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The European Union (EU) has a long history of regulating the welfare of
farmed animals. Currently, the 'on-farm'aspects of animal welfare (AW) are
regulated by five directives adopted by the Council of the EU. The European
Parliamentis scrutinisingthe implementation of the EU legislation through
a dedicated report (with the Agriculture and Rural Development
Committee (AGRI) taking the lead and the Environment, Public Health and
Food Safety Committee (ENVI) giving its opinion). This European
Implementation Assessment (EIA), aimed at providing evidence in support
of the committees' work on the report, shows that the implementation of
the EU acquis has been challenging. Based on a large data collection
programme, it presents findings on the implementation of the EU
legislation against the standard criteria for ex-post evaluation, namely
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and EU added value. The EIA
also maps and assesses AW labelling systems operating across the EU in
terms of their design (including their scientific substantiation), regulatory
status and functioning (including their effectiveness, efficiency and
transparency). Furthermore, the paperanalyses the prospects fora possible
introduction of AW labelling at EU level.
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Animal welfare on the farm — ex-post evaluationof EU legislation:
Prospects for animal welfare labelling at EU level

Executive summary

This document presentsthe main findings of the European Implementation Assessment published
by the Ex-post Evaluation Unit of the European Parliamentary Research Service (EPRS) in support of
an ongoing implementation report by the European Parliament's Committee on Agriculture and
Rural Development (AGRI) on animal welfare (AW) on the farm, upon which the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI) gives an opinion. This research project has been
conducted by Arcadia International and the Austrian Institute for Regional Studies and Spatial
Planning (OIR) between December 2020 and May 2021.

Under Research Task 1, which combined primary and secondary datacollection, the research team
studied the implementation of five EU directives on on-farm AW - one General Directive covering
all farmed animal species' and four species-specific directives with specific rules covering pigs,
calves, broilers and laying hens.? The limited timeframe for the research project did not allow for
inclusion of all farmed animal species and EU Member States in its scope, therefore, 7 species* and
11 Member States* were covered. The available evidence was assessed against the standard set of
criteria for ex-post evaluation, namely relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and EU added
value.Impacts havealso been studied. The main findingsunder Research Task 1 are:

> Ontherelevance ofthelegislation, it was found that, of those stakeholders who felt in
a position to comment on whether the legislation was aligned or not with the state of
scientific knowledge, most agreed that it was outdated and in need of revision. The
legislation is not recent, and several new findingshaveemerged that establish bases for
revision. The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) has been mandated by the
European Commission to issue opinions that will contribute to the review of the
legislation in this respect. While a number of stakeholdersinterviewed (representatives
of farmers in particular) considered the currentlegislation fit for purpose and written in
an appropriate manner, most of them (National Competent Authorities (NCAs), non-
governmental organisations (NGOs), experts, some industry representatives )
considered the wording of the legislation is often inadequate, being too vague, or
providing exceptions or derogations to requirements. As a result, a number of
undesirable practices have continued to be allowed. There was a shared sense among
many stakeholders that fully specified requirements may not always be feasible, nor
desirable, as this could impose excessive burdenand rigidity on production sectors that
arevery diverse.

> On the effectiveness of the legislation, a mixed picture emerges from the data: some
directives have achieved desirable structural changes to themanner animals are reared
(the Laying Hens, Pigs (for pregnant sows) and Calves Directives). In contrast, the
General Directive and the Broilers Directive have been said to have achieved only small
impacts. The Pigs Directive has also failed to achieve some of its objectives, as
mutilations and cramped and stressful housing conditions withoutenrichmentremain
the norm for pigs in many Member States. With the exception of the Laying Hens and
Calves directives, a combinationof derogations, exceptions, vague requirements or the
absence of specific protections in EU legislation have existed in parallel to various
national legislations, all of which have been blamed by many stakeholders from
different categoriesfor distorting competition. The evidence onnon-compliance, which
is limited and of varying quality, pointsto patterns of non-compliance that are common
to some countries and sectors, as well as national and sectoral specificities. The reasons
for non-compliance are multifarious. Some of them are common to many Member
States. The outlook of aleading northand west and a lagging southand east hasbegun
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to evolve, due to greater awareness, political commitment and activism in such
countries as ltaly, France and Czechia. EU legislation and official controls have more
often than not been secondary to other factors when it comes to explaining
improvementson the ground.

> On impacts, the General Directive has generally been the least impactful of the
directives in scope. Due to the vague nature of the requirementsand the large margins
of interpretation it has allowed, links between improvements on the ground and the
directive have been impossible to characterise. The absence of species-specific
protections fora numberof species wasseen by moststakeholders as a key problem for
dairy cows, broiler and hen breeders, rabbits, sheep and turkeys. The peculiar
constraints of each species and of the farmers concerned were highlighted as calling for
a specific approach to each species, rather than a common one. The Broilers Directive
appears to have been the least impactful of the species-specific directives, in the sense
that it did not fundamentally alter production systems, although it incorporated an
animal-centred approach to the welfare of broilers and has paved the way for the
greater use of animal-basedindicatorsin welfare assessmentson the farm. The evidence
available suggests that the implementation costs it has generated for the sector may
have been a fraction of those thatwere incurred by the eggs, veal meatand pigs sectors
to comply with the other directives. In those three sectors, the directives have driven
significant changes to buildings and equipment, and contributed to some changes to
the number and size of farms in the sector. While working conditions were said to have
improved for laying hen and veal meat farmers as a result, this was not necessarily the
case for pig farmers.

# Onefficiency, the evidence, albeit limited, indicates that the costs ofimplementing the
legislation were generally justified given the impacts they had, although there are
strong views to the contraryfrom a fewindustry stakeholders.

> On coherence, the legislation was found to be broadly coherent with animal health
(AH) legislation, although greaterintegration was called for between the two. There
were strong and consistentviews among stakeholders to suggestthat there should be
better integration between AW legislation and international trade policy, aquaculture
policy, policy on fair prices within value chains, and the common agriculture policy
(CAP). There were disagreements on the extent to which the legislation on AW is
coherent with environmental policy.

> On EU added-value, there was a general agreement that the directives have added
value by providinga common frameworkof rules, although more needs to be doneto
address divergence in theirimplementation and consumerdemands on AW within the
EU.

Theresearch conducted under Research Task 1 encountered significant obstacles in terms of data
availability and data quality, especially as regards compliance rates (‘effectiveness' of the
implementation). Gettinga clear sense of the reality of practices on the ground forthe wide range of
businesses, speciesand issuesin scope would be challenging in any circumstances. In the context of
AW legislation, thischallengeis made far greater by two main factors. Firstly, the legislation does not
specify anumber of requirements (how they should be complied with or monitored) and therefore
leaves much discretion to Member States to specify numerous requirements and how they would
assess them. This ample space for different approaches and sometimes for subjectivity, leads to
inconsistent monitoring and enforcement across the EU. Secondly, Member States have different
approaches to resourcing and prioritising official controls, and to making information on those
controls and their outcomes publicly available. Sometimes,and particularly for species which are not
subject to specific regulations (such as rabbits), there are no or very few official controls. There are
therefore major data gaps and uncertainties (including on quality) regarding the available data.
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Expert views and an assessment of stakeholder opinions can, to some extent, address these issues,
but greater margins of uncertainty than would be desirable persistnonetheless. This is a regulatory
problem with negative implications at every stage of the policy cycle — from policy design,
monitoring and evaluation of the implementation of the legislation, toits revision. For the above
reason, the only firm recommendation that could be provided in the context of Research Task 1
concerns the European Commission, NCAs and business organisations, which should work
collaboratively on ways to tackle this information gap. The findings of this research project could
serve as a useful basis for future work to further specify the scope of the data problem® and its
various regulatoryaspects, which need to be addressed as a matterof priority.

Under Research Task 2, which also combined primary and secondary data collection, existing
labelling systems operating across the EU market have been identified. In total, 24 such systems
(concentrated in nine Member States)® have been identified and analysed by the research teamin
terms of their design (including their scientific substantiation), regulatory status and functioning
(including their effectiveness, efficiency and transparency). Furthermore, the project analysed the
potential added value stemming fromthe introduction of mandatory AW labelling requirements at
EU level. Some of the mostimportantconclusions under Research Task 2 are:

> The majority of the systems analysed have been initiated by the private sector, while
the remainder is the result of public-private partnerships or, to a lesser extent, of
initiatives by NCAs in some EU Member States.

# All systems analysed are voluntary in nature, thus leaving the choice to join them to
food business operators. The label's standard of most systems includes other aspects
related to the product besides AW, among which traceability, sustainability and health
arethe mostrecurrent. In termsof animal species, pigs, broilersand dairy cows are those
most frequently labelled. In terms of food products, the systems cover primarily fresh,
frozen and processed meat. The systems analysed vary greatly in terms of functioning
and design. Despite this heterogeneity, the features which are common to most
systems are: a single-tier design; the fact that AW requirements laid down in the label
standardsare based on private rules,among other things; and the independence of the
audits to verify compliance with that standard.

> A comparative assessment of a more limited sample of labelling systems (n=11) has
shown that their level of scientific substantiation and transparency can be considered
satisfactory, overall. However, furtherresearchis needed to determine the effectiveness
of those systems when considering, in particular, theirimpact on food businessesor in
relation to consumer understanding of animal production systems. Likewise, future
research may further investigate their efficiency, namely to establish to what extent
costs and benefits deriving from the participation by food businesses in such systems
are equitably shared acrossthe relevantproduct chain.

> Concerning the possible added value from the introduction of mandatory EU AW
labelling requirementsfor animal-based products, data collection activities carried out
during the research indicate that, overall, EU and national stakeholders hold different
views in this respect. Currently, the prospect of AW mandatorylabelling rulesat EU level
does not encounter the support of EU business stakeholders across all categories and
national farmers' organisations, the main reason being the economic implications
stemming from their implementation for food business operators and, above all, for
farmers. Besides, while mandatoryrules could ensure a greater level playingfield across
the EU market, they could have the effect of discouraging, if not preventing, private
initiatives oriented to product differentiation from using AW as a market leverage.
Likewise, most Member States are not in favour of the introduction of compulsory
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requirements in this area, supporting EU harmonisationthrough a voluntary approach
instead. Reasons to support a non-binding approach emerging from the research
include implementation costs forfood business operatorsand NCAsalike, challengesin
enforcing AW labelling requirementsanda possible generalised loss of competitiveness
in the EU agri-food sector.

Conversely, AW NGOs are in favour of the establishment of compulsory AW labelling
rules. Among the benefits they attribute to an EU-wide label improvements in AW
practices across the EU are expected through a market-driven approach, greater market
transparency and consumer empowerment, as well as new business opportunities for
farmers and other food business operators through the commercialisation of AW-
friendly products.

Future research in this area should examine the possible financial impacts of the
introductionof mandatory labelling requirementsat EU level moreclosely,among other
things, drawing from the experience of the public AW labelling systems thathave been
introduced overthe lastfewyearsin some Member States.

> The evidence collected during the research indicates that, at this stage of the policy
discussion, a voluntary approachto AW labelling at EU level is more likely to encounter
the support of a larger stakeholder base in the EU. In terms of design, stakeholders
generally consider that anEU label should set out criteria that are species-s pecific, cover
all the stages of the life of the animal and, with the exception of the EU meat industry
sector, strictly focus on AW aspects. Conversely, no strict consensus exists, as of yet, as
to whether the EU label should be designed as a single- or as a multi-tier labelling
system.
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1. Contextoftheresearch project

The European Union has a long history of regulating the welfare of farmed animals at all stages of
their life, namely, on the farm, during transport and at slaughter.

The first EU-level rules on AW concerned slaughter” and were adopted as early as in 1974 by the
then European Economic Community (EEC), i.e. long before AW was first acknowledged by the EU
founding Treaties in 1992 (see below). In 1976, the European Convention for the protection of
animals kept for farming purposes® was adopted underthe auspices of the Council of Europe. Back
to the European Union, in 1998, the Council adopted Directive 98/58/EC on the protection of
animals kept for farming purposes,’ whose provisions on AW on the farm are largely based on the
latter Convention. The first animal species covered by specific 'on the farm' AW rules were laying
hens keptin battery cagesin 1986 (currently covered by Council Directive 1999/74/EC), " followed
in 1991 by rules on on-farm AW of calves'?and pigs'* (updated by Council Directive 2008/119/EC on
calves™ (in force) and Council Directive 2008/120/EC on pigs ' (in force) respectively). The first 'on
the farm' AW rules on chickens kept for meat production were adopted in 2007 (Council
Directive 2007/43/EC,"®in force). Rules on AW during transportwere first adopted in 1977" and last
updatedin 2005."® The 1974 rules on slaughter were updated in 1993, but eventually a new set of
rules was adopted in 2009.% It is of note that the EU AW rules, including those currently in force,
were adopted by the Council of the EU alone, i.e. the European Parliament was notinvolvedas a co-
legislator.

AW was first integrated into the founding EU Treaties as late as in 1992, when the Treaty on the
European Union?' (Maastricht Treaty), andin particularthe Declaration on the protection of animals
attached to this Treaty, were signed. Later, this declaration was upgraded to a protocol on the
protection and welfare of animals, included in the Amsterdam revision?? of the founding Treaties
signed in 1997. The protocol, which has legal status, recognised that animals 'are sentient beings'
for the first time. The protocolalso obliged the EU institutions and Member States to take account
of AW considerationsand was later, after the 2007 Lisbon revision? of the Treaties, integrated into
Article 13 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU).** In particular,
Article 13 (TFEU) requires that, when designing and implementing EU policies in a number of areas,
the EU and its Member States must pay fullregard to the welfare requirements of animals because
they 'are sentient beings'. The policy areas concerned are: agriculture, fisheries, transport, internal
market, research and technological development and space. Article 13 TFEU also requires that the
EU and its Member States respect the legislative or administrative provisions and customs of the
Member States relating in particularto religiousrites, cultural traditionsand regional heritage.

The European Parliament has repeatedly addressed the issue of AW, including the implementation
of the relevant EU legislation. For example, as regards transport-related aspects, the Parliament
adopted a resolution on the implementation of Council Regulation (EC)No 1/2005 on the
protection of animals during transport within and outside the EU* in February 2019, whose
recommendations were, among other things, based on the findings of a topical European
Implementation Assessment® published by EPRS in 2018. Furthermore, in its current (9th)
legislature, the European Parliament established a Committee of inquiry on the protection of
animals during transport (ANIT),” from which a report is expected in the second half of 2021. In
addition, on 15 April2021, the parliamentary standing Committees on agriculture and rural
development (AGRI) and onpetitions (PETI) held a joint hearing? on the European Citizens' Initiative
'End the Cage Age'” to which the European Parliament reacted with a resolution adopted on
10 June 2021.%° The Parliament has also adopted several resolutions in previous legislatures
concerning animal welfare such as, for example, the resolution of July 2012 on the EU strategy for
the protection and welfare of animals*' and the resolution of November 2015 on a new animal
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welfare strategy for 2016-2020.*2 The European Parliament has also received several petitions and
citizens' enquiries related to animal welfare.

An essential part of Parliament's scrutiny of the implementation of the EU legislation on AW is an
implementation report by the AGRI committee, which has a particular focus on AW 'on the farm'.
The European Parliament's Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)
provides an opinion on this report. This EPRS study, from the 'European Implementation
Assessment' (EIA) series, has been prepared in support of the work of the European Parliament on
this implementation report. The EIA presents original findings on the implementation of the EU
legislation on'on-farm' AW, which falls strictly within the scope of the implementationreport, and,
onthe potential EU added value from the introduction of AW labelling requirements at EU level.

The following sections give a brief overview of the scope, methodology and added value of the
research project, carried out between December2020 and May 2021, by the Austrian Institute for
Regional Studies and Spatial Planning (OIR) and Arcadia International at the request of the Ex-post
Evaluation Unit of EPRS. The results of the project are published in the research paper entitled:
'Implementation of EU legislation on on-farm AW. Potential EU added value from the introduction
of AW labelling requirementsat EU level', which is an integral part of this EIA.

2. Scope and methodology of the research project

2.1. Research task 1 - Implementation of the EU legislation on 'on-
farm'animal welfare

This first research task covers the whole EU acquis in force on AW on the farm,** which includes
Directive 98/58/EC concerning the protection of animals kept for farming purposes (commonly
referred to as the General Directive, which applies to all animal species), and the following species-
specific directives: Directive 1999/74/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of
laying hens, Directive 2007/43/EC laying down minimum rules for the protection of chickens kept
for meat production, Directive 2008/119/EClaying down minimum standards for the protection of
calves, and Directive 2008/120/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of pigs.

Within the very limited timeframe of the research project, it was not possible to cover all animal
farmed species across all EU Member States. Therefore, for the research project to be feasible, its
scope had to berestricted to:

> Dbroilers, laying hens, pigs and calves underthe four species-specific directives;

> cows (including beef cattle and dairy cows), sheep and rabbits under the General
Directive,

> asampleof Member States, selected based on the criterion of the five EU Member States
that are the biggest producers of each of the above animal species.

In total, 7 animal species and 11 EU Member States** were thus included in the sample under
Research Task 1.

