rk et-driven

W elfa re assurance schemes have a risen over the p revious decades in the w ak e of gro wing

public concern about w elfa re standa rds fo r p roduction animals, and a perceived need to

imp rove these. P a rticula rly in the developed w o rld, this w as p rima rily a reaction to the

increasing mechanisation of agriculture, which led to la rger fa rms and mo re intensive

p roduction systems in which it w as felt the needs of the individual animal w ere seconda ry

to p roduction gains. In k eeping with the focus on the individual animal, such schemes a re

very much animal-based.

In tandem with this trend, the p revailing pa radigm in scienti�c circles shifted from as-
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sessing w elfa re mostly using environmental pa rameters (i.e. the homestasis o r functioning-

based app roach), to a recognition of the greater validit y of needs-based app roaches. This

w as most coherently and successfully embodied b y the de�nition of the `�ve freedoms' b y

the F a rm Animal W elfa re Council in the U.K.

18

, which is achieving increasing consensus as

a coherent and complete system, and seems to be supplanting other de�nitions. There is

a gro wing tendency of assurance schemes to adopt this as a template to base assessment

p rotocols on. As discussed in some detail above, it can be a rgued that this philosophy ,

and the application thereof, is still evolving.

As it is the explicit aim of such schemes to actively b ring about imp rovements in animal

w elfa re, rather than merely avoid neglect o r abuse of animals, the standa rds encompassed

b y qualit y assurance schemes lie w ell above the minimum standa rds as required b y la w.

In some cases, this demands substantial investment b y the fa rmer; fo r instance, where

changes of housing systems a re required, o r reductions in stocking densit y a re stipulated.

In other cases, changes can be mo re easily �tted into husbandry systems, e.g. elimination

of the use of feed additives o r adoption of certain health ca re systems. Due to these

consequences, pa rticipation in such w elfa re assurance schemes b y fa rmers is facultative;

it ma y be driven as much b y ideological reasons as economic ones.

F a rm assurance schemes generally inco rpo rate a certi�cation p rocess. In recognition of

delivering a p roduct which meets with superio r w elfa re standa rds but has higher overheads

and p roduction costs, these certi�ed, recognised labels command higher retail p rices, thus

giving the fa rmers a return on their investment and contributing to higher running costs.

Such schemes require fa rmers to be audited, ma y entail speci�c reco rds to be k ept and to

demonstrate a level of commitment b y acquiring stipulated documentation o r attending

training courses.

Industry-driven (e.g. fa rmer self-assessment / audit)

Organisations rep resenting the fa rming secto r itself ma y also be p ro-active in many a reas

of p roduction, including w elfa re aspects. The general objectives w ould be to ensure b road

compliance with the legal minimum standa rds, to suppo rt fa rmers in achieving optimal

p rices fo r their p roduct, and to increase the p ro�le of the secto r. In this w a y , the industry

itself can have a po w erful role in self-regulation.

Such o rganisations ma y also suppo rt their members b y assisting them with advice and

suppo rt fo r implementation of policy , consulting with them rega rding any p roposed changes

of policy , o r rep resenting these members when dealing with policy-making institutions.

Speci�cally rega rding the assessment of w elfa re, this has led to the development of

documentation o r p ractical tools which enable fa rmers to perfo rm self-audits o r self-

assessments. As the goal is to ensure that fa rmers do not fall sho rt of the minimum
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standa rds, such audits will most lik ely be based on existing regulations, rather than the

mo re exacting standa rds imposed b y qualit y assurance schemes. An advantage of this is

that these minimum standa rds a re relatively easier to audit, as they a re based p rima rily on

p rovision of husbandry (see Figure A ). The guidelines ma y ho w ever be augmented with

�ndings from p ractical resea rch, which also include animal-based criteria.

2.2 Current p rovision and op erational assessment structures

of pig w elfa re

This section aims to p rovide a b rief review of the legislative, regulato ry and monito r-

ing structures, including systematic w elfa re assessments, currently in place in some of

the leading pig-p roducing a reas of the w o rld. It b rie
y p resents the institutions cha rged

with overseeing the legislation, any a�liated adviso ry , policy-making o r monito ring bod-

ies, consumer-diven qualit y assurance schemes, industry initiatives fo r monito ring of w el-

fa re, and scienti�c resea rch groups and conso rtia. While it is recognised that animal

rights advocacy groups (e.g. PET A, WSP A, SAFE, the Humane Societ y , Animals Aus-

tralia) can be highly in
uential in raising public a w a reness and lobb ying fo r change, these

will not be discussed unless they actively pla y a role in the development of w elfa re as-

sessment systems. By necessit y , this review will be selective; a fairly exhaustive list of

links to o rganisations with any relevance to po rk p roduction is given on the Pig Site

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

The objective is to give a compa rative overview. Hence, the current situation in New

Zealand will be p resented �rst. Subsequently , the situation in Australia, Great Britain,

Europe and the United States will be discussed; p rima rily to illustrate simila rities and

conversely , notable di�erences.

2.2.1 New Zealand

An excellent description of the regulato ry , institutional and scienti�c aspects related to

animal w elfa re in New Zealand is given b y Mello r and Ba yvel (in p ress)

22

, on which the

follo wing section is based.

Legislative and regulato ry asp ects

Currently , the Animal W elfa re Act (1999) p rovides the relevant legislation pertaining to

animal w elfa re; this w as p redated b y the Animals Protection Act (1960). Regulato ry

responsibilit y and enfo rcement rest with the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF);

the Ministry includes an Animal W elfa re Directo rate.

http://www.thepigsite.com/info/links.php
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Adviso ry and scienti�c b o dies

The National Animal W elfa re Adviso ry Committee (NA W A C) w as established in 1989 as

an adviso ry body fo r animal w elfa re issues not related to scienti�c use of animals, and

hence deals with w elfa re issues in livestock p roduction. The Committee has p roduced the

Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of W elfa re

24

, the minimum standa rds of which have been

acco rded legal standing, and an accompanying repo rt

23

.

Science-based developments include the establishment of the Animal W elfa re Science

and Bioethics Centre at Massey Universit y; and the Animal Behaviour and W elfa re Re-

sea rch Centre of AgResea rch.

In the po rk p roduction secto r, the New Zealand P o rk Industry Boa rd has tak en a

p ro-active role

26

, and has commissioned resea rch on w elfa re, e.g. Prime Consulting In-

ternational

29

.

Implementation of assessment

Institutional o rganisations. There is currently no systematic scheme of w elfa re inspections.

Such inspections a re ca rried out on a case-b y-case basis, where gross neglect is supected,

e.g. in response to complaints and info rmation from the general public.

Consumer QA schemes. RNZSPCA has published a document on W elfa re Standa rds fo r

Pig F a rming

31

, which it has termed an `app roval p rogramme'. It is not entirely clea r

whether the intention is to set up a scheme compa rable to the F reedom F ood scheme

19

;

and if so, what the criteria fo r inclusion, pa rticipation and monito ring a re of interested

fa rms.

Industry self-regulation. Although the pig secto r in New Zealand is relatively small, the

standa rd of w elfa re is high. The New Zealand P o rk Industry Boa rd (NZPIB) has a histo ry

of strong commitment to upholding this standa rd; an app roach that has been cha racterised

as `enlightened self-regulation'. An a w a reness of consumer trends and readiness to adapt

to the changing demands of the ma rk etplace has led to the p ro-active development of

initiatives. As examples of this, the NZPIB has p roduced a laminated poster illustrating

the minimum standa rds that mak e up the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of W elfa re (2005),

fo r the bene�t of p roducers; it has also developed a self-assessment checklist so that

fa rmers can ensure compliance with the Code { the w elfa re `W a rrant of Fitness'

27

.
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2.2.2 Australia

Legislative and regulato ry asp ects

Due to the decentralised structure of governance in Australia (this is made up of a national

Government, six State Governments, and t w o T errito ry Governments), the situation re-

ga rding regulation of w elfa re is a complex one, including a number of institutions. Mo re

detailed info rmation is given on the Australian P o rk Limited

6

w ebsite.

The central document of relevance is the Model Code of Practice fo r the W elfa re

of Animals { Pigs, which w as o riginally adopted b y the Australian Agricultural Council

in 1989, and last review ed in 1998. It has recently (Ap ril 2007) been revised b y the

Animal W elfa re W o rking Group (A WW G)

3

. Codes a re the responsibilit y of the Australian

government. Each state and territo ry government has legislation p reventing cruelt y and

p romoting w elfa re of animals b y setting standa rds fo r their ca re and treatment (these

documents can be do wnloaded from the Australian P o rk Limited

6

w ebsite); most states

and territo ries have inco rpo rated the Australian Model Codes of Practice fo r the W elfa re of

Animals under the relevant legislation. T o quote Australian P o rk Limited

6

: `A review of

animal w elfa re legislation in Australia sho ws that it is fa r from unifo rm in detail, although

the b road p rinciples a re simila r. Acts have b road w o rding that tends to encompass all

events and allo ws the court to decide each case on an individual basis.'

As the p revious Code w as not implemented o r enfo rced in a consistent manner, an

objective w as to ensure a mo re consistent app roach. The revised Code p rovides guidelines

fo r p roducers responsible fo r the w elfa re of pigs, under all managmement systems. As it

fo rms the `basis fo r an assessment of compliance with good w elfa re'

3

, it is not very

p rescriptive; the sections of which it is comp rised a re subdivided into Standa rds, which a re

p resented in such a w a y as to p rovide a basis fo r on-fa rm assessment, and Recommended

Practice and Guidelines, which a re adviso ry only .

Adviso ry , regulato ry and scienti�c b o dies

The Australian Government is rep resented b y the overa rching Animal W elfa re W o rking

Group, which includes rep resentatives from the State Dep ratments with agricultural re-

sponsibilities, as w ell as from Depa rtment of Agriculture, Fisheries and F o restry (D AFF),

the Commonw ealth Scienti�c and Industrial Resea rch Organisation (CSIRO) and Animal

Health Australia. This w o rking group sits within the Prima ry Industries Ministerial Council

(PIMC).

Quoting the Australian P o rk Limited

6

w ebsite:

`The Prima ry Industry Ministerial Council (PIMC) b rings together the di�erent

constitutional responsibilities of the Australian government and the States / T er-
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rito ries fo r the agricultural secto r. PIMC membership consists of the Australian

and State / T errito ry Ministers and the New Zealand Minister with agricultural

responsibilities. In p ractice, PIMC is the fo rum fo r the development of agricul-

tural policies that a re consistent with the objectives of the Australian Govern-

ment, State / T errito ry Governments of Australia, and the New Zealand Govern-

ment. Coo rdination of nationally consistent animal w elfa re legislation is achieved

through PIMC. PIMC is suppo rted b y a permanent committee, the Prima ry In-

dustry Standing Committee (PISC). PISC consists of the heads of the Australian

Depa rtment of Agriculture, F o restry and Fisheries; the State / T errito ry Depa rt-

ments of Agriculture, and rep resentatives of the Commonw ealth Scienti�c and

Industrial Resea rch Organisation (CSIRO), the Australian Depa rtment of Finance,

the Australian Depa rtment of F o reign A�airs and T rade, and rep resentatives from

New Zealand.

The State and T errito ry governments have the p rincipal responsibilit y fo r animal

w elfa re. Each State and T errito ry government has an Animal W elfa re Adviso ry

Committee (A W A C) that p rovides advice on animal w elfa re issues and on as-

sociated legislation. State and T errito ry government o�cers a re responsible fo r

implementation of the p rovisions of animal w elfa re legislation, and in many cases

designated o�cers of the Ro y al Societ y fo r the Prevention of Cruelt y to Animals

(RSPCA) also have autho rit y to p rosecute o�enders.'

Implementation of assessment

Institutional o rganisations. T able 2.1 summa rises the assessment structure across States

and T errito ries.

Consumer QA schemes. The RSPCA Australia has developed a National F ood Accredita-

tion scheme, which sets standa rds fo r pigs and the p roduction of po rk rep resenting a high

level of animal w elfa re

33

. In addition, RSPCA o�cers ma y be involved in investigation

and assessment of on-fa rm w elfa re (see T able 2.1 ).

Animals Australia p rovides advocacy , as an animal p rotection agency; they have launched

a campaign called `SaveBabe.com' to raise a w a reness fo r what, in their opinion, a re sho rt-

comings of the revised Code, which continues to permit what they see as cruel housing

p ractices (e.g. con�nement of so ws in stalls)

4

.

Industry self-regulation. The pig industry rep resentative body , Australian P o rk Limited

(APL), states that it `tak es animal w elfa re as seriously as the communit y at la rge. It has

a strong commitment to animal w elfa re and is constantly w o rking to w a rds imp rovements
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State / T errito ry Administering Depa rtment Who a re legislated insp ecto rs

New South W ales NSW Agriculture / RSPCA of-

�cers

Speci�ed Agriculture O�cers

and P olice O�cers

South Australia Depa rtment of Environment

and Heritage

Inspecto rs nominated b y the

RSPCA and appointed b y the

Governo r, and the police fo rce

No rthern T errito ry Depa rtment of Business, Indus-

try and Resource Development

Animal w elfa re inspecto rs

appointed under the Act,

including RSPCA rep resenta-

tives, members of the No rthern

T errito ry P olice F o rce, and

Depa rtment of Business,

Industry and Resource Devel-

opment stock inspecto rs and

veterina rians

T asmania Depa rtment of Prima ry Indus-

try , W ater and Environment

Any person appointed b y the

Minister

W est Australia Depa rtment of Local Govern-

ment and Regional Develop-

ment

General Inspecto rs appointed b y

the Animal W elfa re Branch in

pa rtnership with the RSPCA,

local governments, Depa rtment

of Agriculture, CALM and Fish-

eries W A

Victo ria Depa rtment of Prima ry Indus-

tries Victo ria

DPI sta�; any member of the

police fo rce, an inspecto r of

livestock appointed under the

Livestock Disease Control Act

1994, o r a full-time o�cer of

the RSPCA

Queensland Depa rtment of Prima ry Indus-

try QLD

Autho rised o�cers appointed

b y the DPIs CEO o r the

RSPCA QLD

T able 2.1: Institutional o rganisations and legislated inspecto rs of the States and T errito ries

of Australia (derived from APL factsheets

6

)

in this a rea . . . APL has committed substantial resea rch funds to on-going scienti�c re-

sea rch in this a rea, including the p rovision of training fo r industry personnel in aspects of
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husbandry and w elfa re an a rea w ell recognised as critical to good animal w elfa re.'

6

. Ho w-

ever, it is not exactly clea r in which p ractical w a ys they assist the pig fa rming communit y

in meeting w elfa re requirements, o r perfo rming self-audits.

2.2.3 Europ e

Overa rching conditions

In terms of legislation, Council Directive 91/630/EEC

14

(November 1991) la ys do wn

minimum standa rds fo r the p rotection of pigs; these a re very general and p rima rily relate

to husbandry p rovision. Amending this, Council Directive 2001/88/EC

12

(October 2001)

p rovides mo re speci�c details on a rea requirements and access to roughage. Council

Directive 2001/93/EC

13

(November 2001) also p rovides mo re detail, on the housing

environment (including noise restrictions and light p rovision) and limitation of physical

p rocedures. The related Council Directive 98/58/EC (July 1998) establishes Communit y

p rovisions applying to all fa rmed animals rega rding environmental conditions.

Council Directive 91/630/EEC stipulated that an accompanying repo rt b y the Sci-

enti�c V eterina ry Committee be submitted. This repo rt

35

(submitted September 1997)

p rovides highly detailed info rmation and recommendations, of both environment-based

and animal-based criteria (although the emphasis lies on the fo rmer).

Also on the European level, W elfa reQualit y , a resea rch p roject consisting of a con-

so rtium of member institutes and universitites, focuses on the integration of w elfa re in

the food qualit y chain. Development of reliable on-fa rm monito ring systems is pa rt of

their b rief; the objective is to p roduce standa rdised, comp rehensive and reliable w elfa re

assessment and p roduct info rmation systems

39

.

The UK

Legislative and regulato ry aspects. General p rovisions fo r w elfa re a re stipulated b y the An-

imal W elfa re Act 2006. The Council Directives mentioned above have been implemented

in the England through the W elfa re of F a rmed Animals (England) (Amendment) Regula-

tions 2003 (Statuto ry Instrument 2003 No. 299)

36

, which stipulate additional conditions

applying to the k eeping of pigs. Simila r regulations exist in Scotland, W ales and No rthern

Ireland.

In addition, the Depa rment fo r the Environment, F ood and Rural A�airs (DEFRA)

has p repa red a Code of Recommendations fo r the W elfa re of Livestock: Pigs

16

, which

p rovides guidance on the regulations. This Code is not legally binding, but failure to follo w

the p rovisions ma y be used in evidence fo r p rosecution of w elfa re-related cases. The Code

is p rogressive in that, perhaps mo re so than the other legislation discussed here, it places
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an emphasis on good stockmanship (it `aims to encourage all those who ca re fo r fa rm

animals to adopt the highest standa rds of husbandry') and is considered within the Five

F reedoms framew o rk.

Adviso ry and scienti�c bodies. Applied scienti�c resea rch and development is ca rried out

at a number of universities and institutes; lik ewise, several policy and adviso ry bodies

exist, fo r example within DEFRA. It is bey ond the scope of this review to p rovide detailed

info rmation on these.

The F a rm Animals W elfa re Council w as established in 1979 b y the U.K. government.

