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Simple Summary: Tail biting is considered a major welfare problem in swine production, associated
with relevant financial costs for farmers. The European Union has reaffirmed the prohibition of
tail docking practices, with all Member States establishing standards for the protection of pigs as
well as measures to reduce the need for tail docking and tail biting prevalence. This research aims
to assess the importance of tail lesions (using two different scores) and its influence on carcass
condemnations considering different production systems and tail length. According to the results,
higher tail lesion scores reflected higher total condemnations rates. An intimate association was
encountered between the scarring score and total and local carcass condemnations. Tail length
was also significant, with undocked animals presenting higher tail lesions scores. Organic batches
reported more total condemnations. This research highlights the importance of tail lesions on carcass
condemnations that may also be influenced by docking and type of production. These results suggest
that scarred tail tissue should be included in the current tail surveillance program.

Abstract: Tail biting has been recognised as an intractable problem in pig production. This study
aims to evaluate tail lesion occurrence in slaughtered pigs and explore the relationship between
carcass condemnations and tail lesion considering different production systems and tail lengths and
to evaluate the importance of creating a detailed tail score classification that includes scarred lesions.
Data on a total of 9189 pigs from 73 batches with different tail lengths (undocked; docked mid-length;
fully docked) and from distinct production systems (conventional; conventional antibiotic-free and
organic) were collected at a Spanish abattoir. Batches with higher tail lesion scores presented a
significantly higher chance of total condemnation and total condemnation due to pyaemia, being
even more associated with scarring score. The within-batches probability for local condemnations and
local condemnation due to abscesses increased significantly with higher scarring scores. Regarding
tail length, docked at mid-length and undocked carcasses presented significantly higher odds to
be condemned due to abscess. Organic farms showed a higher probability of total condemnations.
This research highlights the importance of tail lesions on carcass condemnations that may also be
influenced by docking and type of production. Results suggest that scarring score should be included
in the tail surveillance program.

Keywords: swine; meat inspection; tail biting; tail length; production system; post-mortem findings;
carcass condemnations
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1. Introduction

Harmful social behaviour, in particular tail biting, has been recognised as a common
problem in pig production, being accountable for significant financial losses [1,2]. It is also
considered a welfare issue since pigs suffering from tail injuries present pain, stress and
frustration [3,4].

This behaviour has become more frequent over time as production intensified, and
the environment became increasingly artificial. It is described as a multifactorial problem
which is known to be triggered by a wide range of factors such as high stocking density,
inadequate housing conditions, feeding-related issues, lack of environmental enrichment
or health problems [4–6]. This behaviour is often seen in conventional indoor husbandry
systems [2]. However, tail biting has also been documented in outdoor herds [7,8] and
in organically raised pigs [9,10], indicating that it is not exclusive to the conventional
husbandry system.

Tail biting can represent a problem during slaughter since it originates pathological
findings which may imply total or local condemnations [2,11]. Abscesses, arthritis and
signs of inflammation on hindlegs and front legs are more frequent in carcasses from tail
bitten pigs [12,13]. Tail biting also leads to great economic losses for the farmers due to
increased healthcare, additional animal management, and higher prevalence of carcass
condemnation (either total or local) mostly related to abscessation [2,13,14]. In 1999, the
UK alone registered a 4-million-euro expense related to tail biting [5]. According to [15], if
the average prevalence of tail biting is at a level of 10%, the financial costs can be estimated
at 2.3€ per slaughtered pig (which is approximately 1.6% of carcass value).

The European Union has stated its position regarding tail docking practices through
the Directive 120/2008/EC and Recommendation (EU) 2016/336, which encourages all
Member States to establish standards for the protection of pigs as well as measures to
reduce the need for tail-docking and tail biting prevalence [16,17]. Although this procedure
is prohibited by routine in Europe, many pigs are still exposed to docking to prevent tail
damage later in life. The farmer mainly performs this procedure during the first week
of the animal’s life without anaesthetics. If it is done later, it needs to be performed by a
veterinarian with the administration of analgesia/anaesthesia to provide pain relief [17].
Tail docking cannot be done routinely, and it is only allowed if there is evidence of biting.
It should be applied as last resort, and other measures related to environmental conditions,
space allowance or enrichment material must be taken first [17]. According to [4] it is also
necessary to consider that tail docking is a welfare problem in itself, since the procedure
causes pain in piglets, can lead to the development of spinal abscesses, facilitates suboptimal
production methods from a welfare point-of-view and does not extinguish the occurrence
of tail biting. For that reason, it is imperative to consider the benefits and negative impacts
of both docking and tail biting.

Based on several studies, Valros and Heinonen [18] reported that tail docking reduced
the occurrence of severe lesions by half. In 2015, a study in Ireland where 99% of the pigs
were docked still showed a 72.5% prevalence of tail damage along with a 2.5% incidence
for severe lesions alone [19]. Two other Irish studies also showed that the frequency for
severe tail lesions could be as high as 3.1% in docked animals [20], indicating that docking
itself does not eliminate tail biting.

Bitten tails are frequently recorded at abattoirs during meat inspection in some coun-
tries (e.g., Norway, Sweden). The occurrence of tail lesions can be considered as an indicator
of the pig’s welfare by reflecting housing conditions or animal management practices [21].
When questioned, pig producers acknowledged the potential of developing and applying
meat inspection data as an animal health and welfare diagnostic tool [22]. However, abat-
toir data for tail biting are not very accurate and tend to underestimate tail damage [19,21].
A Danish study that included 111 herds showed that tail lesions, evaluated by clinical
examination of animals on the farm, were actually double the number detected by meat
inspection at the abattoir [23]. Hence, it is likely that meat inspection records at the abattoir
detect only severe cases associated with ongoing infections and condemnations [24], cre-
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ating a need to improve the tools for tail inspection. However, despite these limitations,
recording tail scores at the abattoir during meat inspection may be considered a monitor-
ing/surveillance cost-effective tool, functioning as an iceberg indicator for problems at
farm-level [25].

This study aimed to: (i) evaluate the level of tail biting occurrence in slaughtered
pigs, considering different tail lengths and production types; (ii) explore the relationship
between carcass condemnations (either total or local) relating tail lesion evaluation, tail
length and production type; (iii) assess the importance of creating a detailed tail score
classification that includes scarred lesions.

2. Materials and Methods

From November 2020 to January 2021, data from meat inspection from 9189 pigs
included in 73 batches were collected in a finishing pig abattoir located in the north of
Spain. In this abattoir, animals from three different production systems are slaughtered,
namely: conventional indoor, conventional indoor antibiotic-free and organic (Supplemen-
tary Materials, Table S1 [26–28]).