For this research task, the project teamrelied on secondary datafromavailable information sources
and primary data collectedfor the needs of the research project, using the semi-structured interview
method, in which alarge number of respondents representing stakeholdersat both EU and national
leveltook part. Auditingwas not used as a data collection tool because neither EPRS nor the external
team have auditing powers.
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Theavailable evidence has been analysed againstthe standard set of criteria for ex-post evaluation
used in the context of the EU better regulation agenda, namely relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
coherenceand EU added value.* Furthermore, theimpacts of thelegislation'simplementation were
analysed.The main elementsincludedin the scope of Research Task 1 are briefly presented below.

Under the relevance criterion, the team analysed, among other things, whether the directives in
scope set appropriate objectives and requirements on AW, in accordance with evolving scientific
evidence.Under the same criterion, the team also checked whetherthedirectives contain loopholes
or unclearly defined provisions, which negatively affect their implementation in practice and the
achievement of their objectives. Challenges regarding both aspects were identified. The findings on
relevance may be consulted under section 4.1 of the research paper.

Under the effectiveness criterion, the main question was whether the objectives of the directives
are being achieved as a result of the implementation of the directives. Furthermore, the team
analysed good and bad implementation practices and the relevant root causes that lead to both
compliance and non-compliance. A data gap on non-compliance with the EU AW legislation,
resulting from problems related to monitoring and enforcement at national level, was noted and
thereasons behind this were explained. This is a regulatory problem with negative implications at
every stage of the policy cycle - from policy design, monitoring and evaluation of the
implementation of the legislation to the relaunch of the policy cycle by the revision of the
legislation. Thefindings on effectiveness can be consultedunder section 4.2 of the research paper.

Besides the impacts of the implementation of the EU AW on-farm legislation on the welfare of
farmed animals, the research project also identified relevant economic, social and administrative
impacts, as well as impacts on public health, to the extent possible considering the availability of
data on each of the five pieces of EU legislation in scope. In the context of the General Directive, and
especially as regards the impacts it has produced on animal species currently not covered by
species-specificdirectives, the team aimed to identify which of the three animal species examined
by this project under the General Directive (but also more broadly,from those farmedacross the EU
in highest numbers) are most in need of coverage from species-specificrules, as is already the case
for broilers, laying hens, calves and pigs. The findings on impacts are available under section 4.3 of
theresearch paper.

Asregards the efficiency criterion, and similarly to other policy fields, quantitative data is scarce and
therefore the assessmentofthe cost-benefit ratio inherentto the implementationof the EU AW on
on-farm legislation wasdifficult. The findings on efficiency can be consulted under section 4.4 of the
research paper.

Under the coherence criterion, the research team checked forincoherence within each of thefive
directives in scope, and between the directives and other relevant EU policies, such as on animal
health, trade, the environmentand the CAP. The findings on coherence may be consulted under
section 4.5 of theresearch paper.

Under the EU added value criterion, the project aimed at establishing the added value of the
directives and theirimplementation, compared to what is likely to have been achieved by Member
States, ifacting on their own (i.e. if the five EU directives had neither beenin place norimplemented).
Thefindings on EU added value are available under section 4.6 of the research paper.
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2.2.Research task 2 - Potential EU added value from the
introduction of animal welfare labelling requirements at EU level

Under this second research task, the team mapped existing labelling systems operating across the
EU. Although labelling is not strictly included in the scope of the implementation report, during the
preparatory phase of the research project, it was considered that studying labelling is indeed
pertinent, given that it could have an impact on AW practices, which do fall in the scope of the
report. As a matter of principle, the task covered all farmed animal species; and all phases of their
life, onthefarm, during transport and at slaughter; and all EU Member Statesin which such systems
exist (or are under development). In total, 24 such systems (concentratedin 9 Member States)* have
been identified and analysed by the research teamin terms of their design (including their scientific
substantiation), regulatory status and functioning (including their effectiveness, efficiency and
transparency). Furthermore, the project analysed the potential added value stemming from the
introduction of mandatory AW labelling requirements at EU level. The findings under Research
task 2areavailablein section 5 of the research paper.

The labelling systems examined were identified based on the results of an online survey targeting
their owners/managers. The online survey was designed and carried out especially for the needs of
this research project. The data collected via the survey tool was checked and validated via follow-
up interviews with a sample of the respondents to the survey, using the semi-structured interview
method. In addition, the team relied for their analytical conclusions on extensive secondary data
collected from available information sources and primary data collected with the method of the
semi-structured interview with stakeholders at both EU and national level. As for Research Task 1,
the research team was notin a position to use auditing techniques for data collection, although a
focus has been placed on the practices of auditing (internal and/or external) of the identified
labelling systems.

The main conclusions of the research paperare summarised in its section 6.

3. Added value of the research project

Although limited in scope (only on-farm AW was studied for a limited number of farmed animal
species and Member States), the findings of the ex-post evaluation under Research Task 1,
conducted following the principles established by the EU better regulation agenda,*” contribute to
a better understanding of the implementation of the applicable EU AW legislation in scope. In
particular, the large primary data collection programme run by the research team at both EU and
national level allowed the team to cross-check and complement the information already available
in written sources.

Furthermore, Research task2 represents a first attempt at presenting a comprehensive picture of
the existing AW labelling systems across the EU market and the manner in which they operate. It
also provides a state-of-the-art view of the prospects of introducing mandatory AW labelling
requirementsat EU level, based on current stakeholders'views.

The findings of this research paper (underboth researchtasks) are presented in a way that makes it
clear what stakes each specific party - with a vested interested in AW — holds. This research paper
therefore provides a transparent account of the views expressed by stakeholders, and of clear
disagreements when documented, which is another contribution of the research project to
transparent EU policy-making on AW, in line with the EU better regulation agenda.
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This EIA would therefore be of added value to the work of the European Parliament's committees
involved in the consideration of the implementation report (AGRI and ENVI). It could also provide
valuable evidence for the European Parliament when taking part in ongoing and/or future
discussions on the prospects of introducing AW labelling at EU level. Furthermore, the transport-
related aspects of labelling, covered under the second Research Task, could be of interest to the
European Parliament's ANIT Committee.

In addition, this EIA could also feed into the ongoingwork of the European Commission's DG SANTE
on several initiatives carried out under the Farm to Fork Strategy*® announced in May 2020 in the
context of the European Green Deal, ** namely the Fitness check (evaluation) onthe implementation
of the whole EU AW acquis, expected towards the end of 2021, and the related revision of the
legislation expected in 2023, as well as its work on AW labelling.

ENDNOTES

' Directive 98/58/EC concerning the protection of animals kept for farming purposes (commonly referredto as the

'general’ directive)
Directive 1999/74/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of laying hens, Directive 2007/43/EC laying
down minimum rules for the protection of chickens kept for meat production, Directive 2008/119/EClaying down
minimum standards for the protection of calves, and Directive 2008/120/EClaying down minimum standards for the
protection of pigs

Broilers, laying hens, pigs, calves, beef cattle and dairy cows, sheep and rabbits.

These Member States are: Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, and Spain. However, it should be noted that, evidence permitting, other Member States have also been
covered, as appropriate.

This can include forthcoming EU-funded research on improving data on AW as part of the research funding package
under the Horizon Europe programme, aiming at achieving the objectives of the Farm to Fork Strategy.

Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and Sweden.

Council Directive 74/577/EEC on stunning of animals before slaughter (no longer in force)

The Convention applies to animals bred or kept for the production of food, wool, skin or fur or for other farming
purposes. It concerns animals in intensive stock-farming systems in particular. The EEC signed and ratified the
Convention in 1988;itsentry into force for the EEC followed in 1989.

Directive 98/58/EC concerning the protection of animals kept for farming purposes, commonly referredto as the
General Directive (in force)

19 By Council Directive 86/113/EEC of 25 March 1986, laying down minimum standards for the protection of laying hens
kept in battery cages (no longer in force)

Directive 1999/74/EClaying down minimum standards for the protection of laying hens (in force)

12 Council Directive 91/629/EEC of 19 November 1991, laying down minimum standards for the protection of calves (no
longer in force)

3 Council Directive 91/630/EEC of 19 November 1991, laying down minimum standards for the protection of pigs (no
longer in force)

Directive 2008/119/EClaying down minimum standards for the protection of calves (in force)

Directive 2008/120/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of pigs (in force)

Directive 2007/43/EClaying down minimum rules for the protection of chickens kept for meat production (in force)

Council Directive 77/489/EEC of 18 July 1977, 0on the protection of animals during international transport (no longer
in force)

18 Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 of 22 December 2004, on the protection of animals during transport and related
operations (in force)

19 Council Directive 93/119/EC of 22 December 1993, on the protection of animals at the time of slaughter or killing (no
longer in force)
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Council Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 of 24 September 2009, on the protection of animals at the time of killing (in
force)

Treaty on the European Union signed in Maastricht on 7 February 1992 (in force)

Treaty of Amsterdam amending the Treaty on European Union, the Treaties establishing the European Communities
and certain related acts signed in Amsterdam on 2 October 1997 (in force)

Treaty of Lisbon amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the European Community,

signed at Lisbon, 13 December 2007 (in force)

The provision of Article 13 (TFEU) could be found here.

Among other things, the European Parliament emphasised that partial implementation isinsufficient to achieve the
regulation's overarching purpose of avoiding injury to or undue suffering by animals, or their death during transport,
and that greater efforts should therefore be made to prevent serious incidents which have a significant impact on
animal welfare and to prosecute those responsible for them. The text of the resolution can be found here.

A. Dinu, Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 on the protection of animals during transport and related operations, European
Implementation Assessment, Study, European Parliamentary Research Service, 2018

See the details on the work of the ANIT Committee here.

See the details of the hearing here.

See the details of the ECl here.

European Parliament resolution of 10 June 2021 on the European Citizens' Initiative ‘End the cage age' The
Commission is expected to adopt a Communication in response to this European Citizens' Initiative at the end of
June 2021.

Among other things, the Parliament called on the Commission to prepare a proposal for a simplified EU legislative
framework for animal welfare. The text of the resolution can be found here.

Among other things, the Parliament called on the Commission to draw up a new and ambitious strategy for
2016-2020, to ensure continuity of the framework for high animal welfare standards across the EU. The text of the
resolution can be found here.

Including the related measures (if any) adopted by the Commission with the aim to ensure the uniform
implementation of each of these five directives and relevant guidance prepared at EU and/or national level.

These Member States are: Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, and Spain.

These are internationally recognised criteria (for example by the OECD) adapted to the EU regulatory context. More
specifically, they were taken on board by the EU in the Commission's better regulation guidelines and toolbox
adopted in 2015. The latter guidelines and toolbox are currently under revision in the context of the Commission
Communication on 'Better Regulation: Joining forces to make better laws' published in April 2021.

These Member States are: Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and Sweden.
And to the extent allowed by the available data.

Communication to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of Regions — A Farm to Fork Strategy for a fair, healthy and environmentally-friendly food system,
COM(2020)381 final, European Commission, May 2020

Communication on the European Green Deal, COM/2019/640 final, European Commission, December 2019

Following the information provided in the Commission May 2020 roadmap, which launched the Fitness check, its
results are expected to be published in Q4 of 2021.
Following the information provided in the Annex to the Farm to Fork Strategy, the revision of the EU legislation, which

will cover all phases of the life of farmed animals — on the farm, during transport and at slaughter - is expectedin Q4
of 2023.
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Implementation of EU legislation on 'on-farm'animal welfare: Potential EU added value from the
introduction of animal welfare labelling requirements at EU level

Executive summary

The European Union (EU) has been progressively promoting animal welfare (AW) over the last 40
years throughout the agri-food chain. At farm level, five EU directives currently set out minimum
standards for the protection of farmed animals in general and for some specific animal species
(notably, laying hens, broilers, calves and pigs).

This research paper evaluates the implementation of EU legislation governing on-farm AW against
a standard set of criteria (namely relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and EU added value)
together with its impacts. In addition, it maps and assesses existing models for AW labelling of
animal-based productsandexaminesthepotential added value from the introduction of mandatory
AW labelling requirements for suchproducts at EU level.

Ex-post evaluation of the EU acquis regulating on-farmanimal welfare

EUon-farm AW legislation combinesone general directive that setsout principles for the welfare of
farmed animals irrespective of the species, and four species specific directives on laying hens,
broilers, pigs and calves. This evaluationwas carried out in the context of an implementation report
onon-farm AW to be drawn up by the European Parliament’s Committee on Agriculture and Rural
Development (AGRI), and could also support Parliament’s workas a co-legislatoron the revisions to
thelegislation in scope expected by the end of 2023.

Relying on desk research and interviews of stakeholders at EU and national level in a sample of 11
Member States (MS), the research paper has provided a first overview of how the full set of on-farm
directives has beenimplemented.

On therelevance ofthe legislation, the research paper found that, of those stakeholders who felt in
a position to comment on whether the legislation was aligned or not with the state of scientific
knowledge, most agreed that it was outdated and in need of revision. The legislation is not recent,
and several newfindings have emerged thatestablish bases for revision.The European Food Safety
Authority (EFSA) has been mandated by the European Commission (EC) to issue opinions that will
contribute to the review of the legislation in this respect. While a number of stakeholders
interviewed (representatives of farmers in particular) considered the current legislation fit for
purpose and written in an appropriate manner, most of them — national competent authorities
(NCAs), non-governmental organisations (NGOs), experts, some representatives of the industry -
considered the wording of the legislation often inadequate in the sense that it was too vague, or
provided exceptions or derogations to requirements. Asa result, a numberof undesirable practices
have continued to be allowed. There was a shared sense among many stakeholders that fuly
specified requirements may not always be feasible, nor desirable, as this could impose a level of
burden andrigidity on production sectorsthat are verydiverse.

Onthe effectiveness of the legislation, a mixed picture emerges fromthe data:some directives have
achieved desirable structural changes to the manner animals arereared (the laying hens, the pigs
directive (for pregnant sows) and the calves directives). In contrast, the general directive and the
broilers directive have been said to have achieved only small impacts. The pigs directive has also
failed to achieve some of its objectives, as mutilations and cramped and stressful housing conditions
without enrichment remain the norm for pigs in many MS. With the exception of laying hens and
calves directives, a combination of derogations, exceptions, vague requirement or the absence of
specific protections in EU legislation have existed in parallel to various national legislations, all of
which have been blamed by many stakeholders from different categories for distorting competition.
The evidence on non-compliance, which is limited and challenging as explained in the research
paper, points to patterns of non-compliance that arecommon to some countries and sectors, as well
as national and sectoral specificities. The reasons for non-compliance are multifarious, and there too
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are common for some of them to many MS. The outlook of a leading north and west and a lagging
south and easthasbegunto evolve, due to greaterawareness, political commitment and activism in
such countriesas Italy, France andthe Czech Republic. EU legislation and official controls have more
often than not been secondary to other factors when it comes to explaining improvements on the
ground.

Onimpacts, the general directive has generally been the least impactful of the directives in scope.
The vague nature of the requirements and the large margins of interpretation it has allowed have
made links between improvements on the ground andthe directiveimpossible to characterise. The
absence of species-specific protections for a number of species was seen by most stakeholders as a
key problem for dairy cows, broiler and hen breeders, rabbits, sheep and turkey. The peculiar
constraints of each species and of the farmers concerned were highlighted as calling for a specific
approach to each species rather thana common one. The broilers directive appears to have been
the leastimpactful of the species-specific directives, in the sense that it did not fundamentally alter
production systems, although it incorporated an animal centred approach to the welfare of broilers
and has paved the way for the greater use of animal-based indicators in farming. The evidence
available suggests that the implementation costs it has generated for the sector may have been a
fraction of those thatwere incurred by the eggs, veal meatand pigs sectors tocomply with the other
directives. In those three sectors, the directives have driven significant changes to buildings and
equipment, and contributed to some changes to the demography of the sector. While working
conditions were said to have improved for laying henand veal meatfarmersas a result, this was not
necessarily the case for pig farmers.

On efficiency, the evidence, albeit limited, indicates that the costs ofimplementing the legislation
were generally justified given theimpactsthey had, althoughthere are strong views to thecontrary
from a few industry stakeholders.

On coherence, thelegislation was foundto be broadly coherent with animal health (AH) legislation,
although greater integration was called for between the two. There were strong and consistent
views among stakeholders to suggest that there should be better integration between AW
legislation and international trade policy, aquaculture policy, policy on fair prices within value
chains,and the commonagriculture policy (CAP). There were disagreements on the extentto which
thelegislation on AW is coherent with environmental policy.

On EU added-value, there was a general agreement that the directives have added value by
providing acommon framework of rules, although more needsto be done to address divergence in
theirimplementationand consumer demandson AW within the EU.

Finally, the research conducted hasencountered significant obstaclesin terms of dataavailability and
data quality especially as regards compliance rates (‘effectiveness’ of the implementation). Getting a
clear sense of the reality of practices on the ground for the wide range of businesses, species and
issues in scope would be a challenging in any circumstances. In the context of AW legislation, this
challengeis madefar greater by two main factors. Firstly, the legislation does not specify a number
of requirements (how they should be complied with or monitored) and therefore leaves much
discretion to MS to specify numerous requirements and how they would assess them. This ample
space for different approaches and sometimesfor subjectivity leads to inconsistent monitoring and
enforcement across the EU. Secondly, MS have different approaches to resourcing and prioritising
official controls, and to making information on those controls and their outcomes publicly available.
Sometimes, and particularly for species that are not subject to specific reqgulations (such as rabbits),
there are no or very few official controls. There are therefore major data gaps and uncertainties
(including on quality) regarding the available data. Expert views and an assessment of stakeholder
opinions can, to some extent, address these issues but greater margins of uncertainty thanwould be
desirable persist nonetheless. For the above reason, the only firm recommendation that could be
provided in the context of Research Task 1 concerns the EC, NCAs and business organisations, which
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should work collaboratively on ways of tackling this information gap. The findings of this research
project could serve asa useful basis for future work tofurther specify the scope of the data problem,’
and its various regulatoryaspects, which need to be addressed as a matterof priority.

