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• Purpose of Meat Inspection (MI): 

 

 

• Focus on lesions which pose risk to human health → carcasses 
condemned at ante or post slaughter MI 

• Interest in developing the MI process to incorporate lesions with 
relevance to pig health and welfare  

• Ensures compliance with legislation and food safety but also to 
ensure transparency along the food chain 
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• At farm level such information could be used by producers and 

their PVP to inform herd health and welfare plans  

 

 

 

 

 

•            PIGWELFIND and IFA Pig health initiative 
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• Logistical/practical, financial and political constraints  

• Potential social constraints 

 

 

• Crucial to the effective exchange and utilisation of information 

• Previous issues with lack of trust identified in the Irish pig 

industry (Teagasc, 2008) 

Important issues for the wider context of MI data provision  

Trust Transparency Fairness 



• Aim: Explore stakeholder’s perceptions of the strengths, weaknesses & 

barriers to the development of MI as a health and welfare diagnostic tool 

 Semi-structured telephone interviews and focus groups: 

  

Qualitative research techniques (social science) 

Pig producers 
(14 from ROI and 

4 from NI) 

1 with an official 
from the EFSA 

DAFM veterinary 
inspectors involved 

in MI and farm animal 
welfare inspectors in 

ROI (group) 

Senior/meat 
inspectors in NI 

(group) 

Pigmeat processors 
(5 from ROI and 3 

from NI) 

4 personnel involved 

in policy (Bord Bia, 
FVO, DAFM and 

DARD)  
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• Interviews were recorded (with participant consent), 
assigned a participant code and transcribed 

• Identifiable information removed 

• Data analysed by ‘themes’ 

• Stakeholders formed two distinct groups 

Qualitative research techniques (social science) 

All other 
stakeholders 

Pig 
producers  
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• Identity 

• Beliefs and expectations 

• Aspirations 

Producer perspectives 

• Producers described clear roles in pig production and strong 
motivations for being involved 

• Producer agency was clear - Involved approaching the pigmeat 
plant for information, and working actively with their PVP 

• Producers reported a positive relationship with PVP 

3 main themes 

Identity (Theme 1) 
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Producer perspectives 

 
 

• 11 pig producers reported that the MI information currently 
received gave minimal explanations of the reasons for 
condemnation and that the information was often illegible 

• Five reported not believing the reasons provided for 
condemnation based on previous experience with 
inconsistencies between reports 

• NI producers involved in the CIA development program 
reported greater levels of satisfaction with the information 
they were receiving 

• Cited the benefit of being able to identify over a period of 
time, where key problems are 

Beliefs and expectations (Theme 2) 
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Producer perspectives 

 
 

• All producers agreed with the potential use of ante and post 
MI data to inform herd health and welfare plans 

   However, they expressed: 

– uncertainty on how best this could be achieved, given the perceived 
inconsistencies in reporting on reasons for condemnation 

– concern about potential conflict for inspectors in their responsibility 
towards contributing to pig welfare and health and the perceived 
objectives of the factory 

– a desire for feedback of producer and farm centred information i.e. 
of practical use and for their benefit 

• <50% willing to pay for improved feedback on pig health and 
welfare from the factory 

Aspirations (Theme 3) 
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Producer perspectives on pig welfare/production diseases 

• Tail biting was much less of a priority compared to other health 
issues such as lung disease 

• 7 producers stated that tail docking is a solution to tail biting 

 

 “Irregular nature” and “causes outside”  

of the producer’s control 

 

 ‘Inherent part of pig production’ and not a cause of  

concern if occurring at low levels 

 

• Similar level of tolerance of other welfare issues such as lameness 
was alluded to by several producers 



Main findings from the other stakeholders 

• Producers described as ‘closed’ which contributes to problems 
in terms of awareness of pig welfare issues 

• Difficulties in relationships and communication between 
pigmeat processors and pig producers 

• Communication difficulties in the context of pigs from ROI 
being slaughtered/processed in factories in NI 

• Less time constraints/easy visibility of the pigs ante-mortem 

• Post-mortem: Concerns about line speed, lack of well-defined 
scoring systems and consistent terminology 

• Pigmeat processors were in favour of a health and welfare 
diagnostic tool but those in the ROI placed the responsibility 
for the development of such a tool with DAFM 
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Strengths 

 

 

General agreement of the potential 
usefulness of such a tool 

 

Positive and supportive relationship 
between pig producers and their PVP 



Weaknesses 

Producer  

 Concerns relating to use of data collected 

 Dissatisfaction with the current system of feedback 

 Tolerance/acceptance of certain welfare issues 

 Distrust of other stakeholders  

General 

 Unwillingness to accept responsibility for the financial 
 support/implementation of such a tool 

 Communication and relationship difficulties 

Other 

 Logistical/practical challenges 



Weaknesses 

Producer  

 Concerns relating to use of data collected 

 Dissatisfaction with the current system of feedback 

 Tolerance/acceptance of certain welfare issues 

 Distrust of other stakeholders  

General 

 Unwillingness to accept responsibility for the financial 
 support/implementation of such a tool 

 Communication and relationship difficulties 

Other 

 Logistical/practical challenges 

Dissemination (Task 6) 
Educational toolkit / Stakeholder workshops 

Validate r’ship between welfare lesions detected 
at MI and pig H&W on farm (Task 2 – on-going)  

Validate r’ship between welfare lesions at MI, disease 
lesions and carcass condemnations (Task 3 – on-going) 

Establish protocol for extending MI to include 
pig health and welfare outcomes (Task 4) 

Establish cost/benefit to the industry of extending 
MI to include welfare and health outcomes (Task 5) 

Stakeholder interviews (Task 1 -  completed)  



Conclusions 

The development and utilisation of MI data as a H&W 
diagnostic tool must be supported by the implementation of a 
communication strategy that will help build trust and positive 

relations between all stakeholders in the pig industry 

 

Such a strategy will better inform producers on the 
consequences of certain pig health and welfare problems, and 

enable and empower them to see the producer-centred 
benefits of better data on pig health and welfare 
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• Tails of 13,133 pigs from 62 farms scored in 2 factories 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Huge variation between farms in proportions of pigs affected 

• Tail biting is within our control 

• NB r’ship between moderate lesions and lung disease/cc wt. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tail 

score 

 

 

 

 

None/mild 

 

 

 

 

Moderate 

 

 

 

 

Severe 

Mean 71.7% 27.3% 0.99% 

Range 31 - 96% 4 - 67% 0 - 10% 

Lost cc wt. (kg) none 1.2 – 3.3kg 12kg 

Risk of lung 

disease 

None 1.5 : 1 2.3 : 1 

The true cost of tail biting 