2.1. Data Collection

Tail lesion and scarring scores were attributed to approximately one of every three
pigs in the line, for a subset of 3636 pigs. For each of the examined batches (9189 pigs),
the following information was recorded: farm identification number, type of production
system, tail length (fully docked, docked at mid-length or undocked), number of animals in
the batch, number and causes of total and local condemnations. Locally condemned parts
included posterior thirds, anterior thirds, head, ribs, shoulders, hock, ham and rabada.
Rabada is a cut commonly used in Spanish slaughterhouses and involves the intrapelvic
part of the external obturator muscle, the medial ventral sacrocaudal muscle, the coccygeal
muscle, sacrum and the tail. The veterinarian registered the condemned areas on official
records. Regarding total condemnations, pyaemia was considered if the carcass presented
purulent osteomyelitis or multiples abscesses, there was no distinction between these
different conditions. In terms of local causes of carcass condemnation, all parts could be
condemned due to the presence of inflammations, abscess, and purulent contamination.
Ribs and anterior thirds could be condemned for pneumonia.

Abscess was only an eligible cause for local condemnation if it was found fully encap-
sulated and in a single area, with no signs of systemic infection, otherwise it was considered
as a total condemnation. An anterior third could be rejected by pneumonia if there was an
extensive or suppurative inflammation/infection associated with the pleura and/or lungs.
Regarding purulent contamination, as the name suggests, the area was rejected not by the
presence of the abscess itself but due to the leak of purulent content which defiled the area.

2.2. Tail Scores

Each tail was classified based on two different lesion scores: tail lesion and tail scarring.
The first one was categorised as follows: (0) No evidence of tail biting; (1) Superficial lesions
only, without the presence of blood; (2) Presence of puncturing wounds associated with tail
bites, with possible presence of blood or inflammation; (3) Extended lesion associated with
chewing with partial loss of tail tissue but with no loss of tail length; (4) Extended lesion
associated with chewing with partial or total loss of tail length. (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Example pictures of tails scored according to the tail lesion scoring system used (See sec-
tion Tail Scores for details): (A,B) Score 0—No evidence of tail biting; (C,D) Score 1— Superficial 
lesions only, without the presence of blood; (E,F) Score 2—Presence of puncturing wounds associ-
ated with tail bites, with possible presence of blood or inflammation; (G,H) Score 3—Extended le-
sion associated with chewing with partial loss of tail tissue but with no loss of tail length; (I,J) Score 
4—Extended lesion associated with chewing with loss of tail length. 

Tail scarring was scored as follows: (C0) No scar; (C1) Visible scar with no tissue lost 
or alteration of tail length (mild scarring); (C2) Visible scar with presumable loss of tail 
length (severe scarring) (Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2. Example pictures of tails scored according to the tail scarring scoring system used (See 
section Tail Scores for details): (A) Score C1—Visible scar with no tissue lost or alteration of tail 
length (mild scarring); (B) Score C2—Visible scar with presumable loss of tail length (severe scar-
ring). 

The lesion score was adapted from Harley et al. paper [1]. The tail scarring score was 
based on a previous study developed by the authors. Based on the subset of animals ex-
amined and their assigned scores, for each batch, a batch-level tail lesion score and 

Figure 1. Example pictures of tails scored according to the tail lesion scoring system used (See
Section 2.2 for details): (A,B) Score 0—No evidence of tail biting; (C,D) Score 1—Superficial lesions
only, without the presence of blood; (E,F) Score 2—Presence of puncturing wounds associated with
tail bites, with possible presence of blood or inflammation; (G,H) Score 3—Extended lesion associated
with chewing with partial loss of tail tissue but with no loss of tail length; (I,J) Score 4—Extended
lesion associated with chewing with loss of tail length.

Tail scarring was scored as follows: (C0) No scar; (C1) Visible scar with no tissue lost
or alteration of tail length (mild scarring); (C2) Visible scar with presumable loss of tail
length (severe scarring) (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Example pictures of tails scored according to the tail scarring scoring system used (See
Section 2.2 for details): (A) Score C1—Visible scar with no tissue lost or alteration of tail length (mild
scarring); (B) Score C2—Visible scar with presumable loss of tail length (severe scarring).

The lesion score was adapted from Harley et al. paper [1]. The tail scarring score
was based on a previous study developed by the authors. Based on the subset of animals
examined and their assigned scores, for each batch, a batch-level tail lesion score and
scarring score (defined hereafter as batch scores) were derived by applying the following
equation ∑ (proportion of pigs with scorei × scorei).

2.3. Statistical Analysis

The effect on batch scores of the production system (conventional, conventional
antibiotic-free or organic) and the tail length (fully docked, docked at mid-length or
undocked) were examined first through linear models. Pair-wise comparisons among
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significant variables were carried out through t-tests on differences of least square means
(DLSMs), applying Tukey correction for multiple comparisons. Both batch-level scores
were transformed (x1/2) prior to this analysis to achieve normality of residuals.

The probability for total condemnations was examined through two separate binomial
logistic regressions using as response variables the number of total and the number of
local condemnations on the total number of animals within the batch. Batch tail lesion
scores and batch scarring scores showed only a weak correlation (Pearson’s r = 0.26), hence
we included in these models both scores, and the production system and tail length as
covariates. Similarly, the effect of the same explanatory variables on the probability of total
condemnation due to pyaemia (e.g., the most frequent reason for total condemnation) of
condemning specific parts of the carcass and of local condemnations due to abscesses was
also explored.

In all the logit models, Firth’s penalised maximum likelihood estimation method was
applied to account for quasi-separation of data and reduce rare events bias. Comparisons
of significant variables with more than two levels were explored by means of Odds Ratio
estimates (ORs) and their 95% Confidence Intervals (CIs).

All the analyses were carried out through PROC GLIMMIX and PROC LOGISTIC in
SAS/STAT 9.4 software (Copyright © 2022, SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA).

3. Results

A total number of 73 pig batches were analysed in this study (Table 1). On average,
each batch included 126 pigs (50–330). The most common production system was conven-
tional (71.4%), followed by conventional antibiotic-free (16.4%) and organic production
(12.2%). Carcasses with fully docked tails were the most frequent (78.4%), following the
undocked (11.80%). Docked at mid-length carcasses were less frequent (9.85%) and were
only observed in conventional and conventional antibiotic-free (Table 1).

Table 1. Description of the total number of animals slaughtered (n = 9189) with respect to the number
of animals, batch size, production system and tail docking.

N B %

Slaughtered animals 9189 73 100

Animals examined at
individual-level 3636 73 39.57

Production system

Conventional 2596 51 71.40

Organic 443 10 12.18

Conventional AB 1 597 12 16.42

Tail docking

Fully docked 2849 57 78.36
Conventional 2142 42 58.91
Organic 356 8 9.79
Conventional AB

1 351 7 9.65

Undocked 429 9 11.80
Conventional 194 4 5.34
Organic 87 2 2.39
Conventional AB

1 148 3 4.07

Docked mid-length 358 7 9.85
Conventional 260 5 7.15
Organic 0 0 0
Conventional AB

1 98 2 2.70

1 Antibiotic-free; N—total number of animals; B—number of batches; %—percentage of total.

3.1. Variation in Batch-Level Scores

Overall, batch-level scores had a mean value of 0.85 ± 0.03 for lesions and 0.17 ± 0.02
for scarring. Undocked animals presented a higher batch tail lesion and tail scarring
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score when compared to other tail lengths (1.10 ± 0,10 and 0.19 ± 0.04, respectively).
Conventional production also demonstrated a higher batch tail lesion and tail scarring score
when compared to other production systems (0.87 ± 0.04 and 0.18 ± 0.02, respectively).
On the contrary, organically raised animals showed the lowest batch tail lesion score
(0.75 ± 0.10) (Supplementary Materials, Table S2). Although the production system did
not significantly affect tail scores, there was a tendency for conventional farms to display
higher scarring scores than organic farms (p = 0.07).

