Zpusoby hodnoceni welfare
hospodarskych zvirat



Prakticky pohled na hodnoceni welfare

* Parametry vnéjsiho prostredi (okolni
prostfedi a management)

* Délka stani

Prostor, kvalita mista pro lezeni

Pristup k pastve

Velikost klece

Pocet krmnych mist a zarizeni k napajeni
Teplotni pozadavky, ...

-> nehodnoti welfare, nepocita s urovni péce,
vlivem osetrfovatele

* Parametry zalozené na reakcich zvirat na
prostredi — chovani, zdravi, fyziologie

e Zdravi (hemoci, zranéni, mortalita)

* Fyzickd kondice/vzhled (Cistota, |éze na
kazi)

e Chovani zvirat pfi pusobeni podnétu
(snadnost pohybu, znaky
bolesti/strachu)

-> primé mereni welfare, flexibilni z hlediska
druhu ustajeni a managementu

-> mohou indikovat problém, ale ne zdroj



Klasifikace Urovni welfare

» Pétibodova klasifikace
1) Uroven welfare pozadovana zvifaty
 Zajisténi idealnich podminek z hlediska zvirat
2) Uroven moralni
e Zajisténi podminek chovu a zachazeni se zviraty, o nichz se clovek domniva, ze nejlépe
zajistuji prozivani spokojeného Zivota zvifetem
3) Uroven pravni
* Zajisténi podminek chovu odpovidajici MINIMALNIM standarddm chovu pfedepsanym
pravem
4) Uroven ekonomickd
e Zajisténi minimalnich pozadavkl nezbytnych pro dosahovani produkce
5) Uroven postadujici k pouhému zachovani Zivota
e Zajisténi pouze zakladnich zivotnich potreb
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» Zformulovana Radou pro welfare hospodarskych zvirat (FAWC)
* Minimalni pozadavek welfare -> zivot, ktery stoji za to zit
1) Dobry zivot (good life)

* Naplnéni legislativy i pIlné respektovani welfare daného druhu zvirete

* Moznost projevovat prirozené chovani, dostatek prilezitosti pro pohodli, radost i
spokojenost, nejvyssi uroven vet. péce

2) Zivot, ktery stoji za to Zit (life worth living)
* Celkové vyvazeni zkusenosti zvifete béhem zivota musi byt pozitivni

3) Zivot, ktery nestoiji za to Zit (life not worth living)



Methods of assessment of farm animal
welfare at herd level (Johnsen et al., 2001)

ANI

Austria

TGI 200

Germany

Welfare assessment in “Ethical counting”

Denmark

The impact of housing systems in dairy cattle

Switzerland

On-farm assessment of dairy cows’ welfare

France

Decision support system to assess the welfare status in farm animals

The Netherlands

Evaluation and certification of housing systems for horses

Switzerland

Dispensation programme for battarey cages

Sweden




Animal Needs Index-35-L (TGl)
Helmut Bartussek (1985)

* Prvni systém hodnoceni welfare

* \Vlychdzi z 5 aspektl prostredi zvirat
* Moznost pohybu
* Moznost socialniho kontaktu
* Kvalita podlah
» Kvalita mikroklimatu a droven vétrani
* Intenzita chovatelské péce

-> v ramci kazdého aspektu je nékolik druhové specifickych parametri bodové
ohodnoceno

e Dojnice, skot na vykrm, nosnice, prasata na vykrm

* Moznost kompenzace Spatnych podminek v ramci jedné slozky lepsi situaci v
ramci slozky jiné -> vice moznosti pro zlepseni vysledku
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Table 1 Categories and total ANI scores of the buffalo enterprises from
different enterprise scale

From: [nvestigating current welfare status of the buffalo farms by ANI evaluation method

Parameters

Small enterprises

Medium enterprises

Large enterprises

Locomotion
summer 7331216
Winter 35417
P-values 0.001
Social inferaction
summer 6.19 + 1.51
Winter 5.02 +1.45
P-values 0.001
Flooring
Summer 3928145
Winter 298 +0.68
P-values < 0.001
Light and air
Summer 717 £1.08
Winter 538+1.13
P-values
Stockmanship
Summer
Winter
P-values
Total ANV Scores
Summer 3044 £ 574
Winter 24,94 + 3,99
P-values < 0.001