It is an independent adviso ry body established in 1979 to advise the government of any

legislative o r other changes that ma y be necessa ry . Its b rief is to monito r all aspects of

the w elfa re of fa rm animals, in all stages of p roduction.

The Bristol W elfa re Assurance Programme w as established at Bristol Universit y to

ca rry out an independent audit to the F reedom F ood scheme (see belo w), and aims to

develop science-based p rotocols fo r the objective assessment of animal-o riented measures,

applying the criteria outlined in Chapter 3 . This w as achieved b y utilising `expert opinion',

follo wing the Delphi technique to lead p rogressively to a consensus of opinion rega rd-

ing w elfa re p roblems to be p rio ritised, and relevant app roaches to measure these. The

outcome { in the fo rm of action plans { include p rotocols and 
o w cha rts that can be

integrated into assurance schemes.

Implementation of assessment. Enfo rcement, inspection and auditing a re public secto r

responsibilities; namely , the State V eterina ry Services and Local Autho rit y Inspecto rs.

While the auditing activities perfo rmed b y fa rm assurance schemes do not fall in the

public secto r, they do suppo rt oversight of the legislation b y p roviding an alternative tier

of auditing.

Several consumer QA schemes a re in fo rce. The F a rm Animal W elfa re Council has

published a detailed review of fa rm assurance schemes, which includes those fo r pig fa rm-

ing

18

. Principally , the Assured British Pigs scheme operates under the umb rella of the

Assured F ood Standa rds; pa rticipation entitles the pigmeat to be sold with the Meat and

Livestock Commision's Qualit y Standa rd Ma rk (QSM), and also enables the pa rticipant

to qualify fo r the Assured F ood Standa rds' British F a rm Standa rd (Red T racto r) logo

5

. A

dedicated w ebsite, Lookfo rthema rk

20

, info rms consumers of the backgrounds and uptak e

of the certi�ed p roducts, including details of superma rk ets stocking such p roducts (e.g.

P o rkw atch); this w ebsite implies that the QSM logo is a�liated to the British Pig Exec-

utive (BPEX { see belo w). Space is too limited to give detailed coverage of the rather

complex audit systems, but such assurance schemes a re accredited b y the United King-

dom Accreditation Service (UKAS); audits a re perfo rmed b y external certi�cation bodies
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(e.g. CMi Certi�cation, SAI Global and P AI Ltd.

5

). These bodies have a wide range of

schemes and it is not transpa rent whether, o r to what degree, speci�c w elfa re criteria a re

included. The F A W C recommends that o wners of assurance schemes should `w o rk to-

w a rds re�ning their standa rds and inspection outcomes to achieve an increasing inclusion

of w elfa re outcomes'

18

. These assurance schemes a re based on the DEFRA Codes of

Recommendations, which in turn cite the Five F reedoms as their guiding p rinciple; thus

the assurance schemes in e�ect p rovide the audit tools which put the theo ry to p ractice.

This implies that the criteria discussed in Chapter 3 should apply . The degree to which

animal-based outcomes (see Figure A ) a re included is va riable, but there is increasing

recognition that these should be rep resented to a greater degree

38

.

In 1994, the Ro y al Societ y fo r the Prevention of Cruelt y to Animals (RSPCA) estab-

lished the F reedom F ood scheme

19

. This w as the �rst assurance scheme to structurally

inco rpo rate animal-based measures. All pa rticipants a re regula rly assessed and a cha rge

is levied to cover these and administration costs. The assessment p rotocol is extensive

and sets high standa rds; it is not of the `tick bo x' checklist va riet y , and the p racticalit y

of implementation is di�cult to assess. The w elfa re standa rds document is accompanied

b y a V eterina ry Health Plan

32

; in addition, the pa rticipating fa rmers must acquire a set

list of documentation. While it ma y certainly be anticipated that the qualit y of w elfa re on

pa rticipating fa rms w ould be high, the high demands required of the scheme imply that

it is `not fo r every one', and it could be a rgued that a high qualit y of w elfa re could be

attained without adherence to the F reedom F ood requirements.

Industry self-regulation is not as clea rly de�ned. No direct info rmation rega rding

w elfa re could be accessed from the National Pig Association w ebsite. The British Pig

Executive (BPEX) `comp rises leading individuals across the British pig industry'

11

. The

overa rching aim is to develop a `strategy fo r p rosperit y in the British pig p roduction and

p rocessing industry'. No w elfa re-focused p rojects a re listed among the ta rgeted p rojects

which a re to achieve this aim. BPEX has, ho w ever, published a booklet entitled `A

Strategy fo r British Pig Health and W elfa re', which endo rses the Animal Health and

W elfa re Strategy and aims to advise `all those with an interest in the future of the British

industry'. This booklet can be do wnloaded from the BPEX w ebsite. The strategy w as

launched in 2003 and called fo r the establishment of a British Pig Health and W elfa re

Council in 2004; this `unique fo rum' w as to meet every six months to review and debate

the implementation of the strategy . It is unclea r what the success of this council is; it

appea rs not to have convened since June 2005.
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Denma rk

Legislative and regulato ry aspects. Denma rk has a highly intensive pig p roduction secto r,

which is aimed la rgely at expo rt. T o comply with expo rt requirements, Danish legislation

concerning the w elfa re and health is among the strictest in the EU; and observance of

this legislation has led to a highly controlled system of w elfa re checks

15

.

An overall framew o rk fo r the p rovision of w elfa re is given b y the Animal W elfa re Act

of 1991. This p rovides general requirements, but does not la y do wn speci�c details. This

Act falls under the Ministry of Justice. V a rious other regulations and acts a re in place to

implement speci�c p rovisions.

Adviso ry and scienti�c bodies. Tw o adviso ry committees (the Ethical Council fo r Ani-

mals and Special Council fo r Animal W elfa re) suppo rt the Ministry of Justice and mak e

recommendations fo r any amendments.

Implementation of assessment. Government-emplo y ed veterina ry o�cers a re task ed with

control and enfo rcement of the regulation. These veterina rians have free access to p ro-

duction units and also have access to reco rds of p roduction and management. F o rmal

visits a re scheduled to each fa rm. Any cases of w elfa re abuse a re repo rted to the V et-

erina ry and F ood Administration, under the Ministry of F amily and Consumer A�airs.

V eterina ry inspection of all pigs a rriving at abattoir is also mandato ry .

The Danish pig industry (e.g. the Danish Meat Association) p rovides guidelines fo r

the design and management of pig housing, inco rpo rating elements of both legislation and

resea rch and development w o rk.

2.2.4 The United States

Legislative and regulato ry asp ects

No national la ws exist fo r the determination of fa rm-level p roduction conditions, o r related

w elfa re aspects. Under the Cruely to Animals Act, la ws that p rohibit cruelt y to animals

a re de�ned on the state level; these statutes mak e general p rovisions fo r the p revention

of animal cruelt y , and hence also apply to pig p roducers.

Implementation of assessment

Institutional o rganisations. Enfo rcement of the statutes relating to animal cruelt y is gen-

erally through la w enfo rcement o�cers, who ma y not be kno wledgeable in the a rea o r

assign it a high p rio rit y; in a few jurisdictions, agents of humane societies and associations

ma y be appointed as special o�cers.
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Consumer QA schemes. The American Humane Association has a simila r role in the

U.S. as the RSPCA has in the U.K. and Commonw ealth. They have been `�ghting fo r

the humane treatment of w o rking animals and fa rm animals since the 1800s'; in analogy

with the RSPCA F reedom F oods scheme, they established an accreditation scheme called

F ree F a rmed Certi�ed in 2000. This w as recently renamed American Humane Certi�ed

1

.

While detailed assessment p rotocols a re not available online, it appea rs the certi�cation

p rocess and requirements a re very compa rable to (and p robably modelled on) the F reedom

F oods scheme.

The McDonald's Co rpo ration have ackno wledged the gro wing recognition of the im-

po rtance of animal w elfa re { and possibly the in
uence of the public media { b y establishing

a Responsible Purchasing initiative, re
ecting a Socially Responsible Supply Initiative

21

.

This includes an Animal W elfa re component, which is governed b y Guiding Principles.

These a re expected to apply universally , i.e. rega rdless of where w o rldwide the p roducts

a re sourced. They have set up an Animal W elfa re Council made up of eminent animal

w elfa re scientists `to consult with the very best animal w elfa re experts to help determine

p rio rities and action steps.' In p ractice, emphasis lies on a Meat Supplier Audit Program,

but in line with their objective of achieving a `socially responsible supply chain', they a re

focussing on several other issues, including advocating fo r a shift in use of gestation stalls

fo r so ws.

Critics of the scheme { e.g. the P eople fo r the Etical T reatment of Animals

28

{

suggest that the claim of universal (international) application is false, as there is no evi-

dence that it is in e�ect anywhere except the U.S., Australia, Canada, and U.K. Hence,

McDonald's a re big on grand designs but sho rt on actual impementational detail, and

mak e claims that a ren't suppo rted. In other w o rds, they a re accused of double standa rds;

the Co rpo ration itself might a rgue that the guidelines a re being applied to fully achieve

these goals, but that introduction of these will tak e time. Nevertheless, while it is unclea r

p recisely ho w la rge the in
uence is, the leverage in the ma rk etplace of a global co rpo ra-

tion such as McDonald's undeniably has rema rk able potential to b ring about change in

p ractices. F urthermo re, these initiatives a re lik ely to be follo w ed b y direct competito rs.

Industry self-regulation. Of the p roduction structures included in this compa rative review,

the United States have the greatest degree of p roducer self-regulation.

The National P o rk Boa rd (NPB) imposes a levy on po rk p roducers; these funds,

administered under the name of the P o rk Check o�, a re applied to fund va rious activities

on behalf of the p roducers. The NPB inco rpo rates p rogram committees, among which

is the Animal W elfa re Committee, which reviews developments in animal w elfa re science,

p rovides funding to further applied resea rch and development, and p romotes p roducer

a w a reness of the outputs of such activities.
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Self-regulation consists of a three-tiered structure:

� The U.S. P o rk Producer Code of Practice underwrites fundamental p rinciples

considering husbandry and management.

� The Animal W elfa re Committee have used this as a basis to p roduce the Swine

Ca re Handbook

2

, which `reviews and gives guidelines fo r many of the va rious

facto rs that a�ect animal w elfa re' { including indicato rs that impact on behaviour

(i.e. animal-based pa rameters), perfo rmance and health, and physiology (i.e.

environment-based pa rameters).

� T o facilitate compliance with these guidelines and encourage p ractical delivery ,

the Committee developed and maintains the Swine W elfa re Assurance Program

(SW AP)

25

. This should be view ed as a volunta ry , educational tool and relies to a

great degree on self-assessment b y the p roducer. A stated objective w as to place

this w o rk on a sound scienti�c basis, which is evident from some of the assess-

ment steps (fo r instance, tables a re p rovided to specify the minimum number of

randomly-selected individual pigs to be assessed per site size to achieve statistical

signi�cance). Sites a re to be assessed individually; the SW AP p rovides de�nitions

of a `site' which will be useful fo r modula r assessment p rotocols (see section 3.2 ).

T o pa rticipate in the scheme, new entrants consult certi�ed Educato rs rega rding

implementation of the assessment. Educato rs can be veterina rians, extension

specialists o r agricultural trainers, who have received app rop riate training and

have been certi�ed as such. The initial assessment is ca rried out in conjunction

with the Educato r, and examines the implementation of the nine Ca re and W ell-

being Principles (CWPs) which mak e up the p rotocol. The unit is then registered

and certi�ed as a SW AP Assessed Site; this p rocess is to be repeated at `an

app rop riate time interval', with a minimum of every three y ea rs. In the interim,

the p roducer perfo rms self-assessment, b y tracking daily observations and reco rd-

k eeping. While pa rticipation could be used as a basis fo r external audit, o r as

evidence of qualit y assurance, there a re no concrete o r commercial bene�ts; this

perhaps explains why uptak e has been limited.
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Chapter 3

Indicato rs fo r w elfa re assessment,

with sp eci�c relevance to New

Zealand

3.1 Animal w elfa re science based app roaches fo r p ractical on-

fa rm assessment of pig w elfa re in New Zealand

Criteria that should be applicable to any assessment scheme will be p resented, based on

existing `best evidence' from the scienti�c literature, and suppo rted b y scienti�cally robust

logic. The p rinciples of integration of indicato rs into a coherent assessment scheme, as

w ell as techniques fo r benchma rking, will be b rie
y discussed. Speci�c indicato rs will

not be p resented; such indicato rs a re included in much of the legislative and regulative

documentation mentioned in section 2.2 . It is an objective of the stak eholders' meetings

to discuss and de�ne these, and it is therefo re anticipated that this exercise will follo w

subsequent to this review.

3.1.1 Criteria of the assessment p roto col

The generic cha racteristics described belo w should be applied to any p ractical p rotocol,

and have been tak en from W ebster (2005)

38

. Also consult Figure A fo r reference.

Practicalit y

This refers to the actual implementation of on-fa rm assessment p rotocols, and is therefo re

discussed mo re thro roughly in section 3.2 . The assessment requires active consultation,

pa rticipation and compliance from the fa rmer; therefo re, it must be ca rried out on ap-
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pointment, at a time suitable fo r the fa rmer, and a realistic estimate of the time that

should be budgeted fo r the assessment should be given.

The assessment should be straightfo rw a rd fo r the assesso r(s) to ca rry out. Its structure

should be clea r, and it should have a natural `
o w'. F o r instance, the assessment could

commence with a questionnaire interview, after which the assesso r(s) inspect the fa rm to

complete the assessment.

Rep resentativeness

As there is inevitably a degree of sho rt-term va riation in the conditions encountered on

fa rm (which ma y be related to facto rs as diverse as the w eather conditions, time of y ea r,

w o rkload of the fa rmer and so fo rth), there is an inherent risk that the assessment does

not capture the `average' o r rep resentative situation. The fa rmer could be caught on a bad

da y; conversely , he could attempt to disto rt the situation b y enhancing the conditions, e.g.

b y cleaning out sho rtly befo re the visit, o r putting do wn extra bedding. The assessment

should be robust enough fo r this not to signi�cantly a�ect the �nal outcome. A method of

doing this is b y emphasizing traits which re
ect the long-term consequences of husbandry

p ractices, e.g. condition sco re, skin lesions etc.

Non-intrusiveness

A goal of the assessment is to observe the natural behaviour animals in their environment;

disturbance should be minimised. Hence, the sequence of measures should sta rt with the

least intrusive (e.g. resting behaviour), and end with the most intrusive (e.g. actions that

require physical handling). T o a degree, intrusion is inevitable, but the reaction of the

animals is in itself info rmative: fo r instance, appa rent ala rm reactions, fea rfulness and not

settling do wn a re consequences of poo r stockmanship.

Robustness

F o r indicato rs to be classi�ed as robust, t w o criteria must apply: the observations must

be rep resentative, and they must be reasonably free of bias. The �rst point w as touched

on above. The second point is pa rticula rly pertinent fo r assessment of animal-based

measures, which inco rpo rate an element of subjectivit y . Observer bias can never be entirely

eliminated; rather, the issue is what can be done to minimise this. Inter-observer bias

can be reduced b y app rop riate training of all assesso rs, so that the observations a re

standa rdised to the highest degree. Intra-observer bias (b rought about b y desensitisation

o r fatigue) can be limited b y ensuring that assesso rs a re not required to perfo rm too many

w elfa re assessments, o r that there is va riation in their w o rk activities. In a situation where
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gross neglect is suspected (e.g. follo wing a complaint o r tip-o� from a member of the

public) rather than a routine assessment, observer bias can be reduced b y deplo ying a

team of multiple assesso rs.

An interesting new avenue which can be explo red is the advent of inexpensive digital

reco rding technology . This means that digital cameras o r video equipment (which also

capture audio, which can certainly be relevant) can be routinely utilised; such evidence

can be sto red fo r later reference o r evidence, o r p rovided fo r second opinion.

3.1.2 Science-based assessment app roaches

There has been a gro wing need fo r p ractically-based fa rm assessment tools w o rldwide;

this can pa rtly be attributed to increased public a w a reness of w elfa re, which has led to

the development of fa rm assurance schemes. The application of scienti�c app roaches is

impo rtant as, b y applying relevant techniques, it can help reduce bias and increase the

degree of objective measurement.

Scienti�c understanding of w elfa re is at a relatively ea rly stage of development, and

has even been cha racterised as `immature'. In analogy with diagnostic testing fo r disease,

which has been extensively investigated and which, to a degree, is compa rable, no `Gold

Standa rd' measure of w elfa re has been developed, which can be used to validate new

measures o r app roaches

18

. This can be attributed to the lack of consensus of standa rdised

de�nitions and app roaches. Given the somewhat intangible nature of concepts such as

`w elfa re' o r `behaviour', de�nition of a `Gold Standa rd' ma y not be feasible. On the

other hand, this is a dynamic �eld of study and there have been numerous developments

and advances in the past decennia; lively discussion and debate, and a willingness to

`bo rro w from' concepts and app roaches such as Haza rd Analysis and Critical Control

P oints (HA CCP), evidence-based medicine (EBM) o r Qualit y of Life (QoL) p rinciples.