Batch-level tail scores varied significantly with tail length (F2,68 = 6.72; p = 0.002), with
undocked batches having significantly higher tail lesion scores compared to docked batches
(DLSM: 0.18 ± 0.05; padj = 0.001).

Regarding batch-level scarring scores, neither of the examined variables had an effect
on scarring scores (both p > 0.05).

3.2. Relationship between Total Condemnations with Tail Scores, Production System and
Tail Length

The prevalence of total condemnations (n = 9189 animals) was 0.8% (n = 70), with
52.1% (n = 48 of 73) of the batches having at least one condemnation accounted for (Table 2).
Pyaemia was the most common cause of condemnation in all productions, followed by
peritonitis (0.5% and 0.1%, respectively). The only two condemnations due to Erysipelas
were registered in organic production. Jaundice, organoleptic alterations of the carcass,
inflammation and trauma existed only in conventional production in percentages lower
than 0.1% (Table 2).

Table 2. Batch-level (% of batches with at least one condemnation/no. of examined batches) and
all population-level (% of pigs/no. of examined pigs) prevalence of total condemnations (and
respective cause) and its distribution over the various production types. Unless otherwise specified,
95% confidence intervals (CI) of the prevalence are reported within brackets.

Batch-Level
(n = 73) Animals Slaughtered (n = 9189) Conventional

(n = 7201)
Conventional AB 2

(n = 1348)
Organic
(n = 640)

TC 1 52.1%, 48
(40.59–63.52)

0.8%, 70
(0.6–0.9)

0.8%, 58
(0.6–1.0)

0.3%, 4
(0.01–0.6)

1.3%, 8
(1–1.5)

Causes for total condemnations

Pyaemia 38.4%, 28
(27.2–49.5)

0.5%, 49
(0.4–0.7)

0.6%, 42
(0.4–0.8)

0.2%, 3
(0–0.5)

0.6%, 4
(0.01–1.2)

Peritonitis 13.7%, 10
(5.81–21.6)

0.1%, 10
(0.04–0.2)

0.1%, 7
(0.03–0.2)

0.1%, 1
(0–0.2)

0.3%, 2
(0–0.7)

Jaundice 2.7%, 2
(0–6.5)

0.02%, 2
(0–0.05)

0.03%, 2
(0–0.07) 0 0

Organoleptic
alterations

4.1%, 3
(0–8.7)

0.03%, 3
(0–0.07)

0.04%, 3
(0–0.1) 0 0

Inflammation 4.1%, 3
(0–8.7)

0.03%, 3
(0–0.07)

0.04%, 3
(0–0.1) 0 0

Trauma 1.4%, 1
(0–4.0)

0.01%, 1
(0–0.03)

0.01%, 1
(0–0.04) 0 0

Erysipelas 1.4%, 1
(0–4.0)

0.02%, 2
(0–0.05) 0 0 0.3%, 2

(0–0.7)
1 Total condemnations; 2 Antibiotic-free.

Batches with higher tail lesion scores presented a significantly higher probability of
observing total condemnation (p = 0.0145, OR = 1.81; Table 3). Similarly, the probability
of total condemnations in a batch was strongly associated (p = 0.0002) with tail scarring
scores, with an increase of 0.5 units in the score leading to more than a 3-fold increase in
the odds of having a total condemnation (Table 3).

The probability of observing total condemnations varied depending on the production
system (p = 0.03), with organic farms showing a probability of total condemnation occur-
rence higher than conventional and conventional antibiotic-free productions (OR = 2.27
and OR = 4.36, respectively; Table 3). Indeed, 1.3% of organic batches registered at least
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one total condemnation in contrast to conventional and conventional antibiotic-free, who
registered 0.8% and 0.3% respectively (Table 2).

Table 3. Logistic regression model exploring batch-level variation in the occurrence of total con-
demnations in pigs’ batches (n = 73) at the slaughterhouse. For significant variables, odds ratio
estimates (OR) and their 95% confident intervals (CI) are presented, with estimates for continuous
scores calculated for a 0.5 unit increase. Significant p-values and ORs are highlighted in bold.

Response Variable Explanatory Variable Statistic p-Value
Odds Ratio

Estimate 95%CI

TC 1

Batch tail lesion score X2
1 = 5.98 0.0145 1.81 1.12–2.91

Batch scarring score X 2
1 = 13.81 0.0002 3.24 1.74–6.02

Production system X 2
2 = 7.27 0.0263 Organic vs. Conventional 2.27 1.07–4.81

Organic vs. Conventional AB 2 4.36 1.38–13.7
Conventional AB 2 vs.
Conventional 0.52 0.19–1.40

Tail length X 2
2 = 0.06 0.97

1 Total condemnations; 2 Antibiotic-free.

The most frequent cause of total condemnation, pyaemia, was only influenced by tail
lesions (p = 0.0126, OR = 2.06) and tail scarring (p = 0.0002, OR = 3.86), respectively (Supple-
mentary Materials, Table S3). In highlight, batches with higher scarring scores had more
than 3 times the odds of showing total condemnations due to pyaemia (Supplementary
Materials, Table S3).

3.3. Relationship between Local Condemnations of Carcasses’ Anatomical Regions with Tail Scores,
Production System and Tail Length

Regarding local condemnations, 692 out of 9189 (7.5%) pigs’ carcasses were locally
condemned, with 94.5% (69/73) of the batches having at least one accounted (Table 4). In
all production systems, ribs were the most condemned area (76.7%), followed by head
(48%), anterior third (35.6%), rabada (31.5%), hock (23.3%), posterior third (16.4%), shoulder
(2.7%) and ham (1.4%). The second most condemned region was the head (Table 4). Head
condemnations, which included the neck region, were mainly related to the presence
of abscesses.

Table 4. Batch-level (% of batches with at least one condemnation/no. of examined batches) and
all population-level (% of pigs/no. of examined pigs) prevalence of local condemnations and its
distribution over the various production types. Unless otherwise specified, 95% confidence intervals
(CI) of the prevalence are reported within brackets.