640 £ 2.25
355£1.44

2716 £5.38
2482 £4.24
0.008

6.50 + 1.41
39831132

0.204

6.30+1.18
5.27+1.15
0.006

543 %050
6.20 £ 0.65
0.001

2820+3.15
26,13 £3.92
0.055




Interakce jednotlivych faktort a aspektii prostredi podle ANI

Prevence zizné, hladu a
podvyzivy
Prevence teplotniho
diskomfortu (nepohodli)

Prevence bolesti, zranéni
a nemoci

Moznost pohybu

Socialni kontakt

Kvalita podlah

Moznost projevil
prirozeného chovani

Stajové klima

Prevence pred stresem a
uzkosti

Osetrovatelska péce




Proc byla zvolena uvec

ena kritéria jako

vhodné indikatory welfare?

* Moznost pohybu
* Naprosto prirozeny!

* Adekvatni moznost pohybu + dostatecné velky prostor = nutnost pro
projevovani jinych etologickych funkci -> socialni kontakty, hry mladat,

pruzkumné chovani, ...

* Nedostatek pohybu = zdravotni problémy -> degenerativni zmény
pohybového aparatu (svall, kosti, kloubu), deformace kostry, ...

e Socialni kontakt

* Projevovani socialniho chovani zavisi na ustajovacim systému a managementu
* |zolace X nadmérna koncentrace zvirat



 Kvalita podlah

e Jeden z nejvyznamnéjsich dopadu na zdravotni stav (paznehty, koncetiny,
vznik zranéni pri uklouznuti), chovani a pohodu

* Neustaly kontakt

e Kvalita mikroklimatu a uroven vétrani
 Kvalita vzduchu -> vyznamny faktor zdravého zivotniho prostredi
e Zamezeni prlvanu -> snizeni tepelnych ztrat a rizika chladového stresu
e Svetlo -> vliv na zdravi, fertilitu a chovani zvirat — spektrem, intenzitou a
sezonnimi zménami
* Intenzita chovatelské péce
 Vztah Clovék X zvire -> vliv na odpoveéd zvirat na pusobeni celé rady faktoru
* Pratelsky pristup -> zvysuje sociabilitu zvirat, priznivé ovlivhuje imunologické
reakce a uzitkovost



Vyhodnoceni ANI systemu

 Maximum —45,5b <11 -nevyhovuje zasadam welfare (0-15 %)

* Pro nové vzniklé ekologické  11-15 - témér nevyhovuje zasadam w. (16-30 %)

farmy v Rakousku limit 16-20 — nedostateéné vyhovuje zdsadam w. (31-50 %)

nejméne 24 b

21-23 - pomérné vyhovuje zasadam w. (51-60 %)
24-27 - vyhovuje zasadam w. (61-75 %)

>28 -zcela vyhovuje zasadam w. (>75 %)



* Vyhody ANI (TGl)
* Prakticky nastroj k hodnoceni hlavnich nedostatkt v chovu v ramci kratkého
casového intervalu

* Hodnoti welfare pomoci kritérii pro rlzné aspekty prostredi chovu a
samotnych zvirat systematickym zplsobem

* Vyzaduje relativné kratky ¢as na zaskoleni hodnotitele -> vycvik kriticky pro
spolehlivost hodnoceni

* Opakovatelnost vysledku skdre na stejné farmé rlznymi hodnotiteli -> vysoka

* Nevyhody ANI (TGlI)
* Subjektivita hodnoceni -> je podlaha kluzka nebo ne?

 Situace na farmé béhem léta mUze byt jind nez v zimé
* Venkovni chovy jsou ovlivnitelné klimatickymi podminkami



Development of Ethical Account for Animal
Husbandry

* Vyvinut pro mlécny skot a prasata

* Hodnoceni zalozeno na informacich o technologii chovu, managementu,
zaznamech o chovani zvirat a jejich zdravi

* Data zaznamenavana 1x za 14 dni proskolenymi techniky -> 1-1,5 hod. dle
velikosti stada

* 4x roCné testy na projevy strachu z cloveka — u vybraného vzorku

* 1x za 4 meésice klinické vysetreni vSech zvirat veterinarnimi lékari + data rutinne
ziskana pri jakémkoliv oSetreni zvirat

* Vysledek -> roCni zprava — jednotliva méreni, popis stavu welfare na farme,
porovnani stavu s predchozim rokem