Animal welfare labelling

Theresearch led to theidentification of 24 different labelling systems covering AW across the EU
market providing a first comprehensive overview of the existing labelling practices in this areaat EU
level. Labelling systemsaddressing AW have been proliferating on the EU marketoverthe last years.
The systems studied are currently concentrated in a limited number of MS with Southern European
countries registering the highest increase of newly established systems overthelast five years. The
majority of the systems analysed have been initiated by the private sector, while the remainder is
theresult of public-private partnershipsor, in few cases, of the initiative of EU MS. Denmark has been
the first MS to introduce a national AW label in 2017 and has been recently followed by Germany
and Italy.

All systems analysed are voluntary in nature, thus leaving to food business operators the choice to
join them. The label’s standard of most systems includes other aspects related to the product
besides AW, among which traceability, sustainability and health. In terms of animal species, pigs,
broilers and dairy cows are those most frequently labelled. In terms of food products, the systems
cover primarily fresh, frozen and processed meat. The systems analysed vary greatly in terms of
functioning and design. Despite this heterogeneity, the features, which are common to most
systems are: a single-tier design, the fact that AW requirements laid down in the label’s standard are
based on private rules,amongothers, and the independence of theaudits to verify compliance with
that standard.

A comparative assessment of a morelimited sample of labelling systems (n=11) has then shown that
their level of scientific substantiation and transparency can be considered satisfactory, overall.
However, further research is needed to determine the effectiveness of those systems when
considering, in particular, theirimpact on food businesses or in relationto consumer understanding
of animal production systems. Likewise, future research may further investigate their efficiency,
namely to establish to what extent costs and benefits deriving from the participation by food
businessesin such systems are equitably shared acrossthe relevant product chain.

Concerning the possible added value from the introduction of mandatory EU AW labelling
requirements for animal-based products, the data collection activities carried out during the
research indicate that, overall, EU and national stakeholders hold different views in this respect.
Currently, the prospectof AW mandatory labelling rulesat EU level does not encounter the support
of EU business stakeholders across all categories and national farmers’ organisations, the main
reason being the economic implications stemming from their implementation for food business
operators and, above all, for farmers. Besides, while mandatory rules could ensure a greater level
playing field across the EU market, they could have the effect of discouraging, if not preventing,
privateinitiatives oriented to product differentiation fromusing AW as a market leverage. Likewise,
most MS are not in favour of the introduction of compulsory requirements in this area supporting
EU harmonisation through a voluntary approach instead. Reasons to support a non-binding
approach emerging from the research include implementation costs for food business operators
and NCAs alike, challenges in enforcing AW labelling requirementsand a possible generalised loss
of competitiveness in the EU agri-food sector.

Conversely, AWNGOs are in favour of the establishment of compulsory AW labelling rules. Among
the benefits they attribute to an EU-wide label improvements in AW practices across the EU are
expected through a market-driven approach, greater market transparency and consumer
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empowerment, aswellas new business opportunities forfarmersand otherfoodbusiness operators
through the commercialisation of AW-friendly products.

Future research in this area should examine the possible financial impacts of the introduction of
mandatory labelling requirements at EU level more closely,among others things, drawing fromthe
experience of the public AW labelling systems that have been introduced over the last few years in
some MS.

The evidence collected during the research indicates that, at this stage of the policy discussion, a
voluntary approach to AW labelling at EU levelis more likely to encounter the support of a larger
stakeholder base in the EU. In terms of design, stakeholders generally consider that an EU label
should set out criteria thatare species-specific, cover all the stages of the life of the animal and, with
the exception of the EU meat industry sector, strictly focus on AW aspects. Conversely, no strict
consensus exists, as of yet, as to whether the EU label should be designed as a single-or as a multi-
tier labelling system.
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Glossary

Animal-based measures

Enrichment

Extensive farming

Input-based measures

Intensive farming
Mixed label
Multi-tier label

Non-animal-based
measures

Output-based measures

A response of an animal or an effect on an animal used to assess its
welfare. It can be taken directly on the animal or indirectly and includes
the use of animal records. It can result from a specific event, e.g. an
injury, or be the cumulative outcome of many days, weeks or months,
e.g.body condition?

Environmental modifications that facilitate strongly motivated
behaviours that are specific to a species, or lead the animal to express
behaviours which are more complex. Enrichment can include bedding,
substrates, objects, etc.?

Farming system often practised on larger farms, characterised by low
levels of inputs per unit area of land*

See non-animal-based measures

Farming system with higher levels of input and output per unit area of
land

Labelling system that covers AW alongside other product- or process-
related dimensions

Labelinvolving different levels of compliance with progressively higher
AW requirements

An evaluation of a factor of combination of factors (resources or
management) thatmaybe linked to changein the likelihood of good or
poor welfare®

See animal-based measures
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1. Objectives and scope of the research

Following the launch by the European Parliament (EP) Committee on Agriculture and Rural
Development (AGRI) of an own-initiative implementation report on animal welfare (AW) at farm
level, the European Parliament Research Service (EPRS) (notably, the Ex-Post Evaluation Unit) has
been requested to provide expertise in support of the drafting of that report. It has therefore

commissioned the presentresearch paper with the following objectives:

1

L

Evaluate theimplementationof the legislation of the European Union (EU) on AW with
a focus on “on-farm” aspects against a standard set of criteria (namely relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and EU added value) together with its impacts
(Research Task 1); in particular the EU legislation subject to the evaluation consists of
thefollowing legal acts:

Council Directive 98/58/EC concerning the protection of animals kept for farming
purposes (the “general” directive);®

Council Directive 1999/74/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of
laying hens (“species-specific” directive);’

Council Directive 2007/43/EC laying down minimum rules forthe protection of chickens
kept for meat production (“species-specific” directive);®

Council Directive 2008/119/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of
calves (“species-specific” directive);’and,

Council Directive 2008/120/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of
pigs (“species-specific” directive).™

Map and assess existing models for AW labelling of animal-based products while
examining the potentialadded value fromtheintroduction of mandatory AW labelling
requirementsat EU levelfor such products (Research Task 2); while the focus of ex-post
evaluation under Research Task 1 is strictly limited to on-farm AW, the scope of
Research Task 2 is broader insofar as labelling systems may also cover AW during
transportand/or at slaughter.

Against this background, this research paper is structured in five main chapters:

=

=
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Chapter 2, Methodological approach - This chapter illustrates the methodologicl
approach that was designed and implemented by the research team to complete the
two research tasks;

Chapter 3, EU policy and legislation on animal welfare: general context and
evolution of on-farm animal welfare practices for the studied species - This chapter
serves as a scene-setter for Chapters 4 and 5 insofar as it describes the broader policy
and legislative frameworkfor AWat EU level besides providing an historical overview of
the evolution of on-farm AW practices for the animal species covered by the research
paper, i.e. laying hens, broilers, pigs, calves and, in the context of Directive 98/58/EC,
cattle (for all farming purposes), sheep and rabbits;

Chapter 4, Ex-post evaluation of the EU acquis regulating on-farm animal welfare-
This chapter contains the results of the ex-post evaluation exercise conducted by the
research team. This examined the implementation of the five on-farm AW directives
referred above, alongside relevant guidance documents, considering their relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, EU added value and impacts;

Chapter 5, Animal welfare labelling - This chapter contains a mappingof the labelling
systems covering AW that currently exist onthe EU market together with anassessment
of their scientific substantiation, effectiveness, efficiency and transparency.In addition,
it considers and discusses the potential added value that may derive from the
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introduction of mandatory AW labelling requirements for animal-based products at EU
level;

Chapter 6, Conclusions and recommendations - The final chapter of the research
paper draws the main conclusions of the research conducted and, on that basis,
formulates relevant recommendations for EU policy-makers and for future research to
be conductedin this area.
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2. Methodologicalapproach

The methodological approach designed to produce this research paper consisted of two main
research tasks (Research Task 1 and Research Task 2). These were preceded by an inception process
(Research Task 0) that took place in December 2020. Research Task 1 focused on the ex-post
evaluation of the implementation of the EU acquis on on-farm AW legislation. Research Task 2
gathered relevant information on existing labelling systems covering AW in the EU market, while
considering the potential added value deriving from the introduction of mandatory AW labelling
requirementsat EU level.

More details on the differentresearchtasksare given in section 2.1 - 2.3 of this chapter, while section
2.4 illustrates the approach chosenby the research team to reflect and report stakeholder views in
theresearch paper.

Thefigure belowillustrates the overalllogic underpinning the methodological approach applied to
theresearch as well as the specific data collection activities performed for each of the two research
tasks.

Figure 1. Researchtasks

RESEARCH TASK 0

Inception Process

RESEARCH TASK 2

AW labelling systems in the EU
& potential added value of EU labelling rules

| I

T [

RESEARCH TASK 1

Evaluation of EU acquis regarding on-farm AW

Desk research Desk research

EU-level interviews Stakeholder survey

AW labelling interviews

National interviews

ANALYSIS & REPORTING

Source: Arcadia International 2020
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2.1. Research Task O

As referred earlier above, the two main research tasks were preceded by an inception process
(Research Task 0). This process essentially served to better define the scope of the research to be
conducted and, in accordance with that, to fine-tune data collection tools. One of the main
milestones of this initial process was the decision to include within the analysis to be performed
under Research Task 2, next to the labelling systems strictly focussing on AW, also the so-called
“mixed labels”, i.e. labelling systems that cover AW alongside other product- or process-related
dimensions (e.g. sustainability, food safety, traceability, environmental impact, organic, nutrition,
etc.) (see below section 2.3).

2.2. Research Task 1

For the evaluation of the implementation of the EU acquis on on-farm AW legislationforeseen under
Research Task 1, the research conducted relied on three main datacollection tools, namely:

= Desk;
= EU-level interviews;and
> Nationalinterviews.

Itis of note that the data collection methodology underResearch Task 1 did notinvolveany auditing
of farms, authorities (NCAs) or any otheractor involvedin theimplementationof the EU legislation
includedin the scope of this research paper."

The following paragraphs briefly describe how the data collection tools referred above were
implemented by the research team.

Desk research

In thefirst phase of the research project, extensive deskresearch was carried out with the objective
to identify relevantinformation sources at EU level, which could support the evaluation of the five
EU directives in scope. Through desk research relevant EU studies and reports as well as academic
studies and articles were identified, which feature in thelist of references at the end of the research
paper. Desk research also served for the elaboration of the historical overview of the evolution of
on-farm AW practices in the EU, which is contained in section 3.2 of the research paper. EU-level
desk research was finally complemented by desk research at country level in support of National
interviews (see below).

EU-level interviews

Under Research Task 1, the research team performed a set of exploratory interviews with EU
stakeholders and experts (“EU-level interviews”) mainly to gauge initial feedback on the
implementation of theEU acquisregulatingon-farm AW aswellas on AW labelling for the purpose of
Research Task2.

For the purpose of ensuring consistency and comparability of the information to be gathered with
those interviews, the research team developed a common interview guide, based on a semi-
structuredquestionnaire, addressing boththemes coveredby ResearchTasks 1 and 2. The EU-level
interview guideis contained in AnnexA.1.In total 15 EU-level interviews were performed. The full
list of interviewees is provided in Annex A.2.

Ofall EU stakeholders whomthe research teamreached out to,only BEUC (the European consumer
organisation) declined the request of interview explaining that AW is out of their activities. In
addition, as Vier Pfoten/Four Paws, an AW non-governmental organisation (NGO), could not
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participate in the group interview that was organised with other NGOs, it delegated another NGO
(Eurogroupfor Animals) to representthem.

Nationalinterviews

In accordance with the methodology designed on the basis of the Technical specifications of the
research paper, interviews were performed at national levelin the five biggest producing Member
States (MS) for each one of the species covered by the research paper - i.e. cattle (for all farming
purposes), rabbits and sheep underDirective 98/58/EC; laying hens; broilers; pigs and calves).

Table 1 illustrates thescope of the national research performedin the 11 MS that formed part of the
sample studied.

Table 1:.Scope of national research

Directive 98/58 — Pigsdirective | Laying hens Broilersdirective | Calves

general directive directive directive
DENMARK

FRANCE | Rabbits,  Cows,
Sheep

GERMANY | Rabbits, Cows
GREECE Sheep
IRELAND | Cows

ITALY | Rabbits, Cows,
Sheep

NETHERLANDS
POLAND
PORTUGAL | Rabbits
ROMANIA | Sheep

SPAIN | Rabbits,  Cows,
Sheep

During the research other animal species and MS have been commented depending on the
available data. With a view to ensuring consistency and comparability of the information to be
gathered via nationalinterviews, the research teamdrafted acommoninterview guide in the form
of a semi-structured questionnaire to be used by all national experts. The national interview guide,
which also contained guidelines for performing desk research at national level, is contained in
Annex A.3. In this respect, it is worth noting that the interview guide also contained a set of
questions relevant to ResearchTask 2 and notably related to the added value and implications that
might stem from theintroduction of mandatory EU AW labelling requirements.

Over the period February — April 2021 a total of 89 interviews (out of 102 envisaged)' were
performed at national level targeting a broad range of stakeholders, including NCAs responsible for
the development and/or enforcement of AW legislation atnational level, farmers’ organisations, AW
NGOs and AW experts. The fulllist of interviewees for each MS is provided in Annex A.4.

In addition, the completion of Research Task 1 benefited from inputs from 3 AW experts: Charlotte
Berg, Andrew Butterworthand Cynthia Schuck-Paim.
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2.3. Research Task 2

With a view to providing a mapping and an assessment of existing labelling systems covering AW
in the EU and an analysisofthe potential addedvalue of the introduction of mandatory AW labelling
requirementsat EU level, three main data collection tools were used:

= Deskresearch;
= Anonlinesurvey;and
= AW labellinginterviews.

As for Research Task 1, data collection under Research Task 2 did not involve any auditing of the
labelling systemsstudied.

The following paragraphs briefly describe how the data collection tools referred above were
implemented by the research team.

Desk research

During the period December 2020 — January 2021, the research team performed extensive desk
research to identify existing labelling systems covering AW in the EU with a view to subsequently
targeting them via the online survey (see furtherbelow). The deskresearch performed relied mainly
on the consultation and analysis of websites of owners/managers of labelling systems across the
EU-27. Indeed, academicliteratureand non-academic sourcesmapping, analysing and/or assessing
these types of systems are quite limited and, in general, not exhaustive in terms of EU, national
and/or animal species coverage.' With these limitations in mind, academic literature and non-
academic sources were used to triangulate and/or complement information retrieved by the
research team on theinternet.

Annex A.5 provides thelist of thelabelling systems that were identified through desk research. In
total, 23 labelling systems were pre-identified across the EU.

Online survey

Theonline survey was, launched on 1 February 2021 and closed on 12 March 2021. The final text of
the online survey consisted of five main sections, notably:

Identification of the respondent;

General details of the labelling system;

Main characteristics of the labelling system;
Functioning of the labelling system;

Market penetration and impactsof the labelling system;
Potentialimpact ofan EU AW label; and,
Additionalinformation and follow-up,

CTMMmoON®>

fora totalnumber of 72 questions.

Respondentswere also questioned abouttheiravailability to sit a follow-up interview (“AW labelling
interview”; see further below) with the objective togather additionalinformation on the functioning
of their systems and clarify details of their replies where necessary.

Thefull text of the survey is provided in Annex A.6 to this report.
The survey was distributed by the research teamto the following stakeholders:

= All EU 27 MS, notably to the national agriculture or AW attaché(s) in the respective
Permanent Representationsto the EU;
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= Allfood labelling systems that were pre-identified by the research team through desk
research (seeabove);

= AllEU stakeholders who took part in the EU-level interviews (see Annex A.2) with a view
to ensuring wide dissemination of the survey among theirmembers at national level.

The survey generated 30 replies in total. Of those 27 replies were eventually validated by the
research team corresponding to 24 labelling systems covering AW across the EU. The full analysis
of thereplies generated by the surveyis contained in AnnexA.7.

AW labelling interviews

Building on the results generated by the survey, the research team identified 12 labelling systems
(i.e. 50% of the total number of respondents) to sit a possible follow-up interview. The selection of
this sample was made taking into accountdifferentfactorsand elements, including:

= Theavailability given by the respondents to sit an interview;

= Thegeographicaldistribution of the systems mapped throughthe survey;

= Theyearofestablishmentandtheimplementationstate of the system;

= The overall scope of the labelling system notably with the objective to include in the
analysis also mixed labels (see above 2.1);

= Thevariety ofanimal species and food product categories coveredby each system.

A common interview guide, based on a semi-structured questionnaire, was developed for this
purpose using the critical evaluationframework designed by More et al. (2017) “* with the objective
to carry out a comparative assessment of the labelling systems studied in terms of scientific
substantiation, effectiveness, efficiency and transparency. The AW labelling interview guide is
providedin Annex A.8.