Batch-Level
(n = 73)

Animals Slaughtered
(n = 9189)

Conventional
(n = 7201)

Conventional AB 2

(n = 1348)
Organic
(n = 640)

LC 1 94.5%, 69
(89.3–99.8)

7.5%, 692
(7.0–8.1)

7.9%, 565
(7.2–8.5)

7.5%, 48
(5.5–9.5)

5.9%, 79
(4.6–7.1)

Parts Condemned

Anterior third 35.6%, 26
(24.6–46.6)

0.7%, 62
(0.5–0.8)

0.8%, 56
(0.6–1.0)

0.2%, 1
(0–0.5)

0.4%, 5
(0.05–0.7)

Posterior third 16.4%, 12
(7.9–24.9)

0.15%, 14
(0.1–0.2)

0.2%, 13
(0.1–0.3) 0 0.1%, 1

(0–0.2)

Head 48%, 35
(36.5–59.4)

0.5%, 48
(0.4–0.7)

0.5%, 39
(0.4–0.7)

0.5%, 3
(0–1.0)

0.5%, 6
(0.1–0.8)

Ribs 76.7%, 56
(67.0–86.4)

4.9%, 450
(4.5–5.3)

5.2%, 375
(4.7–5.7)

5.2%, 33
(3.4–6.9)

3.1%, 42
(2.2–4.04)

Rabada 31.5%, 23
(20.9–42.2)

0.9%, 84
(0.7–1.1)

0.8%, 59
(0.6–1.0)

1.8%, 11
(0.7–2.7)

1.04%, 14
(0.5–1.6)

Hock 23.3%, 17
(13.6–33)

0.3%, 28
(0.2–0.4)

0.3%, 21
(0.2–0.4) 0 0.5%, 7

(0.1–0.9)

Shoulder 2.7%, 2
(0–6.5)

0.02%, 2
(0–0.05)

0.01%, 1
(0–0.04) 0 0.1%, 1

(0–0.2)

Ham 1.4%, 1
(0–4.0)

0.01%, 1
(0–0.03)

0.01%, 1
(0–0.04) 0 0

1 Local condemnations; 2 Antibiotic-free.
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Within-batches probability for local condemnations increased significantly with higher
scarring scores (all p < 0.05, Table 5), while it was not affected by tail lesion scores. Ribs and
rabada condemnations association with tail length was significant (p = 0.009 and p < 0.0001,
respectively), with the former (ribs) showing higher odds of being condemned in fully
docked than undocked pigs (OR = 1.85) and the latter (rabada) showing the highest odds
in pigs with tail docked at mid-length when compared to fully docked or undocked (OR =
6.07 and OR = 3.84, respectively; Table 5).

Table 5. Logistic regression model exploring batch-level variation in local condemnation probability
and parts condemned within pigs’ batches (n = 73) at the slaughterhouse. For significant variables,
odds ratio estimates (OR) and their 95% confidence interval (CI) are presented, with estimates for
continuous scores calculated for a 0.5-unit increase. Significant p-values and ORs are highlighted
in bold.

Response Variable Explanatory
Variable Statistic p-Value

Odds Ratio

Estimate 95%CI

LC 1

Batch tail lesion
score χ2

1 = 1.33 0.50

Batch scarring score χ2
1 = 57.7 <0.0001 6.28 3.9–10.09

Production system χ2
2 = 3.22 0.20

Tail length χ2
2 = 4.07 0.13

Anterior third

Batch tail lesion
score χ2

1 = 1.33 0.25

Batch scarring score χ2
1 = 4.54 0.033 2.13 1.06–4.26

Production system χ2
2 = 3.21 0.20

Tail length χ2
2 = 1.29 0.52

Head

Batch tail lesion
score χ2

1 = 0.15 0.69

Batch scarring score χ2
1 = 1.95 0.16

Production system χ2
2 = 0.57 0.75

Tail length χ2
2 = 4.16 0.12

Ribs

Batch tail lesion
score χ2

1 = 1.19 0.28

Batch scarring score χ2
1 = 26.3 <0.0001 2.18 1.59–2.84

Production system χ2
2 = 4.04 0.13

Tail length χ2
2 = 9.44 0.0089 Fully docked vs.

Undocked 1.85 0.36–0.83

Undocked vs.
Docked at
mid-length

0.72 0.43–1.20

Docked at
mid-length vs.
Docked

0.76 0.53–1.10

Batch tail lesion
score χ2

1 = 0.13 0.72

Batch scarring score χ2
1 = 40.29 <0.0001 7.61 4.07–14.25

Production system

χ2
2 = 15.0 0.0006 Organic vs.

Conventional 3.99 1.98–8.04

Rabada

Organic vs.
Conventional AB2 2.97 1.32–6.67

Conventional AB 2

vs. Conventional 1.34 0.72–2.48

Tail length

χ2
2 = 44.47 <0.0001 Undocked vs. Fully

docked 1.56 0.77–3.13

Docked at
mid-length vs.
Undocked

3.84 0.12–0.55

Docked at
mid-length vs. Fully
docked

6.07 3.57–10.33

1 Local condemnations. 2 Antibiotic-free.

Conventional pigs had a higher percentage of rejected parts when compared to the
rest of the batches (7.9%). Condemnations of posterior thirds, hock, ham and shoulder
were not observed in organic production (Table 4). Additionally, rabada was more likely
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to be condemned in organic systems compared to both conventional and conventional
antibiotic-free (p = 0.0006; OR = 3.99 and OR = 2.97, respectively; Table 5).

Concerning specific condemnations due to abscesses, once again, they increased sig-
nificantly with higher scarring scores (p < 0.0001, OR = 3.65; Supplementary Materials,
Table S4). Tail length was also significant (p = 0.0002), with docked at mid-length and un-
docked carcasses having higher odds of showing abscess condemnations than fully docked
carcasses (OR = 2.19 and OR = 1.70, respectively; Supplementary Materials, Table S4).

4. Discussion

We scored tail lesions and tail scarring at the slaughterhouse on pigs coming from
different production systems and subjected to different tail-docking practices, to assess
whether they are related to condemnations (either total or local). The importance of
including scarred lesions on the tail surveillance programs was also evaluated.

Even though some animals in this study are observed with an intact tail (undocked) or
with a longer tail (docked at mid-length), which refers to the progressive disuse of docking
practice following the European Commission directive [17], it seems that its application
to a totality of the animals is far from being achieved, even in production systems with
lower animal density (e.g., organic production). Tail docking should not be performed as
a routine procedure, only if there is clear evidence that other animals present ear or tail
lesions [3]. According to the recent official audits carried out in the main European pig
producing member states (Germany, the Netherlands, Italy, Spain and Denmark), from
2016 to 2018, the large majority of the animals were still being tail docked (95–100%) [29].

4.1. Variation in Batch-Level Scores

Our finding that undocked animals are more likely to develop severe lesions is con-
sistent with previous studies that reported a reduction in tail biting behaviour following
tail resection and would explain why undocked animals are prone to develop tail le-
sions [30–35]. The reason why tail biting incidence is lower when tail docking is performed
is still not fully understood, it can be hypothesized that the tail may become less attractive
as it is shorter and without long hairs at the tip [3].