* Metoda neposkytla certifikaci standardd welfare v chovu



Metoda hodnoceni welfare nosnic - Svédsko

* Ovérovani nové vznikajicich chovu
» Testovani z hlediska zdravi zvirat a vhodné budovanych vybéhu

* Testy provadény na reprezentativnim vzorku chovu

* Metoda zalozena na parametrech jednotlivych zvirat -> produkce, zdravi,
mortalita a chovani

* Chovy byly nekolikrat navstiveny behem produkcniho cyklu
* Klinické vysetreni — provedeno 3x, trvani 2-3 hodiny
* \lysledek metody = schvaleni/neschvaleni podminek welfare chovu



Metoda hodnoceni welfare koni

* Vyuzivala parametry vyjadrujici vliv prostredi chovu v rlznych typech
ustajeni
* Reprezentativni vzorek chovu
* VSechny parametry byly ocenovany hodnotou od 0 do 4
* 4 = optimalni situace ve welfare
* Pro kazdy systém chovu byla vysledna pohoda pocitana ve 3 oblastech

e Technologie chovu
* Management chovu
* Management vycviku koni



Welfare Quality®

* Projekt zacal v roce 2004 a stal se dosud nejvetsSim integrovanym
vyzkumem v oblasti dobrych zivotnich podminek zvirat v Evropé

e Systém nabizi protokoly pro hodnoceni welfare 3 hospodarsky a pocetnée
nejdulezitéjsich kategorii hospodarskych zvirat
 Skot, prasata, dribez
e 4 oblasti, 12 kritérii

* Ke kazdému z kritérii pripada u daného druhu nékolik konkrétnich meéritek — v
protokolu pro dojnice 30


http://www.welfarequality.net/en-us/home/
http://www.welfarequalitynetwork.net/en-us/reports/assessment-protocols

e Ridi se zdsadami
1. Pokryti 4 zasadnich oblasti welfare -> hodnoceno 12 kritérii
* Dobra vyziva
* Dobré ustajeni
* Dobré zdravi
* Pfimérené chovani
2. Uroveri v téchto oblastech méfi pomoci hodnot stanovenych pfednostné
primo na zviratech — jednoduchym a na farmé proveditelnym zptisobem

3. Stanovuje jednoznacny postup, kterym jsou ziskané hodnoty slouceny do
celkového hodnoceni

4. Hodnoceni zarazuje chov do jedné ze 4 kategorii
* Vynikajici
* Nadstandardni
 Prijatelny
* Nezarazeny



Oblasti a kritéria welfare

* Dobra vyziva

1.

Absence dlouhodobého hladu

. Absence zizné

* Dobreé ustajeni

. Pohodli pri odpocCinku
. Tepelna pohoda

. Snadnost pohybu

 Dobré zdravi

nepritomnost zranéni
. hepritomnost nemoci

. hepritomnost bolestivych procedur

* Primérené chovani

2
3
4
5
6.
7/
3
9

. uskutecnit socialni chovani

10. UskutecCnit jiné chovani

1

1. Dobry vztah clovek-zvire

12. Pozitivnhi emocionalni stav zvirat



* Pr. dojnice — oblast dobrého zdravi
e Kritérium 6: nepritomnost zdravi
* Hodnoti se % kulhajicich zvirat a pritomnost koznich |ézi a otokU
e Kritérium 7: nepritomnost nemoci

e Kaslani, nosni a o¢ni vytoky, dyspnoe, prujem, vytok z vulvy, somatické buriky v
mléce, mortalita, dystokie a vyskyt nepohyblivych zvirat

* Kritérium 8: nepritomnost bolestivych procedur
e ZpUsob odrohovani, kraceni ocasu




Dobreé zdravi — oblasti prohlidky

Seore



Abnormalit

Score 0 Sore 2 Score 2

©2007, KU Leuven and Newcastle University
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© van Niekerk, WUR

Clean Partly dirty Dirty
© Gratzer BOKU © Gratzer BOKU © Gratzer BOKU

0 1 2 3

© A Butterworth, University of Bristol
Dirty
© Gratzer BOKU




* Celkové hodnoceni farmy

 Zavisi na bodovém hodnoceni podle vsech 4 oblasti — v kazdé oblasti je mozné
hodnoceni 0-100 b.

