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What is animal welfare?

-- Animal welfare refers to the well-being.df animals,
encompassing their physical and psychological health,
comfort and ability to express_natural_b.,ehav_iou'ris' :
« “In livestock farming it is crucial be‘"c':ause__‘e

° ensures ethical treatmeht of animals ;

* meets fegulatory-require,mentsA '

: improves prod‘u,_ct -g’uality_ |

- aligns with consumer demands

3 Supports'éustainable fafmih'g practiceé

- enhances farm;p_rbfitability
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The Five Freedoms

© « The first widely accepted evidehce-baSéd framework to capture key aspects of animal welfare inone
model AL S |

~+ Originally deVéIoped by the UK Farm A'n‘i,mal.. Welfare Council

Freedom | Freedom = Freedom
from Hunger | from | from Pain, Injury B from Fear
and Thirst . Discomfort or Disease and Distress




The Five Domains

+ The Five Domains model is an advan‘céd

framework used to assess-and promote animal

welfare.
- » Developed by Professor David I'\'/I.ello,r and

colleagues at Massey University in NZ’

Opinion
Updating Animal Welfare Thinking: Moving beyond
the “Five Freedoms” towards “A Life Worth Living”

David J. Mellor

Animal Welfare Science and Bioethics Centre, Institute of Veterinary, Animal and Biomedical Sciences,
Massey University PN 452, Palmerston North 4442, New Zealand; d.j.mellor@massey.ac.nz;
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Mental State
Free farrowing accommodation improvement in mental state‘

Domain 4 Domain 5

Behavioural interaction Mental state
Domain 1 Nutrition Less feed wastage Lower frustration
Ability to turn around and observe Reduced anxiety
_ _ Improved nesting Calmness
Domain 2 Environment _ _
Increased piglet contact Affectionate
Less pain at farrowing Comfort
Domain 3 Health Lower udder damage at weaning Maternal reward
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Five Domains

* Importance of the Five Domains in Animal Welfare
» Holistic approach
- Focus on mental Well-belng

» Practical appllcatlon

. Guidance for improve.ment,

+ Overall, the Flve Domalns model oﬁers a comprehensive framework for understandlng and
improving the Wleare of anlmals recognlsmg the complex. relatlonshlp between physical and

mental weII belng




- Behavioural indicators of welfare

« Natural behaviour |
. Signs of good welfare 'thfbugh positive behaviours
; Expl'oratbry 'behaViqursl g
- Social ihteractioné S
s PRy, behaviour
« Social grooming :

~+ Positive social hierarchies




Behavioural indicators of welfare

« Abnormal behaviours
- Stereotypies
 Cause: often develop in response to Inadequate environments
that limit their ability‘to"perform 'natural behaviours '
« Consequence: can exaee‘rt)‘ate vt/e,lfare Issues by leading to
physical harm S
. Aggression : ' | |
« Cause: often aS|gn of social stress madequate resources or
l poor management practlces '
. '.Consequence can lead to |njur|es |ncreased stress and a.

general decllne In welfare for aII pigs rnvolved
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Assessment tools

« Observation and scoring of behavioufs,
. Observation | ‘
. BOdy'cohditi(‘)n segre.
* Caliper Score L2
+ P2backfat
Lameness |
. I_njuryscore |

e .
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~ Assessment tools

« Observation and scoring of behaviours
. Béhaviour

+ Behavioural ethograms -

« Grimace score

"Lonardi et al. (2013)-
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Sow Behvaiour Ethogram

Behaviour Definition State Event

Maintenance

Eating Sow pulls feed from feeder and eats v

Drinking Sow drinks from sow or piglets nipple v

Posture

L Front legs straight and back end on the

Sitting v
floor

Standing Upright, with all feet on the floor v

Lying ventrally Sow lies on belly v

Lying laterally Sow lies on side v

Posture change Sow changes position v

Nesting/stereotypies

Nesting - Hessian Sow interacts with hessian v v
Back and forth movements with nose or

Nosing crate fixture face on ground, bars, drinker and feeder | v ¥
but no drinking or feeding

Bar biting Biting bars with mouth v
Sow moves head back and forth over the
lip of the feeder, but isnt eating. Feed

Feed wasting falls into the bowl but is not being
eaten. May be difficult to separate from
feeding.
Animal opens and closes mouth in air, ” ’

Champing

often has foamy mouth
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~ Assessment tools

« Observation and scoring of behaviours

. Mental State

Startle test : .
Anticipatory behaviour -
Novel object

Cognitive bias test




Assessment tools -

. Startle test

The startle response is the refI"exive' movement of an
animal to the sudden exposure of an unexpected
stimulus, such as Ioud noise
The Defense Cascade WhICh |s.an -adaptive suit of
responses evotved toensure approp‘r'i‘ate detection,
evaluation and response to 'alteri.ng.stimuli

. Compenents of tne DefensetCasCad‘e response

are mod'ulated by' affective state, ma'king them
‘ vaIuabIe indicators of these states | =