According to [36], docking procedure is known to cause pain, discomfort, and distress
to piglets who have the freedom to express their normal behaviour denied since, based
on [37], the missing tail is a tool of communication and interaction among them. Thus, it
is imperative to consider the benefits and negative impacts of tail docking, encouraging
stakeholders to improve on-farm animal conditions and welfare in order to prevent tail
biting, and therefore, the need to perform tail docking.

Other consequences of docking can include the risk of infections, mostly if it is per-
formed under poor hygienic conditions [18]. The animal’s growth rate can also be affected
by this procedure [36].

According to the results, there was a tendency for conventional farms to display
higher scarring scores than organic farms. The advantages and disadvantages of conven-
tional/organic systems concerning tail biting are controversial among researchers. Hansson
et al. proved that conventionally raised pigs had a higher prevalence of tail lesions when
compared to organic free-range pigs and that these findings were statistically significant [7].
However, recent studies indicate that organic free-range pigs had a higher prevalence of tail
lesions when compared to conventional indoor [9,10]. Since the organically raised swine
in this study are not entirely free-range (Supplementary Materials, Table S1) we cannot
perform a direct comparison with previous studies.

The stocking density is a decisive factor in biting occurrence. There are several
studies who describe a positive correlation between high stocking densities (100 kg/m2

or more) and tail biting prevalence [5,38]. One of the most typical behaviours for pigs is
the exploratory, which was necessary to search for food in the natural environment, where
the rooting allowed them to explore their surroundings [24]. When the floor is slatted
or in concrete, as is the case for conventional production, the pigs tend to redirect this
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behaviour to other objects or animals [39]. This problem intensifies with slatted floors,
which are used for their economic benefits, and have been positively associated with tail
biting [5,39–41]. Considering that conventionally raised pigs presented in this research
are housed in slatted floors with bedding and a stocked density of 0.65 m2 per head
(Supplementary Materials, Table S1) this information can be corroborated into confirming
the tendency for conventional production to have a higher tail biting prevalence.

4.2. Relationship between Total Condemnations with with Tail Scores, Production System and
Tail Length

The rate of condemnation found in this study (0.8%) was similar to the one found
by Vieira-Pinto et al. and Valros et al. [2,42]. In a recent study involving seven European
countries (Denmark, Finland, Germany, Italy, Norway, Spain and Portugal), total condem-
nation rates ranged from 0.11–0.51%. This variation was most likely associated with the
way the condemnation criteria are defined and being used relating the coding system of
each country [43].

According to several studies, vertebral osteomyelitis and abscesses, defined as a form
of pyaemia, are one of the most recurrent causes for post-mortem carcass condemna-
tion [42,44]. According to a recent study that assessed the most common causes for total
condemnations in seven European countries, osteomyelitis and multiple abscesses were
always the leading pathological causes for carcass rejection. Peritonitis and jaundice were
also indicated as the second most common causes in Norway and Spain, respectively [43].

Relating our data, since osteomyelitis and the presence of multiple abscesses was
included in the same category (pyaemia) without distinction, we cannot perform a compar-
ative analysis.

Since several studies support a close relation between tail biting and abscess formation
or pyaemia, it was the only evaluated parameter by the statistical model [2,11,12,14,45]. To-
tal condemnations due to pyaemia were influenced by both tails scores, with scarred lesions
having the stronger effect. These results stress the importance of tail lesions as an important
source of secondary infection leading to generalised disease such as pyaemia [12,46] and
highlights the importance of using the scar lesion score during the classification of tails at
the abattoir.

Two condemnations due to Erysipelas were registered and only in pigs from organic
production. This result may be justified by the fact that the pigs from this type of production
have exterior access and can be exposed to infected water or infected mammals’ urine or
faeces (e.g., birds and rodents), which are a form of transmission for this disease [47].

The relationship between total condemnations and lesions scores highlights the finan-
cial impact of tail lesions due to condemnations rates, following the results presented by
Valros et al. and Marques et al., who proved that higher tail lesion scores reflected higher
odds for carcass condemnation [12,14].

In this research, besides evaluating tail lesions through a classical system, another
classification system was included to assess the presence of healed lesions through scars.
This was decided since, although tail lesions can be absent at the time of slaughter, it does
not exclude the possibility that they have not occurred during the animal’s life. They could
be already healed locally at the time of slaughter and therefore would not be detected
during post-mortem inspection [12,48] or could even be hard to distinguish from docked
tails during post-mortem evaluation [24]. In these cases, a scar was seen with or without
a reduction in the size of the tail. The probability for total condemnations in a batch was
strongly associated with tail scarring, which had a more significant impact than fresh
lesions. Similarly, Valros et al. showed that healed tail damage also significantly increased
the risk of condemnation [2]. This underlines scar evaluation as a valuable parameter to be
included in any tail lesion score scheme used at the abattoir level.

From the different production systems, organic farms showed a higher probability of
total condemnation. A Danish study comparing meat inspection on finishing pigs from
indoor and free-range systems also proved that free-range systems had higher odds for
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presenting septicaemia at slaughter, which is a condition which implicates total condem-
nation [10]. In this study, fully antibiotic restrictions were applied to the organic system
(Supplementary Materials, Table S1), which might justify why this production system has
higher condemnation rates, as it was also underlined by Lis Alban et al. [9].

4.3. Relationship between Local Condemnations of Carcasses’ Anatomical Regions with Tail Scores,
Production System and Tail Length

Regarding local condemnations, the prevalence observed is similar to the one re-
ported in a study performed in Finland, where 7.0% of the observed pigs were locally
condemned [2].

In all production systems, ribs were the most condemned area, followed by head,
anterior third, rabada, hock, posterior third, shoulder and ham. Similar results were
previously found by [2,19]. In this study, condemnations of ribs were related to pleurisy,
where the adherence of the pleura made it impossible to detach it from the ribs. In a
recent study mentioning partial condemnations causes in seven European countries, the
most common cause for condemnation was attributed to pleuritis and pneumonia [43].
These results reflect the importance of respiratory diseases as a common finding in swine
productions worldwide and its economic impact during meat inspection [49].

The second most condemned region was the head, which included the neck area.
Since it is one of the most common inoculation areas for intramuscular and subcutaneous
injections, it may be hypothesised that these rejections are associated with poor practices
in this procedure [50]. Heads condemnations were also not associated with any of the
examined variables, which supports that head abscesses are potentially related to incorrect
practices rather than tail lesions [51].

The within-batch probability for local condemnations was only influenced by scarred
lesions, highlighting the importance of scarring over fresh tail lesion scoring. This result
is consistent with what was found by Valros et al. in Finland, which demonstrated that
healed lesions, in combination with bite marks or bruises, were associated with partial
carcass condemnations and abscesses [14].

Condemnations of posterior thirds, hock and shoulder were not observed in organic
production. This result is in accordance with the ones presented by [9] showing that hock
scarred lesions were more prone to occur in conventional production than in organic.
Additionally, a Danish study comparing meat inspection on finishing pigs from indoor and
free-range systems also proved that free-range systems presented a lower incidence of hoof
abscess [10].