* Vynikajici

e >55 bodu ve vSech 4 oblastech a > 80 bodu v nejméné 2 oblastech
Nadstandardni

e > 20 bodU ve vSech 4 oblastech a > 55 bodl v nejméné 2 oblastech
Prijatelny

e > 10 bodu ve vSech 4 oblastech a > 20 bodu v nejméné 3 oblastech
* Nezarazeno

* Nedosahuje pozadavku na hodnoceni prijatelny



Table 1 Giving welfare principles and criteria (from Keeling and Veissier,
2005).
From: International cooperation in animal welfare: the Welfare Quality® project

Principles Welfare criteria

Good feeding Absence of prolonged hunger
Absence of prolonged thirst
Good housing Comfort around resting
Thermal comfort

Ease of Movement
Good health Absence of injuries
Absence of disease

Absence of pain induced by management procedures

O | 00 | ot gy | |l | 0| TN | e

Appropriate behaviour Expression of social behaviours

-
©

Expression of other behaviours

Good human-animal relationship 1 00 7]

SR [
o e

Excellent
1 O Y CCER TP R PR e cr |

Absence of general fear

60 -

..............................................

Score
40

20_ .................... S R o RPN :

Not classified
0 I I 1

Feeding Housing Health Behaviour

Figure 4 Examples of farms in the four welfare categories.




Praktické pouziti principu WQ,

e Zasady tohoto systému mohou byt pouzity pro jednoduché sebehodnoceni
vlastni farmy, porovnani vlastniho chovu s jinymi chovy a k hledani oblasti

ve vlastnim chovu, kde by zlepseni welfare bylo nejvice potreba Ci nejsnaze
dosazitelné

* Moznym postupem muze byt ohodnotit chov podle 12 kritérii, prfipadné i
podle jednotlivych méritek v porovnani s ostatnimi chovy v okoli Ci se
srovhatelnymi chovy v CR

* Systém ukazuje, ze welfare nemuzeme jen zprumérovat -> napr. vyskyt
nemoci = zasadni snizeni kvality Zivota zvirete — nemuzeme kompenzovat
vynikajicim stavem v jiné oblasti
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Animal Welfare Indicators (AWIN)

* Projekt AWARE — Animal Welfare Research in an enlarged Europe (2014)
* Cil = zlepsit zivotni podminky zvirat
* Duraz kladen na rozpoznani a posouzeni bolesti
e Zaméreno na ovce, kozy, koné, osli a krity
4 balicky ,WP*“

e WP 1 =vyzkum -> podpora spoluprace zalozena na vzajemném uznavani a
zlepseni dovednosti

WP 2 =vzdélani -> vzajemné obohacovani v univerzitnim vzdélani — vice
prilezitosti pro mladé vedce

WP 3 = povédomi a implementace -> zvySovani povédomi verejnosti, podpora
provadeéeni politik EU

WP 4 = mobilita -> usnadnéni mobility vyzkumnych pracovnikl a studentt
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AWIN AWIN
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Welfare principles

Welfare criteria

Welfare indicators

Good Feeding

Appropriate nutrition

Body Condition

Score lamb mortality

Absence of prolonged thirst

Water availability

Good Housing

Comfort around resting

Thermal comfort

Ease of movement

Fleece cleanliness

Panting

Access to shade/shelter (outdoors only)

Stocking density (housed animals only)

Hoof overgrowth (housed animals only)

Good Health

Absence of injuries

Body and head lesions

Leg injuries

Absence of disease

Lameness
Faecal soiling
Mucosa colour

Ocular discharge

Mastitis and udder lesions (lactating ewes on

Respiratory quality

Fleece quality

Absence of pain and pain induced
by management procedures

Tail length

Appropriate Behaviour

Expression of social behaviour

Social withdrawal

Expression of other behaviours

Stereotypy

Excessive itching

Good humant animal relationship

Familiar human approach test.

Positive emotional state

Qualitative Behaviour Assessment

How to assess [Individual]

Ask the owner to handle the donkey.