Of the labelling systems that were identified only one declined the interview. Therefore, the final
sampleanalysed during this phase of the research consisted of 11 labelling systems. The full list of
the AW labelling interviews performed is providedin AnnexA.9.

2.4. Approach to reporting stakeholder views in the research
paper

Asillustrated in the previous sections of this chapter, the consultations undertaken in the context of
the research paper consisted in stakeholder interviews and one survey. Against this background,
this section elaborates on the approach elected by the research team to reflect and report
stakeholder views in this research paper.

EU-level and nationalinterviews

The interviews were completed by EU-level and national level stakeholdersfrom 11 MS. Those
stakeholdersbelong to the following categories:

= EU institutions, notably the European Commission (EC) and the European Court of
Auditors (ECA);

= Business associations (farmers, processors and retailers at EU level, and farmers at
nationallevel);

= NGOs at EUand nationallevel;

= NCAs;and

= Experts on AW, publichealth and conservation science.

The full set of semi-structured interviews completed consists of a heterogeneous set of qualitative
data. Aggregation of views acrossstakeholdersis limited by the following considerations:
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= Most EU-level stakeholders were unable to provide specific feedback on the
implementation of the directives; they rather shared positions and views on future
policy and legislative scenarios;

= Most national stakeholders were unable to directly comment on the directives; they
rather commented on the national legislationthat transposes the directives;

= Most national stakeholdersdid not hold the memory of how the implementation of the
directives occurred in their MS (10 to 15 years from the time of the interview) and what
impact they had;

= Most EU-level and national stakeholders were able to address some questions but not
all. The questions they answered were a function of their role, the sector in which they
operate, or their level of expertise on the topic.

As a result of the above, and to ensure the reportis true to the data collected and the views
expressed by the stakeholders, the research team has elected to report on interview findings in
terms of how much agreement or disagreement thereis across the various stakeholder categories,
providing, whenever possible, indications on which categories of stakeholders, in which countries
andfor which species, diverge from others. Theresearchteam hasthuselected not to reporton the
proportion of all stakeholders interviewed through such statementsas “a majority of stakeholders”
or “a minority of stakeholders” as, in the view of the research team, this risks misleading the reader
thatallrespondentswere able to express a view on all questions, which is not the case.

Online survey

The survey under Research Task 2 was completed by owners/managers of labelling systems
covering AW. Given the systematic nature of the survey, meaning that each respondent replied to
the exact same questions that were all relevant to them, the reporting on the survey responses
specifies the proportion of allresponsesreceived through qualitative and quantitative statements,
e.g."“a minority of respondents (4 out of 24)".
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3. EU policy and legislation on animal welfare: general
contextand evolution of on-farm animal welfare practices
forthe studied species

3.1. EU policy context

The EU has been progressively promoting AW over the last 40 years throughoutthe agri-food chain.
The first EU AW legislation concerning the slaughter of animals was adopted in 1974.1n 2007, with
the signing of the Lisbon Treaty, animals were given greater prominence as sentient beings under
EU primary law (namely, througharticle 13 of the Treaty onthe Functioning of the European Union)
and since then their welfare must be taken into account while designing and implementing other
EU policies.™

At farm level, five EU directives adopted by the Council of the EU currently set out minimum
standards for the protection of farmed animals in general and of some specific animal species
(notably, laying hens, broilers, calves and pigs).These are:

= Council Directive 98/58/EC concerning the protection of animals kept for farming
purposes (the “general” directive);

Council Directive 1999/74/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of
laying hens (“species-specific” directive);

Council Directive 2007/43/EClaying down minimum rules for the protection of chickens
kept for meat production (“species-specific” directive);

Council Directive 2008/119/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of
calves (“species-specific” directive); and,

Council Directive 2008/120/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of
pigs (“species-specific” directive).

L R

Directive 98/58/EC laid down general provisions, namely in relation to staffing, inspections, record
keeping, freedom of movement, facilities and accommodation, equipment, feed and water,
mutilations and breeding procedures,for all animal species kept for the production of food, wool,
skin or fur, or for other farming purposes. The directive has therefore general scope and applies to
therearing of sheep, rabbits, and cows (for all farming purposes),amongothers.

Shortly after the adoption of the general directive, the EU adopted:

#  Council Directive 99/74/EC laid down minimum standards for the protection of laying
Y@. hens. In particular, the directive set out provisionsforthree main different farming systems,
namely non-enriched cages (subject to an EU ban since 2012), enriched cages, and
alternative systems. In addition, it established the obligation of marking eggs based on

their farm of origin.™

#  Council Directive 2007/43/EC laid down minimum rules for the protection of chickens kept

v # for meat production (“broilers”). The directive set out requirements for keeping chickens,

including maximum stockingdensity, lighting, litter,feeding, and ventilation. Moreover, the

EC has produced several reports and studies with regard to the AW of this specific animal

category.In 2016, it presented areportto the EP and the Council on the impact of genetic

selection.' In 2017, it performed a study on the application of the directive aimed at the

development of specific welfare indicators.'® Lastly, in 2018 it presented a report again to

the EP and the Council on the application of the directive and its influence on thewelfare of
chickens kept for meat production as well as the development of welfare indicators."
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” Council Directive 2008/119/EC, which repealed Directive 91/629/EEC,* laid down

' minimum standards for the protection of calves. The directive set out accommodation
standards notably by forbiddingthe use of confined individual pensfor animals older than
eight weeks of age.

Council Directive 2008/120/EC, which repealed directive 91/630/EEC,?' laid down

R minimum standards for the protection of pigs. In particular, the directive established
accommodation standards and specific provisions for boars, sows and gilts, piglets and
weaners and rearing pigs. Furthermore, in 2016 the EC issued Recommendation (EU)
2016/336 aimed at preventing routine tail-docking #. Also, since 2010 growing importance
has been attached to the use of alternativesto pig castration and to the need to abandon
surgical castration.

EU on-farm AW legislation has been subsequently complemented by specific legislation addressing
AW during transportandrelated operations®and at slaughter.?

With a view to improving AW standards and achieving more consistent application and
enforcement of EU AW legislation in all MS, including in relation to the directives listed above, in
2012, the ECadopted an EU Animal Welfare Strategy (AWS) for 2012-2015,% as a continuation of the
previous Community Action Plan on the Protection and Welfare of Animals 2006-2010.%

Figure 2. EU AW policy and legislation currently in force: “on-farm” focus
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e Labelling
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Source: Arcadia International 2020

In particular, this policy initiative outlined strategic actions aimed at ensuring more even levels of
protection across species and countries as well as a greater level-playing field between economic
operators. These involved a range of interventions, including the production of guidance,
enforcement actions, research projects, and improving synergies between AW policy and the
common agricultural policy (CAP) to drive improvements at farm level. In 2018, the ECA noted
significant variations in terms of implementation of AW legislation in the EU and the partial
achievements of previousactions (in particular the AWS) toaddress those variations. The ECA noted
in particular the lack of synergies with the CAP.?” These observations were corroborated by the
evaluation ofthe AW strategy (2012-2015).%
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In 2017, the EC created the EU Platform on AW, a stakeholder forum aimed at enhancing dialogue
on AW issues at EU level. Currently, the Platform works through three main thematic sub-groups,
onefocussing onanimaltransport, another one on the welfare of pigs, and the last one, which was
established in October 2020, on AW labelling. EU law regulates AW labelling of animal-based
products to alimited extent. The current regulatory state-of-the art in this specificarea is discussed
furtheronin section 5.2 of this research paper.

Against this background, Figure 2 provides an overview summary of the main AW-related policy and
legislative acts at EU level, currently in force, with a specificfocus on “on-farm” requirements.

3.2. Evolution of on-farm animal welfare practices for the studied
species:an overview

This section provides for a historical overview of the evolution of on-farm AW practices in the EU for
the species studied during theresearch,namely laying hens, broilers, pigs, calves and, in the context
of Directive 98/58/EC, cattle (for all farming purposes), sheep and rabbits. As a general remark, it
should be noted that the level of quantitative and qualitative information for the various spedes
analysed varies significantly from one case to another, being notably more limited for the species
covered by Directive 98/58/EC, i.e. cattle (for all farming purposes), sheep and rabbits. Annex A.10
totheresearch paper provides a more detailed account of such evolution.

3.2.1. Laying hens

In 1999 the EU adopted Council Directive 1999/74/EC. This directive laid down minimum standards
for the protection of laying hens (except breedinglaying hens and systems with less than 350 laying
hens).In particular, the directive setout provisionsfor three differentfarming systems,namely non-
enriched cages (subject to an EU ban as of 2012), enriched cages, and alternative systems (such as
barn systems and free range). Some MS went beyond EU requirements and have adopted more
stringent provisions (for instance, in Luxembourgand Austria enriched cages are prohibited).”

In 2020, more than 371 million laying hens were farmed in the EU - excluding the United Kingdom
(UK) and raised in four different systems: enriched cages, barns, free-range and organic systems.*
Approximately 51.9% of the laying hens were housed in alternative housing systems (namely 34%
in barns, 11.9% in free-range and 6.1% in organic systems), while the remaining 48.1%in enriched
cages (as shownin Table 2).*’

Table 2 Number of laying hens by farming method (maximum capacity) according
to notifications under Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2017/1185, Art. 12(b) -
AnnexI11.10,in 2020.

2020 % by farming method in respective country

Vel i s i % MS/EU O % barn % freerange | % organic
MS cages

56 260 281 15.1% 5.6% 60.1% 213% 13.0%

PL 50150219 13.5% 81.0% 13.7% 4.4% 0.8%
FR ** 48 255709 13.0% 54.1% 11.7% 23.0% 11.2%
ES 47129970 12.7% 77.6% 13.0% 8.0% 1.4%
IT 41047911 11.0% 42.0% 49.5% 3.7% 4.9%
NL 33126050 8.9% 15.2% 60.6% 17.8% 6.4%
BE 10735941 2.9% 37.2% 43.3% 13.6% 5.9%
RO 8741379 2.4% 58.8% 33.0% 6.6% 1.7%
PT 8732646 2.3% 86.2% 10.7% 2.8% 0.4%
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2020 % by farming method in respective country

: : o -
MS Total laying hens in % MS/EU % enriched % barn % freerange | % organic
MS cages

SE 8725649 2.3% 5.5% 76.1% 3.7% 14.7%
HU 7501107 2.0% 71.0% 28.0% 0.7% 0.3%
AT 7119691 1.9% 0.0% 61.0% 26.5% 21.5%
Ccz 7111571 1.9% 67.6% 30.9% 1.0% 0.4%
BG 5505594 1.5% 71.0% 25.3% 3.6% 0.0%
EL** 4616611 1.2% 77.3% 12.2% 5.1% 5.4%
Fl 4504894 1.2% 50.5% 39.3% 3.2% 7.1%
DK 3767997 1.0% 14.6% 58.3% 9.6% 17.4%
[E ** 3651519 1.0% 51.5% 1.1% 43.8% 3.7%
LV 3255160 0.9% 75.2% 21.5% 3.0% 0.2%
SK 3154986 0.8% 76.7% 21.0% 2.1% 0.2%
LT 2837711 0.8% 83.2% 15.9% 0.3% 0.6%
HR 2316358 0.6% 61.9% 34.1% 3.6% 0.4%
Sl 1450580 0.4% 24.3% 55.1% 18.1% 2.6%
EE 1122167 0.3% 81.7% 9.5% 4.0% 4.7%
CY 535865 0.1% 71.4% 17.2% 9.6% 1.8%
MT 360585 0.1% 99.4% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%
LU 103720 0.0% 0.0% 75.6% 0.0% 24.4%
TOTAL 371821871 100% 48.1% 34.0% 11.9% 6.1%

**2019 Data | Source: EC, Eggs, Market Situation Dashboard, 2021

According to the latest information available, 74.2% of laying hens are concentrated in only six MS:
Germany, Poland, France, Spain, Italy and Netherlands. In Germany, Netherlands and Italy alternative
housing systems are the main housing systems used. Conversely, in Poland, Spain and France the
main housing systemsused are enriched cages.*

In some MS, farm assurance schemesor private standardsalso contributetoward AW of laying hens.
While some schemes/standards reflect EU legislation, others impose more stringent requirements
for AW than EU provisions.*® This is the case of private labelling systems such as Label Rouge in
France*and Beter Leven keurmerkin the Netherlands.*

3.2.2. Broilers

In 2007, the EU adopted Council Directive 2007/43/EC. This directive laid down minimum rules for
the protection of chickens kept for meat production addressing welfare problems related to
environmental and management factors.*® The directive applies to holdings with more than 500
chickens, set out requirements for keeping chickens (including maximum stocking density and
housing facilities) and required the monitoring and follow-up at slaughterhouse of welfare
indicators to help identify poor welfare on holdings. Some MS (e.g. Austria, Denmark, Finland,
Germany, the Netherlands, and Sweden) have introduced stricter requirements than those set out
by the directive.®”

Farm assurance schemes or private standards are also used in some MS. These also contribute, in
some way, to ensuring thatthe overall welfare of broilersis guaranteed. While some of such schemes
and standards mirrorEU rules, in other cases they set out stricter requirements.*® This is the case of
private AW labelling systems such as Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal and Label Rouge in France,
Tierschutzlabel “Fiir mehrTierschutz” in Germany, and Beter Leven keurmerkin the Netherlands.*
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3.2.3. Pigs

In 2008 Council Directive 2008/120/EC was adopted. The directive applies to all categories of pigs
laying down minimum standards for their protection. It set out requirements for accommodation,
feed, and environmental conditions of pigs, including the living space available per animal, the
quality of the floorings, the permanentaccessto fresh water and to materialsfor rooting and playing
as well as levels of light and noise.

Thedirective also laid down rules concerning painful operations such as castration, tail-docking and
the elimination of corner teeth. Building on prior legislation, it reiterates that routine tail-docking
and the elimination of corner teeth are prohibited, unlessthere is evidence of injuries in other pigs.
In spite of these requirements, some harmful practices such as tail-docking and surgical castration
of male piglets have continued.In 2016, the EC issued additional guidance on measures to reduce
the need for tail-docking through Recommendation (EU) 2016/336.%

In most MS national legislation reflects the provisions of EU law, but in some countries, it goes
beyond that. Byway of an example, the Netherlands have reduced the period allowed for individual
housing aroundinseminationfrom fourweeks to four days.*

There are somefarm assurance schemes or private standards in place in several MS that contribute
to the overall welfare of pigs in synergy with EU legislation. Some of these schemes and standards
arein line with EU legislation whilst others go beyond it.** This is the case of several AW labels such
as Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tierschutz” and Initiative Tierwohlin Germany, Beter Leven keurmerk
in the Netherlands and Dyrevelfaerdshjertetin Denmark.*

3.2.4. Calves

Council Directive 2008/119/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of calves was
adopted in 2008. The directive, among others, gave more prominence to the provisions on
accommodationstandards, namely the ban of confined individual pens after the age of eight weeks,
and the minimum dimensions for individual pens and for calves kept in group. It also required that
calves arenot keptin permanent darkness, tethered (except under specific conditions) and are fed
with an appropriate diet in accordance with their physiological needs.