EasHy appllcable on farm o




Assessment tools

b Anticipatory behaviour _
- Animals are able to antic.iioate future events and can be trained to recognize cues t'hat sign‘al\ the o i, b
arrival of‘pleasant of aversive experiences | "
* This ant|C|pat|on can be measured and animals will show:
*  Withdrawal and reduced act|V|ty when anticipating an aversive experience
‘e Increased act|V|ty and- |nvest|gat|ve behaviour when anticipating a pleasant experience
. The value of the ant|C|pated resource is dependent on the internal state of the animal
. Thus-k the amount of an.tlelpatory behaviour shown has been propo'sed as an |nd|cator" of

_positive affect in animals

Rﬂrk



Assessment tools

"« Novel object test '

. Widely used behavioural assessment to evaluate
curiosity,'fearfulhéss and exlp'lo’ratory' behaviour when
confronted with a novel object |

* Pigs that quickly approa.ch and intéract with the object
are considered less fearful-an.d— more curious,

sugg_esting a positive w_elfaré state

o ﬁ' “el

Entrance =
Observer |

\

Clouard et al. (2016)




- Assessment tools

-« Cognitive bias test |
. Behavioural assessment used to measure the emotional
state of an animal, by evaluating how th.ey interpret and
ambiguous stimuli i B
*  Work by Doyle e t al. (2018) f_c.)‘und that sows touched the

positive cue 98% of the time and the average response time

was 0.4 = 0.04s; negative cu‘efil-‘l%_touched, average of 3.8 .

0.04s; ambiguous cue 55% touched, average 2.6 = 0.13s
 .This differentiation between cues is'the critical component.
showing that the animal has learnt the difference between the’

two reference cues and judged th'e'ambigu_ous'cue_ differently .

Non-rewarded
target

Ambiguous
target

Rewarded
target

W

Doyle et al.(2018)




- Qualitative behavioural assessment

- Qualitative behavioural assessment (QBA)

« The human scoring of an animal behavioural expression or

body language

is able to express her natural
behaviour?

Question Descriptor Scale Descriptor
How would you classify the Agitated, tense, 1 2 3 Alert, playful, satisfied
sows demeanour? annoyed, frustrated, —
aggravated, stressed
How well do you think the sow | Not very well 1 2 3 Very well
* ...........

‘ e : : 31 3 > A :
SuriPnik




Qualitative behavioural assessment
« How is QBA applied to pigs? | .
| « QBAIs based on the integrati.'on of,'ihlfo_rmation that would otherwise be
lost in quantrtatrve approaches | 4
* QBA allows for the use ‘of descrrptors that have expressive connotations
| of the animal (r e. calm; excrted anxrous or aggravated)

* Behavioural assessment focus on what the animal does, QBA focusses

on-h_ow the animal performs the _ac;tron

Question Descriptor Scale Descriptor
How would you classify the Agitated, tense, 1 2 3 4 5 Alert, playful, satisfied
sows demeanour? annoyed, frustrated, < >

aggravated, stressed

How well do you think the sow | Not very well 1 2 3 4 5 Very well
is able to express her natural < >
behaviour?




Qualitative behavioural assessment

"« Limitations

- While some critics may dismiss QBA as anthropomorphic the statistical analysis involved in OBA" o
sorts terms into a relative rank between individual viewers and groups | “

. Wemelsfeldér et al. (2012) étudied the interobserver and intraobserver reliability of pig farmers,
vets and animal aCtivists and.found that they not only had significant consensus among the
group but also between groups :

oA potentlal weakness of QBA is its sensmwty to contextual blas such as an observer may look at
a free -range’ plg Vs an indoor setting and make the judgement that the free range pig must be
“happier’ | | o .

« Wemelsfelder et al. (2009) found;c.ont_extual bias is unlikely to seriously distort ovérserved |

~ Characteirization. of pig expression




- Qualitative behavioural assessment

QBA welfare assessment
, 50
~« QBA use commercially >
- Unpublished work by our research group investigated i : } ;

the attitudes and“bpihions of our stockpeople into the SR

w
(@)

use of free férrowing‘accbm'modation vs the traditional

N
(31

farrowing crate

QBA score

N
o

* Similarly to work completed by -Wemelsfelder et al

=
o1

(2012) despite peoples posi’ti.Ve" or negative attitudes

=
o

and opinions 'tow‘ards“the free-fa_rrowi'hg alternative,

o1

‘there was consensus that overall,-the welfare of the |

o

sow is improved in a free farrowing environment. £ Farrowing e
: ’ & ' : ° crate .- farrowing




Conclusions

_* Animal welfare is essential for the ethical treatment of animals, ensuring they are free from suffering
and able to express natural behaviours. ¢ | |
~+ The Five Freedoms provrde a foundatronal framework for assessing and ensuring basic animal
welfare
 The Five Domains burld on thrs by mcorporatrng mental well-being, offering a holistic approach to
- anrmal welfare assessment.
» Practical application of these mode-le'in Iivestock farming, particularly in pigs, is vital for improving

both physrcal and psychologrcal health which ultrmately supports sustainable and ethrcal farmrng

practlces

+ ‘Behavioural indicators serve as critical tools for assessrng welfare hrghlrghtrng the |mportance of

observrng both posrtrve and negative behaviours to guide management decisions.
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