Start with a general visual inspection from the side and assess every area looking for integument

alterations (on both sides of the body). Ideally divide the donkey into 8 areas:

Muzzle

Head (including ears)

Neck (excluding withers)

Shoulder (including withers;
excluding elbow)

Midsection (back, loin, flank, barrel)
Hindquarters  (including  croup,
thigh,dock, excluding stifle)

Legs (including elbow, stifle, pastern,
excluding coronet)

Hooves (including coronet)

How to score

The BCS described by Russell et al. (1969, J Agric Sci, 72, 451-454) can be used. For welfare purposes animals are
considered thin if they score below 2.0 on this scale, emaciated if they are at or below 1.0, and fat if they are above

4.0. This system is used for all sheep breeds and all purposes of use.

Emaciated
(<=1.0)

Good
(>2.0, <4.0)

All parts of the spine can be easily felt with little or no
pressure, fingers can be easily inserted under the
transverse processes. There is no fat cover and very little
muscle tissuecan be distinguished.

The horizontal and vertical processes can be easily felt
without pressure, fingers can pass under the ends of the
transverse processes. There is @ small amount of muscle
tissue under the skin.

Spine processes can be easily distinguished with light
pressure, clear muscle and fat cover.

Transverse spine processes cannot be felt, vertical
processes distinguished only with pressure if at all. Full and
rounded muscle and fat cover.




Qualitative behaviour assessment

* Kvalitativni hodnoceni chovani — po validaci pevného seznamu termint
bylo zahrnuto do protokolu AWIN i WQ

* Metoda opirajici se o schopnost pozorovatell integrovat vnimané detaily
chovani, drzeni téla a kontextu do stylu chovani zvirat pomoci deskriptoru
jako napr.:

* Uvolnény, napjaty, frustrovany, spokojeny, ...
e Pozorovatelé udéli skore na vizualni analogové skale pro kazdy deskriptor
* Deskriptory
e Generovany kazdym pozorovatelem -> metoda profilovani podle volného
vybéru
* Predem sestaveny pro vsechny pozorovatele -> metoda pevného seznamu



Table 2

List of Qualitative Behaviour Assessment descriptors and definitions.

Descriptors Definitions

An aggressive goat bites other goats (especially the ears), voluntarily attacks or threatens

other goats with the intention of hurting or disturbing them, butts the belly or the head of
Aggoressive

other goats. It is intentionally harmful to other goats. The aggressive behaviour can be

related to dominance, fear, or resource protection.

An agitated goat is restless, not at ease, highly susceptible to stimuli, it can move her ears,

Agitated
vocalize, or nervously move around.

An alert goat is on guard against danger, watchful and ready to react to a potential source
B of peril (e.g, sounds, person, object, animal). It can emit acoustic or visual alarm signals
ert
(e.g., vocalizations, snorts, stamping, ears in upright position, stiff body). It often stands

motionless, directing its attention towards the potentially negative stimulus.

B A bored goat is wearied, dull, or is uninterested in the surrounding environment [low
Bore
reactivity); lack of stimulation; it may be looking for something to do.

A content goat is appeased, gratified, happy, comfortable, at ease, satistied about its
Content
environment, playful. It may jump, play and make noise with objects, climb, or try to climb.

A curious goat is reactive, engaged in exploratory behaviour, positively intrigued by
Curi something, attracted by the surrounding environment and by novelties (e.g.,, people, goats
urious
in oestrus, objects). It looks around, but often concentrates its gaze in a specific direction

or towards a signal, which attracts its interest.

A fearful goat is a scared and shy animal. It may look for shelter or for a way out and
Fearful crouches down or may tend to hide in the middle of the group. There may be a whole

group running around.

A frustrated goat is annoyed and impatient because it is prevented from achieving
Frustrated
something (e.g, queuing at the feeding rack or at the water places, passive behaviour).

An irritated goat is bothered or annoyed by something (e.g., flies, pruritus, noise, another
Irritated
goat) that can disturb, upset, trouble, or exasperate it.

o
80 ANIMAL WELFARE -
INDICATORS

|
THE ON-FARM APPLICATION OF QUALITATIVE BEHAVIOUR ASSESSMENT TO GOATS,
SHEEP, DONKEYS AND HORSES IN THE AWIN PROJECT

M Battinil, E Canalil, F Dai!, M Dalla Costal, C Dwyer?, S Mattiello!, M Minero! and F Wemelsfelder?