V alidit y and reliabilit y

Again, these concepts a re bo rro w ed from the �eld of diagnostic testing. V alidit y refers to

the degree to which an indicato r measures o r describes that which it purpo rts to; it follo ws

that animal-based measures a re mo re valid indicato rs of w elfa re than environment-based

measures, because the latter a re indirect and can hence be considered `p ro xies'. Reliabilit y

refers to the degree to which the outcome of an assessment, when repeated b y di�erent

observers, results in the same outcome. The point is made b y the F a rm Animal W elfa re

Council

18

that current assessment p rotocols a re almost all of a fo rmat where the audit

is perfo rmed b y designated assesso rs; consequently , this audit is heavily in
uenced b y the

individual assesso r's level of training, expertise, competence and diligence. In a scena rio
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where these assesso rs have a heterogeneous background (fo r instance in Australia { see

T able 2.1 ), this will comp romise the reliabilit y .

Compa rison of app roaches

An ea rly system fo r perfo rming a systematic assessment fo r certi�cation of minimum

standa rds w as the Animal Needs Index (ANI), which w as piloted in Austria from 1988

onw a rds, fo r all species. This considered the degree b y which housing criteria met animal

needs, including a grading system to describe di�erent standa rds of housing conditions

with respect to animal w elfa re; the aim is to imp rove animal w elfa re as an incremental

p rocess . This, and simila r schemes that have since been developed such as the F reedom

F oods scheme, w as based mo re o r less on the Five F reedoms. Initially , indicato rs w ere

mo re environment-based (as criteria w ere that they should be easy to apply , repeatable,

easy to interp ret and applicable across a range of conditions); subsequently , there has

been an introduction of animal-based measurements.

An example of an app roach used in risk assessment, Haza rd Analysis and Critical

Control P oints (HA CCP), is used b y the MacDonald's Co rpo ration to audit w elfa re during

transpo rt and slaughter of pigs and sheep

21

. The assessment 
o w cha rts utilised b y the

Bristol W elfa re Assurance Project re
ect a simila r p rinciple

10

.

Other examples of scienti�c methods which have potential fo r adaptation and adop-

tion include those developed in human social studies, e.g. measuring the qualit y of life

(QoL), which is a complex composite index made up of a va riet y of w eighted individ-

ual pa rameters, o r human medicine, e.g. evidence-based medicine, which is de�ned as

`. . . the conscientious, explicit and judicious use of current best evidence in making de-

cisions about the ca re of individual patients' { in this context, ca re of individual patients

ma y be substituted b y `w elfa re of individual o r groups of animals'.

Integration of measures

By integration, w e signify the compilation of the outcomes of assessment of individual

w elfa re indicato rs into a single, composite sco re. This endpoint is bene�cial from several

perspectives: direct compa rison of fa rms (benchma rking); explanation to, o r interp retation

b y , the fa rmer; tracking the p rogression of w elfa re status of a fa rm in time (w elfa re

p ro�les); and uptak e b y assurance schemes.

Obviously , it is impo rtant that the method of integration is transpa rent and based on

sound a rguments.

The t w o main philosophies, as described b y the F a rm Animal W elfa re Council

18

, in

developing such methods a re p resented belo w.
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`Bottom-up' app roach. This app roach implies the collection of data on a la rge number

of individual indicato rs (30 to 70 a re mentioned

18

), across all management scena rios,

inco rpo rating all aspects of husbandry p rovision and animal-based assessments { hence

this is the mo re common app roach. These indicato rs a re reduced to composite indices;

this ma y be done in sequential fashion, to derive a single sco re. Several issues can be

identi�ed:

� The in
uence of some indicato rs ma y be la rger than others; depending on the

perceived relative impo rtance, this ma y o r ma y not be desirable. T o compensate,

w eighting systems ma y be applied. This should be done on the basis of `expert

opinion' as it is inevitably a subjective p rocess.

� The permissibilit y of compensation, i.e. whether belo w average sco res in one

aspect can be compensated b y above average sco res in another. On the one

hand, the minimum standa rds generally p rescribed b y la w a re in
exible; on the

other hand, the `overall' w elfa re of an animal need not be seriously comp romised

if one of the applicable indicato rs falls sho rt, while all others a re w ell above the

minimum requirement.

`T op-do wn' app roach. Rather than use the physical elements of a p roduction unit fo r

the b reakdo wn (i.e. age groups, housing a reas etc.), this app roach focuses on a limited

number of k ey va riables which a re, in summation, assumed to rep resent an animal`s w elfa re

state. Examples include behaviour (as a p ro xy fo r mental w ellbeing) and disease (as a

p ro xy fo r physical w ellbeing). These va riables a re in themselves integrative, i.e. a resultant

of multiple va riables, the interactions bet w een which cannot alw a ys be quanti�ed. As the

number of integrative va riables is relatively small, few er measures need be tak en, i.e. this

is a mo re holistic app roach. This app roach is currently mo re experimental.

3.2 On-fa rm assessment metho dology fo r use in New Zealand

This section addresses some of the mo re logistical issues related to the assessments, and

will p ropose a methodology and framew o rk of doing so, rather than developing and giving

a detailed description of p rotocols fo r implementation. Underpinning this, the assumption

is made that fo r routine assessments of w elfa re, the audit will be perfo rmed b y a single,

trained observer at a single visit . Mo re complex cases ma y a rise, fo r instance when neglect

of w elfa re is expected; in such situations, multiple assesso rs ma y be involved, o r mo re than

one visit ma y be required.

The points belo w illustrate a number of the issues that have been discussed b y the

p roject team; outputs from the stak eholder w o rkshops will be applied to further elabo rate
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these.

3.2.1 Objectives and app roach

While it is also not the task of this p roject to mak e recommendations on who does the

w o rk, when, and on what basis, some due consideration should be given to this.

The level of training o r expertise of the assesso rs will in
uence the design of the �nal

p rotocols; e.g. veterina rians, purpose trained inspecto rs o r an external agency . It w ould

be assumed that a course of instruction w ould be pa rt of the p rocess, rega rdless of who

will perfo rm the audit.

Also, the objective of the assessments should be unequivocal { fo r example, whether

all fa rms a re periodically inspected (as in the European scena rio), o r whether inspections

a re only ca rried out in `p roblem cases'. This will shape the design of the p rotocols, i.e.

ho w tho rough it should be, and at what interval assessments should be scheduled.

3.2.2 On-fa rm assessment p roto cols

The assessment p rotocol should be as comp rehensive and inclusive as possible, i.e. in-

co rpo rate indicato rs rep resenting a) environmental as w ell as animal-based measures of

w elfa re, b) all management groups o r stages of p roduction, and c) the full range of housing

and husbandry systems in use. Consequently , the assessment tool will be most e�ective

if it is modula r, which will enable assessment to be ca rried out in stages; fo r this, the

SW AP

25

ma y p rovide a useful example. This allo ws the assessment to be tailo red to each

speci�c fa rm; in addition to being mo re e�cient, this could give a mo re accurate re
ection

of the actual status. In p ractice, it ma y be ca rried out as described belo w.

F a rm details, background and management

� It w ould be anticipated that this info rmation w ould be captured b y perfo rming

interviews, in the fo rm of a structured questionnaire.

� T aking do wn details of the fa rm should be the �rst element to be ca rried out;

this allo ws the assesso r to gain some insight into the fa rm while simultaneously

acting as an `iceb reak er'. The assesso r w ould also explain the methodology of

the assessment.

� The questionnaire w ould include capturing k ey p roduction cha racteristics; inspec-

tion of reco rds could be necessa ry , but w ould be time-consuming. Lik ewise, data

on health p rogrammes, transpo rt of animals, euthanasia etc. could be obtained.

� Questions aimed at acquiring an indication of the level and competency of the

stockmanship w ould also be integrated.
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� As an alternative, W ebster (2005)

38

mentions that this could be perfo rmed on

a self-audit basis, i.e. this section of the assessment is posted to the fa rmer in

advance, who completes it befo re the actual audit tak es place.

Detailed assessment p roto cols

� After completion of the questionnaire section, all a reas of the fa rm a re assessed

follo wing speci�c p rotocols. Inspection w ould sta rt with the fa rro wing pens, and

then w o rk up through successive p roduction groups of the b reeding cycle.

� P er assessment site, the audit w ould sta rt with the least intrusive observations

(e.g. general imp ression of resting behaviour) and w ould end with the most

intrusive observations (i.e. those that require physical handling).

� In terms of animal-based observations, emphasis w ould lie on indicato rs which

re
ect chronic changes, rather than sho rt-term changes, as these a re mo re rep-

resentative of the overall w elfa re situation.

� The assessment tool will need the abilit y to cover all management systems and

husbandry p ractices, of both indoo r and outdoo r p roduction.

� It is recognised that there will inevitably be a va riable range of conditions. F o r

example, there will alw a ys be a number of less thrift y animals, so the p resence of

ill-trift y pigs does not necessa rily indicate that w elfa re is poo r; but if the p ropo rtion

of such animals is bey ond what is reasonably expected, then a p roblem might be

indicated. Even in such cases, there ma y be mitigating circumstances bey ond

the control of the p roducers (e.g. a recent disease p roblem o r episode), which,

if dealt with co rrectly , should have no repercussions. The assessment should

be 
exible enough to account fo r such scena rios, y et robust enough to identify

genuine p roblems. This can only be achieved b y coupling the info rmation given

b y the fa rmer (o r evident from fa rm reco rds) with the direct observations made

b y the assesso rs. In other w o rds, neither of these elements can be interp reted in

isolation.

Deriving the overall outcomes

� The compilation and integration of the assessment as suggested in Figure ?? ,

resulting in a �nal outcome, should be perfo rmed o� fa rm. All sco res a re evaluated

and a �nal sco re derived; further action also depends on the 
o w cha rt.

� The fa rmer is to be noti�ed as soon as possible. P ersonal discussion ma y be

required fo r cla ri�cation and explanation.



33

3.2.3 `W elfa re p ro�les' of fa rms

Assuming the outcome of the audit is semi-quantitative, i.e. can give some indication

of the qualit y of w elfa re, and furthermo re, if w elfa re assessments a re to be ca rried out

periodically , compa rison of the outcomes could give an indication of the p rogression of the

level of w elfa re qualit y . Such `w elfa re p ro�les' ma y be useful o r applicable in the context

of accreditation fo r w elfa re assurance schemes.

3.3 Indicato rs fo r on-fa rm assessment of w elfa re in New Zealand

The objective of this section is to generate a list of indicato rs which will be discussed in the

stak eholder w o rkshops to eventually give rise to the actual p roposed on-fa rm assessment

p rotocols.

The division of this list into sections and subsections mo re o r less re
ects the structure

of other current assessment p rotocols and documents, which have been covered in Chap-

ter 2 . The consulted documents include the New Zealand Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code

of W elfa re

24

, the Australian Model Code of Practice fo r the W elfa re of Animal { Pigs

(revised)

3

, the No rth American P o rk Check o� Swine W elfa re Assurance Program

25

, the

British Code of Recommendation fo r the W elfa re of Livestock: Pigs

16

, the RSPCA F ree-

dom F ood W elfa re Standa rds fo r Pigs

19

and the New Zealand equivalent, the RNZSPCA

W elfa re Standa rds fo r Pig F a rming

31

. F o r further reference on these indicato rs, including

measuring methods, the recent book b y V ela rde and Geers

37

is very useful.

Although there is considerable va riabilit y bet w een the underpinning philosophies, method-

ological app roaches and p ractical implementation of w elfa re assessment structures, the

elements covered b y these sha re a great deal of overlap and a re, on the whole, directly

compa rable. Generally , the regulato ry documents (e.g. New Zealand and Australian

Codes

24,3

) mak e p rovision fo r minimum standa rds; they p resent the assessment indica-

to rs per element of husbandry o r management, discussing speci�c items per p roduction

group as required. The Defra Code

16

is divided into t w o sections, a general section (which

contains recommendations applying to all pigs) and a speci�c section (which considers

p roduction groups sepa rately); this app roach could be a good model as it permits a mo re

modula r assessment app roach. In contrast, the w elfa re assurance app roach of, fo r ex-

ample, the RSPCA

19,31

is to fo rmulate the assessment in the Five F reedoms framew o rk,

discussing each F reedom in turn and ho w it should be assessed across the p roduction unit.

The SW AP p rotocol is structured somewhat di�erently than the others mentioned here;

it is based on a self-audit p rinciple and has a strong emphasis on reco rding of observations

and p ractical, hands-on inspection. In addition, some of the w elfa re recommendations re-

ferred to in the documents above pa y mo re attention to requirements relating to transpo rt
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and slaughter; these elements a re not covered in detail here.

As noted elsewhere, the interp retation, stringency o r threshold of the assessment

pa rameters is va riable, with the w elfa re o rganisations (e.g. RSPCA) tending to set the

highest standa rds.

F urther individual reference will not be made to these documents.

3.3.1 F eed and w ater

Quantit y , frequency and delivery

Speci�c p re-determined levels of feeding cannot be given as the requirements va ry bet w een

individuals, groups, b reeds and p roduction stages. Recommended nutrient requirements

can, ho w ever, be fo rmulated. The nature and qualit y of the diet should be app rop riate fo r

the animals' age and p roduction stage. The design of feeding points, and space allocation

(e.g. trough length) a re also impo rtant.

The availabilit y of su�cient drinking w ater is essential. W ater temperature and qualit y

should also be regulated. The design of the w atering installations (including number of

animals per w atering point, and 
o w rate) should be adequate.

Monito ring b y the p ro ducer

The design, frequency of feeding and monito ring of automated feeding systems (if used)

can be generally p rescibed. Monito ring of body sco re is an app rop riate technique to ensure

that the animals receive a co rrect amount of feed.

Automatic drinking systems should be check ed daily . In hot temperatures, the in-

creased requirements of the animals should be met.

3.3.2 Housing and shelter

A distinction is made bet w een indoo r and outdoo r housing. Coverage is given to general

facto rs such as site selection, design and maintenance of buildings; qualit y of �ttings and

equipment (including mechanical equipment, 
oo ring and ventilation systems); amount

and hygiene of bedding (if used); safet y requirements; p rovisions fo r �re and other p rotec-

tion. Risk management systems in the case of defects, p roblems o r b reakdo wns should be

in place. The stimulation p rovided b y environmental enrichment is being given increasing

attention.

{ Indo o r housing. Speci�c facto rs include space requirements; ambient temperature;

air qualit y / ventilation; and duration and amount of light p rovided.



35

{ Outdo o r housing. Environmental facto rs such as temperature, shelter and facilities

should be considered.

3.3.3 Provision of husbandry

General asp ects of management

This is covered fo r di�erent p roduction groups sepa rately , discussing pertinent issues spe-

ci�c to each group. There tends to be an emphasis on fa rro wing (duration and use of

crates) and dry so ws (stalls versus group housing).

The groups o r stages in the p roduction cycle that a re covered include:

{ F a rro wing

{ W eaners

{ Gro w er and �nisher pigs

{ So ws and gilts

{ Dry so ws

{ Boa rs

Elective p ro cedures

In general, three elective p rocedures a re covered. The degree to which these ma y be

ca rried out, the timing and the requirements of the level of training o r competence of the

operato rs, a re va riable. The facilities and equipment, p rocedures and after-ca re should be

adequately p rovided fo r.

{ Castration. Age limit fo r the p rocedure, surgical technique and operato r (veterina rian

o r `competent operato r').

{ T ail do cking. Provisions ma y be set fo r when it is permissible.

{ T eeth clipping. Provisions ma y be set fo r when it is permissible.

{ Other p ro cedures. These include ea r notching, placement of nose rings and tusk

trimming. Such p rocedures a re not universally tolerated.

Sto ckmanship

This element ma y be considered as a sepa rate item, but has been included here under

the husbandry section in re
ection of Figure 1.1. General competence o r training a re

p rescribed, both in terms of stock handling as w ell as operation and maintenance of

equipment; in general, this will be mo re di�cult to assess objectively at the time of an

audit. A good overall assessment can be attained b y dialogue with, and observation of, the
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p roducer, and the level of training and experience (including p ractical and applied on-fa rm

training such as is p rovided b y ProHand

30

) ma y be relevant. The F reedom F ood scheme

requires designation of personnel as managers o r stock-k eepers. Some of the follo wing

items related to stock-k eeping ma y be considered:

{ Mixing. F o rmation of groups, o r re-grouping animals, ma y lead to social p roblems,

stress and injuries. Certain techniques o r p rocedures can be implemented to minimise

this.

{ Movement. This requires certain handling skills, patience, and an understanding of,

and sensitivit y to, the pigs' natural behaviour and disposition.

{ Restraint and handling. This should be perfo rmed follo wing certain p rescribed tech-

niques, which di�er acco rding to the age and size of the animals, and requires a degree

of skill and experience.

{ Insp ection and observation of b ehaviour. This includes frequency of observation

of the animals, e.g. daily o r t wice daily . It requires an understanding of no rmal

behaviour patterns, as w ell as the control of undesirable behaviour such as p roblems

with aggression (tail and ea r biting, bullying etc.).

3.3.4 Disease p revention and the alleviation of su�ering

Insp ection and monito ring

Livestock must be p rotected from pain, injury and disease. Health p roblems a re t ypically

manifested as physical symptoms, but ma y also be exp ressed as behavioural abno rmalitites.

Therefo re, fo r `ea rly w a rning' it is essential that the p roducer is familia r with the clinical

exp ression of disease, as w ell as changes in no rmal behaviour which ma y indicate onset of

disease. This is relevant both fo r individual animals, as w ell as on the group o r herd level;

symptoms ma y be clea r but frequently a re quite vague and rely on the perception of the

stockperson that `something is wrong'. On the individual level, observations of lameness,

injuries and body condition sco re a re impo rtant. The stock-k eeper must be capable of

responding adequately to such individual p roblems.