Some national legislation on welfare of calves goes beyond EU law, including in Germany (eg.
additional requirements on accommodations)* and Sweden (e.g. additional requirements for
suitable bedding).*

There are some farm assurance schemes or private standards in place in some MS that contribute
towards the welfare of calves. Some of these schemes/standards mirror EU legislation, while others
go beyond the minimum standards set by it.* Examples of private AW labels that cover calves
include the public labelling system Bedre dyrevelfeerd in Denmark and Beter Leven keurmerk in the
Netherlands.*

3.2.5. Beef cattle and dairy cows

In the EU, thereis no specificlegislation referringto the welfare of beef cattle older than sixmonths.
Their protection falls under the provisions of Council Directive 98/58/EC. In addition, the
Recommendation concerning cattle adopted by the Standing Committee of the European
Convention for the Protection of Animals Kept for Farming Purposes in 1988 should be observed.*
Furthermore, there are somefarmassurance schemes or private standardsin place in some MS that
currently contribute towards the overall welfare of beef cattle. Some of these schemes/standards
mirror EU law, while others are stricter. This is the case of AW private labels such as the public
labelling system Bedre dyrevelfaerdin Denmark and Beter Levenkeurmerk in the Netherlands.*
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In the EU, there is no specific legislation on the welfare of dairy cows older than six months either
and their welfare is also covered by Directive 98/58/EC. In addition, the Recommendation
concerning cattle adopted by Standing Committee of the European Convention for the Protection
of Animals Kept for Farming Purposesin 1988 should be observed. This recommendation contains
provisions on housing, management, stockmanship and inspection, among others, that could
improve the welfare of those animals.** In 2015, the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE)
adopted specific standards on the welfare of dairy cows. These standards contain provisions on
system design, environmental management and animal management practices.”’ While those
standardsare not binding,farmers arenonetheless expected to “take all reasonable steps” to ensure
cows’ welfare. Also, as all EU MS are members of the OIE, they should in principle act in accordance
with the standards of that international organisation.® Some MS have specific legislation in place
regulating husbandry of dairy cows (e.g. Sweden) or have regulated some aspects of it within their
national AW legislation (e.g. Germany).>

Recently, in the EU severalinitiatives have been taken by different actors (e.g.farmers, dairy industry,
official services, etc), which impact, directly or indirectly, the welfare of dairy cows. By way of an
example, in Austria rural development funds have been used for restructuring dairy farms
promoting AW.>* Also, there exist some farm assurance schemes or private standards in some MS
that contribute towards the welfare of dairy cows.>

3.2.6. Sheep

In the EU there is no specific legislation on the welfare of sheep and their protection falls likewise
under the provisions of Directive 98/58/EC. In addition, the Recommendation concerning sheep
adopted by Standing Committee of the European Convention forthe Protection of Animals Kept for
Farming Purposesin 1992 should be observed.>®

There are some farm assurance schemes or private standardsin place in some MS that contribute to
ensuring sheep welfare, including a recently established sheep-specific AW label in Spain upon
initiative of a nationalinterbranch organisation.*”

3.2.7. Rabbits

Directive 98/58/EC laid down the minimum standards for the protection of farm animals, including
rabbits. Besides this directive, there is no specific legislation for protecting the welfare of rabbits
used for farming purposes atEU level.In 2017, the EP adopted a resolution calling on the EC to draw
up a roadmap for the developmentof minimum standardsfor the protection of farmed rabbits.>®

Some MS have developed national legislation or recommendations for the protection of farmed
rabbits during production. For instance, since 2012 in Austria national legislation has banned the
use of cages requiring, among others, the rearing on the floor and the availability of bedding
material. In Italy, the NCAs have produced an ad hoc guidance, which has been widely distributed
tofarmers:the guidance describes good management practices, the expected level of competence
of farmers, alongside the minimum size of cages, the availability of space and the supply of enriching
materials.*

There are some farm assurance schemes or private standards in place in some MS that contribute
towards the welfare of rabbits. These include, for instance, private AW labels such as Beter Levenin
the Netherlands or Welfair in Spain.®°

In conclusion, based on theresearch conductedfor the elaboration of this section, the evolution of
on-farm AW practices in the EU for the species studied appears to be inherently linked to the
adoption of EU and nationallegislation with self-regulation playing a more limited role, overall.
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4. Ex-post evaluationof the EU acquis regulatingon-farm
animal welfare

The sections below present findings from the evaluation of theimplementation of the EU on-farm
AW legislation (i.e. the general directive and four species-specific directives) against the standard
set of criteria considered for such an exercise: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and EU
added value.Under each research question, the evidence pertaining to the five directives in scope
is summarised and the text indicates which findings apply to which directive more specifically.

4.1. Relevance

Q1 - Do the directives (and related measures, if any) set appropriate objectives and requirements
on AW in accordance with evolving scientificevidence?

Only very few interviewees either at EU or national level have been able to express a specific view
on where there may be gaps between the legislation and the science. Instead, most of them
deferred to the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) on this matter. A few experts have been
consulted in the course of the research project who could formulate views on this matter. Besides,
NGOs at nationaland EU level have also contributed views on this matter.

Thereis agreementacross these stakeholders thatthe legislation needs tobe updated sothat it may
be better aligned with scientificevidence.® The legislation in scope has been adopted many years
ago (more than 20 years ago for the general Directive 98/58/EC) and science has progressed since
then.The EC shares this viewand has sent to EFSA 5 mandatesfor opinions on AW to be published
by 2023, to inform the revision of AW legislation planned under the Farm to Fork strategy. Four of
those mandates relate to on-farm welfare for laying hens, broilers, calves and pigs. The
Commission’s recently published evaluation of the AWS 2012-2015 has also concluded that “the
existing legal framework hasnot been updated with the latest scientificevidence”.®

The core purpose of Directive 98/58/EC was to incorporate into EU legislation the 1976 European
Convention for the Protection of Animals Kept for Farming Purposes. It sets out general principles
irrespective of the species but does not set out elements from AW science, which are species-
specific. Instead, the wording refers the various actors implementing the directive to “established
experience and scientific knowledge”. As a result, and following the opinions of several
interviewees, the coherence of the directive with AW science cannot be easily assessed.

A few stakeholders (including experts interviewed in the frame of national interviews) have
identified elements from AW science that, in their view, should be betterreflected in the legislation.
For example, there hasbeen a shift of emphasis in AW science towards a more “positive” perspective
on welfare, seeking to identify ways of promoting the welfare of animals.®* Some NGOs therefore
consider that EU legislation should not only focus on preventing negative practices (e.g.
unnecessary suffering, stress, hunger, thirst,etc.), but also seek to promote a “good” life for animals
kept in farms. Such a shift has been already seen in national legislation in some countries (e.g. the
latest Swedish legislation® aims at“promoting”the well-being of farmed animals). It is also reflected
in debates thatinspectors in charge of official controls and farmers have on what “animal welfare”
means.%

Experts and NGOs have also noted that requirements on space allowance for the various species in
the directives should be revised to accountfor advances in AW science.® Several NGOs have pointed
out that the default density requirementsfor broilers (33 kg per m?) as setin the legislation are not
aligned with those set out in a 2000 EFSA opinion (25 kg per m?). This aspect, and the broader issue
of caging, is also centralto the recent EFSA mandates. Experts considered that the legislation does
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not account enough for the importance of manipulative material for pigs, and the benefit to pigs
that would come from the generalised use of straw in pig farming while controlling for hygiene
risks.®” AW science has also progressed on the matter of animal tethering, % the crating of sows,®
and the group housing of dairy calves’, which could be recognised in legislation. Overall, there is
general agreement within AW science on most issues in scope of on-farm AW (expert interview),
with the exception of the need for pasture, which is a debated matter’ and one on which thereis
not much research in a number of MS where farming without access to pasture has been widely
practiced.

A criticism addressed to the overall policy approach to AW generally seen across the EU (and
exemplified by the EU legislation) is the relative lack of integration between other dimensions of
animalfarming thathave an impacton animals’welfare, such as zootechnics (notably breeding) and
the conditions in which animal handlers work. For example, a French report publishedin 2019 has
argued that a “one welfare” approach should apply, which articulates together the welfare of the
animals with the working conditions of animal handlers.”?This echoes previous work compiled for
the EP.”? Similar comments have been voiced in Italy (interview).

Various pieces of guidance have been produced (at EU and/or national level) that supplement EU
legislation and have contributed to some extent to addressing gaps in the legislation, although
these gaps have notnecessarily beenabout coherence with science, but ratherabout how the broad
requirements of the legislation may be translated and specified for different species. EU guidance
on enrichment for pigs and on the prevention of tail-biting’* has been a useful reference to NCAs
andindustryin many MS. Italyand Germany have producedrabbit welfare guidance and rules.Italy’s
are being reviewed to align them better with the latest scientific evidence provided in EFSA’s
opinion on this matter.” Italy has also introduced animal-based measures (ABMs) for assessing AW,
which it has incorporated into instructions for inspectors. Similarly, specifications of the legislation
have been incorporated into inspector instructionsin France to measure lighting and gas in broiler
farms.Ireland has issued a number of guidelines on on-farm welfare for the main species farmedin
the country.” Greece hasset out detailed rules forhousing of sheep forthe implementation of Rural
Development Programmes (RDPs) funding supportto sheep farmers. Poland hasalso incorporated
into official instructions the recommendations for monitoring of foot pad dermatitis in broilers.

Q2 - Do the directives contain loopholes or unclearly defined provisions, which negatively affect
their implementation in practice (thus leading to non-compliance) and the achievement of their
objectives? Furthermore,are there any practices of concern in termsof AW that thedirectives allow
for due to loopholes or unclearly defined provisions? What gaps need be filled and/or what
provisions should be better phrasedto ensure properimplementation of the directives in practice?

Stakeholders disagree on whether and how the current wording of the legislation may be
inappropriate. A number of representatives of producers and farmersinterviewed at national or EU
level did not support theidea that the current legislation may be too vague or unclear. Rather, the
flexibility that it provided was welcomed. As an echo to previous disagreements in response to the
EU AWS planned action for a simplified legislative framework on AW,”” these stakeholders
considered that the legislation is already setting high standards. A few of them argued that the
legislation was too detailed already. In contrast, most stakeholders interviewed (including all AW
NGOs, most public officials from various institutions, and AW experts) generally agreed that the
wording of the directives could be improved to address gaps, uncertainties, and undue margins of
interpretation for all stakeholders to grapple with. This is the view of the majority of NCAs as
reported in a consultation carried out by the Finnish Presidency of the European Councilin 2020.78
This criticism has oftenbeen addressed to Directive 98/58/EC but hasalso been made with reference
to the pigs directive’ or the broilers directive.® Thefollowing section lists the points that have been
made by stakeholders in interviews and additional written submissions.®'
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Loopholes and unclearly defined provisionsin the directives

General directive

=

VYW

WYY W

There are no indications of the acceptable ratio of staff per number of animals per
species and per husbandrysystem;

The requirements on the level of competence expected of animal handlers are not
specified clearly enough;

Therequirements on breeding techniques are toogeneral;

The requirements on freedom of movement are not specific enough, and “freedom of
movement” is not defined; the directive does not indicate when a tethered animal
should be released or that when tethered they should be able to lie down and get up
easily;

The frequencies of inspection for animals in intensive or semi-intensive systems is not
clearly determined ("shall beinspected at intervals sufficientto avoid any suffering");
Lighting requirementsare vague (“adequate lighting”);

Minimum spacing requirementsfor cattle are too generic;

Provisions on mutilations areleft to the discretion of the MS; and

Animal-based AW indicators are notprovidedfor assessing AW on the farm.

Pigs directive

=

VoW WY

-
-

I/ " u

The use of certain words that introduce flexibility such as “preferably”, “sufficiently”, “as
much as possible”, “as far as possible”, “sufficient” (e.g. in “sufficient enrichment
material”) can undermine the effectiveness of the legislation by leaving space for
interpretation;

Provisions on water and feeding facilities are missing;

Provisions on air quality could be introduced as poor air quality contributes to tail-
biting;

There are no requirementsonlactating andfarrowingsows, while there are on pregnant
SOWS;

While the directive states that tail-docking should be avoided and measures taken to
prevent tail-biting in undocked pigs (making reference to environmental conditions
and management practices), it does not provide detailed information onwhatmeasures
this correspondsto;®

The specifications on floors for pigs kept in groups apply only to concrete ones, but
there are no specifications for othertypesoffloors;

Thedirectiveis lacking animal-based welfare indicators; and

Thedirective could have more specificrequirement on care of piglets.

Broilers directive

=

=

=

The broilers directive sets out requirements for the monitoring of various conditions in
broilers as part of post-morteminspection, however it does not define what countsas a
serious issuein this regard;®

The broilers directive does not reference bio-assurance and rules of veterinary hygiene;
The directive lacks specification on how to measure environmental conditions - air
quality (nitrogen, CO2, dust), lighting (duration, brightness), “minimal noise”;and

The provisions on indicators are notconstraining.

Laying hens directive

=

=
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= Wording such as “adequate” or “proper” can be too vague to enable implementation
and monitoring;

= Enrichment requirements for enriched cages lack specificity; and

= Beaktrimming could be banned rather than left to the assessmentof a veterinarian.

Calves directive

= Therules onfeeding do not specify what calves should be fed according to their age;

= The rules on housing are vaguely formulated and there are no requirements for
bedding;

= Therequirements on watering of calves do not specify that the latter should be “at all
times”;

= "“Freedom of movement”is not defined;and

= Requirementsondehorning/disbuddingare vague.

Practices of concern enabled by loopholes and unclearly defined provisions
The weaknesses identified above have been linked to practices thatare of concern, as listed below.
General practices irrespective of the species concerned

= Controlling compliance with the directives is difficult due to a lack of specificity, leading
to poor and inconsistent monitoring and enforcement across the EU; implementation
by farmers/producers is also challengingand inconsistentfor the samereasons;

= There are distortions of competition because of the margins of interpretation allowed
by the directives;

= Since the directive does not specify theamount of lighting to be provided, the extent
of lighting actually experienced by animals in confinement may not be comparable in
duration to physical day light;

= Exceptions provided for by the directives allow the perpetuation of undesirable
practices such as early weaning of piglets, beak trimming, and other mutilations;

= Genetic selection of rapid growth or high producer breeds and the widespread use of
those breeds in EU agriculture has adverse consequenceson welfare.

Pigs

= Certain practices, in particular mutilations, have remained widespread in spite of the
legislation, because of exceptions built intothe directive.* Some MS have acted further
by passing legislation that goes beyond the requirements of EU legislation (e.g. in
Sweden): however, this hasalso created significantdistortions of competition within the
EU;

= In the absence of more specific rules, floors can be designed in such a way that piglets
find their feet stuck in interstices.

Broilers

= Intheabsence of more specificrequirements on densities, thinning procedures used by
producers, whereby they remove some birdsfromthe flock during the production cycle,
create the risk of going beyond maximum densities at times, have AW implications
(stress, handling) and pose AH/biosecurityrisks;®

= Theabsence of specifications for measuring environmental conditions means that is has
been difficult and inconsistent to monitorthese conditionsin the EU;

= In the absence of further specifications in the directive, the monitoring of foot pad
dermatitis has been inconsistent and does not follow a harmonised protocol (e.g. on
cameras to use and scoring systems).
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Hens

= In the absence of specifications in the directive, the enrichment provided to hens in
cages has been poor;

= Intheabsence of furtherspecifications in the directive, the monitoring of environmental
conditions has been difficult and inconsistent.

Calves

= Once-a-day feeding of calves, which is detrimental to calf welfare, has developed in
Ireland due to a lack of specificity in the calves directive;

= The absence of an explicit requirement for permanent access to water in the directive
has contributed to calves nothaving permanent accessto water;

= Thelack of specification on bedding materialin the directivemeansthat, in some cases,
calves have lacked proper bedding.

Beef cattle and dairy cows

= Rapid herd expansion (following the end of milk quotas) without any requirementson
staffing in the legislation may raise issues of farmers’ capacity to monitor the welfare of
their herd;

= A lack of more specific requirements for housing of cattle has been linked to low-cost
housing solutions observed that do not provide a proper level of protection in case of
adverse weather, and to overcrowding in confined housing;

= The lack of more specific requirements on breeding has been linked with excessive
production pressure on dairy cows, production diseases and low longevity;

= Theabsence of more specificrequirements on tethering has been linked with tethering
of dairy cows for long periods of time in some parts of Europe.

Sheep

= The absence of specific requirements on mutilations for sheep means that certain
practices endure although they have significant impacts on the welfare of the animals
(e.g.tail-docking with rubbers withoutanaesthesia/pain relief);

= A lack of more specific requirements for housing of sheep has been linked to
overcrowding in confined housing/stables.

Rabbits

= The absence of specific requirements for rabbits means that official controls for those
species have been very low or inexistent;

= Theabsence of specificrequirementsfor the housing of rabbits has been linked to poor
housing conditions.

Additional observations

The literature and interviews point to the way the legislation has been written as contributing to a
particular implementation problem: when officials in charge in the MS do not have a good
understanding of where the focus should be put, and/or when they apply a formal legalistic
approach.Thelatter leadsthemto only inspect and enforce specificrequirements at the expense of
those that are not specific. This can result in both under-reporting as well as over-reporting of non-
compliance with relevance to actual AW. It has been noted that the legislation combines different
approaches to legal design into the same instrument, such that stakeholders from different legal
cultures may see it as either too specific or too general.® Besides, as several interviewees
highlighted, the lack of specification in the various directives has led some MS to legislate further,
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effectively introducing requirementsapplicable at national level only and therefore contributing to
distortionsof competitionacrossthe EU.

Numerous stakeholders, in particular NCAs, NGOs, and representatives of the industry at EU and
national level, have emphasised that all the legislation should be enforceable, and therefore it
should set out requirements that can be objectively verified. As noted by experts, ABMs, though
desirable, may not be always enforceable and objectively verifiable. The view of NGOs and AW
experts is that it is possible to be more specific to formulate verifiable requirements on a number of
points, however they alsoacknowledge that thismay not be feasible ordesirable everywhere: some
issues are too complex to be addressed through a set of very specific requirements. Besides, as
noted by experts consulted for this research paper, legislation setting out norms even if those are
not easily enforceable can still have value for the signal they send to all parties that some practices
are not acceptable.Various stakeholdersin Greece and Romania have also noted that any standards
on sheep welfare, should they be introduced, should be at a level that sheep farmersin Europe could
meet, in spite of the low profitability and low levels of training found in that sector. The standards
should also acknowledge the variety of approaches and systems found in the sector. These
comments echo more general concerns from producers, who emphasise the need for feasible
standards, irrespective of AW standards.

Contributions from stakeholders show that an alternative to excessively general terms may be the
formulation of delegated acts at EU level, however, resources have been lacking at the responsible
unit of the EC to develop such acts. EU or national guidance may also provide the level of
specification required, and the guidance produced at EU level on enrichmentmaterials for pigs was
mentioned by several industry representatives, NGOs and NCAs as a positive example in that
regard.®” However, the overall impression emerging from the datais that neither EU nor national
guidance has addressed allthe shortcomings of the legislation, far from it (for instance, the EC has
noted how MS have generally not set out any criteria for assessing hatcheries against the
requirements of Directive 98/58/EC).%

Among the many stakeholders who agree on the need to revise the legislation, there is
disagreement on howit should be revised. Some stakeholders have suggested that Directive 98/58
should be repealed and replaced by species specific directives, while others have suggested thatit
should be completed by more specific requirements that would cover the gaps identified, while at
the same time recognising the limitations of what may be specified in legislation given the wide
variety of needs across the EU. A small minority of NCAs and a few industry representatives have
expressed a preference for the use of aregulation ratherthan a directive in this domain.