IDipartimento di Medicina Veterinaria, Universita degli Studi di Milano, Milan, Italy

2SRUC, Roslin Institute Building, Easter Bush, Edinburgh, UK

*Corresponding author:

Positive welfare indicators play an important role in communicating commitment to achieving “higher welfare”
standards, and should be included in animal welfare assessment protocols.
Qualitative Behaviour Assessment (QBA) is one of several indicators used to evaluate positive emotional state in
farm animals.

» This poster shows the outcomes of research carried out for the EU-
of perceived details of behavioural ' funded Animal Welfare Indicators (AWIN) project, which was aimed
expression, posture, and context, using 1 at investigating the possibility of including QBA in the on-farm
qualitative descriptors such as relaxed, | welfare assessment protocols for goats, sheep, donkeys, and horses.
confident or anxious. L ¢

(a

BA relies on the integration by assessors
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. — < 4 assessors subjected to different levels of training II, ++ 3trained QBA assessors ‘\
% 60 dairy goat farms 1 %+ 2 visits to 1 hill sheep farm 1
’w <+ Average number of lactating goats per farm: : *¢+ The same 46 sheep assessed individually :
266.40+44.43 (18 - 2000) 1 at each visit :
v' Good inter-observer agreement * : v'  Good inter-observer agreement for AWINGEA of 45 nfl shovp -2 s 1
: on PCl between trained = : the first two PCA components :
assessors (r=0.910; p=0.001), | : .y - 1 (W=0.70-0.77; p<0.001). 1
but no agreement for assessors ; PRSI G : v Meaningful significant  (p<0.05) :
not adequately trained |} e 1 correlations between PCl and PC2 1
: (p=0.539; p=0.108). % - e ' : scores for individual sheep and :
: v Flocks with positive PC1 scores |3 ami® 1 measures of social vigilance, vocal 1
: showed significantly lower | behaviour, and flight distance to an :
percentages of goats with poor ‘\ approaching human. 'I

b ’

+* 3 assessors
% 11 donkey farms <+ 355 horses stabled in 40 facilities

1 w <+ Average number of animals per farm: 20 (10 - 150)

v' Good inter-observer agreement
for the first two PCA
components (W=0.60-0.63).

]
1
v Good inter-observer agreement 1
I v’ “Positive” horses (with onlyg
1
1
]

1 for the first two PCA
. components (W=0.61-0.90)

1 ¥ In combined PCA (see graph), &
. positive QBA descriptors
1 (relaxed, at ease, happy, AR

s friendly) are strongly associated

1 with positive responses to .

\ human-animal relationship test &

positive evaluations on all other
AWIN welfare indicators) were
characterised by significantly
higher QBA scores on PCl
(p<0.01) than horses with 10
negative evaluations

[ These findings contribute to the validation of on-farm QBA, and suggest that QBA has the potential to add valuable information
| on animals’ emotional state that is complementary to other measures, and may help judge the animals’ overall welfare state.
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* Projekt vypracovany ve Velké Britanii v letech 2010-2016

* Vedeni a spoluprace na projektu

 University of Bristol — implementace védeckych poznatku v oblasti welfare
zvirat

* RSPCA — propaguje zlepSeni pohody zvirat a vytvoreni standardi welfare pro
nejCasteji chovana HZ

* Soil Association — zabyva se ekologickym zemeédélstvim, vzdélavaci a poradni
funkce s cilem zlepsit zivotni prostredi a pohodu hospodarskych zvirat

* Tubney Charitable Trust — financni podpora projektu

* Nosnice, brojleri, mlécny skot, masny skot, prasata, ovce


http://www.assurewel.org/index.html

* Protokoly AssuerWel poskytuji podrobné informace o jednotlivych
indikatorech pohody zvirat

* Metodika hodnoceni welfare zvirat vychazi z evropskych projektu
soucasnosti (napfr. evropsky projekt Welfare Quality®, britsky Bristol
Welfare Assurance Programme)

 V praxi protokoly vyzkouseny
* Probihalo i testovani k vyuziti protokoll veterinafri pri skenovani a diagnostice
hlavnich problémt v konvencénich chovech HZ

* Slouzi jako zaklad k certifikaci potravin a zivocisnych produktu, které jsou
oznacené jako ,welfare friendly“
* Produkty pochazejici z chovu a jatek, které poskytuji zvifatim lepsi Uroven
welfare, nez bézna konvencni zarizeni