Provision of health ca re

A distinction can be made bet w een p reventive p rocedures and a response to the incidence

of health p roblems. The �rst is t ypically dealt with in the fo rm of a herd health p rogramme

o r health plan; this is strongly recommended, o r a requirement. It should extend to mea-

sures such as vaccination and pa rasite control, and requires a degree of reco rd-k eeping

(see also 3.3.5 belo w). In the event of disease mo rbidit y , p rompt and timely intervention
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is a requirement. If necessa ry , consultation of a veterina rian, and use of p rescribed medi-

cation, a re indicated. In New Zealand, the Animal Status Decla ration, a document which

accompanies pigs to the slaughter point, should reco rd such treatments.

F acilities such as a sick ba y should be available, and sto rage of medicines and disposal

of medical w aste should confo rm to requirements. A high standa rd of environmental

hygiene should be maintained. As w eaning is a high-risk period, speci�c ca re and vigilance

is required a round this time.

Pre-transp o rt selection

This covers the aspects of selection, herding and loading of pigs; the aim is to minimise

stress and injuries. The conditions and maximum permissible duration of transpo rt a re

generally covered b y accesso ry regulations.

Euthanasia

It is inevitable that animals will need to be destro y ed on the fa rm p remises from time to

time, e.g. after chronic disease o r acute serious injury (casualt y animals). An impo rtant

issue, which has not been given much coverage, concerns the elocution of guidelines

to suppo rt the decision-making p rocess which p recedes euthanasia: in other w o rds, the

point at which the su�ering of an animal (either in p rolongation o r in intensit y) should

be considered to be such that euthanasia is the best option fo r the p revention of further

su�ering. Handling of the animals befo re perfo rming euthanasia should be perfo rmed in

a humane manner, i.e. to p revent unneccesa ry further pain o r distress, and euthanasia

itself should be perfo rmed follo wing w ell-p rescribed techniques. Ca rcase disposal should

also be co rrectly perfo rmed.

3.3.5 Qualit y management

This generally consists of a system of written p rocedures which covers the va rious aspects

of p roduction, and p rotocols pertaining to administration and reco rd-k eeping. This should

give a comp rehensive picture of p roduction pa rameters on the unit. A health and w elfa re

plan ma y mak e up pa rt of this.

Qualit y assurance

Some assessment audits a re ca rried out as pa rt of la rger fa rm assurance schemes. Others

recommend that pig fa rms confo rm to industry-app roved qualit y assurance guidelines o r

p rogrammes that include animal w elfa re.
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Reco rd-k eeping requirements and p ro cedures

This is an integral pa rt of qualit y assurance and fa rm management, and covers all a reas

of p roduction, health etc. It thus p rovides a reco rd of w elfa re, health and p roductivit y

data, as w ell as documenting evidence of management p rocedures, sta� training, etc.
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Chapter 4

Development of an on-fa rm w elfa re

assessment p roto col

4.1 Intro duction

This chapter p rovides some background and detail on the steps tak en during the develop-

ment of the p rotocol, to �nally a rrive at the fo rmat which is p resented in full in Appendix

F. Mo re info rmation on this p rocess is given in the p resentation in Appendix D. While

the p rotocol has been designed to function as a stand-alone document, some info rmation

on its gestation will be included here.

The ultimate objective w as to integrate the indicato rs identi�ed into a single, cohesive

document that:

{ met with the requirements of all the stak eholders;

{ w as reliable and valid, y et as b rief as possible and easily and p ractically implemented;

{ had an animal-based focus, y et inco rpo rated the facilities-based indices that a re p re-

scribed b y the legislation;

{ w as applicable across the full range of p roduction systems currently in use in New

Zealand;

{ w as in a fo rmat to be suitable fo r implementation b y inspecto rs with a b road range of

backgrounds.

It w as clea r that this w as no straightfo rw a rd task, fo r a number of reasons.

Most of the indicato rs identi�ed during the �rst stak eholder meeting concerned animal-

based outcomes, and in line with current best p ractice, there w as consensus that the

focus of the p rotocol should be on this. Ho w ever, the Minimum Standa rds did need

to be inco rpo rated into the p rotocol, as this p rovides the current legislative standa rd

against which w elfa re assessments must necessa rily be tested. These Minimum Standa rds
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a re p redominantly facilities-based in nature. Also, the requirements and p rio rities of the

stak eholders a re inevitably somewhat diverse and not alw a ys directly compa rable.

A further complication w as one of assessment and interp retation of the animal-based

indicato rs identi�ed: what should be considered to be the app rop riate level of detail,

and ho w should these indicato rs be interp reted o r assessed? In addition, there w ere a

number of indicato rs that w ere consistently mentioned in the literature but which w ere

not review ed during the stak eholder w o rkshop due to the limited time available.

Another output of the stak eholder meeting w as a perception that the tool could

attempt to emulate the series of observations that an experienced stockholder routinely

mak e, as pa rt of a mental checklist that w ould almost intuitively be follo w ed. In e�ect,

the p rotocol w ould then be capturing and `transferring' the kno wledge and expertise of

an experienced observer so that a less experienced inspecto r could a rrive at the same

conclusion.

The p roject team made a concerted e�o rt to combine all these requirements.

4.2 App roaches and steps tak en

It quickly became appa rent that it w ould be very di�cult to integrate all the indicato rs into

a single, universal document while maintaining a manageable length, 
exibilit y , and ease of

use. The solution a rrived at b y the p roject team w as therefo re rather to disaggregate the

assessment into a number of sepa rate components. This w as achieved b y strati�cation

into a series of levels.

4.2.1 F a rm level

The p rotocol consists of three pa rts, as summa rised in the 
o w diagram in Figure 4.1 .

Questionnaire interview

The �rst pa rt of the assessment consists of a questionnaire interview with the p roducer

/ manager o r personnel. This p rima rily aims to elicit info rmation on p ractices relating

to husbandry , stockmanship and management, as these cannot reliably be determined

b y inspection of the animals and fa rm p remises alone. Delivery is via a sho rt (10 to 15

minutes) face-to-face questionnaire with the o wner, manager and / o r stockmen. This

section ma y also capture some background and p roduction info rmation. Another bene�t

is that this ma y serve as an `iceb reak er' and gives the inspecto r the oppo rtunit y to explain

the methodology of the assessment.
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2. Modular welfare
assessments

Farrowing
(pens & crates)

Post-weaning
(weaners, growers

& finishers)

Dry sows and boars
(pens & stalls)

Site 1

Site ...

Site 2

Site 1

Site ...

Site 2

Site 1

Site ...

Site 2

3. Compilation of problems
& action items

Discussion with farmer
& sign-off

1. Questionnaire interview
(stockmanship, husbandry and management)

Figure 4.1: Flo w diagram illustrating the three pa rts of the assessment p rotocol

Systematic insp ection of the fa rm

W e decided to adopt a modula r app roach, i.e. assess all sites on-fa rm sepa rately , where

a site w as de�ned as `a physically de�ned a rea including directly compa rable p roduction

facilities / environment that a re under common management'. Using this de�nition, one

p roduction section using di�erent husbandry systems (e.g. group and individual housing)

w ould be de�ned as di�erent sites. Lik ewise, one p roduction section with va rious buildings

using the same husbandry system but having di�erent persons responsible fo r its animals

w ould be de�ned as multiple sites. Lastly , one p roduction section under common man-

agement but encompassing di�ering environments (e.g. va rying age and conditions of

housing facilities) should be considered to be di�erent sites. In this w a y , the assessment is
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inclusive of all animals within the di�erent p roduction sections on-fa rm, and it is `tailo red'

to the speci�c conditions existing on each fa rm.

As a consequence, w e developed an assessment module that could be applied to all

p roduction sections. One p rotocol is to be completed fo r every site. The intention w as to

develop three speci�c p rotocols which w ere tailo red to the speci�c p roduction sections:

F a rro wing , P ost-w eaning and Dry so ws and mating . Ho w ever, time w as too limited to

ca rry this out.

4.2.2 Assessment at the site level

F o r this section, reference should be made to Appendix F. The fundamental distinction

which has been applied is to sepa rately assess animal-based outcomes and facilities-based

outcomes. The methodology of the assessment is summa rised as follo ws:

{ If conditions permit, a `peep test' should be perfo rmed at all sites: this allo ws the

inspecto r to observe the animals from outside the housing, without intruding.

{ Then, the inspecto r quietly enters the housing facilit y , and fo rms a general imp ression

of the reaction of the animals.

{ The entire site should be circulated. The emphasis of the p rotocol lies on observing

the animals and reco rding the animal-based indicato rs; this is follo w ed b y assessment

of the environment the animals a re k ept in, including taking measurements if required.

The p rotocol is laid out in t w o columns, with animal-based indicato rs in the left column

and the co rresponding Minimum Standa rds (i.e. facilities-based indicato rs) in the right

column.

{ The p rotocol consists of indicato rs subdivided into three pa rts: Hunger and thirst ;

Interaction with the physical environment ; Health, injury and disease .

{ P er pa rt, the animal-based indicato rs a re captured using observations of a set of generic

criteria, which in combination re
ect the basic physical and emotional state of the an-

imals. These a re, respectively: vocalisation / noise; physical appea rance; behaviour;

mobilit y and faeces / discha rges. The interp retation of these criteria va ries fo r the

three pa rts: fo r example, thirst y pigs will sho w di�erent behaviour and vocalistion

patterns than w ounded o r ill pigs. As this ma y be somewhat confusing fo r less experi-

enced inspecto rs, supplementa ry info rmation has been p rovided on the overside of the

sco ring sheet which gives extra detail to facilitate interp retation and assessment. This

info rmation has consciously been k ept o� the sco ring section to `unclutter' the page;

it w ould be anticipated that inspecto rs who have used the p rotocol a number of times

will not need to refer to the supplementa ry info rmation.

{ Each of the generic criteria is sco red via a `tra�c light' system. This system is receiving
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b roader uptak e in assessment p rotocols w o rldwide; it p rovides an extra shading of detail

bey ond the bina ry `good / bad' sco re without requiring too high a level of detail to

enable discernment. In this case, interp retation w ould be as follo ws:

Green: no action required

Amber: indication of a w elfa re p roblem that could relatively easily be addressed

Red: indication of a mo re serious w elfa re issue that requires immediate attention

{ The Minimum Standa rds co rresponding to each of the three pa rts a re evaluated in an

adjacent column, using a simple 'pass / fail' sco re.

{ T o accommodate any observations that a re not directly captured follo wing the p roto-

col, space fo r written comments has been included.

4.2.3 Assessment at the individual level

The consideration of w elfa re at the individual level versus the group level is an impo rtant

one, and one that merited considerable discussion. The p rotocol described above is struc-

tured in such a w a y that it requires the animals to be observed �rst, befo re inspecting the

environment they a re in. This implies that all animals should be individually `seen' b y the

inspecto r.

It is inevitable that there will be a certain incidence o r mo rbidit y of di�erent conditions

irrespective of ho w good the w elfa re p rovision is. In other w o rds, no fa rm will be free

of animals that ma y be undergoing su�ering, o r whose w elfa re is comp romised at the

time of inspection. The relevant point is therefo re to assess ho w grave the animal is

su�ering on the individual level, and what the p revalence is on the group and fa rm level.

Quantifying such pa rameters, i.e. deciding where the limit of acceptabilit y lies, is not an

easy task. Mo reover, this threshold is lik ely to be placed at a di�erent level depending on

the background and purpose of the assessment o r assesso r.

Setting such criteria w as w ell bey ond the b rief of this p roject. Ho w ever, some quan-

titative assessment ma y need to be perfo rmed b y the inspecto rs. W e have made use of

the SW AP

25

handbook fo r this, which p rovides such relevant science-based quantitative

info rmation. This is p rovided as a sepa rate document (see 4.3 belo w).

4.2.4 Compilation of �ndings and deb rie�ng

A summa ry sheet is included with the p rotocol document which should be used b y the

inspecto rs to summa rise any notable �ndings, comments o r p roblems a rising from the

interview and inspection of the fa rm sites. In pa rticula r, this is aimed at the `amber' and

`red' sco res, and instances where the Minimum Standa rds w ere `not OK'. The inspec-

to rs ma y then discuss, address o r sha re these issues with the o wner, manager and / o r
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stockmen.

It is anticipated that `amber' outcomes will consist of points of attention indicating

that w elfa re is not optimal, but ma y be relatively easily co rrected b y app rop riate interven-

tion. P ossible actions to remedy the situation ma y be discussed. While these outcomes

a re reco rded fo r reference in relation to future assessments, they will not result in penalties

and repercussions.

On the other hand, `red' outcomes indicate mo re serious w elfa re p roblems that require

direct intervention. Lik ewise, failure to meet the Minimum Standa rds rep resent infractions

of the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of W elfa re

24

, which should be addressed. If any such

p roblems a re identi�ed, the fa rm personnel should be noti�ed. The exact consequences

and course of action ma y need to be centrally decided on, and need not be discussed with

the fa rm personnel.

Note that in the current fo rmat, there is no emphasis on p roduction pa rameters and

criteria; it should not be necessa ry to consult these. Ho w ever, as such data do re
ect the

level of management and perfo rmance, these a re info rmative, the inspecto rs ma y request

to discuss these, should this be useful.

4.3 Supplementa ry info rmation

The supplementa ry info rmation, which is p rovided in a sepa rate sheet, has been put to-

gether to enable common p roblems to be assessed in a mo re quantitative w a y . A t ypical

scena rio fo r its use might be when an inspecto r observes a greater than expected amount

of a certain condition, but is not sure whether this is unacceptably high. The tables ma y

then be consulted to come to a decision. A sco ring sheet has been included to mak e the

calculations.

4.4 V alidation of the p roto col: fa rm pilot trials

A �rst pilot trial w as undertak en b y Ian Ba rugh and Daan Vink, p rio r to the second

stak eholder w o rkshop; the �ndings w ere discussed in this w o rkshop. On the basis of this

discussion, the p rotocol w as revised.

A pig veterina rian who pa rticipated in the w o rkshops, Selwyn Dobbinson, o�ered to

trial the revised p rotocol over the duration of a month o r so, b y perfo rming assessments

on fa rms they visited over the course of their w o rk. His comments a re included on the

follo wing page.
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Comments on the assessment p roto col

The p rotocol is most useful as a `pure' w elfa re assessment tool, pa rticula rly fo r measuring

animal-based outcomes. The assessment of the facilities is limited to the requirements

of the Code, and a lot of the detail is not implicit. Hence this p rotocol w ould w o rk

w ell as a supplement to the mo re detailed facilities-based inspections and requirements

demanded b y industry .

Having said that, sco ring of the Minimum Standa rds took a lot of time, due to the

obligation of discussing each of the listed items sepa rately with the p roducer befo re being

able to sign o� on it. As every fa rmer does things slightly di�erently , this necessitated

many comments, fo r which the allotted space w as too limited. It is app reciated that the

focus lies on the animal-based outcomes, therefo re it w ould be suggested to simplify o r

remove some of the w o rding of the Minimum Standa rds. This should not be a p roblem

as it ma y be assumed that the inspecto rs will be familia r with, and have a cop y of, the

Code at the time of inspection. An alternative w ould be to remove the sco ring bo xes

(`OK / not OK').

In terms of usabilit y , development of p roduction section-speci�c modules w ould be

p referable. In the current `generic' p rotocol, there is no option to sepa rately sco re

di�erent age- o r p roduction groups (e.g. dry so ws, unmated gilts, boa rs and gro wing

animals of di�erent ages) within one site. And the sepa rate tra�c lights fo r new-bo rn

piglets, boa rs and all other animals w as somewhat confusing. Ho w ever, sco ring of the

animal-based observations w as e�ective using the tra�c lights system. Some alterations

in the catego ries w ere suggested: fo r example, the `V ocalisation / noise' catego ry w as

considered to be less relevant under the Interaction with the environment pa rt; whereas

`Other discha rges' (e.g. blood, as a consequence of injuries) w ould be relevant. This

w ould also be pick ed up under the Health section though.

The compilation of outcomes section w as not pa rticula rly useful and could be omitted.

Summa rising the �ndings in this w a y could actually lead to a loss of the info rmation

captured in the assessment.

An impo rtant observation w as that \All-in-all the p rocess w as very useful but is very

dependent on the kno wledge and experience of the audito r; subjectivit y in auditing will

be a p roblem." This again highlights the training needs fo r the inspecto rs, and valida-

tion of the p rotocol. Selwyn commented that he w ould have lik ed to see a comment

cha racterising aesthetics: \Many fa rms could get a satisfacto ry pass on the w elfa re pa-

rameters but could be emba rrassing to the industry because of the fa rm's appea rance.

The tra�c light system fo r aesthetics could be very helpful" { and that public perception

w ould inevitably be in
uenced b y fa rm p resentation. The p roject team's reply w as that,

while the facilities a re not sco red on overall appea rance, de�ciencies should be reco rded

rega rdless of this. F a rms could have a poo r overall `look', with some mak eshift o r imp ro-

vised facilities, but p rovide good w elfa re fo r the animals. Conversely , other fa rms ma y be

w ell-p resented, but due to poo r design o r stockmanship, actually p rovide poo r w elfa re.
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Chapter 5

General discussion

5.1 Intro duction

The development of the assessment of w elfa re of fa rmed animals in New Zealand has been

cha racterised b y an incremental p rocess of change, rather than p recipitous change

22

. The

current legislation relevant to pig p roduction is stipulated b y the Animal W elfa re (Pigs)

Code of W elfa re 2005

24

. A revision of sections of this Code has been scheduled fo r the

nea r future. In k eeping with most w elfa re legislation w o rldwide, the Code de�nes criteria

that must be complied with b y p roducers { most of which refer to measurable dimensions

o r criteria related to the fa rm facilities and environment. Ho w ever, after the de�nition of

the Five F reedoms

18

, w elfa re science is increasingly identifying and developing app roaches

fo r the inclusion of animal-based observations, which a re a direct re
ection of the w elfa re

status, over environment-based pa rameters, which can be considered to rep resent p ro xies

fo r w elfa re p rovision. F rom this perspective, the inclusion in the Code of a greater number

of animal-based criteria is desirable.