4.2. Effectiveness

This section presents the findingsrelatedto the effectiveness of the directives.

Q3 - Are the objectives of the directives being achieved as a result of the implementation of the
directives (and related measuresifany) in practice?

Table 3 summarises the objectives of the five directives in scope and the evidence on the extent to
which they have been achieved.
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Table 3.

1999/74/EC
(laying hens)

2007/43/EC

46

98/58/EC

(broilers)

Summary of the objectives of the five directivesin scope and preliminary findings on the degree of theirachievement

Objectives Notes on degree of achievement®

=

=

Ensure the uniform application of the
European Convention for the Protection of
Animals Kept for Farming Purposes from 1976;
Reduce distortions of competition within the
EU and therefore facilitate the organisation of
the marketin animals and rational
development of production.

Reduce distortions of competition within the
EU and therefore facilitate the organisation of
the marketin animals and rational
development of production;

Tackle inadequate rearing systems for laying
hens;

Balance welfare of laying hens with health,
economic and social considerations, and
environmental impact.

Address welfare problemsassociated with fast
growthratesand high stocking densitiesin
broiler production:

Reduce distortions of competition within the
EU and therefore facilitate the organisation of
the marketin animals and rational
development of production;

-
-

Disparities across MS remain, denoting a non-uniform application;

Some practices that are discouraged by the directive (such as genetic selection
of animals that may have adverse consequences for their welfare) are
widespread;

The absence of specific requirements on a number of species, and the
delegation of a number of issues (such as mutilations) to national legislation has
effectively led to disparities, the adoption of national rules, and to private
initiatives that may have distorted competition within the EU;

Vague requirements have led to inconsistent monitoring and enforcement,
contributing to distortions of competition;

The absence of specific requirements for rabbits, sheep, dairy cows, beef cattle,
turkeys have had several negative consequences for the achievement of the
directive’s objectives,including poor housing conditions for rabbits and sheep,
mutilations for sheep, dairy cows and beef cattle, tethering for dairy cows, etc.

There has been a decisive adjustment throughout the industry across the EU as a
result of the ban on non-enriched cagesin the directive, together with the
development of niche markets for higher welfare products on different scales
across the EU; the industry has responded differently from MS to MS, with some
privileging enriched cages and others barn, free range or organic systems;

The worst caging systems (non-enriched cages) have been effectively phased
out thanks to the directive;

Evidence suggests that, while some balance has been achieved across AW and
other considerations, that might not be the case for environmental impact.

Fast growth rates remain widespread, the systems of production have not
fundamentally changed relative to what they were before the directive came
into force, with afew exceptions (e.g. in the Netherlands where there wasa
reduction in stocking density);

The directive has allowed for different rulesto apply. Some MS and some private
operators have introduced additional standards. Compliance with some of the
directive’s requirements is poor, particularly on litter;
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Objectives Notes on degree of achievement®

2008/119/EC
(calves)

2008/120/EC
(pigs)

=

=

L

Ensure those attending to chickens (owners
and keepers) have the appropriate knowledge;
Balance welfare of broilers with health,
economic and social considerations, and
environmental impact;

Reduce distortions of competition within the
EU and therefore facilitate the organisation of
the marketin animals and rational
development of production;

Ensure calves’ needs in terms of housing are
met.

Reduce distortions of competition within the
EU and therefore facilitate the organisation of
the market in animals and rational
development of production;

Ensure pigs’ needs are metthrough housing
and enrichment;

Prohibit continuous close confinement of
SOWS;

Tackle mutilations (tail-docking, tooth
clipping, tooth grinding, castration);

Balance welfare of pigs with health, economic
and social considerations, and environmental
impact.

=

=

L

WY

There has been inconsistentimplementation and monitoring of some of the
directives’ requirements, particularly on environmental conditions (air quality,
lighting), due to lack of specificity in the legislation;

Major improvements in welfare of broilers have been due to otherfactors than
the directive;

Economic considerations may have weighed more heavily than welfare impact,
such that many stakeholders consider that the welfare of broilers remains a
concern.

The evidence is limited yet suggests that the rules setin the directive have been
implemented in a relatively consistent manneracross the EU;

Calves’ housing conditions have improved, through major changes to the sector.
Lack of specification for certain requirements appear to have contributed to
practices that are unfavourable to the welfare of the calves (feeding, watering,
social housing).

Distortions of competition remain or have increased as a result of pervasive non-
compliance in many MS as well as higher standards in some countries and sub-
sectors that have been introduced through national legislation or private
standards;

Housing and enrichment objectives have beenpartially met, with more progress
to make in order to provide adequate enrichment and favourable housing
conditions;

Evidence at this stage suggests that the objective to prohibit the continuous
confinementof sows has beenmetfor pregnant sows; it has not been met for
lactating and farrowing sows;

Mutilations remain pervasive across the EUin spite of the directive;

Tensions between welfare, health (biosecurity), economics (profitability), social
considerations (farmers’ workload) and environment (emissions, carbon impact)
indicate alack of balance in intensive farming;

Some research on efficient stock farming systems has been carried out and has
deliveredtools for farmers; this effort continues, including through national
initiatives.
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Q4 - What works welland why?
The following key aspects of the directives have been singled out by stakeholdersas working well.
Laying hens directive

Stakeholders have noted howthose aspects in the directive that are easy to control (because they
are specific) are those that work well. That includes notably specifications on equipment. The ban
on non-enriched cageshasalso workedwell, and thishasbeen attributed tothestrong commitment
of enforcing authorities (the ECand NCAs).

Broilers directive

Similarly to what s indicated for laying hens, the elements in the broilers directive that are easy to
control have usually worked well. The system of derogations has worked well in the eyes of the
industry. Some stakeholders haveconsidered that the use of mortalityratesfor monitoring AW has
worked relatively well although others disagreed, arguing that it was putting a disproportionate
burden on farmers. A number of MS have begunusing foot pad dermatitis prevalence asan indicator
of AW.

Calves directive

The ban on the narrowest veal cages has worked well. Some stakeholders have indicated that the
requirement for calves to be able to have visualand physical contact with other calves has worked
well, although this is disputed by others.

Pigs directive

The grouping of pregnant sows has worked well thanks to the insistence of public authorities (the
EC and NCAs). The provision of enrichment material for pigs has notably increasedalthough thatis
not generalised.

A detailed and lengthy discussionon the drivers of compliance and improvementsin compliance is
providedin theresponseto Q7 below and thereforeis not reproduced here. It provides numerous
elements of response on why certain provisions of the directives have worked welland have been
complied with.

Q5- What does not work welland why?
General directive

In relation to Directive 98/58/EC, interviews and desk research show that the directive as a whole
has not worked well, and there hasbeen along string of consistent critical commentsfroma variety
of stakeholders on its lack of specificity. A frequent issue has been the lack of specific criteria or
guidanceeitherin the directive or at MS level to assessfarms across species (e.g. poultry hatcheries)
against the requirements of the directive.®® The lack of species-specific rules has been a major
obstacle for implementation and monitoring. Provisions on staff competence and responsibilities
have been insufficiently specific to be controlled. Provisions on the need to raise animals with
genotypes and phenotypes that are not associated with AW issues®' have been ineffectual, as
demonstrated by theeffects of geneticselection in dairyfarmingand broiler farming: the rearing of
dairy cows bred to produce high volumes of milk is widespread and has been associated with illness
and reduced longevity,” while the rearing of rapid growth broilers has been associated with high
mortality, lamenessandskinlesions.” Provisions for daily inspections of allanimals have not worked
well for broiler farms, in which they cannot beimplemented given the very large flocks kept at any
given timein those farms. Forsimilarreasons, provisionson the handling of sickand injuredanimals
have not worked well for broilers either. Provisions on mutilations have not worked well for dairy
and beef cattle or sheep. Finally, requirements to keep environmental conditions (in particular air
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quality) in such a way that they would not be harmful to the animals have not worked well,
particularly in broiler and pig farms, because no parameters have been set on ways of measuring
those conditions.

Broilers directive

The broilers directive has been often singled outin reports®* andinterviews as not having had much
of an impact on AW or other dimensions, notably because it did not introduce significant
requirements for the industry but rather validated to a large extent existing practices at MS level.
Moreover,a number of more specific dispositions havenot been implementedor have not worked
well:

= The monitoring of broilers is not working as expected. As of 2017, only 20% of them
were covered by an effective and complete monitoring system;*

= Thejointrequirementtoprovide at the time of slaughterbothrecords of daily mortality
rates and cumulative daily mortality rates has been considered too burdensome by
industry and publicauthorities;

= The verification of air quality and lighting requirements has not been carried out
appropriately because of alack of clear compliance criteria for inspectors to use;

= High mortality rates appear to berarely investigated by publicauthorities;

= Thelitteris often not dry and friable;

= Theprovisioninthe broilers directive for the introduction of a mandatorylabel was not
followed up;

= Workon AW indicatorsfor broilers, also envisioned by the directive, did not progress as
intended;

= Inspections at slaughter havenot been done everywhere.
Laying hens directive

EC audits, the literature and interviews have pointed out that the nature and quality of the
enrichment in “enriched cages” for laying hens has been an issue, for instance in France and
Poland.®®

Pigs directive

Therequirementson mutilations have not worked well, as a result of exceptionsto the requirement
being built into the directive and poor enforcementin many MS. Practices such as tail-docking and
castration have remained routine in most of the EU in spite of the intentions to the contrary of the
directive. In spite of the progress achieved on access to water and enrichment, this has not worked
well in some countries, notably due to reluctance fromfarmers and low enforcement.”’

Calves directive

There is mixed evidence suggesting that requirements on visual and physical contacts between
calves have not been working well everywhere, although it is unclear why. Feeding and watering
have also beenissues, with reports of calves being underfed and not having sufficientaccess to water.

Q6 - Which practice(s) involve(s) the highest number of persistent non-compliance cases underthe
directives in each of the examined MS?

To address this question the research team has reviewed the evidence on compliance available in the
publicdomain and has contacted stakeholders to seekfurtherdata.The data collection methodology
in this regard did not involve any auditing of farms, NCAs or any other actor involved in the
implementation of the EU legislation includedin the scope of this research paper.*
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The evidence on non-compliances with AW legislation is limited and has many limitations, as has
been noted by numerous sources.” That is because the frequency of official controls on farms is
highly variable acrossMS and species and can be extremely low in some MS. The evidence collected
suggests that, across the sample of MS considered, and notwithstanding variations across spedes
in each MS, the frequency of inspections has rangedfrom as low as 1% of farms, to 5% or 15%, to a
high of around 30%. Occasionally, some sectors have been the subject of very high inspection
frequencies (above 50%) either because of a particular risk identified in the sector, or to ensure
compliance with new requirements, either AW related or not. Thishas notably been the casein some
countries to enforce compliance with the regrouping of sows under the pigs directive, the ban on
non-enriched cages under the laying hens directive, and the ban of solitary confinement for calves
beyond 8 weeks under the calves directive. Such campaigns of inspections aimed at putting
pressure on farmers to implement certain changes. Their irregularity means that they did not
contribute to providinginformationon the scale and nature of non-compliances over time. Certain
species, in particular those that are not the subject of any specificdirective (rabbits, sheep, turkey),
appear to be the subject of very limited, ad hoc controls. Rabbit farms have generally not been
subject to any official controls in France and Portugal (although they areamongthe main countries
producing rabbit meat in the EU), while, according to official records, more than 3% have been
subject to official controls in Italy. Dairy farms have tended to be inspected very rarely, as
highlighted by the EC'™ and confirmed by national interviews. As mentioned by one interviewee
who is also an official inspector, when inspection ratesare verylow, allthey can do is “bear witness”
to what may be happening on the ground, but they are unlikely to achieve anything else.
Accordingly, various sources have noted that compliance figures communicated by public
authorities may providea false impression of the scale of (non-)compliance. Anumber of NGOs have
argued based on their own investigations that non-compliances with EU legislation are at a
different, higher scale than may appear from official records (e.g. in the Netherlands, in France).’”'
Another consideration affecting the comparability of compliance data is the specificapproach that
each NCA has used to prioritise official controls. The assumptions underpinning enforcement
approaches areinconsistentacross countries, makingcomparisonsimpossible. ' Only few MS have
used slaughterhouse data to monitorthe welfare of animals and use that datato prioritise controls
onfarms (EC2017b)."® The evidence emerging from ECauditsis also relatively datedsince only few
audits on on-farm AW have been completed recently. Annual reports on official controls published
by the EC'*also provide scantinformationon the nature and severity of non-compliances with AW
legislation found in MS.

These observations on the quality of official data to assess compliance with EU legislation are not
specific to AW legislation. Similar limitations are found in other policy areas too. For the present
evaluation, it means that the findings presented in this section are based on a combination of
sources, which vary in nature and quality from one MS to another. In the absence of any detailed
records of the type and frequency of non-compliances found, national interviews have been a core
source of information in some MS. During interviews, some farmer representatives, though not all,
have sometimes reported thattherewere no complianceissueswith the legislation for theirsector.
When there was credible evidence to the contrary (i.e. non-compliances reported by interviewees
from organisations conducting audits/inspections or desk research), that evidence has been
incorporated into the table. When official figures have been shared with the study team, those are
often aggregated figures under common headings (e.g. “housing”) rather than data identifying
specific non-compliances andhow many of those had been found. It is also worth highlighting here
that the manner non-compliance has been assessed by NCAs can vary as a result of different
interpretations of what counts as acceptable or not. Such differences in interpretations of legal
requirements are sometimes broughtto light in audits conducted by the EC.'® This means that, as
noted by socio-legal scholars,'® official inspectors use a ‘working definition of compliance’ thatcan
vary from MS to MS, and may vary from the definition of compliance that others (NGOs, EC) may use.
A few rare differences of appreciation of this kind were apparent in the data collected through
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interviews. The data obtained is therefore essentially qualitative and should be interpreted with
these caveats in mind. It does provide an imperfect answer to the question of which non-
compliances have been the most frequent or persistent. The table below summarises the data
collected, reflecting those species which the data collection focused on for each MS.
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Table 4. Non-compliances for each MS
MS Pigsdirective | Layinghens Broilers directive | Calves directive General directive
directive Cattle Sheep Rabbits Other species
Denmark Tail-docking N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Handling ofill and injured
Enrichment animals
Record keeping Record keeping
on treatments Daily checks on animals
and mortality
France Tail-docking Pecking and Litter Eye and physical Dehorning Mutilations Housing Ventilation/
Enrichment scratching areas Daily mortality contact between air quality (broilers)
Permanent access  B€aK trimming reporting calves Handling ofill and injured
to water Daily mortality Haemoglobin animals
target levels
Beak trimming Watering
Lighting
Germany Tail-docking Pecking and Litter Feeding Tethering No data No data Ventilation/
Enrichment scratching areas Beak trimming Space available Dehorning air quality (broilers)
Confined dry Beak trimming Density Flooring Handling ofill and injured
SOWS animals
Greece N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Buildings N/A N/A
Materials likely to cause
injuries
Ireland N/A N/A N/A Feeding Record keeping N/A N/A N/A
Watering Overcrowding in
cubicles
Dehorning
Italy N/A Housing N/A Eye and physical Housing Housing Housing Record keeping
Density colntact between ' Overcrowding Record keeping Mechanical and
calves : ;
Lighting Foed Freedom of Feeding automatic equipment
Record keeping ceding movement Watering
Watering
Tethering
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MS Pigs directive

Netherlands Tail-docking

Enrichment
material

Castration
without pain
relief

Poland N/A

Portugal N/A

Romania N/A

Spain Tail-docking
Enrichment

Laying hens Broilers directive | Calves directive General directive
directive Cattle Sheep Rabbits Other species
Provision of
bovine colostrum
Beak trimming Litter Dehorning Tethering Ventilation/
Density air quality (pigs, broilers)
Lighting Daily inspections
Daily mortality Handling ofill and injured
reporting animals
Daily mortality
target
Equipment (for Density N/A N/A N/A N/A Ventilation/
feeding, watering, Lighting air quality
perches, nests) Record keeping Equipment
Density Handling ofill and injured
Scratching and animals
pecking areas
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Record N/A
keeping
Housing
N/A N/A N/A N/A Staffing and N/A N/A
qualifications
Record keeping
Mechanical/automated
equipment
Feeding
Watering
Daily inspections
Pecking and Litter No data No data Housing Handling ofill  Record keeping (broilers)
scratching areas Density Handling and injured Staff competence
Beak trimming Feeding animals (broilers)
Sand baths
Density

Legend: N/A — Not applicable | Source: Desk research and interviews
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Besides the information presented in the previous table, the research team has also collected
anecdotal evidence, which was not always confirmed by another source. In a context in which very
few or no official controls have been carried out for some species, and, as demonstrated in various
cases of official audits carried out in response to such evidence, anecdotes may point to more
widespread problems. Specifically, the following elementshave been noted:

= Reports that there may be cases where rearing of rabbits and fattening of pigs is being
conducted in complete darkness in France;

= Reports of confinementof calves inindividual cages beyond 8 weeks in Poland 107 and
France;'®

= Possible low incidence of tail-docking of cattlein Ireland.