Lzying Hens

Assessment protocol

AssureWel

Advancing Asimal We foe Assurance

Guidasce on samoling

Welfaie outcomeassessmer:s to be zaried out in 3ne house only, on the oldest flok onsite. (“or scheme where individual howses
are ce tified sepaately, assesients be carmied sut o all huses but oily recorded anc fed back on the sidest o on site.) If
multige houses & same age choose a touse at random. Whe'e individul birds are 1ssessed, exsLre sampes are taken from a range
of thefunctional ocations Ina unit; thewe can Incluse: Btter ana, slatted wed, rakzecperdhes, kwer tier, upper tier, rnge. Ensur:
sampl:s are takes from a rarge of geographical lo@tions within the houwse/range, for example 1 sample or the range tlose to the

pophdes and a imple in thi middie 5fthe range. 3irds shoull ba samgld to provice a r

bla reprassntation oftha proport

of bircs in ciffereat bcation: at the time of the visi. Fer examole, if 20% ¢f the birdsare on the range then 'wo differert samples each
assesdng 5 birds,should be vom therage (up to : meximumef 5 out af10 samples on the range L Ensurethe birds ciosen are z
randon sample it that locatbn, 6.g. sanple avery :*" bird, anc avoid barg drawn tocertaln birks.

3ar more birds ost of the 5¢ to be assessed jointly with the sicckperscr (record asesser’s scare only).

1. Feather less

Sanple sice:

Metiod of assssment:

50 bird: (3 or more assessed pintly withthe stockpsrson) ‘

Assess ind score ; birds in ezch of 1odifferent areas of
house and/or range. Visually assess tte head/neck area
Laukivent area ufthe bind (vithout lsadling binds).

Score s:parately ‘or head/reck area :nd backjvent are:

o fo/Minimal feather oss
Hw Lase skis visible, so or slight wear, uily simgle (sathiers nbsing
dight feater loss
Moderate wezr, darraged fez ters or 2 «r more adacent feahers m ssng up to
bare skin vsib'e < 5cn maximm dimenson
ModeratefSevere festher loss
Bare skin vsib e 2 5cnvmaximum dimenson

2 Bird dirtiness

Sample size:

Metiod of asessment:

50 bird: (3 or more assessed pintly witntne stockparson)

Assess ind score ; birds in ezch of 10different areas of the house aid/or range.
Visual ssessmen: of one side of the tird, excert the feetand legs.

o= (ean
The bird is:lean
Moderate firtiness
There < soling on arleast onepart af the hird but 00 area > scm mazinum
dimension
fubstzntid dirtiness
There s soling on ore or more parts of tie bird 2 «m maximum dimersion

3. Beak trimming

Sample size:

Metod of asessment:

Wrolz flock

a) Re‘er to chice placemen: record: and/or as the unit manager b deternhe
whetier fwhenthe birds'were bex trimmed
b) Visually assess the birds* beaks during the issessmert.

a) - Mbck not beak trimmsd

- Fbck baak rimmad befora 10 cays of age

- Fbck beak rimmed = emergency procedure unde- vaterinay advica
b) Number of a1y birds scen whichhave mors than 1/3 beak remeved.

Sample size:

Method of assessment:

4. Antagonistic behaviours

‘Whole flock

Observe and listen to the behaviour of birds in the house for one minute (after allowing
time for birds to return to undisturbed behaviour) and during the rest of the time
spent in the house or on the range.

Antagonistic behaviours include two distinct behaviours:

Aggressive behaviour - fighting, aggressive pecking at or chasing other birds.
A social behaviour to establish pecking order.

Injurious feather pecking - includes pulling out feathers, packing at wounds or vent.
Believed to be redirected foraging behaviour.

Both are often signalled by a loud squawk or vocalisation.

Number of incidents of antagonistic behaviour observed or heard. Identify, if possible,
whether either aggressive behaviour and/or injurious feather pecking are observed.

5. Flightiness

Sample size:
Mathod of assessment:

Record:

‘Whole flock
Observe the behaviour of birds during the assessmeant.

Calm -In general, the birds appear undisturbed by your presence or actively
approach you

Cautious - In general, the birds’ behaviour is disturbed by your presence but the
birds do not appear actively alarmed

Flighty - The birds appear actively alarmed by your presence

Sample size:

Method of assessment:

6. Birds needing further care

Whole flock

Assess the whole flock for sick or injured birds that would benefit from hospitalisation
{remaval from the main flock) or should be culled.

