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Overall project aim quality

Applying extensive husbandry practices to improve the
iIntrinsic and extrinsic quality of pork and broiler meat

Extensive practices for pigs:
 Quantity of space: space allowance
 Quality of space: enrichment

« Roughage

« Breeds
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Subtask on pig welfare quality

O Describe variation in animal welfare indicators across different levels of
intensive and extensive production

0 Slaughter pigs (30 kg until slaughter)
0 80 herds in total
0 20 Danish, 20 Polish, 20 Italian and 20 Spanish herds
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Five herd cotegories: quality

increasing extensification

Intensive indoor: conventional, N=30

Intensive outdoor run: conventional, N=6
Intensive outdoor run: organic, N=12

Extensive outdoor pasture: conventional, N=24
Extensive outdoor pasture: organic, N=8
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Intensive indoor: quality

conventional
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Herd type

- Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds

- Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds
- Intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds
l:l Extensive, conventional (EC), n = 24 herds

l:l Extensive, organic (EO), n = 8 herds
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Intensive with outdoor run:
conventional and organic
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Herd type
- Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds
- Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds
[ intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds
l:l Extensive, conventional (EC), n = 24 herds
l:l Extensive, organic (EO), n = 8 herds
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Extensive on pasture: quality

conventional and organic
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Herd type

- Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds
- Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds
[ intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds
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l:l Extensive, organic (EO), n = 8 herds
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. Adjusted the welfare assessment protocol from WQ
Trained and calibroted assessors from each country
Farm visits:

Interview with the farmer about monagement, and ressources
On farm reqgistration of welfare indicators of 4 pens/flocks (~100 pigs)

. Human avoidance test (behaviour observation)
. Qtwck bchowour scan (posture, manipulation, resting, panting,shivering,
ereotypies)
. 10 min continuous behaviour observations (mounting, play and
aggression)
. Clinical health exomination

S chuwmrcsourccs (space, bedding, dirtiness, rooting material, fc#dcrs ond
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RESULTs

Preliminary and exploratory analysis
from the welfare assessment on the
80 pig farms
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How did ressource-based indicators vary
across and within herd type?
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Space allowance

Large variation both within
intensive and the extensive
farms

Space clearly increased
with herd type of
increasing extensification
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Space allowance

> 100 m2 per pig
° °
3-100 m2 per pigH . °
OO
. o © ° o ©
1-3 m2 per pig . ° .°:°
® o0
'3
<1 m2 per pig o o
% ¢
1IC IORC IORO EC EO
Herd type Herd type

Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds
Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds
Intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds
Extensive, conventional (EC), n = 24 herds

Extensive, organic (EO), n = 8 herds




Enrichment

Large variation within
intensive farms

Quality of enrichment
tended to increase with
herd type of increasing
extensification.
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Enrichment

Paddock/Pasture 1
[ ]
®
Straw/Roughage 1 & . ° ° =
oo ° o ° o
.. % o
Point 1 ® o ©
oint source ° .:. -
o o A
None 1 ' 4 s S
[ ]
1C IORC IORO EC EO
Herd type Herd type
® Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds
® Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds
© Intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds
Extensive, conventional (EC), n = 24 herds
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Feeding method and access

%
Wet feeding - can all eat together A

Feeding methods T 1

Wet feeding - cannot all eat together 1

Two type of feeding
methods dominated

Dry feeding - can all eat together

NO Clear pattern in feeding Dry feeding - cannot all eat together 1 \.; See ;::
0 &
method over herd type of
. . .= . 11C IORC IORO EC EO
increasing extensification. . Herd type

® Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds
@ Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds

© Intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds

Extensive, conventional (EC), n = 24 herds
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RESULTS- animal based indicators
across herd types



Majority of intensive indoor
farms tail docked — but not
all

Majority of extensive farms
did not tail dock AND had
pigs without tail damage —
but not all

Tail shortened (registration)

Compare interview with registrations - tail docking

No tail damage | |

Tail damage

AllA
L ]
Some A A
L)
None
L]
No Yes No Yes
Herd type Tail docking (interview)

e Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds

e Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds

¢ Intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds
Extensive, conventional (EC), n = 24 herds

Extensive, organic (EO), n = 8 herds
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Relationship between extensification factors and tail damage:
Quantity of space
Quality of space
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Quantity of space
and tail domage

All herds recorded with tail damage
had < 3 m? per pig

Herds without tail damage and tails
not docked had > 1 m? per pig

Many herds with no tail damage and all
tails shortend have >100 m? — why ?

Tail shortened

Space allowance

Allf

Some A

None 1

Space allowance

No Yes
Tail damage

<1 m2 per pig (n =23 herds)

1-3 m2 per pig (n = 22 herds)

3-100 m2 per pig (n = 7 herds)

©  >100 m2 per pig (n = 28 herds)




Quélity of space
(enrichment) and tail
damaoge

Herds recorded with tail
damage had either none, point
enrichment or straw/roughage

No herds with paddock access
had tail damage — but some had
pigs with shortend tails
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Tail shortened

All

Some

None

Enrichment

Enrichment Tail damage
®  None (n =9 herds)
®  Point source (n= 21 herds)
Straw/Roughage (n = 17 herds)
o Paddock/Pasture (n = 33 herds)
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Whats next to do ........ quality

We will explore futher

* Variability in more welfare indicators within
herd type — e.g. dirty pigs, lesions....

* Relation between herd type and other
animal based welfare indicators

« Relation between extensification factors
and other animal based welfare indicators
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Hygiene - dirty pigs

Hygiene - dirty pigs
. ’ . .
Pigs’ dirtyness decreased with 2
100 % %
. . . (3% )
categories of increasing
extensification.
51-99 % + e °
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8o o ° %,
1-50 % o ® ° ps v. o0
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1c IORC IORO EC EO
Herd type Herd type
e Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds
© Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds
@ Intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds
* % % F n Extensive, conventional (EC), n = 24 herds .
: : - ded by . Extensive, organic (EO), n=28 herdmeqtqu‘-’htg-cu 2l
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Majority of intensive
farms tail dock

Most extensive
farms do not tail
dock AND manage to
keep tails intact
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Tail docking

Yes+

From farmer interview

No Yes
Herd type Tail biting
e Intensive, indoor, conventional (IIC), n = 30 herds
e Intensive, outdoor run, conventional (IORC), n = 6 herds
¢ Intensive, outdoor run, organic (IORO), n = 12 herds

Extensive, conventional (EC), n = 24 herds

Extensive, organic (EO), n = 8 herds
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