In terms of production system and its association with locally condemned parts, only
rabada was influenced, with organic pigs displaying higher odds for rabada condemnations.
To the best of our knowledge, no other studies evaluated this specific cut before, therefore a
direct comparison cannot be performed. However, due to its anatomical location, it can
be hypothesised that rabada condemnation may be related to tail abscessation. Alban
et al. reported that tail lesion, tail infections and abscesses in hindquarters were all more
frequent in organic production when compared to conventional, that difference being
highly significant [9].

In general, local condemnations due to abscess were only influenced by scarred tail
lesions. There results follow the conclusions which several studies had already established,
which is the association between tail damage and abscessation [2,11,12,14,45].

In this research, carcass condemnations were always associated with tail damage,
being scarred lesions the constant factor between total and local condemnations. These
results stress that, once again, the significance of healed tail lesions and the importance of
using the scar lesion score during the classification of tails at the abattoir.

5. Conclusions

This study evaluated the association of tail scores with production system, tail length,
and carcass condemnations in pigs slaughtered in Northern Spain. Our results suggest that
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undocked pigs were more likely associated with severe tail lesions and abscess condem-
nations. Thus, the negative impact of the docking procedure on the pigs’ welfare should
be systematically weighted under a risk analyses approach. As both tail scores increased,
the probability of observing total condemnation in a batch was higher, the scarring score
having a more substantial effect. When it was narrowed down to condemnations due
to abscess regarding local condemnation, only the scarring score remained a constant
indicator, with a more relevant role when compared to tail lesion score. This strongly
supports the importance of developing more studies featuring tail scarring assessment
in slaughterhouse meat inspection. Organic farms showed a higher probability for total
condemnation, probably because these animals are deprived of antibiotics, and therefore
are more prone to develop systemic infections, which leads to condemnations. Regarding
tail condition, we can only affirm with certainty that organically raised pigs are not exempt
from developing tail lesions.

It is well known that tail biting can lead to tremendous economic losses due to aug-
mented condemnation rates. There is an emergent need for surveillance of this type of
lesions both at the slaughterhouse and farm level. It would be highly beneficial to create a
communication channel between these stakeholders, where the farm could have a better
perception of the batch’s health and welfare based on meat inspection data. Using meat
inspection data as a diagnostic tool could contribute to establish a positive relation and
trust among stakeholders in the pig industry [22]. This research concludes that the tail
scarring score presented a close relationship with total and local condemnations, show-
ing that more studies should be performed in order to include scarred lesions in the tail
surveillance program.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ani12080949/s1, Table S1: Requirements descriptions of the three
different pig production systems.; Table S2: Values (mean ± Standard Error and range) of batch-level
(n = 73) tail lesions and scarring scores by production system and tail-docking practices in pigs’
batches examined at the slaughterhouse.; Table S3: Logistic regression model exploring batch-level
variation in the occurrence of total condemnations due to pyaemia in pigs’ batches (n = 73) at the
slaughterhouse. For significant variables, odds ratio estimates (OR) and their 95% confidence interval
(CI) are presented, with estimates for continuous scores calculated for a 0.5 unit increase. Significant
p-values and ORs are highlighted in bold.; Table S4: Logistic regression model exploring batch-level
variation in local condemnation due to abscesses probability within pigs’ batches (n = 73) at the
slaughterhouse. For significant variables, odds ratio estimates (OR) and their 95% confidence interval
(CI) are presented, with estimates for continuous scores calculated for a 0.5 unit increase. Significant
p-values and ORs are highlighted in bold.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.G. and M.V.-P.; methodology, A.G. and M.V.-P.; in-
vestigation, A.G.; data curation, A.G. and C.R.; statistical analysis, C.R.; writing—original draft
preparation, A.G.; writing—review and editing, C.R., M.V.-P. and S.G.; supervision, M.V.-P.; funding
acquisition, M.V.-P. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the projects UIDB/CVT/00772/2020 and LA/P/0059/2020
funded by the Portuguese Foundation for Science and Technology (FCT).

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study did not require any ethical approval.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author. The data are not publicly available due to privacy reasons.

Acknowledgments: I would like to thank the abattoir for permitting the data collection that led to
this research. A special thanks to the company’s quality control veterinarian, the official veterinarian
inspection team attributed to the slaughterhouse and all the abattoir’s personnel for the help on
data collection.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ani12080949/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ani12080949/s1


Animals 2022, 12, 949 13 of 14

References
1. Harley, S.; More, S.J.; O’Connell, N.E.; Hanlon, A.; Teixeira, D.; Boyle, L. Evaluating the Prevalence of Tail Biting and Carcase

Condemnations in Slaughter Pigs in the Republic and Northern Ireland, and the Potential of Abattoir Meat Inspection as a
Welfare Surveillance Tool. Vet. Rec. 2012, 171, 621. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Valros, A.; Ahlström, S.; Rintala, H.; Häkkinen, T.; Saloniemi, H. The Prevalence of Tail Damage in Slaughter Pigs in Finland and
Associations to Carcass Condemnations. Acta Agric. Scand. Sect. A-Anim. Sci. 2004, 54, 213–219. [CrossRef]

3. EFSA. The Risks Associated with Tail Biting in Pigs and Possible Means to Reduce the Need for Tail Docking Considering the
Different Housing and Husbandry Systems—Scientific Opinion of the Panel on Animal Health and Welfare. EFSA J. 2007, 5,
1–611. [CrossRef]

4. de Briyne, N.; Berg, C.; Blaha, T.; Palzer, A.; Temple, D. Phasing out Pig Tail Docking in the EU—Present State, Challenges and
Possibilities. Porc. Health Manag. 2018, 4, 1–9. [CrossRef]

5. Moinard, C.; Mendl, M.; Nicol, C.J.; Green, L.E. A Case Control Study of On-Farm Risk Factors for Tail Biting in Pigs. Appl. Anim.
Behav. Sci. 2003, 81, 333–355. [CrossRef]

6. Widowski, T. Causes and Prevention of Tail Biting in Growing Pigs: A Review of Recent Research. In Proceedings of the London
Swine Conference, London, UK, 11–12 April 2002; p. 47.

7. Hansson, I.; Hamilton, C.; Ekman, T.; Forslund, K. Carcass Quality in Certified Organic Production Compared with Conventional
Livestock Production. J. Vet. Med. Ser. B 2000, 47, 111–120. [CrossRef]

8. Walker, P.K.; Bilkei, G. Tail-Biting in Outdoor Pig Production. Vet. J. 2006, 171, 367–369. [CrossRef]
9. Alban, L.; Petersen, J.; Busch, M. A Comparison between Lesions Found during Meat Inspection of Finishing Pigs Raised under

Organic/Free-Range Conditions and Conventional, Indoor Conditions. Porc. Health Manag. 2015, 1, 4. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
10. Kongsted, H.; Sørensen, J.T. Lesions Found at Routine Meat Inspection on Finishing Pigs Are Associated with Production System.