The b rief of this p roject w as to compile and identify a list of indicato rs to assess

the w elfa re of pigs, adapted to the speci�c New Zealand situation; and subsequently ,

to compile these into a p rotocol that can be applied fo r on-fa rm use. A focus of the

w o rk w as to inco rpo rate animal-based observations. Our aim w as to develop a p ractical

and w o rk able tool which confo rmed to the requirements of any assessment p rotocol as

outlined in section 3.1.1 , while also maintaining the Minimum Standa rds (as de�ned b y

the Code) as a touchstone. As the p roject p roposal did not p rovide any speci�c detail

on the setting within which the p rotocol ma y be tak en up, the methodology and steps

follo w ed have resulted in a general-purpose tool which can be applied in a wide range of

circumstances.

A k ey feature of the w o rk is that the p roject structure ensured signi�cant consulta-

tion from stak eholders in the pig secto r, i.e. p roducers, vets, policy-mak ers, scientists
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and rep resentatives of w elfa re o rganisations. Consequently , opinions and comments w ere

inco rpo rated from all these sources; w e hope that the outcomes re
ect this, and a re

rep resentative of the stak eholders' opinions and inputs.

The w o rk delivered here exceeds the p roposed activities. Speci�cally , the �nal p rotocol

w as subjected to an on-fa rm validation exercise b y t w o pig veterina rians. This extra w o rk

w as not p review ed, but considered to be highly relevant and useful.

The discussion p resented in this chapter aims to dra w together and summa rise the

w o rk p resented in the chapters and appendices of this repo rt.

5.2 The literature review

The literature review p rovided the framew o rk and context fo r the identi�cation of an

initial list of indicato rs, outlining the current w elfa re science, assessment app roaches, and

systems in fo rce in other countries. This resulted in development of a `longlist' of w elfa re

indicato rs, fo r possible inclusion in the assessment p rotocol.

Chapter 2 p resented a b rief background on de�nitions of w elfa re, including di�erent

assessment app roaches and methods. A fundamental issue here is that while the w el-

fa re of the animal is the common denominato r, the means of application of di�erent

assessment p rotocols is inevitably in
uenced b y the speci�c objectives and interests of

the di�erent stak eholders in pig husbandry and p roduction. W e identi�ed three global

divisions: enfo rcement of existing regulation and legislation; `self-regulation' b y the in-

dustry itself, in the interest of p roducing a qualitatively good p roduct; and assessment

through consumer- o r retailer-driven qualit y assurance schemes. These structures a re

frequently simultaneously in fo rce, and should be considered to be complementa ry rather

than mutually exclusive. As ma y be expected, there is a degree of va riabilit y in their design

and operation { this w as described in section 2.2 , which o�set some of the assessment

structures currently in fo rce w o rld-wide with each other. This w as useful to de�ne a

background within which the New Zealand p roduction secto r operates.

Chapter 3 extended this general introduction b y moving to w a rds assessment ap-

p roaches and indicato rs that a re relevant fo r New Zealand. This included science-based

app roaches and criteria, and suggested a methodology fo r assessment that w as later

adopted fo r the development of the assessment p rotocol. Finally , the indicato rs identi�ed

from the literature as being app rop riate fo r possible inclusion in this p rotocol w ere de�ned;

these w ere p resented in mo re detail in Appendix B .
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5.3 Consultation with stak eholders

The stak eholder w o rkshops w ere essential to ensure that the interests of all stak eholders

w ere rep resented in the resulting p rotocol. In general, w e felt that there w as suppo rt and

agreement of our p roposed app roach.

In a sepa rate meeting with pig p roducers, some points of note w ere raised. P erhaps

inevitably , there w as a degree of scepticism rega rding the perceived need fo r the tool,

and its intended purpose and application. In pa rticula r, there w as concern that it ma y be

used as an instrument fo r enfo rcement: in this setting, the need w as exp ressed that the

p rospective inspecto rs should have a su�cient level of training and kno wledge to co rrectly

assess the situation and reach a valid outcome. P a rticipants also sought the longer-term

assurance that this w ould not fundamentally alter the requirements demanded of them

in terms of facilities, husbandry and management. On the other hand, the potential fo r

application fo r self-audit w as also recognised.

5.4 Development of the p roto col

The development of the p rotocol required integration of di�erent criteria and app roaches.

As noted in Chapter 4, this w as not straightfo rw a rd, as these requirements w ere not alw a ys

compatible with one another. T o deal with the la rge va riabilit y in scale and management

p ractices on New Zealand fa rms, a modula r app roach w as tak en to the assessment.

An innovative feature of the p rotocol is the structural sepa ration of animal-based ob-

servations and facilities-based observations. This w as a logical solution to the di�culties

experienced b y the p roject team of trying to `integrate' the de�ned animal-based obser-

vations with the mo re facilities-based Minimum Standa rds. The pilot studies a�rmed

that making such a sepa ration w as also logical from the p ractical assessment perspec-

tive: it requires the observer to �rst inspect the animals, befo re pa ying attention to the

environment they a re in.

Another aspect is that the animal-based observations a re de�ned b y a `generic' set

of observations, i.e. vocalisation / noise, physical appea rance, behaviour, mobilit y and

faeces / discha rges. These a re applied to three catego ries: p rovision of feed and w ater,

environment and health. The interp retation of the generic observations is dependent on

the catego ry fo r which they a re made { detailed info rmation of these indicato rs is given

on the p rotocol sheets. They a re sco red follo wing a tra�c light scheme, which allo ws

intermediate sco res to be inco rpo rated. This structure w as created fo r simplicit y; also, it

inco rpo rates an extent of 
exibilit y in interp retation which is app rop riate given the inherent

degree of subjectivit y fo r animal-based observations. Ho w ever, the fa rm tests sho w ed that

it w as su�ciently detailed to capture nuances that w ere not identi�ed b y inspection of
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the facilities alone.

5.5 Applicabilit y of the p roto col

The p rotocol can be used fo r a va riet y of purposes. The integration of all sco res into a

single outcome va riable is a complex issue that has recently received some attention

7 ,8 ,9

,

but it w as bey ond the scope of the w o rk perfo rmed on this p roject. Rather, the p rotocol

de�nes speci�c points of attention o r de�cit. Hence, it is p robably most useful as a bench-

ma rking tool, i.e. fo r a compa rison of the p ractices perfo rmed on-fa rm with recognised

`best p ractice'. When applied fo r repeated o r periodic assessment, the outcomes can be

used to assess the p rogression over time.

As the p rotocol implicitly inco rpo rates the Minimum Standa rds, it can also be used fo r

enfo rcement, i.e. in situations where a b reach of w elfa re is suspected. The animal-focused

nature of the tool mak es it highly suited to this purpose, while the simultaneous inclusion

of the Minimum Standa rds mak es infractions of the Code easy to directly identify .

Thirdly , the p rotocol can simply be adapted fo r use in self-assessment o r audits b y p ro-

ducers. One of the objectives which w as elucidated during the �rst stak eholder w o rkshop

w as that p rotocol w ould, in e�ect, simulate an experienced stockperson's interp retation

and judgment, b y attempting to `pick up' on details which a re not easily de�ned (and

which a re rep resented in the p rotocol b y the `generic' catego ries and tra�c light scheme).

Hence, the p rotocol should be intuitive to use fo r p roducers. It is also very adaptable: while

the animal-based observations have been link ed to the co rresponding Minimum Standa rds,

the p rotocol could be modi�ed to associate the animal-based observations with generic

facilities-based outcomes, and / o r to inco rpo rate p roduction pa rameters into the p rotocol.

5.6 F uture p ersp ectives

The scope of this p roject w as limited, and there is substantial scope fo r follo w-up w o rk;

indeed, fo r future uptak e, this w ould be strongly recommended. The follo wing aspects

could be considered:

{ The p rotocol does not address the training needs and p rocedures fo r inspecto rs, as

this w as not pa rt of its scope. Ho w ever, as underlined b y the feedback from p roducers,

identi�cation and development of training needs is essential befo re implementation of

the p rotocol.

{ While the p rotocol has been tested on-fa rm b y four observers, a mo re extensive valida-

tion should be perfo rmed to assess its repeatabilit y and reliabilit y . This is pa rticula rly

impo rtant of the animal-based observations component, as this w ould be expected to
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sho w up some va riabilit y of outcomes. Hence, a mo re extensive validation study should

be ca rried out, inco rpo rating a wide range of p roduction systems, and a number of

di�erent inspecto rs. Such a study w ould also be useful fo r de�ning and developing the

training needs mentioned in the point above.

{ In terms of operational aspects, there is scope fo r development of tie-ins related to

reco rding, logging and administration of outputs. F o r instance, soft w a re fo rms could

be created fo r input into a database (i.e. a front-end graphical user interface coupled

to a back-end database).

{ Depending on future developments, dissemination and publication of the app roach and

�ndings could be an impo rtant aspect { including scienti�c, peer-review ed publication

in relevant animal w elfa re journals.
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App endix B

Lists of indicato rs

The documents listed in Chapter 3 have been used to p repa re this list of draft indica-

to rs. The four basic catego ries feeding, housing, health and behaviour, which have been

developed and adopted b y the W elfa reQualit y p roject, will be used

8 ,9

. The recent Sci-

enti�c Opinion of the European F ood Safet y Autho rit y

34

considers housing and feeding

per group, and classi�es all other indicato rs under `management'. W e feel that further

distinction bet w een health and behaviour is apt.

The emphasis of this list is on indoo r p roduction. The indicato rs will be p resented per

management group; this implies that there is a degree of duplication { ho w ever, as the �nal

p rotocols will p robably be modula r in structure, p resentation in this fo rmat mak es sense.

Indicato rs relating to husbandry , which apply to all pigs and cannot easily be strati�ed,

will be p resented sepa rately . Finally , a section will be dedicated to outdoo r husbandry

systems; as management is relatively mo re unifo rm in such systems, this section will not

be strati�ed b y management group.

Considering the range of housing systems in use, there is some va riabilit y in the speci-

�cation and interp retation of some of the indicato rs (e.g. space allocation). As the Euro-

pean F ood Safet y Autho rit y notes, mo re resea rch is required on space requirements

34

; fo r

this list of indicato rs, it is p roposed that the dimensions speci�ed in the Animal W elfa re

(Pigs) Code of W elfa re, which apply to the New Zealand situation, a re utilised.

The point must also be made that although w elfa re is judged on the individual level,

the outcome of the audit is on the fa rm level; this necessitates aggregation of the indi-

cato rs into an overall sco re

8

. This ma y be p roblematic: fo r instance, evaluation of space

allo w ance is relevant, but has limited meaning when considered in isolation, as many other

facto rs will determine the overall w elfa re status. In the follo wing section, no account is

tak en of this, and no attempt is made at integration. This will be discussed with the

stak eholders, and will be repo rted on at a subsequent stage of the p roject.

F o r indicato rs which can be clea rly established, e.g. space allo w ances, the criteria
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speci�ed in the di�erent documents can be directly compa red. In the list that follo ws,

references a re given, but fo r the sak e of b revit y , this level of detail has been omitted.

A �nal point is that despite the change in emphasis to inco rpo rate mo re animal-based

measures in assessment p rotocols, rema rk ably little info rmation on behavioural indicato rs

is p resent in any of the literature. It will be interesting to discuss this during the stak eholder

w o rkshops.

B.1 F a rro wing so ws and piglets

F eeding

{ A body condition sco re of 3.5 { 4.0 is recommended p rio r to fa rro wing

16

.

{ F urther w eight loss during lactation should be minimised { body condition sco re should

not drop belo w 3 at w eaning

16,19,24

.

{ The F reedom F ood scheme

19

stipulates that fo raging substrate must be p rovided to

all pigs.

{ The stockk eeper must ensure that piglets receive su�cient colostrum in the �rst 12

hours post-pa rtum; in the event that the so w dies o r her milk supply fails, the piglets

should be fostered, hand-rea red o r humanely destro y ed

24

.

{ W ater should be available to piglets from birth

24

.

{ F eed and w ater should be accessible to the so ws without any obstruction

3

.

Housing

{ So ws should be moved to the fa rro wing a rea at least 4 da ys (but no mo re than 5 da ys)

befo re expected fa rro wing, and should not remain remain in fa rro wing accommodation

fo r longer than 28 da ys after fa rro wing

19

.

{ Use of fa rro wing crates is still permitted, but alternative housing systems a re en-

couraged. If used, so ws should be con�ned to them fo r no mo re than 6 w eeks per

rep roductive cycle, and the less time, the better

24

.

{ Recommended dimensions a re given in the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of W elfa re;

several alternatives fo r increasing space a re also given.

{ Although p referable from a w elfa re aspect, the European F ood Safet y Autho rit y only

recommends the use of loose systems if piglet mo rtalit y is no greater than the level

fo r non loose systems

34

; therefo re piglet mo rtalit y could be an app rop riate indicato r.

Indications of minimum dimensions of pens can be derived from the The W elfa re of

F a rmed Animals (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2003

36

.
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{ Su�cient quantities of app rop riate nesting material should be p rovided, in the w eek

befo re expected fa rro wing and pa rticula rly in the 24 hours p rio r to fa rro wing

16 ,19

. Lack

thereof is lik ely to cause stress and hence impede w elfa re

34

.

{ During fa rro wing, an unobstructed a rea behind the so w shall be available

16

.

{ F a rro wing accommodation should allo w the so w to rise and lie do wn in unimpeded

fashion, lie with limbs extended, and stretch fully

16 ,19,24

. When standing, they should

not simultaneously touch both sides of the stall

3

, and their backs should not touch any

ba rs along the top (o r a minimum clea rance of 15cm ma y be speci�ed

19

); and their

snouts and hindqua rters should not touch both ends of the stalls when lying do wn

3

.

The F reedom F ood scheme requires that so ws be able to turn a round easily from 5

da ys after fa rro wing

19

.

{ Where a fa rro wing crate is used, piglets must have su�cient space to be able to be

suckled without di�cult y

16

; a minimum space of 300mm is required as an escape a rea

fo r the piglets on the na rro w est side of the crate

24

.

{ In pens where so ws a re k ept loose, some p rotection fo r piglets should be available (e.g.

fa rro wing rails)

16 ,19

.

{ If necessa ry , a heat source shall be p rovided fo r the piglets, e.g. a heated creep a rea

of 28 � 32

�

C, reducing to about 25

�

C at 3 w eeks of age. Heat sources include

heat lamps, a heat pad and under
oo r heating. Overhead lamps o r heaters should be

securely �xed. Conversely , an air
o w should be p resent to p revent overheating during

extremely hot periods

24

. The average temperature in the fa rro wing room should be

a round 18 � 20

�

C

16

.

{ The piglets should have su�cient space to lie together at the same time. The 
oo r

surface must be solid, covered with a mat o r be littered with stra w o r another suitable

material.

{ Natural o r a rti�cial light of at least 20 lux must be available at animal level fo r at least

nine hours per da y in housed systems

24

. The F reedom F ood scheme minimum is 50

lux

19

.

{ No sha rp p rojections o r edges, o r other features lik ely to cause injury (including dam-

aged 
oo rs) should be p resent; all �ttings should be k ept in good condition

24

. Floo rs

should have a non-slip surface.

{ Electrical �ttings and attachments to mains voltage should be out of reach of pigs, o r

p rotected from interference o r damage

24

.

{ Air qualit y at pig level should be adequate, i.e. not have excess concentrations of

ammonia and ca rbon dio xide

16 ,24

. Quantitative average measures over an 8-hour

period of 10mg = m

3

inhalable dust and 25ppm of ammonia a re given

19

; alternatively ,
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this can be de�ned as `noticeably unpleasant to a human observer'.

Health

{ T reatment against internal and external pa rasites will be perfo rmed, if necessa ry

16

.

{ The stock k eeper should maintain vigilance fo r incidence of disease in the piglets

(dia rrhoea, coughing, rapid b reathing etc.), and should consult the veterina rian if

required

16

.

Behaviour

{ The lying behaviour and distance piglets lis apa rt is a good indication of their thermal

comfo rt.

B.2 W eaners

F eeding

{ W eaners should have a continual supply of feed

24

. The Model Code of Practice fo r

the W elfa re of Animals { Pigs (Revised)

3

stipulates a minimum frequency of feeding

of t wice daily .

{ There should be one w atering unit (nipple o r bo wl drink er, o r other suitable drink er)

fo r every 10-15 w eaners

24

.

Housing

{ Space requirements a re given in the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of W elfa re

24

.

{ The total 
oo r space should be adequate fo r sleeping, feeding and exercising. The

lying a rea, excluding the dunging and exercise a reas, should allo w all the pigs to lie on

their sides simultaneously

16

.

