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Abstract This study was undertaken to evaluate and compare the status of animal welfare, environmental
level, and sow behavior, by including two farmhouses with sow group housing but having different floor
types, viz., litter floor and slat floor. Animal welfare level was evaluated for body and vulval wounds of
sows. The environmental level was measured for a total of 4 months, assessing the concentrations of H2S,
NH3 and CO2 inside the pig house, once a month. Results of this study indicate that the level of animal
welfare, with respect to body and vulval wounds, was better in the concrete slat floor farmhouse (H) than
in the litter floor farmhouse (K). Environmental levels obtained (in ppm) were: H2S (H, 1.0; K, 0.0), NH3
(H, 45.4; K, 1.3), and CO2 (H, 1102.3; K, 258.8), indicating higher levels in the H than in K farmhouse.
Aggressive behavior was mainly encountered in the H farmhouse. These results indicate that the same
group housing system, but with different flooring, results in changes pertaining to aggressive behavior
and environmental levels. It is therefore necessary to study the behavior changes, welfare, and
environmental levels while deliberating different floor types.
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Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of experiment in 2 farm
(Left: farm H, right: farm K). 1) Fixed IP
Camera, 2) Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S), Ammonia
(NH3), and Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
concentration measuring machine.
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Table 1. Overview of the 2 farms included in the
present study feeder and drinker systems,
floor type, group size, and temperature

Item

Feeder system

Drinker system

Floor type
Group size,
m*/herd 27 51
Production type Conventional Animal welfare
Herd size 200 250
Temperature, C 28.1 26.3

H 7h 694 2ol
Sool, K /M 284
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Table 2. Evaluation of animal welfare level with the

experiment
Behavior/ Farm
Clinical P value
measures H K
[,

Wounds

on the 0.001*
body, %

Vulval
lesions, %

2 £ 08 0.1 £ 02

Values are presented as number (%). P values are obtained
by T-test. Asterisks indicate statistically significant

associations (p<0.05).
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Table 3. Evaluation of environment level with the
experiment

Environment Farm
. P value
ltem H (n=84) K (n=79)
H:S (ppm) 1.0 0 0.017*
NH; (ppm) 45.4 13 0.050*
CO; (ppm) 1102.3 258.8 0.024*

P values are obtained by T-test. Asterisks indicate statistically
significant associations (p<0.05).
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Table 4. Comparative of behavior to floor types (slat
vs. litter) in sow

Item Farm H Farm K P value
2.6 + 042 0.0 £ 0.01 0.157
Chewing,
number/hour
0.2 £ 0.01 0.0 £ 0.01 0.076*
Fight,
number/hour

Values are presented as number (%). P values are obtained by
T-test. Asterisks indicate statistically significant associations

(p<0.05).
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