Vet. J. 2017, 223, 21–26. [CrossRef]
11. Kritas, S.K.; Morrison, R.B. Relationships between Tail Biting in Pigs and Disease Lesions and Condemnations at Slaughter. Vet.

Rec. 2007, 160, 149–152. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
12. Marques, B.M.F.P.P.; Bernardi, M.L.; Coelho, C.F.; Almeida, M.; Morales, O.E.; Mores, T.J.; Borowski, S.M.; Barcellos, D.E.S.N.

Influence of Tail Biting on Weight Gain, Lesions and Condemnations at Slaughter of Finishing Pigs. Pesqui. Veterinária Bras. 2012,
32, 967–974. [CrossRef]

13. vom Brocke, A.L.; Karnholz, C.; Madey-Rindermann, D.; Gauly, M.; Leeb, C.; Winckler, C.; Schrader, L.; Dippel, S. Tail Lesions in
Fattening Pigs: Relationships with Postmortem Meat Inspection and Influence of a Tail Biting Management Tool. Animal 2019, 13,
835–844. [CrossRef]

14. Valros, A.; Välimäki, E.; Nordgren, H.; Vugts, J.; Fàbrega, E.; Heinonen, M. Intact Tails as a Welfare Indicator in Finishing Pigs?
Scoring of Tail Lesions and Defining Intact Tails in Undocked Pigs at the Abattoir. Front. Vet. Sci. 2020, 7, 405. [CrossRef]

15. Niemi, J.K.; Edwards, S.A.; Papanastasiou, D.K.; Piette, D.; Stygar, A.H.; Wallenbeck, A.; Valros, A. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of
Seven Measures to Reduce Tail Biting Lesions in Fattening Pigs. Front. Vet. Sci. 2021, 8, 1020. [CrossRef]

16. The European Comission. Commission Recommendation (EU) 2016/336 of 8 March 2016 on the Application of Council Directive
2008/120/EC Laying down Minimum Standards for the Protection of Pigs as Regards Measures to Reduce the Need for
Tail-Docking. Off. J. Eur. Union 2016, L62, 20–22.

17. Council of the European Union. Council Directive 2008/120/EC of 18 December 2008 Laying down Minimum Standards for the
Protection of Pigs. Off. J. Eur. Union 2008, L47, 5–13.

18. Valros, A.; Heinonen, M. Save the Pig Tail. Porc. Health Manag. 2015, 1, 1–7. [CrossRef]
19. Harley, S.; Boyle, L.; O’Connell, N.; More, S.; Teixeira, D.; Hanlon, A. Docking the Value of Pigmeat? Prevalence and Financial

Implications of Welfare Lesions in Irish Slaughter Pigs. Anim. Welf. 2014, 23, 275–285. [CrossRef]
20. van Staaveren, N.; Teixeira, D.L.; Hanlon, A.; Boyle, L.A. Pig Carcass Tail Lesions: The Influence of Record Keeping through an

Advisory Service and the Relationship with Farm Performance Parameters. Animal 2017, 11, 140–146. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Keeling, L.J.; Wallenbeck, A.; Larsen, A.; Holmgren, N. Scoring Tail Damage in Pigs: An Evaluation Based on Recordings at

Swedish Slaughterhouses. Acta Vet. Scand. 2012, 54, 1–6. [CrossRef]
22. Boyle, L.; Teixeira, D.; Devitt, C.; Hanlon, A.; O’Connell, N.; Hawe, M. Perspectives of Stakeholders in the Pig Industry on the

Potential Use of Ante and Post Mortem Meat Inspection as a Pig Health and Welfare Diagnostic Tool. In Proceedings of the
TEAGASC Pig Farmers Conference, Tipperary, Ireland, 21 October 2014; pp. 37–41.

23. Busch, M.E.; Wachmann, H.; Nielsen, E.O.; Petersen, H.H.; Nielsen, J.P. Tail Biting–Can Routine Meat Inspection Data Be Used for
Classification of Herds. In Proceedings of the 18th IPVS Congress, Hamburg, Germany, 27 June–1 July 2004.

24. Taylor, N.R.; Main, D.C.J.; Mendl, M.; Edwards, S.A. Tail-Biting: A New Perspective. Vet. J. 2010, 186, 137–147. [CrossRef]
25. van Staaveren, N.; Vale, A.P.; Manzanilla, E.G.; Teixeira, D.L.; Leonard, F.C.; Hanlon, A.; Boyle, L.A. Relationship between Tail

Lesions and Lung Health in Slaughter Pigs. Prev. Vet. Med. 2016, 127, 21–26. [CrossRef]
26. Ministerio de Agricultura Pesca y Alimentación. Relative to the Minimum Standards for the Protection of Pigs, Boletin Oficial Del

Estado: Madrid, Spain, 2002; pp. 1–8.
27. The Council of the European Union. Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 of 28 June 2007 on Organic Production and Labelling

of Organic Products and Repealing Regulation (EEC) No 2092/91. Off. J. Eur. Union 2007, L189, 1–23.

http://doi.org/10.1136/vr.100986
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23248113
http://doi.org/10.1080/09064700510009234
http://doi.org/10.2903/J.EFSA.2007.611
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40813-018-0103-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1591(02)00276-9
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1439-0450.2000.00313.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tvjl.2004.10.011
http://doi.org/10.1186/2055-5660-1-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28405413
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tvjl.2017.04.016
http://doi.org/10.1136/vr.160.5.149
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17277296
http://doi.org/10.1590/S0100-736X2012001000003
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731118002070
http://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2020.00405
http://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2021.682330
http://doi.org/10.1186/2055-5660-1-2
http://doi.org/10.7120/09627286.23.3.275
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731116001117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27306695
http://doi.org/10.1186/1751-0147-54-32
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tvjl.2009.08.028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2016.03.004


Animals 2022, 12, 949 14 of 14

28. The Commission of the European Communities. Commission Regulation (EC) No 889/2008 of 5 September 2008 Laying down
Detailed Rules for the Implementation of Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 on Organic Production and Labelling of Organic
Products with Regard to Organic Production, Labelling and Control. Off. J. Eur. Union 2008, L250, 1–84.

29. European Commission, Directorate Health and Food Audits and Analysis. Audit Reports. Available online: https://ec.europa.
eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_reports/ (accessed on 18 January 2022).