Although the evidence summarised above suggests common issues across MS, interviews and
further documentary evidence point tosignificant differences in the mannerthe samerequirements
are interpreted across MS. For instance, on enrichment for pigs, the qualitative evidence suggests
that rules on enrichment have been implemented to a higher standard in some pig producing
countries than others. The evidence suggests that,in Denmark, the wording of the legislation and
the EU guidance that followed have been usedto drive farmers to provide manipulable materials of
better quality than in France and Spain,'® where there has been a tolerance for the use of materials
thatare “marginal” or “sub-optimal” such as chains.

Q7 - Whataretherootcauses for this/these non-compliance case(s) and their persistence in each of
the examined MS? Is/are the persistent non-compliance case(s) common for the examined MS or
not;ifindeed thereisa common trend, do theexamined MS share the same root causes;if ever there
are improvements in terms of this/these non-compliance case(s) what measures have led to these
improvementsin the MS?

Root causes of non-compliances

Convergent evidence from the desk research, EU-level and national interviews suggests thata
number of root causes of non-compliances are not country-specific but rather relate to structural
issues that are found almosteverywhere.

Firstly, the relative complexity of requirements, or rather the set of issues that need to be
addressedin order to fulfilthe requirements, can explain why some are complied with while others
arenot. Thisis vividly illustrated by the contrastbetween the high level of compliance with the ban
on non-enriched cages for laying hens, and the persistent low level of compliance with tail-docking.
Banning cages has been a straightforward change, which could be implemented and controlled
easily, at a cost. In contrast,requirementson mutilations, in particulartheinterdiction of tail-docking
in pigs, have been challenging to implement. The interview evidence from all the large pig meat
producing countries (Denmark, France, Spain, the Netherlands and Germany) and the relevant
literature consistently show thatthe persistent practice of tail-dockingis due to a combination of
factors. Some areinherent to AH and AW: the risk of tail-biting is the main reason for tail-docking,
and farmers are faced with an ethical choice between docking all their herd to avoid tail-biting, or
risking that a proportion of their herd may suffer from tail-biting, which negatively affects animals’
welfare, health and hygiene. Tail-docking howeveris not a foolproof solutionto tail-biting, as some
tail-biting occurs also in tail-docked herds. Tail-biting is associated with housing conditions, in
particular high densities in confined housing (which are allowed by the legislation) and slatted
floors, both of which are commonly found across intensive pig farms as they provide control to the
farmer. Since densities affect greatly the economic output of the farm, reducing densities is
perceived as risking the profitability of the farm. Switching away from naked slatted floors to plain
floors with enrichment (e.g. straw) also entails greater workload forthe farmer, as straw needs to be
changed regularly. More importantly, stakeholders from the pig farming industry from various
countries emphasise in interviews the uncertainty of rearing pigs with full tails. For pig farming to
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switch to undocked herds, a numberofchanges would need to happen togetherat farm level, but
alsoin the market for pig meat so that additional effortsand possible lossesare coveredfinancially.
For instance, the ECin a report on audits on pig farms in Portugal emphasised that switching to
undocked herds without changing also the environmentin which the animals are reared may lead
toundesirable outcomes.™

A lack of understanding of legal requirementsanda lack of knowledge abouthow tocomply with
them is a widely reported cause for non-compliance across the whole animal farming sector in
the EU.""? National data shows stakeholders generally agreed it was a cause of non-compliance in
France, Denmark, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Germany and the Netherlands. The
literature pointsalso to misperceptionsand misunderstandings about certain practices that persist,
although they are not beneficial and undermine the welfare of the animals (e.g. tail-docking in
cattle).'” Stakeholders in France, Denmark, Greece and Italy noted how lack of awareness of
misperceptions of AW tended to affect the older generations of farmers more, who were also more
reluctant to make significant changesto their waysof doing ortheir buildings at a late stage in their
career. Thisissue of poor knowledge and awareness can be also linked with professional cultures
that do not acknowledge the importance of AW, the value of scientific research in that field, or
reduce AW to AH. Such cultural obstacles have been noted in the broiler sector in Poland and the
pig sectors in France and Denmark. The literature points more broadly to differences of perceptions
and understanding of what AW is across different segments of the same sector, e.g. organic, under
label, and conventional.'™

A major factor discussed extensively in the literature and in interviews is the farmers’ goals to
maintain profit margins. Indeed, there was wide agreement between stakeholders that the
economicenvironment in which farmers operateis a fundamental driver for non-compliance with
AW legislation. In other words, an economic “model” subjectsfarmers to such constraints that most
of them are notin a position to make the changes thelegislation requires them to make. There are
widely different situationsacross MS and sectorsin this regard. According to some stakeholders (EC,
NGOs, industry representatives in MS) and country-to-country comparisons,'” this economic
pressureis strongerin those sectors and countries thatexporta significantshare of their production,
and this tends to be reflected in worse compliance outcomes (e.g. Ireland on dairy and
calves,'',Denmark on pigs, France on broilers). Preserving profit margins has been a major
argument for opposing regulation by some (though not all) farmers’ organisations, and was often
referenced by other stakeholders (such as NGOs or NCAs) as a major driver for non-compliances in
Germany, the Netherlands and France. Overall, farmers’ representativesin Denmark, France, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Romania, Spainand theNetherlands have blameda lack of monetaryincentives (either
public funding supportor better prices for their products) to explain the non-compliances foundin
those countries. In some sectorsand countries, this has been associated with poor coordination and
high competition within supply chains (e.g. pig meatand eggs in France).

The abovetranslatesin practice in the avoidance of workload/operational costs that the farmers
would experience if they complied. Enrichment for pigs is an example. Enrichment of the quality
recommended by the legislation needsto be regularlyrenewed, which entails additional workload,
and costs to replace the materials. Another example is the quality of the litterin broiler farms, which,
according to thelegislation, is to be friable and dry.Regularly changing litter to remove dejections
and excess humidity can address this objective. Yet the quality of the litter is a noted issue in the
Netherlands, Germany and France. Some businesses have sought to increase the temperature in
farms to remove excess humidity instead. Some improvementsin litter quality have beenassociated
with the growing exports of chicken feet to Asia, which have somehow aligned the economic
interests of the producers with the AW of the birds. The importance of economic considerations for
compliance translates also into the avoidance of investments in buildings and equipment (e.g.
to reduce densities/increase the space available to the animals; allow group housing; improve
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lighting, ventilation) in a range of sectors and countries. The reluctance to install equipment to
provide constant access to water to pigs in France over many years (based on the argument that
providing liquid feed sufficed to address the pigs’ needs) after the pigs directive entered into force
provides an examplein this regard.

While maintaining profit margins is an importantfactor, the qualitative evidence suggests it is rarely
the only reason. The structure of the livestock sector can be another factor contributing to non-
compliances. It has proved easier to drive highly integrated and concentrated poultry farms across
the EU to comply with the requirements of the laying hen directive, andto achieve positive changes
in highly integrated veal farms in France, Belgium, Italy and the Netherlands in the context of the
calves directive, than to see the many smaller family pig farms found across the EU complying with
the requirements of the pigs directive, or small sheep farms in Greece to comply with the
requirementsof the general directive.Some challenges that arefound atthe microlevel, such as the
relative isolation of farmers, are not specific to particular countries or sectors, but they are
particularly strongly feltamong dairy and sheep farmers. Some stakeholders, both at the ECand in
the MS (across NCAs and industry), have also noted how a lack of integration across supply chains
has been associated with non-compliances: the opportunity to use post-morteminspection datato
drive changes at farm level may be missed when there is not sufficient communication and
coordination across the different stages of the supply chain, and across public and private actors
(thisis a problem in a majority of MS; it is particularly acute in the French pig sector, but much less
soin the German pig sector). Somestakeholders (NGOs in particular) have noted thatthe size of the
sector may be one of the factors contributing to compliance (or non-compliance), often making
reference to the example of Finland and tail-docking. This is not a well-supported hypothesis,
however, partly because otherfactors have been documentedto explain why Finland may be doing
better than other countries (notably culture,a tradition of dialogue and cooperationacross different
spheres of society, enrolment of farmers into change programmes, an industry focused on the
national market rather than exports, and an ambitious legislation), but more strikingly because
Finland did experience a rise in tail-docking in national pig farms after joining the Single Market,
which then led to a legal ban on tail-docking in 2002, as a response to this increase in tail-docking.

The manner different MS have monitored and enforced the legislation has been noted and
commented on repeatedlyin previousreports. A generallack of enforcement (often combined with
too few controls) was blamed by national stakeholders (NGOs, academic experts, sometimes NCAs)
for non-compliances found across sectors in Ireland, Poland, Romania, France, Germany and the
Netherlands. Gaps in enforcement were among the reasons for launching the AWS 2012-2015,
which aimed at improving the manner NCAs implement the legislation.”” The literature available
provides glimpses of these variations through studies carried outin France, Denmarkand Ireland."™®
These variationsare due to different factors: legal culture and inspector know-how, which shape the
manner inspectionsare conducted, resourcing (which greatly determines how frequently farms are
inspected), assumptions underpinning the risk-based approach to inspecting farms (which
determinethe frequency of checks), and the policy toolkit, such as checklists, '’ but also sanctions,
which influences the feasibility of escalation or not in the face of non-compliances.’In the view of
some stakeholders (e.g. EU institutions), thereis a legalisticapproach in Eastern Europe that means
giving greater weight to prescriptive requirements, and this shows in the manner controls are
carried out. Similar observations have been made in France, where official inspectors were found
sometimes to put excessive emphasis on formal aspects (record keeping in particular) at the
expense of other requirements.’' This does not necessarily agree well with the manner the EU
legislation has been designed, in the sense that the latter often includes general requirements on
many aspects. This way of writing legislation reflects to some extent the legal and enforcement
culture of some Western European countries (such as the UK’s). It has also been said by the same
stakeholdersthatthe toolkit of sanctionsset in the regime and the mannerit has to be applied (e.g.
through a court decisionin some countriesas opposed toan administrativedecision in others) may
have been an obstacle to enforcement and resolution in some MS (thereis anecdotal evidence that
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this could have been the case in Spain,Poland and the UK). In some countries, non-compliancesmay
remain unaddressed because of shortcomingsin the regulatory regime specific to the MS, although
progress has been made over time. The literature also suggests that inspectors conducting official
controls may be uncertain about their role and the approach they should take to enforce the
legislation and drive farmerstowards compliance.'?

More broadly, the evidence collected through interviews points to differences in the level of
political commitment to achieving better on-farm AW seen in the manner some countries have
implemented the legislation. Thus, while new legislation has introduced stricter requirements for
on-farm AW in Denmark, Germany, Sweden, orFinland, the implementation of certainrequirements
in other countries such as Spain or France - e.g.in the latter, the provision of permanent access to
water and suitable enrichment material in pig farms, or the reporting of daily mortality rates in
broiler farms —has been delayed by debates and requestsfor scientificopinions. This is a changing
landscape with countries historically less committed to AW — such as France, Italy or some central
and eastern European countries—taking steps in recent years towards moreambitious policies, such
that the outlook presented here could well be significantly differentin a few years’time.

Finally, interviews suggest that the national legislative framework on land use has been a
hindranceto investing in AW in Greece and Romania, and ruleson public funding support to sheep
farmers in Romania have beensetoutandimplemented in sucha way asto discourage investments,
which inturn has had a detrimental effect on compliance.

Drivers of compliance improvements

The state of play on AW across Europe has been often painted, in broad strokes, in terms of “leaders”
in the North and the West, and “laggards” in the South and the East. For example, in Sweden,
compliance was theresult of nationallegislation that pre-dated the EU legislation. However, some
stakeholders (EC, EU-level NGOs, national NGOs) havenoted how some countriesthattended to be
less advanced in their implementation of AW policies (Italy, France, Poland, Hungary, the Czech
Repubilic, Ireland) have undergone notable changes at some levels, and particularly at a political or
legislative level.

The latter improvements as well as those seen in countries that have historically been better
performers have been driven by a variety of factors. The evidence pointsto different paths towards
better AW, rather than a “one size fits all” formula. This is not surprising given the diversity of
circumstances observed in the EU, ' although some commonalities are observed.

There is wide agreement across EU and national stakeholders that amore active civil society has
been a driving force behind improvements in Spain, France, Germany, Poland, Ireland, Italy,
Denmark and the Netherlands. Publicauthorities have increasingly worked with NGOs to improve
AW, which is also reflected in the development of national action plans or strategies (with the
encouragements of the EC) to tackle AW issues, as seen for instance in France, Ireland, or Denmark.
Therelativeimportance of NGOs has varied from countryto countryand from sector to sector, and
their role as well (from whistleblower to partner). The tone of the conversations that have helped
bring forward improvements has been tense in some places (e.g. on the subject of pig welfare in
France), and collaborativein others (e.g. on the sametopicin Denmark).

Therole of official controls (including links to the conditionality of CAP direct payments) has been
highlighted in Italy, Spain and Denmark asan important driverfor improvements, and alsoin Ireland,
Romania and Poland although some stakeholders consulted in these countries disagreed on the
actualimpact that official controls have had there.

Training courses in Spain, Italy and Ireland, and funding support (in particular through RDPs in
Ireland and Greece) have been highlighted as key contributors to improving practices as well as
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buildings and equipment. However, it has been noted that discrete actions alone can have limited
impacts unless they are accompanied by additional measures. This was demonstrated by the
scandal of mistreatment of undocked pigs from farms receiving a bonus for not docking tails in
Lower Saxony in Germany, which has been funded via RDP.'**Rather, initiatives such as roadshows
led by farmers speaking to other farmers, and which combined AW with other concerns or issues
(e.g.antibiotics use, AH) have been particularly effective (e.g. in Finland).'* Ambitious programmes
that tackle a range of issues together and provide different kinds of support, accounting for what
may be driving persistent yet undesirable practices,'” rather than discrete measures, may be
required to driveimprovements. Intervieweesfrom Spain as wellas Denmark noted how collective
initiatives that brought togetherthe differentstakeholders (industry, researchers, NGOs, NCAs) have
proven particularly successful. Stakeholders from Germany, Denmark and the Netherlands noted
how nitiatives involving farmers, veterinariansand researchers havecontributed to improvingtail
docking practices, with the support of dedicated risk assessment tools. Although banned by the
legislation, tail-docking is widely practiced and such initiatives have aimed atensuring that it is done
ina manner thatminimises the risks to the health of the pig and its welfare. Research on calf feeding
has also been praised for driving improvements on that matterin Ireland.

The Danish AW labelling initiative as well as private initiatives (assurance schemes) have been
associated with improvementsin AW in France (for broilers and laying hens), Germany, Ireland,
Denmark and the Netherlands. Their relative impact has varied, and it has been arguably more
significantin the Netherlands than in other countries. Another example is the Swedish initiative to
label pigs raised and slaughteredin Sweden, which implicitly refers to the Swedish standards of AW,
which are higher than those in other MS (reflecting EU legislation as well as national specific rules)
exporting their products to Sweden. This initiative has driven prices higher but it has also received
the support of consumers,and, as such, has provided returns to farmers, which have enabled them
to maintain andin fact grow further their activities.

Q8 - Do the examined MS have a record of granting derogation(s) from the requirements of the
directives (if such derogations are foreseen by the directives)? How frequently is/are this/these
derogation(s) applied, for which practices and does this lead to deviation from the objectives and
requirementsof the directives?

The derogations specified in the directives are:

a) Pigs directive:
= Art.3(4) “"Member States shall ensure that sows and gilts are kept in groups during a
period starting fromfour weeks after the service to one week before the expected time
of farrowing. The pen where the group is kept must have sides greater than 2,8 m in
length. When fewer than sixindividuals are keptin a group the pen where the group is
kept must have sides greater than 2,4 m in length. By way of derogation from the first
subparagraph, sows and gilts raised on holdings with fewer than 10 sows may be kept
individually during the period mentioned in thatsubparagraph, provided that they can
turn around easily in their boxes”.
b) Broilers directive:
= Art.3(3) “By way of derogation from paragraph 2, Member States may provide that
chickens be kept at a higher stocking density provided that the owner or keeper
complies with the requirementsset outin Annex|l, in addition to the requirements set
outin Annexl|;
= (4) Member States shall ensure that, when a derogation is granted under paragraph 3,
the maximum stocking density in a holdingor a house of a holdingdoes not at any time
exceed 39 kg/m2;
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= (5) Whenthecriteriaset outin AnnexV arefulfilled, Member States may allow that the
maximum stocking density referred to in paragraph4 be increased by a maximum of 3
kg/m2".

On the first set of derogations provided for in the pigs directive, the evidence collected for this
research paper suggeststhat, in the MS examined, this derogation has generally notbeen granted.
Thisis due to thefact that pig farms would usually be too large to be eligible for such a derogation.
Anoverview of the implementation of the pigs directive published in 2010 noted that derogations
on the grouping of sows had been incorporatedinto the legislationin Germany and Austria.'”