{ W eaning should not tak e place at less than 21 da ys, and the average across litters

should be no less than 26 da ys; 28 da ys is recommended

31

. Groups should be con-

stituted as soon as possible after w eaning; piglets should be k ept with litter mates if

possible; and these groups should be k ept stable if possible. If mixing of unfamilia r

pigs is perfo rmed, this should be done at the y oungest possible age. Su�cient escape

oppo rtunities should be p rovided

16

. Other recommendations include several di�er-

ent feeding strategies; drafting out subo rdinate so ws and culling over-aggressive lines;

p roviding escape a reas; and p roviding environmental enrichment

23

.
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{ Natural o r a rti�cial light of at least 20 lux must be available at animal level fo r at least

nine hours per da y in housed systems

24

. The F reedom F ood scheme minimum is 50

lux

19

.

{ No sha rp p rojections o r edges, o r other features lik ely to cause injury (including dam-

aged 
oo rs) should be p resent; all �ttings should be k ept in good condition

24

.

{ Electrical �ttings and attachments to mains voltage should be out of reach of pigs, o r

p rotected from interference o r damage

24

.

{ Air qualit y at pig level should be adequate, i.e. not have excess concentrations of

ammonia and ca rbon dio xide

16 ,24

.

Health

{ The herd health plan should adequately p rovide fo r p rovision of health ca re, including

p rophylactic vaccination schedules.

Behaviour

{ When signs of severe �ghting appea r, app rop riate action shall be undertak en.

{ Environmental enrichment is not mandato ry , but can be bene�cial to w elfa re and help

p revent p roblems with aggression and bullying.

B.3 Gro w er and �nisher pigs

F eeding

{ Body condition sco re of these animals should be 3 o r above

24

.

{ There should be one w atering unit (nipple o r bo wl drink er, o r other suitable drink er)

fo r every 10-15 �nisher pigs; if trough drink ers a re used, 300mm trough space per 20

pigs should be allo w ed

24

.

Housing

{ Natural o r a rti�cial light of at least 20 lux must be available at animal level fo r at least

nine hours per da y in housed systems

24

.

{ No sha rp p rojections o r edges, o r other features lik ely to cause injury (including dam-

aged 
oo rs) should be p resent; all �ttings should be k ept in good condition

24

.

{ Electrical �ttings and attachments to mains voltage should be out of reach of pigs, o r

p rotected from interference o r damage

24

.
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{ Natural o r a rti�cial light of at least 20 lux must be available at animal level fo r at least

nine hours per da y in housed systems

24

. The F reedom F ood scheme minimum is 50

lux

19

.

{ Air qualit y at pig level should be adequate, i.e. not have excess concentrations of

ammonia and ca rbon dio xide

16 ,24

.

{ Regrouping should be avoided as much as possible; subdivision of groups is permissible

as animals gro w

19

.

B.4 Dry so ws and gilts

F eeding

{ These animals should receive su�cient high-�b re / bulky feed to satisfy hunger

24

.

{ F eed intak e should be nutritionally balanced and adjusted fo r the so w's physiological

needs, which va ry during p regnancy

24

.

{ An adequate feeding strategy should be utilised { this can be bene�cial to reduce

aggression.

Housing

{ F rom a w elfa re perspective, the use of individual accommodation (i.e. dry so w stalls)

is a contentious issue. On the one hand, con�nement ma y cause social dep rivation.

On the other, �ghting bet w een grouped so ws ma y lead to stress and injuries. Inter-

national consensus is swinging to w a rds group housing; this ma y require greater levels

of husbandry to manage adequately (see belo w). The Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of

W elfa re

24

p rescribes that stalls should not be used fo r longer than four w eeks after

mating { from 2015, con�nement fo r longer duration will be fo rbidden.

{ Space requirements: if fa rro wing crates a re used, so ws and gilts must be able to lie

comfo rtably on their sides, rise unimpeded, and stand in tehir natural stance

24

. F o r

group housing, minimum requirements a re given b y the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code

of W elfa re

24

.

{ If k ept in groups, grouping b y age o r size can be bene�cial to reduce aggression; k eeping

groups intact fo r the duration is also recommended, and mixing and regrouping should

be avoided as much as possible

34

.

{ Air qualit y at pig level should be adequate, i.e. not have excess concentrations of

ammonia and ca rbon dio xide

? 24

.

{ Natural o r a rti�cial light of at least 20 lux must be available at animal level fo r at least
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nine hours per da y in housed systems

24

. The F reedom F ood scheme minimum is 50

lux

19

.

{ Provision of stra w o r other app rop riate bedding material is recommended. Environ-

mental enrichment ma y also be bene�cial.

{ T ethering is not permitted

3,24

.

Health

{ So ws that sho w severe lameness must be removed and treated adequately o r culled

24

.

Behaviour

{ So ws in crates that sho w behavioural abno rmalities (e.g. `dog sitting') should be

removed to alternative accommodation and either given the oppo rtunit y fo r rehabili-

tation, o r be culled

24

.

{ In group housing, management must be adequate to cope with p roblems related to

aggression and bullying; and signs of persistent aggression should be absent.

B.5 Boa rs

F eeding

{ Body condition sco re of these animals should be 3 o r above

24

.

Housing

{ Group housing is p referential, but individual housing is permitted until 2010

24

. In group

housing, vigilance and observation fo r aggression is required, pa rticula rly if boa rs a re

housed with gilts o r so ws

3

.

{ If used, boa r pens should allo w the boa r to turn a round and see, hea r and smell the

other pigs. They should contain clean and comfo rtable resting a reas. They should

contain su�cient bedding material

16

. Boa rs must be removed from the pens at least

t wice w eekly fo r mating o r exercise

3 ,24

.

{ The minimum space requirements a re speci�ed b y the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of

W elfa re

24

.

{ Air qualit y at pig level should be adequate, i.e. not have excess concentrations of

ammonia and ca rbon dio xide

16 ,24

.
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{ Natural o r a rti�cial light of at least 20 lux must be available at animal level fo r at least

nine hours per da y in housed systems

24

. The F reedom F ood scheme minimum is 50

lux

19

.

Health

{ Boa rs should be inspected daily , pa rticula rly fo r skin conditions a rising from urine

scald

24

.

B.6 Husbandry

Many of the indicato rs listed above a re of course direct outcomes of, and a re therefo re

directly associated with, husbandry . While such p ro xies fo r the p rovision of husbandry can

be measured, stand-alone indicato rs fo r assessing the p rovision of good husbandry and

stockmanship a re relatively ha rder to quantify . The indicato rs p resented in this section

a re generic in nature and should apply to all pigs, rather than management group-speci�c

criteria o r actions. Guidelines a re given in the va rious documents; ho w ever, many of these

(e.g. `competence', `understanding' o r `compassion') a re not amenable to direct and

reliable measurement.

Thought will therefo re need to be given to the p ractical implementation of this section.

It w ould be suggested to perfo rm this b y a combination of

a) a questionnaire-t ype section in the assessment p rotocol, to be perfo rmed b y in-

terview with the assesso r;

b) an assessment of the stockk eepers' level of experience and training;

c) inspection of fa rm reco rds relating to health and p roduction, if required;

d) direct observation of the stockk eepers' interaction with the pigs during the audit

and

e) demonstration of kno wledge of operation and maintenance of machinery and

equipment.

The requirements rega rding reco rd-k eeping, p rovision of documentation and demon-

stration of contingency o r emergency plans in the event of �re, po w er cuts, interruption

of services etc. also needs to be discussed.

F eeding

{ Automatic w atering systems must be check ed daily fo r all pigs, and t wice daily in hot

w eather

24

. Alternative a rrangements must be available in case of failure. W ater supply
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must be su�cient to cope with the 24 hour demand. W ater temperature should be

suitable.

{ In units using automatic feeding systems, the stockperson needs to inspect the pigs

individually with the same frequency as manual feeding, i.e. every 24 hours

24

.

{ Action must be undertak en if the body condition sco re of any pig falls under 2; if

remedial action fails to recover them, they should be culled

3

.

Housing

{ All buildings should have suitable �re-�ghting equipment and am emergency plan

24

.

{ All mechanical equipment required fo r da y-to-da y activities and emergencies must be

maintained in good w o rking o rder

24

; relatively detailed standa rds a re given in the

Australian Model Code of Practice fo r the W elfa re of Animals { Pigs (Revised)

3

.

{ Regula r cleaning and removal of soiled o r contaminated bedding and material should

be undertak en in all housing a reas.

{ Deviation from the pigs' thermal comfo rt zone, in any pa rt of the accommodation,

leads to an inabilit y to regulate thermal comfo rt, which is considered a severe o r critical

w elfa re haza rd

34

.

Health

{ Elective p rocedures (sometimes referred to as `mutilation'). The Animal W elfa re

(Pigs) Code of W elfa re states: \Expert advice from a veterina rian o r other person

skilled in the p roper application of techniques should be obtained." Constraints a re

set fo r these

24

:

í T ail docking is strongly discouraged, and should p referably be ca rried out

within three da ys of birth, and no later than eight da ys.

í Surgical castration should be ca rried out as soon as possible, can only be

perfo rmed b y a veterina rian past seven da ys of age and requires analgesics

after four w eeks of age.

í T eeth clipping should be ca rried out bet w een six hours after birth and three

da ys of age.

í Prescriptive actions a re also speci�ed in the Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of

W elfa re fo r ea r notching, placement of nose rings, clips o r wires, and tusk

trimming in boa rs

24

.

{ A herd health plan is recommended, which includes and describes p rocedures on health-

related aspects. Reco rds should be k ept fo r consultation if required, including individual
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treatments given (including response), p rophylactic vaccinations, and deaths. These

mak e up pa rt of the qualit y assurance system which is required b y the Animal W elfa re

(Pigs) Code of W elfa re

24

.

{ Euthanasia should be ca rried out follo wing strict p rotocols, which di�er bet w een ages

/ sizes. The stockk eeper should be able to demonstrate the equipment used, and

describe the relevant techniques.

{ Lameness, cla w injuries and leg lesions a re painful conditions; high incidence of which

a re good indicato rs of poo r w elfa re due to inadequate 
oo ring

34

.

{ V ery little speci�c attention is given in the literature on the impo rtance of biosecurit y .

The stockk eeper should be able to demonstrate an a w a reness of its relevance, as w ell

as on p recautions in movements within the fa rm, movement of animals and machinery ,

visito rs to the fa rm, and introduction of new animals.

Sto ckmanship

{ Restraint and handling, and movement (including loading fo r transpo rt). App rop riate

techniques should be used. P atience and an understanding of natural pig behaviour

a re p rerequisites. If aids a re used, these should be app rop riate, e.g. backing boa rds;

use of inapp rop riate aids such as electric p rodders, pipes, sticks, dogs etc. should be

avoided

24

.

{ Management of aggression and behavioural p roblems. The hiera rchical social structure

which is natural to pigs ma y lead to aggression, �ghting, bullying and injuries. This

can be limited and managed b y app rop riate husbandry

3,24

. Constitution of groups is

impo rtant but feeding techniques and p rovision of environmental enrichment ma y be

helpful. Habituation to human contact is also impo rtant. If p roblems with aggression

do a rise, the stockk eeper should be able to demonstrate that an attempt has been

made to identify and address a root cause fo r this, e.g. assistance of a suitably

quali�ed adviso r

3

.

{ W eaning is a stressful time fo r the piglets, and special attention should be given to

this group. Management of this group a rguably requires the highest level of expertise

and skill; hence good w elfa re and perfo rmance indicates a good level of competence

of stockmanship.

{ Inspections. All animals should be inspected at least once daily; adequate time should

be allo w ed fo r this. Emphasis should be placed on speci�c groups which a re at greatest

risk of comp romised w elfa re, e.g. when fa rro wing is expected, sho rtly after constitu-

tion o r mixing of groups, and in groups where there a re p roblems with aggression.

Mo re frequent and tho rough inspections a re required at certain times, e.g. during hot
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w eather o r disease outb reaks

3

.

{ Pre-transpo rt selection. Mixing should be perfo rmed at, o r nea r to, the time of load-

ing. Proper design of y a rds, ramps etc. is required. Handling of the pigs should be

perfo rmed in such a w a y as to minimise stress and agitation.

B.7 Pigs k ept in outdo o r husbandry systems

The mo re general p rinciples and indicato rs described above obviously also apply in the

outdoo r scena rio. Speci�c o r cha racteristic indicato rs a re covered in this section.

F eeding

{ F eed should be distributed widely and evenly to minimise aggression, unless an alter-

native method is used (e.g. individual feeding)

16

.

{ W astage is inevitably higher than in indoo r systems; p roper account should be tak en

of this.

{ Body condition sco re should be speci�cally monito red in periods of climatic extremes.

{ Pigs on pasture must have access to su�cient w ater to meet their daily needs. W ean-

ers should have permanent access to su�cient w ater

16

.

Housing

{ Field stocking densities must confo rm to the available guidelines. This will also be

dependent on the site: less ideal sites ma y not be able to sustain the same densities.

During periods of adverse w eather, densities ma y need to be reduced

16

.

{ The accommodation must be regula rly inspected fo r damage, and maintained in good

condition. The p resence of p rotruding sha rp edges is especially relevant

16

.

{ Electric fencing ma y be used. This should be p roperly designed and placed. T raining

of newly introduced animals to electric fencing ma y be required

16

.

{ All huts and a rcs should be p rovided with plent y of bedding. They should have w a rm,

dry , adequately ventilated, draught-free lying a reas. This is especially relevant at

fa rro wing (so w and piglets) and sho rtly after w eaning

16,24

.

{ The accommodation should be designed to cope with the most demanding w eather

conditions. Protection from wind and driving rain a re p rerequisites. Conversely , dur-

ing hot temperatures the pigs must be inspected frequently to avoid heat-stress; the

housing must p rovide adequate shelter from the sun and other measures to allo w cool-

ing include p rovision of w allo ws, w ater application (sp ra ys), and p rovision of iceblock
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licks

3,16

.

{ Adequate handling facilities must be available fo r restraint of individual animals, isola-

tion of sick animals and fo r loading pigs.

Health

{ As the animals in outdoo r systems a re less `compa rtmentalised', there a re mo re op-

po rtunities fo r contacts, and less ba rriers fo r the sp read of contagious pathogens. As

infectious diseases can sp read mo re readily , biosecurit y is of speci�c impo rtance in

outdoo r p roduction

16

.

{ Introduction of new animals (replacement stock) can pose disease risks, and such

animals ma y need to be qua rantined. These animals ma y also need to become accli-

matised to the outdoo r conditions

16

.

{ It is recommended to re-site a rcs and huts bet w een batches of pigs, and all stra w

bedding etc. should be replaced. This will limit the build-up and transfer of disease

o rganisms

16

.

Husbandry

{ The Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of W elfa re

24

states: `Because pigs a re directly ex-

posed to climatic va riations, the role of the stockhandler is crucial in assuring animal

w elfa re'.

{ The lines selected fo r outdoo r p roduction must be suitable fo r the conditions.

{ The herd health plan should contain a speci�c section on dealing with emergency

situations related to w eather and environmental conditions.

{ Speci�c attention must be given to fa rro wing so ws and piglets; in hot w eather, so ws

ma y leave the housing and e�ectively abandon the litter. Hence, some degree of roof

insulation and extra ventilation such as manually controlled aps ma y be indicated

16

.
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App endix C

First consultation / stak eholder

meeting rep o rt

C.1 Meeting rep o rt of a meeting held at Massey Universit y on

T uesda y 18th Decemb er 2007

Background

The New Zealand Animal W elfa re (Pigs) Code of W elfa re (2005) will be review ed in 2009.

A need has been identi�ed to determine p ractical, robust and easily interp retable indicato rs

fo r the on-fa rm assessment of the w elfa re status of pigs, which can subsequently be used to

audit and monito r compliance with the Code. Key requirements a re that these indicato rs

a re inclusive, i.e. applicable to all stages of p roduction and management systems, and

reliable, i.e. identify any failings o r p roblem points. The assessment indicato rs should

inco rpo rate current kno wledge and p rinciples of w elfa re science, and be acceptable to all

stak eholders in pig p roduction.

This p roject aims to de�ne and develop such indicato rs. This w o rkshop w as convened

as a platfo rm to discuss the initial list of p roposed indicato rs, dra wing on the kno wledge

and experience of the pa rticipating stak eholders.
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A ttendees and p rogramme

Ian Macintosh P o rk Producer

F rances Clement NZPIB

Cheryl O'Conno r MAF

Kate Littin MAF

Selwyn Dobbinson NA W A C

Nigel Y oung P o rk Producer

Daan Vink Massey Universit y

David Mello r Massey Universit y

Rob yn Kippenberger RNZSPCA

Colin Ka y

1

P o rk Producer and NZPIB

Grant Boston NZPIB

Naomi Cogger Massey Universit y

Ian Ba rugh Massey Universit y

1

12:40 onw a rds

Apologies: David La wton, NZPig V et Societ y; Alec Dondertman, P o rk Producer

V enue: Berna rd Chambers, Massey Universit y

9:30 T ea / w elcome

10:00 Ian Ba rugh Introductions

10:05 Cheryl O'Conno r Scope out p roject

{ De�ciencies in determination of w elfa re currently

10:15 Daan Vink Key points raised in the literature review

{ Gaps in the science

{ What might the on fa rm tool look lik e

{ What do w e w ant as an outcome toda y

10:45 Naomi Cogger F acilitated session

{ What indicato rs a re needed

{ Ho w do w e measure / de�ne them

12:30 Lunch

13:00 Naomi Cogger F acilitated session (continued)

14:30 David Mello r Summing up; concluding rema rks

15:00 Afternoon tea
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C.2 Meeting notes

Ian Ba rugh: w elcome and intro duction

Cheryl O'Conno r: background to the p roject

Cheryl discussed the scope of the p roject, and that the need fo r w elfa re indicato rs w as

driven b y the review of the Code of W elfa re (Pigs) in 2009. Housing so ws in stalls

and fa rro wing crates a re the main driver; the review is to be undertak en in association

with MAF and NA W A C, focusing on con�nement and behavioural needs and a possible

change to change to outcome based standa rds: therefo re one objective of this p roject is

to identify b road and user-friendly w elfa re indicato rs fo r both the p roducers and general

public. App rop riate indicato rs will need to cover feed, comfo rt and health.