30. Lahrmann, H.P.; Busch, M.E.; D’Eath, R.B.; Forkman, B.; Hansen, C.F. More Tail Lesions among Undocked than Tail Docked Pigs
in a Conventional Herd. Animal 2017, 11, 1825–1831. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Thodberg, K.; Herskin, M.S.; Jensen, T.; Jensen, K.H. The Effect of Docking Length on the Risk of Tail Biting, Tail-Directed
Behaviour, Aggression and Activity Level of Growing Pigs Kept under Commercial Conditions. Animal 2018, 12, 2609–2618.
[CrossRef]

32. Sutherland, M.A.; Tucker, C.B. The Long and Short of It: A Review of Tail Docking in Farm Animals. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2011,
135, 179–191. [CrossRef]

33. Scollo, A.; di Martino, G.; Bonfanti, L.; Stefani, A.L.; Schiavon, E.; Marangon, S.; Gottardo, F. Tail Docking and the Rearing of
Heavy Pigs: The Role Played by Gender and the Presence of Straw in the Control of Tail Biting. Blood Parameters, Behaviour and
Skin Lesions. Res. Vet. Sci. 2013, 95, 825–830. [CrossRef]

34. Li, Y.Z.; Zhang, H.F.; Johnston, L.J.; Martin, W.; Peterson, J.D.; Coetzee, J.F. Effects of Tail Docking and Tail Biting on Performance
and Welfare of Growing–Finishing Pigs in a Confinement Housing System. J. Anim. Sci. 2017, 95, 4835–4845. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Hunter, E.J.; Jones, T.A.; Guise, H.J.; Penny, R.H.C.; Hoste, S. The Relationship between Tail Biting in Pigs, Docking Procedure
and Other Management Practices. Vet. J. 2001, 161, 72–79. [CrossRef]

36. Marchant-Forde, J.N.; Lay, D.C.; McMunn, K.A.; Cheng, H.W.; Pajor, E.A.; Marchant-Forde, R.M. Postnatal Piglet Husbandry
Practices and Well-Being: The Effects of Alternative Techniques Delivered Separately. J. Anim. Sci. 2009, 87, 1479–1492. [CrossRef]

37. Nannoni, E.; Valsami, T.; Sardi, L.; Martelli, G. Tail Docking in Pigs: A Review on Its Short- and Long-Term Consequences and
Effectiveness in Preventing Tail Biting. Ital. J. Anim. Sci. 2014, 13, 3095. [CrossRef]

38. Grümpel, A.; Krieter, J.; Veit, C.; Dippel, S. Factors Influencing the Risk for Tail Lesions in Weaner Pigs (Sus Scrofa). Livest. Sci.
2018, 216, 219–226. [CrossRef]

39. Hevia, M.L. Caudofagia (Mordeduras de Colas En Cerdos); Departamento de Producción Animal (U.D. Etología, Bienestar Animal y
Etnología), Universidad de Murcia: Murcia, Spain, 2012; pp. 34–43.

40. Kallio, P.; Janczak, A.; Valros, A.; Edwards, S.; Heinonen, M. Case Control Study on Environmental, Nutritional and Management-
Based Risk Factors for Tail-Biting in Long-Tailed Pigs. Anim. Welf. 2018, 27, 21–34. [CrossRef]

41. van de Weerd, H.A.; Docking, C.M.; Day, J.E.L.; Edwards, S.A. The Development of Harmful Social Behaviour in Pigs with Intact
Tails and Different Enrichment Backgrounds in Two Housing Systems. Anim. Sci. 2005, 80, 289–298. [CrossRef]

42. Vieira-Pinto, M.; Azevedo, J.; Poeta, P.; Pires, I.; Ellebroek, L.; Lopes, R.; Veloso, M.; Alban, L. Classification of Vertebral
Osteomyelitis and Associated Judgment Applied during Post-Mortem Inspection of Swine Carcasses in Portugal. Foods 2020, 9,
1502. [CrossRef]

43. Alban, L.; Vieira-Pinto, M.; Meemken, D.; Maurer, P.; Ghidini, S.; Santos, S.; Laguna, J.G.; Laukkanen-Ninios, R.; Alvseike,
O.; Langkabel, N. Differences in Code Terminology and Frequency of Findings in Meat Inspection of Finishing Pigs in Seven
European Countries. Food Control 2022, 132, 108394. [CrossRef]

44. Garcia-Diez, J.; Coelho, A. Causes and Factors Related to Pig Carcass Condemnation. Veterinární Med. 2014, 59, 194–201.
[CrossRef]

45. Huey, R.J. Incidence, Location and Interrelationships between the Sites of Abscesses Recorded in Pigs at a Bacon Factory in
Northern Ireland. Vet. Rec. 1996, 138, 511–514. [CrossRef]

46. Martínez, J.; Jaro, P.J.; Aduriz, G.; Gómez, E.A.; Peris, B.; Corpa, J.M. Carcass Condemnation Causes of Growth Retarded Pigs at
Slaughter. Vet. J. 2007, 174, 160–164. [CrossRef]

47. Jackson, P.G.G.; Cockcroft, P.D. Polysystemic Diseases. In Handbook of Pig Medicine; Saunders Elsevier: London, UK, 2007;
pp. 180–197.

48. Kruse, A.B.; Larsen, M.H.; Skou, P.B.; Alban, L. Assessment of Human Health Risk Associated with Pyaemia in Danish Finisher
Pigs When Conducting Visual-Only Inspection of the Lungs. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2015, 196, 32–39. [CrossRef]

49. Stärk, K.D.C. Epidemiological Investigation of the Influence of Environmental Risk Factors on Respiratory Diseases in Swine—A
Literature Review. Vet. J. 2000, 159, 37–56. [CrossRef]

50. Coelho, A.; Almeida, E.; Machado, G.; Vieira-Pinto, M. Pork Cutting Plant Condemnation Data: Economic Value and Potential
Use as a Farm-Inoculation Surveillance Tool. Safe Pork 2019, 13, 196–197.

51. King, D.; Painter, T.; Holtkamp, D.; DuBois, P.; Wang, C. Effect of Injection Tool on Incidence of Head and Neck Abscesses at
Slaughter. J. Swine Health Prod. 2010, 18, 290–293.

https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_reports/
https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_reports/
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731117000490
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28294097
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731118000563
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2011.10.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rvsc.2013.06.019
http://doi.org/10.2527/jas2017.1571
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29293713
http://doi.org/10.1053/tvjl.2000.0520
http://doi.org/10.2527/jas.2008-1080
http://doi.org/10.4081/ijas.2014.3095
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2018.09.001
http://doi.org/10.7120/09627286.27.1.021
http://doi.org/10.1079/ASC40450289
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods9101502
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2021.108394
http://doi.org/10.17221/7480-VETMED
http://doi.org/10.1136/vr.138.21.511
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tvjl.2006.05.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2014.11.017
http://doi.org/10.1053/tvjl.1999.0421

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Data Collection 
	Tail Scores 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Variation in Batch-Level Scores 
	Relationship between Total Condemnations with Tail Scores, Production System and Tail Length 
	Relationship between Local Condemnations of Carcasses’ Anatomical Regions with Tail Scores, Production System and Tail Length 

	Discussion 
	Variation in Batch-Level Scores 
	Relationship between Total Condemnations with with Tail Scores, Production System and Tail Length 
	Relationship between Local Condemnations of Carcasses’ Anatomical Regions with Tail Scores, Production System and Tail Length 

	Conclusions 
	References