This would include obviously sick birds (with fluffed up feathers and an inactive,
unresponsive appearance) and birds with body wounds that have fresh blood that
might attract cannibalistic attention from other birds. Include birds in hospital pen
that should be culled.

Number of any sickfinjured birds found that would benefit from hospitalisation or
culling, Record if possible the type of sickness/injury: sick, loose droppings, skin
lesions, eye problem, lameness, other.

7. Mortality

Sample size:
Method of assessment:

Record:

Whole flock

Refer to records and/or ask the unit manager
a) Mortality of previous flock

b) Mortality to date

) Mortality to 40 weeks (where applicable)

Record if possible, causes of mortality
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Total birds with score o

Total number birds with score 1

Total birds with score 2

Antagonistic behaviours
[number af incldents)

] Aggressive behaviour observed

|:| Feather pecking cbserved

Flightiness

Severe beak trimming
rumber of birds]

) calm

() Cautious

Birds needing further care
nusmber of binds

= Mortality to date

Previous flock

Fredominant cause

Predominant cause

If you would like to discuss your results, or for advice or more information about welfare outcome assessment please contact the
AssureWel Animal Welfare Advisors: an areadvi:

Weffare outcames seff-assessment form: Laying Hens issue 1MoLz

GrE 017 314 5174




ProcC znecisteni téela jako indikator?

e Znak zvirat, ktera jsou nemocna, nejsou schopna se vyhnout znecistenym
mistum a nepecuji o své télo

* Necistota kolem kloaky -> pritomnost prujmu

e Znecistené peri -> Spatna kvalita podestylky, mokry a blativy vybeh nebo
nevhodné usporadani plochy s hnizdy a plochy, kterou nosnice vyuzivaji k
popeleni

* Vzorek 50 nosnic — vzdy 5 ptaku z riznych mist haly a vybéhu
* Vizualni kontrola jedné strany nosnice, v€etné béhaku a prstu
e Skore
* 0 = Cistota nosnice
* 1 =znecisténi alespon jedné casti téla mensi jak 5 cm
e 2 =znecisténi jedné nebo vice Casti téla s rozsahem véetsim nez 5 cm



LayWel

* Vyzkumny projekt EU probihajici v letech 2004-2005
 Vystup projektu -> manual pro vlastni posuzovani welfare nosnic na farme
e Zkoumal dusledky zmén v produkcnich systémech na welfare nosnic

* Rozdélen do 7 pracovnich témat
 WP1: welfare nosnic — definice a indikatory
* WP2: popis systému chovl nosnic
 WP3: zdravi — systém posuzovani
 WP4: chovani
 WP5: indikatory fyziologického stresu
* WP6: produktivita a kvalita vajec
 WP7: integrované posuzovani welfare


https://www.laywel.eu/

Freedom Food -> RSPCA Assured

e Standardy RSPCA byly vyvinuty s cilem zajistit, aby vSechna zvirata byla
chovana, prepravovana a porazena za vyssich podminek welfare a méla vse
potrebné pro lepsi kvalitu zivota

* Porodni klece -> nelze pouzivat na farmach s garanci RSPCA

* Vyvysena bidylka pro nosnice v halach

* Obohaceni prostredi -> slama/predméty, které zaujmou a umozni projevit prirozené
chovani

* 1994 -> FF uvedeno na trh s normami RSPCA pro prasata a nosnice

* Brojleri, nosnice, mléény a masny skot, prasata, ovce, kruty, lososi, pstruzi


https://science.rspca.org.uk/sciencegroup/farmanimals/standards
https://www.rspcaassured.org.uk/

(o) |

RSPCA welfare standards for

MEAT DOMESTIC/COMMON DAIRY CATTLE
CHICKENS

DUCKS

SEPTEMBER

RSPCA welfare standards for

FARMED ATLANTIC
SALMON




Lombardy Extension Service Index (IBS)

* |talie — pro chov dojnic v boxech
e Zdrojova kritéria — strukturalni a ukazatele bydleni

* Nebyly zahrnuty dalsi ukazatele welfare -> zdravotni, fyziologicke a
etologické potreby

* V Lombardii rutinné pouzivana na rade farem
* Nebyla vytvorena védecka literatura kvuli nedostatku validace této metody


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1871141318303263
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