Comments and discussion

F rances: Added comments on w elfa re W OF and need fo r indicato rs.

Selwyn: Noted the �xation on measurements fo r space allo w ance per animal ver-

sus descriptive measures which, while outcome-based, a re much mo re subjective.

Rob yn: It is sometimes di�cult fo r inspecto rs to quantify measures; especially

fo r the mo re subjective measures, a base to w o rk to is very impo rtant.

David: Incremental imp rovement is occurring and the NZ w a y is evolutiona ry

rather than revolutiona ry . NA W A C anguished over inputs etc. so outcomes a re

good; but w e need to tak e clea r / p recise position. A lot of indices / indicato rs

a re already available.

Daan Vink: summa ry of the literature review

Daan sta rted b y discussing what his objectives w ere, i.e. what he hoped the outcomes of

the w o rkshop w ould be. He emphasized the level of kno wledge and experience gathered

in the room, and said that consultation w as a requirement if w e a re to strive fo r a rep re-

sentative and inclusive assessment p rotocol. This means that, if there is no consensus, at

the very least there should be a level of comp romise that everybody is comfo rtable with.

Rega rding the science, the indicato rs used fo r assessment can be roughly classi�ed

as environmental o r animal-based. Daan referred to Figure 1.1 of the literature review

(rep roduced here), which sho ws va rious components that a re included in p rotocols. Stock-

manship and assessment of animal-based outcomes can't be measured directly { a degree

of subjective assessment is inevitable. T raditionally , environmental pa rameters have been

p referred, as they a re easier to quantify; ho w ever, in recent times there has been a shift
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of emphasis to animal-based pa rameters as these a re direct measures of animals' w elfa re,

rather than indirect p ro xies. Daan said he anticipated an emphasis on these indicato rs

during the discussion toda y . Requirements of any p rotocol include

{ p racticalit y

{ rep resentativeness

{ robustness

{ non-intrusiveness

The `gaps' in the science include a lack of consensus o r a poo r understanding of ho w

to actually measure indices, especially animal-based. Key points fo r assessment, which

might be addressed toda y , include whether w eighting of pa rticula r indicato rs is perfo rmed,

i.e. their impo rtance is emphasized; ho w the individual assessments of indicato rs a re

integrated into an overall w elfa re `sco re'; and the relevance of the individual versus the

group.

Feed & water
(subsistence

requirements)

Housing &
environment

(accommodation
requirements)

Physical resources

Stockmanship
(handling &
treatment)

Management
(feeding,

production, health
& welfare plans)

Management

Provision of husbandry
Assessment of animal-

based outcomes

Outcome:
WELFARE

ASSESSMENT

records
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Rega rding current assessment structures and p rotocols, Daan then referred to Figure

1.2 of the review (also included here). There appea r to be three global app roaches:

legislation-driven, consumer-driven and industry-driven. The �rst has a strong emphasis

on fo rmal assessment structures using p rima rily environmental indicato rs (as the relevant

legislation tends to inco rpo rate these); an example is no rthern Europe. Industry self-

regulation occurs when there is a recognition within industry that it is in p roducers' best

interests to maintain good standa rds of w elfa re; this is mo re the case in the US, and is

also pa rticula rly relevant in New Zealand. If industry self-regulation is strong, it helps to

ensure a good overall level of w elfa re, so that enfo rcement of the legislation is not as

urgent. Thirdly , the impo rtance of consumer-driven schemes such as qualit y assurance

schemes (the RSPCA F reedom F ood scheme, with its NZ counterpa rt, w as mentioned as

an example) has strongly gro wn in in
uence over the past 10 y ea rs o r so, pa rtly driven b y

the public media.

Comments and discussion

Rob yn: SAFE is very in
uential / media savvy and pushes the industry because

they have the `consumer ea r'. While w e ma y not agree with their opinions and

methods, w e (and regulato rs) do need to recognise this. They focus on the

`a w a reness facto r' via publicit y stunts and a re getting stronger and mo re o rganised

{ they a re successful at public fundraising and skilled at using the media. The

RNZSPCA app roach is one of collabo ration and dialogue.

F rances: Are SAFE p rincipally against the consumption of meat?

David: The point is, these a re `fo rk to fa rm' campaigns where consumers a re

ask ed what they w ant, rather than `fa rm to fo rk' which is p roducer-driven.

Ian Macintosh: The agenda of SAFE does not confo rm to this one { they're not

p repa red to talk with the industry / p roducers. If they a re not meat consumers,

they have no place at this table!

Rob yn: RNZSPCA do try to be inclusive with SAFE to highlight that the SPCA

is being p roactive and measuring w elfa re, while also being rep resented here toda y .

Selwyn: Where does resea rch �t in this p rocess { changes at all a reas?
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Welfare 
assessment

Consumer-driven
• focus on outcome standards

• based on Five Freedoms
• higher than minimum standards

• facultative participation

Legislation-driven
• emphasis on environment-based standards
• based on legislated mimimum standards

• requires institutional regulatory apparatus (e.g. state vet services)
• mandatory; formally structured; rigid interpretation of legislation

Industry-driven
• ‘self-regulatory’ approach, i.e. farmer 

self-check or audit

• emphasis on environment-based 
standards (easily verifiable)

• based on legislated mimimum standards

Welfare 
assessment

Welfare 
assessment

Consumer-driven
• focus on outcome standards

• based on Five Freedoms
• higher than minimum standards

• facultative participation

Legislation-driven
• emphasis on environment-based standards
• based on legislated mimimum standards

• requires institutional regulatory apparatus (e.g. state vet services)
• mandatory; formally structured; rigid interpretation of legislation

Industry-driven
• ‘self-regulatory’ approach, i.e. farmer 

self-check or audit

• emphasis on environment-based 
standards (easily verifiable)

• based on legislated mimimum standards

Daan continued to conceptualise the `indicato r tool' { ho w it will w o rk p ractically .

Noting the diverse nature of the po rk industry in NZ, the tool p roposed is to have a

modula r structure. This w a y , it can be 
exibly applied to cover all p roduction secto rs

on-fa rm and the modules can be mixed and matched to each sepa rate fa rm:

1. Overview of p roduction / o wner / stockmanship / management

2. F a rro wing

3. Mating

4. P ost w eaning

Each module will cover all the relevant components to enable an overall assessment of

w elfa re. A pa rallel w as dra wn with the US Swine W elfa re assurance p rogramme (SW AP)

{ this industry-driven initiative focuses on these points as w ell as sta� training / skills. In

pa rticula r, the SW AP de�nes a `site' as any unit of p roduction in which the circumstances

a re not identical to others; this implies that each site should be assessed.
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Cover sheet

Questionnaire interview:
� production
� management
� husbandry

Assessment: housing site

Assessment: housing site Assessment: housing site

Assessment: housing site

Integrate into overall
welfare “score”

Comments and discussion

Selwyn: Enquired as to who the assesso rs w ould be? Answ er from Cheryl: this

is not in the scope of this p roject.

David: Citing outputs of a recent Australian conference, David repo rted on con-

fusion in the direction of nutrition, environment and health in w elfa re assessment.

He is ho w ever optimistic rega rding the state of the science, and ho w fa r w e have

come. The science rega rding environment-based measures is w ell-elabo rated and

there is a lot of info rmation / data to use. This realistically tak es ca re of 80%

of w elfa re, which w e can quantify . As our understanding increases, w e also w ant

to include the remaining 20% in our assessments; this is la rgely accounted fo r

b y animal-based observations (behaviour and mental state). Looking at relevant

indicato rs { space, pain, stresso rs { is mo re di�cult, and there is not y et a lot

of science available at p resent. The challenge is to �nd the k ey indicato rs that

will `unlock' such indicato rs. But it must be ackno wledged that this is really the

`�ne tuning'; the bulk of the w o rk has been done!
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Naomi Cogger: facilitated session 1

Naomi ask ed the pa rticipants to think about and mak e notes of relevant w elfa re indices in

di�erent p roduction groups: fa rro wing; dry so w and mating; w eaner and gro w er / �nisher

pigs; and indices that w ere generic, i.e. applicable to all p roduction groups. These contri-

butions w ere subsequently discussed and classi�ed into four catego ries: perfo rmance-

related; behaviour-related; health-related; and environment-related. The info rmation

elicited from the pa rticipants is p resented in a table as T able 1.

Naomi Cogger: facilitated session 2

The second session ca rried on where the �rst left o�; the goal w as to further re�ne and

enhance the lists of indicato rs. T o this end, the fo rmat w as changed a round a bit: generic

indicato rs w ere no w considered under the catego ries nutrition, environment and health.

These w ere each subdivided into animal indices, facilities indices and stockhandler indices.

David raised the question to what extent a number of these indices (pa rticula rly relating

to stockhandling) w ere a question of interp retation, i.e. whether they could truly be useful

as indicato rs. Therefo re, the exercise w as repeated, no w concentrating on outcomes that

the pa rticipants felt w ere measurable in a menaingful w a y . The resulting 3x3 matrix is

p resented in the second T able.

As an interesting and general point, there seemed to be consensus amongst the pa r-

ticipants that the tool should deliver what an experienced stockperson is capable of doing

intuitively and on a daily basis in terms of inspection and observation: picking up on

signals that convince them that `things a re OK' o r equally , that `something is wrong'.

Some of these signals a re obvious and w ell-described; ho w ever, there is an element which

ma y be a combination of familia rit y with the environment and a certain empathy with the

animals (which is pa rt experience and pa rt skill). These signals a re subtle and ma y not

easily be scienti�cally de�ned o r measurable. Ideally , the assessment tool will enable a less

experienced observer to reco rd the same signals, lead to the same outcome, and, if there

a re p roblems, identify where things a re wrong.

David Mello r: summing-up

The point w e've reached toda y and the usefulness of the w o rk that has been perfo rmed is

pa rt of an ongoing p rocess. The �ve facto rs mentioned ea rlier (nutrition, environmental,

health, behaviour, mental state) a re 80% established b y science and good p ractice; this

leads through to p ro-active application. Ho w ever, animal w elfa re science cannot, in theo ry ,

resolve issues such as minimum space allo w ances because in many cases w e simply don't

kno w o r can't tell. There a re a number of pa rties with di�erent `agendas' e.g. industry
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and societ y (the greater public), and it is bet w een these that such decisions must be made.

W e will not end up with answ ers allo wing us to mak e unambiguous judgements rega rd-

ing w elfa re status. But w e can use the current info rmation and kno wledge to investigate,

under given conditions rega rding health and w elfa re, what recommendations could be

made. This ma y imply using standa rds which cannot necessa rily be p roven scienti�cally ,

but which do mak e logical, emotional sense (and hence inco rpo rate an intuitive compo-

nent), and which a re reasonable and acceptable to all.

It is necessa ry to cla rify endpoints of what w e a re trying to achieve. F o r example,

ranking (on a scale of 1 to 3: excellent / OK / poo r) the animal-based indicato rs which

will be relevant. Ho w satis�ed a re w e that the responses a re meaningful, i.e. what do

they point to? It is necessa ry to o rder and p rio ritise the indices discussed toda y and clea rly

exp ress them; which indices a re common and which (fo r example noise) a re compound;

and give further thought to facilities indices, which ma y identify stockmanship issues.

W e also need to think about the next step, and avoid losing the momentum to date.

Ho w speci�c can w e be with the indicato rs, and what is the value / utilit y of the inter-

p retation? The Bristol model is a useful app roach: the assessment is a snapshot which

can identify the current status and ma y highlight possible future issues. The impo rtance

of health in the overall assessment should be emphasized. The questionnaire and reco rds

p rovide data on p roduction and perfo rmance, but a lot of the assessment is purely observa-

tional { looking at the fa rm, w alking with the pigs and observing interactions / responses

and behaviour. Lastly , it is necessa ry to de�ne critical issues that cause a fa rm to fail o r

not on w elfa re measures.

And no w, what next?

The w o rkshop had three strategic functions. Firstly , peer review and critical app raisal

w as necessa ry to mak e sure that no relevant points had been overlook ed. Secondly , the

combined kno wledge and experience of the pa rticipants w as very useful in generating ideas

fo r assessment, pa rticula rly from a p ractical point of view (i.e. scope fo r e�ective on-fa rm

assessment). Thirdly , as a consequence of the b road rep resentation of stak eholders in the

p roduction secto r, p rio rities of the di�erent pa rties could be rep resented. The w o rkshop

w as successful in the �rst t w o respects; the third is mo re di�cult to evaluate, but the

lack of notable dissent might indicate this, too, to be the case.

The p roposed indicato rs, as p resented in Appendices 1 and 2, will be inco rpo rated

into a fo rm suitable fo r assessment. The contents of these appendices will be combined

to p revent loss of info rmation. As the w o rkshop discussion could never be exhaustive, a

number of potential indicato rs w as not discussed (pa rticula rly environment-based indica-

to rs) { which is not to sa y that these a re not impo rtant. It is therefo re p roposed that
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the w o rkshop outputs a re matched up with the list of indicato rs p resented in the p rio r

literature review. Indicato rs from the review that w ere not discussed in the w o rkshop can

be included if they a re relevant under the existing Code; also, b y compa ring with the Code,

any oversight of eventual indicato rs required to give coverage of the minimum standa rds

can be recti�ed. This will result in a generic p rotocol applicable to all p roduction stages,

supplemented per p roduction stage with indicato rs that a re relevant in that pa rticula r

scena rio due to speci�c housing o r environmental features.

A timeline of the p roject has been given in the T able 3. Acco rding to this, a second,

simila r stak eholder meeting is to be o rganised b y 20 F eb rua ry 2008. Befo re this time, an

on-fa rm pilot will have tak en place, using the developed amalgamated lists of assessment

indicato rs.

The objectives of the second meeting a re thus:

1. Project team: repo rt on the p rogress to date, including p resenting the list of

indicato rs used fo r, and the �ndings and experiences of, the on-fa rm pilot.

2. F urther discuss and comment on the list of indicato rs.

3. Combining these points, revise and adjust the indicato rs suitable fo r a second

on-fa rm pilot b y the p roject team.
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C.3 T able 1. Pig w elfa re assessment indicato rs from �rst fa-

cilitated session

Note that there w as inevitably a lot of duplication: the follo wing table has been compiled

to include the full range of indicato rs while reducing this repetition. Despite this, some

repetition remains which w as inherent in the w o rding on the post-its. This w as further

reduced in the second session.

F a rro wing Dry so w and mating P ost w eaning Generic (all stages)

P erfo rmance

Mo rtalit y Body condition sco re Mo rtalit y Body condition sco re

W eaning w eight Nutrition { p regnancy Gro wth rates Nutrition indices

Body condition sco re Breeding herd perfo r-

mance

Age at w eaning Level of veterina ry intervention /

consultation

Return rates Body condition sco re Overall mo rtalit y / mo rbidit y of in-

juries, disease

Empt y da ys Medication rates P erfo rmance data (p roductivit y

measures)

Abo rtion rate F eed levels

Replacement rate

(culls and deaths)

W ater consumption (per pen, per

crate, . . . )

Gilt mating age Sta� training

Behaviour

Suckling behaviour Fighting / aggression Bullying Activit y / inactivit y

F a rro wing abilit y `Contentment' Socializing Demeano r

Scratching T ail biting V ocalisation / non-vocalisation

So w relaxed and easily

manipulated

Noise: coughing /

squealing / �ghting

Speci�c behaviours (no rmal o r ab-

no rmal)

Abilit y to p rotect

piglets (instinctive

behaviour)

Socialisation: abilit y

to interact with other

pigs

Abno rmal t ypes o r frequency of be-

haviour (e.g. scratching fo r mange

versus loose skin)

`Contentment' Lying behaviour { group?

Socialisation

Abilit y to move in a controlled

group if contained

Restlessness / agitation

Signs of `comfo rt'

Contentedness / w ellbeing

Human interaction: app roach ob-

server, remain still, move a w a y

Response to stock handlers

Health

Shoulder abscesses /

skin lesions from p res-

sure points

No �ght injuries /

w ounds

Animals that can't

w alk on 4 legs

Signs of injury: old and new /

p revalence of injury

Injuries and lesions Scratching Level of scratching Signs and mo rbidit y of disease

Mastitis Medication and rates Open w ounds

Scratching Open w ounds Locomotion: lameness

Open w ounds / so res

on legs

Prevalence of lameness
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Skin and coat condition

Abno rmal excretions / secretions

`Bright ey es'

Environment

T emperature, lighting

etc.

\Contentment", so-

cializing

Huddling and temper-

ature

Acceptabilit y of �ttings, 
oo ring

etc.

Piglets: access to so w Lighting, comfo rt Access to feed Lighting

So w: access to piglets

and abilit y to nurture

So ws resting comfo rt-

ably

Lying behaviour in

heat

Air qualit y (dust and ammonia:

ey es and smell)

Thirst Constant w ater supply F eeder design Hygiene of a rea and stock

Abilit y to stand up and

lie do wn

Protection from bully-

ing

Ammonia levels in air

{ ey e and smell test

V ermin / rodent control

Hygiene of a rea and

stock

Manipulative material

{ to ys

T emperature management

Bivalent temperature

management

Hygiene of environ-

ment and stock

Abilit y to avoid heat and cold

V entilation manage-

ment

W ater and food availabilit y

Abilit y to avoid cold

environments

Site cleanliness and tidiness

\Comfo rt"

Sepa rate activit y a reas

Race width

Qualit y of bedding / pasture

Propo rtion of animals panting

Physical pa rameters

Propo rtion of animals shivering

Loading ramp angle

F eeder design

Stock moving equipment

T ranspo rt equipment

Surface of alleyw a ys

Noise

Humidit y
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C.4 T able 2. Pig w elfa re assessment indicato rs from second

facilitated session

The 3x3 matrix belo w contains the indicato rs that w ere selected as rep resenting mo re

easily measurable outcomes; it can be considered the �nal output of the w o rkshop.

F eed and w ater Environment Health

Animal Body condition sco re: E�ect on health status: Injuries and disease:

indices { consider p roduction stage { lameness p revalence { respirato ry

{ va riabilit y also impo rtant { skin lesions / w ounds { alimenta ry

{ minimum inhibito ry level { p ressure w ounds (ulcers) { locomoto ry

{ indicato r: shoulder ulcers { tail / vulva / ea r biting { injuries (lesions)

{ indicato r: backbone / hairy T emperature indicato rs: Letha rgic / dead pigs

Indicato rs of thirst: { huddling Signs of good health:

{ agitation / bossiness { p ropo rtion shivering { `bight ey es'

{ noise level / squealing { p ropo rtion panting { inquisitive demeanour

{ restlessness / active Behavioural indicato rs: { �ne haired, pink skinned

{ pa rtial block: congestion { social behaviour Scratching

at point; �ghting { nervous behaviour

{ total block: no congestion; { �ghting

restlessness { percentage lying

{ udder shape in so ws (esp. { `contentedness'

outdoo r) { stereot ypic behaviour

{ dry dung Hygiene (clean / dirt y pigs)

{ attraction to w ater: the Manipulative materials

`buck et of w ater' test

F acilities W ater supply and qualit y: Stocking rate

indices { no. pigs / nipple Air qualit y:

{ 
o w rate { ammonia

{ design of drink ers { dustiness

(nipples, bo wls) Light

{ w ater qualit y (troughs) Rodent control

{ messing with w ater (w et R + M


oo rs) Maintenance, repair and

F eed supply and qualit y: p resentation (sha rp

{ w astage (e.g. mycoto xins) p rojections, �ttings, 
oo r

qualit y etc.)

Drafts?

Access to feed and w ater

Abilit y to stand and lie do wn

Stockhandler Capacit y to recognise hunger Use of app rop riate equipment Capacit y to recognise the

indices and thirst Level of experience and range of symptoms

Production reco rds: gro wth training Medicine / vaccine use

rates Response of stock to handler

(
ight distance and app roach

time)

Recognize point of interven-

tion fo r treatment and de-

struction

F eed levels Stockhandler st yle and tem-

perament

Adequate treatment / de-

struction technique

Use of stock moving equip-

ment
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T able 3. Project timeline and milestones

Collect welfare
literature

Collect legislation /
regulation
literature

Collect farm
assurance / self
audit literature

Collect current on-
farm assessment

protocols

Peer consultation of key
persons in major pig-
producing countries

Literature review

1/09/2007

1/08/2007 31/05/2008

1/10/2007 1/11/2007 1/12/2007 1/01/2008 1/02/2008 1/03/2008 1/04/2008 1/05/2008

Develop
appropriate list of

indicators

First stakeholders
workshop

Circulated to
stakeholders for

consultation

Second
stakeholders

workshop

1st on-farm pilot of
welfare indicators

and protocol

Meeting report
and generated list

of indicators

Final report (draft)
to MAF

Final report
(approved) to MAF

Outline of work
schedule to MAF

Page 1

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

Friday, 1 February 2008

Draft literature
review

2nd on-farm pilot of
welfare indicators

and protocol

Meeting report
and revised list of

indicators

1st stakeholders
meeting

2nd stakeholders
meeting

Final
report

Draft final
report
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App endix D

Presentation, second consultation /

stak eholder meeting

Second Consultation Meeting, Second Consultation Meeting, 

Welfare Indicators for PigsWelfare Indicators for Pigs

Development of an Development of an 

onon --farm assessment toolfarm assessment tool
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ProgrammeProgramme

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

14:30 – 15:00

Facilitated discussion of the tool developed (if 
necessary)

13:00 – 14:30

Lunch12:30 – 13:00

Facilitated discussion of the tool developed 11:00 – 12:30

Description of on-farm welfare assessment tool10:30 – 11:00

Introduction & summary of last meeting10:00 – 10:30

Morning tea / muffins9:30 – 10:00

Collect welfare
literature

Collect legislation /
regulation
literature

Collect farm
assurance / self
audit literature

Collect current on-
farm assessment

protocols

Peer consultation of key
persons in major pig-
producing countries

Literature review

1/09/2007

1/08/2007 15/05/2008

1/10/2007 1/11/2007 1/12/2007 1/01/2008 1/02/2008 1/03/2008 1/04/2008 1/05/2008

Develop
appropriate list of

indicators

First stakeholders
workshop

Circulated to
stakeholders for

consultation

Second
stakeholders

workshop

1st on-farm pilot of
welfare indicators

and protocol

Meeting report
and generated list

of indicators

Final report (draft)
to MAF

Final report
(approved) to MAF

Outline of work
schedule to MAF

Page 1

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

Friday, 21 December 2007

Draft literature
review

2nd on-farm pilot of
welfare indicators

and protocol

Final
report

1st stakeholders
meeting

Draft final
report

2nd stakeholders
meeting

Meeting report
and revised list of

indicators

We are 
here!
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1. Introduction1. Introduction

� 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 tool2. Development of the tool

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
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Approach and prioritiesApproach and priorities

� 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

Problems facedProblems faced

� 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?
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� The best things in life are simple

� Ian’s inspired 4 a.m.           moment: don’t mix – match!

Our solutionOur solution

ABO Code CodeABO

CodeABO

The protocolThe protocol

� 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
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Separate protocols per production section:
- Farrowing 
- Dry sows
- Weaners / growers / finishers
- Boars

3 components:
- Hunger and thirst
- Interaction with physical environment
- Health, injury and disease
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Animal-based indicators in the left column, corresponding 
Minimum Standards in the right column

- ‘Generic’ list of 5 – 6 animal-based indicators
- Specific details given overleaf
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Assessment of each indicator 
following traffic-light system

Corresponding relevant 
Minimum Standard(s)
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Additional informationAdditional information

� 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
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The onThe on --farm pilotfarm pilot

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
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AdvantagesAdvantages of the systemof the system

� 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

Current status & what next?Current status & what next?

� Feedback from panel (next!)
� Second on-farm pilot & brief MAF
� Prepare final report
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3. Facilitated session3. Facilitated session

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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App endix E

Second consultation / stak eholder

meeting rep o rt

E.1 Rep o rt of a meeting held in the Rata Ro om, Wha rerata,

Massey Universit y , P almerston No rth, on F rida y 14

th

Ma rch

2008

A ttendees

F rances Clement NZPIB

Cheryl O'Conno r MAF

Nicky Cross MAF

Selwyn Dobbinson NA W A C

Daan Vink Massey Universit y

David Mello r Massey Universit y

Rob yn Kippenberger RNZSPCA

Colin Ka y P o rk Producer and NZPIB

David La wton NZPig V et Societ y

Grant Boston NZPIB

Naomi Cogger Massey Universit y

Ian Ba rugh Massey Universit y

Maggie Honey�eld-Ross (in pa rt) Massey Universit y

Apologies: Ian MacIntosh, Nigel Y oung, Graham T a ylo r, Neil Managh, John Rio rdan (po rk

p roducers) and Eric Neumann (Massey Universit y).
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E.2 Meeting notes

Ian Ba rugh: w elcome and intro duction

W elfa re indicato r to ol

Daan Vink p rovided a review of p rogress to date, a recap of the �rst w o rkshop and the

evolution of the on fa rm w elfa re indicato rs `tool'. He then p resented the concept of the

`tool' covered in the handout slides [ p resented in Appendix D ]. Discussion a rose on a

number of points, which w ere further elabo rated during the facilitated session.

F acilitated session

Naomi Cogger led the discussion a round the w elfa re `tool' that Daan described. The

summa ry of the discussion and points raised a re p rovided belo w.

Note that the focus of the discussion (including the points noted belo w) is essentially

a `w o rk in p rogress' review fo r further consideration b y the resea rchers responsible fo r this

p roject, and also fo r the potential application of the `tool' mo re generally . These notes

a re not intended to p rovide a stand-alone document.

General comments

{ Useful tool { measures what it should (i.e. animal indices)

{ Is subjective and ho w much mo re open to abuse will it be? T rying to `catch people in,

not catch them out'

{ Ho w applicable will this be to the outdoo r environment?

{ Ma y need di�erent suppo rting notes fo r behaviour on outdoo r fa rm (note that further

w o rk is intended to p rovide app rop riate suppo rting notes on the back of the sheets)

{ Ho w dependent on a person's kno wledge of industry?

{ Ho w much training is required to mak e an inspecto r?

{ Need inspecto rs who understand?

{ Need to agree on an action if there a re red / amber?

{ Could be used b y fa rmers / mangers to check w elfa re

{ Self education tool fo r industry

{ Need a `wrapper' a round to put the tool in context (e.g. asking questions about

p roduction)

{ Ho w do really sick animals �t in? Are sick animals alw a ys a w elfa re issue?

{ Good to have and it has ended up where it needs to



97

{ Need a cut-o� fo r the p roject but need to k eep the w o rk going

� Should w e move from development to testing?

� MAF is p repa red to have mo re testing befo re �nal repo rt

� Does extra funding need to be p rovided?

{ Issue of p recision

� This is not a p recise tool { it will give a general idea

{ Moves to w a rds the intention of the W elfa re Act

{ Ea rlier codes re
ect the state of the science and also from a legal standpoint it is

easier to have objective measures

� Industry engaged in the development of codes. Process will evolve and needs to

k eep developing

{ Broader issue that NA W A C need to think about ho w to apply this app roach to other

species as w ell

{ Commitment from pig industry has alw a ys been to imp rove animal w elfa re

{ Minimum size standa rds need to be related to animal size not general

{ Will need to w o rk on an agreed position on minimum standa rds p rio r to amending the

code

{ Could this tool be used to assess so w housing

� Ma ybe if w e add p roductivit y indicato rs

{ Will assessment of stockmanship be included in the introducto ry session

� It will be sho w up when doing the assessment

� F a rms can be sho rt-sta�ed but they will still focus on k ey issues a�ecting w elfa re

Detailed discussion of the to ol

{ What does mobilit y mean?

� Someone who dislik es stalls w ould give mobilit y a red light if so w stalls w ere used

� Mobilit y ma y need to de�ned di�erently: `a re they able to move' rather than does

{ not the situation they a re in

� P ossible alternative generic w o rd fo r mobilit y could be agitated, restlessness o r

active?

{ Need a peep test (i.e. look in befo re y ou go into the shed)

� This is a training / a w a reness issue fo r assesso rs

{ Need the info rmation on back underneath the generic terms to cla rify what is needed.

{ Do w e need to total number of red / green / amber? Meeting does not favour totalling
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because one red should be considered serious

{ What de�nes amber from red?

� T raining issue fo r assesso rs { check repeatabilit y of sco res

� Amber requires further discussion to cla rify what is the `tipping' point.

{ Do w e need to include a resolve column?

� Need space to sho w the �nal result (i.e. need space o r time)

� Need to directly address the issues and space to sa y what happened

{ Will there be a follo w-up visit?

� It is not clea r ho w the w elfa re tool will be used in the future?

{ F a rmer ma y have a stricter requirement / w o rk to a higher standa rd because looking

at p roduction

{ T ool could miss pigs that have contaminated feed such as mycoto xin contamination,

when pigs have ready access to feed but will not eat it? W ould they not be sho wing

behaviour o r other signs they a re hungry?

{ Comments section is too small

{ T ext on the back fo r faeces needs to be expanded

{ T ool could be used to identify `big picture' p roblems

{ T raining of inspecto rs will need to be addressed

{ Don't need a w elfa re tool to pick up that a fa rm is a `train wreck'. This tool is not

just fo r `train wreck' situations

� This tool could be used to get a case fo r p rosecution

� Industry ma y need to consider training of inspecto rs to ensure they understand

po rk p roduction

� Criteria fo r red etc. . . can be tailo red to the situation (e.g. manager w ants to set

higher standa rds)

{ The tool allo ws y ou to identify a p roblem, from which y ou `tease out' the reasons o r

causes of the p roblem

{ Are all reds created equal?

� Should w e w eight all reds the same?

� D V and IB have moved a w a y from w eighting the systems to p rogress the p roject.

The tool highlights w elfa re indicato rs which allo w further `teasing out' of p roblems

and causes.

{ Responsibilit y under the W elfa re Code

� Under the Act both the o wner and person in cha rge a re responsible fo r meeting

the legal obligations fo r animal w elfa re
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{ Issues of sta� { need to resolve

{ Interaction with the physical environment { some aspects need to be covered

{ It is the info rmation on the back that actually p rovides the info rmation o r description

qualifying the indicato r observed?

� Need to have clea r linking of info rmation on the back to front of the reco rding

sheet

What is missing from the sheet

{ Need to have an introducto ry session / survey of manager at outset to set the scene.

{ F acilities needs to be included in the �rst `wrapper'

{ Add a tra�c lights to temperature and ventilation

� Do not include light as a tra�c light

{ These issues a re going to be di�erent fo r outdoo r fa rms

{ Animals fed b read look full so di�cult to assess BCS

{ Other non-animal based indicato rs ma y need to included

� Air qualit y

� D V sa ys that minimum standa rds do cover some of physical environment

� Ma y need to inco rpo rate a subjective measure

� Cough count in the shed (e.g. mo re than 3 coughs per minute)

{ Need to look fo r physical p roblems that ma y p resent a w elfa re issue in the future:

� Something `sha rp' in the pen

� P oo r ventilation (this will have e�ect on the animal)

� T emperature (this will have e�ect on the animal)

� Can y ou smell the ammonia?

{ The hygiene issue ma y need to be of the 
oo r not the individual pigs

{ Ma ybe need to think about other issues

� Ho w pigs moved and handled on fa rm?

� Do they use backing boa rds to move pigs o r do they use electric p rodders

� Is w elfa re comp romised b y moving of pigs t w o o r three deep? If it is fo r a sho rt

interval, is this allo w able?

{ When thinking about the this tool it can not do everything? Need to kno w what it

can't do?

{ Code does not cover o� ho w pigs a re moved on fa rm. Does this need to be included

in tra�c light system?
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{ Animal husbandry skills ma y not be detected b y the tool. But if no w elfa re issue is

this a p roblem?

{ Injuries is an indicato r of w elfa re

{ W o rd `appea rance' caused p roblems so w e should add:

� Need to include a speci�c section fo r p resence of injuries?

� Have injuries and abno rmalities (speci�cally fo r section 3)

{ The tool is blunt and will require training material o r p rogram to be developed

{ Stockmanship is not included in the tool

� Could ask the question sta� who have done the ProHand course

{ Who should y ou talk to? Owner o r stockman?

� The person y ou will talk to depends on the reason

� Need to talk to the person actually handling the stock

{ This tool could be included in a NZPIB qualit y assurance tool

Where to from here

Need to w o rk on descripto rs on the back and develop mo re fully

{ Ideally with a small group of individuals with technical expertise

{ Need to have di�erent green / red / amber criteria fo r indoo r and outdoo r

{ SD to w o rk with Daan and Ian to develop outdoo r fa rms

{ F ocus on the fa rro wing and so ws

{ Is eco ba rn considered indoo r o r outdoo r Discussion with po rk p roducers rega rding the

tool

Once modi�cation to on fa rm w elfa re indicato r `tool' has been undertak en:

{ F urther on fa rm testing required

� Identify fa rms that w ould be a `bad' example

� What is `bad' ? Di�cult to do o r because not many green lights

{ T est with people not involved of the tool: DL and SD to test on a few pig fa rm visits

{ Supply �nal repo rt.

{ END OF CURRENT PROJECT

F uture steps?

{ What about inter-rater reliabilit y?

{ Compa rison of tra�c light to minimum standa rds a re they giving the same picture

{ Ma ybe integrate the tool into a NZPIB / commercial qualit y assurance p rogramme.
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App endix F

Proto col fo r the on-fa rm w elfa re

assessment of pigs

The p rotocol which is included belo w consists of �ve sections:

1. Instructions fo r usage (pages 1 to 4).

2. A questionnaire section , to be administered b y the inspecto r(s) per interview, to

evaluate indicato rs related to stockmanship, husbandry and management (pages 5

to 7).

3. The w elfa re assessment p roto col , which is completed during inspection of the

animals, facilities and environment. One such p rotocol is to be completed fo r every

site on the p roduction unit (pages 8 to 15). Note that this p rotocol has been

designed fo r t w o-sided p rinting, with supplementa ry info rmation on the overside to

assist interp retation.

4. An evaluation section , which summa rises the �ndings fo r discussion with the fa rm

personnel (page 16).

5. Guidelines fo r interp retation o r quantitative assessment (including a sco re sheet),

should such info rmation be helpful (pages 17 to 19). This info rmation w as derived

from the US Swine W elfa re Assurance Program (SW AP)

25

.
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