Regarding the second type of derogations, on densities in broiler farms, a study completed in 2017
estimated that, at that time, only 34% of broilers were housed at the default stocking densities set
in the broilers directive, while the rest were housed at the densities allowed by derogation.'?
Specifically, the low stocking densities were found in Austria, Denmark, Germany, Sweden and the
UK, where publicauthorities did not grantderogations. 55% of all EU broilers housedat the highest
density were in France, and 18% in the Netherlands. It is not clear whether the added welfare
conditions that operators need to comply with accordingto the directive in orderto stock at higher
densities areindeed being met. '

The evidence™ shows that stockingdensityalone does not determine the welfare of broilers, such
that animals kept at higher densities than the default value set in the directive may have a good
level of welfare if other conditions are also met (housing, good ventilation, litter quality, good
hygiene, good biosecurity, good water quality and appropriate lighting). However, density has
relevance for AW:NGOs, experts and some NCAsand farmers organisations have notedthat higher
densities have been associated with health issues (notably due to increase in faecal material) and
AW gradually deteriorating (affecting, among other things, the possibility of undisturbed rest for the
birds). Theimpact of the derogations therefore dependson how theyinteract with other conditions
in the broiler farms and the mannerthose are managed and operated.

Q9 - Which steps has the Commission taken to enforce compliance and with what effect?

Therewas in the early 2010s widespread agreementthat the legislationwas not being enforced by
MS authorities, and as aresult it was often not complied with. One of the leading objectives of the
AWS that the EClaunched in 2012 was to address thisissue. It is not in thepower of the EC to directly
enforce compliance with the legislation, as it is MS’ responsibility to do so. Therefore, EC’s
enforcement actionshave been aimed at the MS themselves. Theyhave included a combination of
initiatives to supportand develop capacity in the MS to monitor and enforce, audits and follow-up
letters seeking MS intervention to address the shortcomings identified in audits, as well as
infringement proceduresagainst MS for failure to implement the legislation.

The external study prepared in support of the recent EC's ex-post evaluation of the AWS 2012-
2015"" and the subsequent EC evaluation*? have concluded that the actions of the EC in that
respect were sometimes decisive in achieving better compliance, in particular in relation to the
grouping of sows under the pigs directive (for which the EC launched infringement procedures
against 13 MS) and the laying hen directive (there too infringement procedures were initiated
against 13 MS). For both of those directives, the ECalso launched several “pilot dialogue schemes”
and encouraged the developmentof national action plansto drive improvementsat national level.
The EC’s efforts in relation to tail-docking — which continue to this day ** - have been notably less
effective. The evaluation also concluded that the EC efforts developed to enforce the broilers
directive, which consisted principally in audits, reports, and training, contributed only to a medium
extent to improved enforcement of the directive.
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Q10 - Are the relevant EU requirements on AW respected when it comes to imports of animals or
animal-based products fromthird countries?

The legislation in scope does not impose requirements on imports of live animals (with the
exception of the pigs and calves directives) or animal-based products from third countries.
Furthermore, the legislation on official controls on food products, including controls on products of
animalorigin and on the introduction of products of animal origin intothe EU (notably Regulations
(EC) No 854/2004™* and 882/2004,' replaced by Regulation (EU) 2017/625,"¢ and Directive
2002/99/EC)™ does not set out requirements on AW at farm level that third country producers
would have to comply with. Some elements on AW have been incorporated into bilateral
agreements:however, theimpact of those agreementson practices in third countries is not clear to
stakeholders. Examples have been provided tothe research teamin the course of the project, which
representatives of producers in particular have used in interviews to communicate the challenges
of raising standards in the EU, while keeping an open door to imports from third countries where
similar standardsdo notapply.It has beenreported that Ukrainian eggs, produced under conditions
that have been bannedinthe EU, are often exported to the EU. Parts of broiler meat also produced
in Ukraine have also been the subject of much comment aftera legal loophole was being used by a
Ukrainian producer to getaround restrictionsset in the EU-Ukraine trade agreement.*® Some Italian
rabbit producers have also movedoperationsto Albaniain order to produce at lower costs.

4.3. Impacts

This section presents the findings on the impacts of the directives. It first explores the impacts
stemming from the species-specific directives, and then the impacts from the general directive. In
theabsence of indicators clearly defined to assessthe AW impacts of the directives, theassessment
of impacts is not structured according to systematic and quantitative measures. Furthermore,
evidence for some types of impacts, in particular economic, social, and administrative impacts, is
limited in the evidence base. Wherever appropriate, environmental impacts have also been
considered in parallel to theimpacts explicitly mentioned in the two research questions.

Q11 - In the context of each of the four “species-specific” directives, what are the impacts from the
implementation of the directive on AW? Furthermore, aside from AW impacts, what are the
economig, social, administrative, public health impacts stemmingfromthe implementation of each
“species-specific” directive?

Broilers directive

The directive has been considered by a few stakeholdersto have had some positiveimpact on the
welfare of broilers, although this has not been measured objectively/substantiated. There is
disagreement on this point, with many NCAs, NGOs, experts and the EC pointing out that the
directive did not fundamentally change systemic issues that affect broiler welfare, and that a
number of its provisions are notbeing fully complied with (including density and mortality targets,
litter quality, environmental conditions). Evidence from country case studies suggests very limited
impacts in France, Italy and Spain.™® There have been better housing conditions, litter quality and
better access to waterand feed in Poland. Stocking densities have been reduced in the Netherlands,
which could have benefited the welfare of broilers. The evidence suggests that the main
improvementsto welfare, however, have been due to efforts to improve flock health (i.e. to reduce
footpad dermatitis), and through initiatives to tackle antimicrobial resistance and reduce the use of
antibiotics in flocks, rather than through inspections to enforce the directive. Interviews and
reports'* also suggest that the impact of the broilers directive has been limited as it reflected by
and large practices that already existed. The investment costsrequired to comply were thought to
be minimalin Italy, Spain and France because the industry there had already made the changes that
the directive sought to achieve before it entered into force; it is unclear whether those earlier
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changes were driven by the anticipation of the directive or not. Representatives of the French
broilers industry indicated that the requirements of the directive contributed to reducing profit
margins ' and were a factor amongothers that contributed to theclosure of some export-oriented
broiler farms in France. In Poland, a modernising broiler sector experienced a slowdown in efficiency
gains as aresult of limitssetby theEU directive on stocking densities.'* Investment costs were more
significantin the Netherlands where densities had been higher. The broiler sectorin the Netherlands
experienced further changes in the period following the directive, leading to a higher welfare
segment that eventually applied to the whole internal market, although those changes were not
dueto thedirective but ratherto a combination of initiativesfrom NGOsand retailersand readiness
to change throughoutthe value chain.” The directive was meant to have someimpact on the flow
of information between slaughterhouses and farms, so that indications of poor welfare found at
slaughter may be used to drive improvements on the farm. This is only practiced in a few MS,
however.'

Pigs directive

The impact of the pigs directive has been mixed. While significant progress has been achieved on
the group housing of sows and on the provision of manipulable material, which can be assumed to
have led toimprovementsin the welfare of animals, a number of core issues remain unresolved, in
particular mutilations (tail-docking and castration).’ The impact has been uneven across the EU,
with representatives of producers in some countries (e.g. Denmark, Sweden) seeing themselves at
a disadvantage relative to their competitors within the EU because they are compliant but others
are not. The manner different MS (and the economic operators) responded to the directive has
varied greatly, with some countries seeing minimal changes while others experienced more
ambitious upgrades of the sector’s buildings and equipment. Farmer representatives in Spain,
France and Denmark all reported increases in production costs. Working conditions in Spain and
France were not said to haveimproved. A few farmers were reported having stopped operating at
thetimein these three countries, thoughthe exact figures are unknown.

Calves directive

Although thereis limited evidence on theimpact of the calves directive, owing to the dated nature
of the changesin scope (most wereintroduced in 1997 as a result of a modification of the previous
1991 directive; these changes were then codified in the 2008 directive on calves), thereis a general
agreement across stakeholders that the directive has led to significant changes in the rearing of
calves, in particular a ban on narrow veal cages. It has driven a systemic change in the housing of
calves raised for meat. The welfare of the animals has improved relative to what it was under the
previous systems. Evidence from France, one of the main producer and consumer countries of veal
meat in the EU, suggeststhat the directive drove changes to the sector, which is highly integrated,
with fewer but bigger operators.’*

Laying hens directive

Thelaying hens directive has been hailed as a successful legislative act of the EU, leading to the ban
of the cages having the greatestnegativeimpact on the welfare of those animals (i.e. non-enriched
cages), and encouraging —together with marketing standards for eggs — the developmentof what
was then referred to as alternative systems. The impact of the directive on the environmentis
debated, and some evidence in that regard suggests thatit may have had a negative impact.'¥
Depending onthe MS, the implementation of the directive has led to more orless rapid adaptations
and reorganisations of the sector. Some countries were late implementers and experienced
reductions in their capacityas a result of the transition fromtraditional cages toenriched cages (this
was the case for Poland and France). This was followed by a rebound and excessive capacity in
France as somefarmersincreased the size of their buildings to maintain productivity, while others
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transitioned to alternative systems.”® While the sectors in some countries invested in enriched
cages (e.g. France, Poland), others transitioned towards loose-housing systems (e.g. Germany,
Austria). There is disagreementon whetherthese alternative routes have been positive movesin the
long term. Some stakeholders, in particular NGOs, have noted the trend towards banning cages
altogether in egg production, which suggests to themthatinvestingin enriched-cage systems was
nottherightstrategy.Indeed, ininterviews, industry representatives highlighted that investments
made by farmers in this regard in France have not all been repaid such thatany future legislative
change banning cages altogether would be difficult for some of them to shoulder. On the other
hand, representatives from the poultry industry in France and Germany agreed that moving
massively towardsloose-housing systems rather than enriched cages also meant thatthe segment
of the consumer population not willing to pay a premium for eggs was therefore turning to eggs
producedin enriched cagesin the EU orin traditional cagesin countriesin the EU periphery (notably
Ukraine).

Public health impacts - all species-specific directives

While thereis compelling evidence on the link between public healthrisks andintensive farming (in
particular the relationship between high densities and zoonoses, or between early weaning and
antibiotics use), the evidence available is not of a nature that enables characterising the specific
impact that the implementation of the species-specific on-farm AW directives may have had on
public health in the EU. Instead, the evidence suggests that most progress on practices that may
have a public healthimpact (such as reductions in the use of antibiotics in pig farming in Finland or
the Netherlands and broiler farming, which may then lead to reducing the risks of antimicrobial
resistance) have been due to other initiatives and factors than to the implementation of the
directives.

Q12-In the context of the “general” directive, what are the impacts from the implementation of the
directive on AW for the examined animal species? Furthermore, aside from AW impacts, what are
the economic, social, administrative, public health impacts stemming from the implementation of
the “general” directive for the examined animal species? Has the lack of specific rules (i.e. lack of
“species-specific” directives) for the animal species (examined in the context of the “general’
directive) led to any particular negative impactsin terms of AW, economic, social, administrative,
and public health impacts? Based on this assessment, which animal species (from those examined,
and, if possible, from those farmed across the EU in highest numbers) are most in need to be covered
by specific rules?

EU-level interviews as well as desk research evidence suggest that the general directive has had
some although limited impact due to its vague wording. Given the absence of clear criteria for
implementation and the delegation to MS of key decisions (including on mutilations), the directive
has been seen as relativelyineffective and there aretoofew elementsavailable to offerhere a robust
description of its differentkinds ofimpacts thatwould clearly differentiate them from those of other
legislation or other initiatives. For example,improvements notedin Greece and Romania for sheep
appear to have been largely driven by other factors than the implementation of the directive, and
notably EU funding supportand nationalinitiatives.

According to a survey of MS authorities carried out by the Finnish presidency of the Council in
2020 and requesting views on the need to regulate species currently not covered by EU
legislation, the following proportion of respondents saw it as important or very important to
regulate:

Dairy cattle (76%);

Laying hen breeders and broilerbreeders (57%);
Beef cattle (52%);

Pullets, turkeys and farmed rabbits (48%);

WYY
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= Farmedfish (38%);
= Sheepandgoats (19%).

Dairy cows are exposed to known and significant welfare risks particularly due to production
pressure (lameness, mastitis, tethering, space allowance in confinement, diseasesand wounds, lack
of access to pasture, lowlongevity). Dehorningand the management of pain associated with it has
been an issue of concern for cattle for all farming purposes. An EU overview completed in 2009
indicated that an overwhelming proportion of dairy cattle were dehorned, though it did not provide
information on pain management.”® Audits carried out by the EC in 2016 have found that the
welfare risks to which dairy cattle is exposed were not being monitored with an appropriate set of
indicators.'' Those welfare risks and the very large size of the population of dairy cowsin EU farming
have led several experts and NGOs to recommend that specific protection should be introduced for
them in EU legislation.’ Such protections could, according to NGOs and experts, include
requirements on access to pasture, ability to exercise, tethering, herd size, dehorning and
disbudding. As for beef cattle, density, housing conditions and feeding have been noted welfare
issues, forinstancein Italy.™

Welfare issues affecting broiler breeders and hen breeders (feed restriction, injuries, mutilations)
have been known for some time."* Some of these issues are directly linked to genetic selection in
the industry, which affects the whole chain of production and has been a core concern.NGOs and
some experts have recommended exploring the possibility of setting limits on growth rates for
birds, however this is criticised by industry representatives.

There have been calls for phasing out cages forrabbits,and arecentopinionby EFSA™>has provided
an assessment of the relative welfare of rabbitsacross differenthousing systems. Audits completed
in 2017 have concluded that the commercial rabbit farming practices are “broadly in compliance
with welfare legislative requirements”.”® The population of rabbits farmed in the EU is essentially
concentrated in five countries: Spain, Italy, France, Germany and Portugal. There is some
disagreement betweenfarmers’' organisations on the need for specific legislation on the farming of
rabbits. Some are calling for such legislation (ruleshave been introduced in Germany), while others
recommend that furtherstudies should be carried out first, particularly to understand the causes of
some of the main welfare issues faced by rabbits, notably pododermatitis and arthropathy. Most
stakeholderswho expressed an opinion on rabbitsagreed that enriched cages would be desirable,
however open rangerearing of rabbits is often considered difficult to achieve, in contrast to open
range rearing of other species. The grouping of female rabbits is considered a particularly thorny
issue, due to aggressivity patterns.

Some stakeholders mentioned turkeys as a forgotten species, for which there are no density
requirementsat present, and therefore no controls.

The evidence collected suggests that a number of welfare issues affecting sheep would require
specific protection, in particular cleanliness, watering, heat stress and poor ventilation, housing
conditions (hygiene), handling of ill animals, tail-docking of ewes, and genetic selection (for the
maximisation of wool production). The lack of specific rules for sheep has led to inconsistent
controls and has meant that only the worst cases of poor welfare tend to be detected. As
emphasised by interviews conducted in Greece and Spain, the extensive husbandry practices for
sheep have positive impacts on sheep welfare, and should therefore be preserved, however that
also implies that any standards set in legislation need to be achievable by a sector that is
characterised by low resources and low profitability.

The fate of male calves has been highlighted by several stakeholders, asthose animalsare low value,
and themanner they are dealt with isan AW concern thatis not currently addressed. Likewise, day-
old male chicks are currently not protected by EU legislation (thoughthere is protectionin national
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legislation in some MSs) and, for the purpose of the egg industry, they are routinely crushed
(macerated) or killed using carbon dioxide gas, which raises ethical issues. Furthermore, day-old
chicks that are destined tobe farmed are routinely left for 48 to 72 h without any food or water until
they are transported from hatcheryto farm (expertinterview).

For all species not covered by specific legislation, NGOs and NCAs generally agreed that this
situation prevents the implementation of consistent inspection programmes, and it also prevents
NGOs from taking action, including building court cases, to address the most problematic cases, as
thereis norobust legal basis on which they may do so.

On public health impacts, the same observations reported under Q11 for the species-specific
directives apply to the general directive. For the species not covered by any species-specific
directive, reductionsin antibiotics use (as in rabbit farming in France) appeardue to otherinitiatives
than thedirective.

Q13 - Arethereany “on-farm” breeding, keeping and management practices (and relevant animal
species affected) that are of concernto consumers in the EU in terms of AW? Do such practices affect
consumers’ attitudesand behaviour andhow? Are there any practices of concernto consumers that
are still effectively permitted under the “general” and “species-specific” directives through either
gaps, unclear definitions, or lack of proper compliance and enforcement?

Recent meta-studies on consumers’ understanding of production diseases (i.e. diseases resulting
from or aggravated by management practices) associated with intensive farming systems have
confirmed thatthereis in generalonly limited understanding of modern farming and of AW issues
in the general public.””” Nevertheless, the literature identifies a number of dominant concerns
among consumers:'*®

= Enough space and freedom forthe animals: confinement (cagingfor poultry, crating for
sows) and high stocking densities are of concern to consumers;

= Cramped conditions, as well as lack of light and cleanliness have also been referenced
across studies;

= Theuseof antibiotics in the farming industryis of concern to consumersinasmuch as it
is used to address the health risks posed by the mode of production. The incorporation
of antibiotics into feed in particular is a concern;

= Some practices such as the castration of piglets without anaesthesia or analgesia have
also been highlighted in earlier studies;

= Thereis higher concern for the general welfare of poultry thanfor pigs,and significantly
less for dairy cows.

These concerns are often summarisedin the literature as a strong preference for “naturalness”.

The link between expressed attitudes and consumers’ actual behaviours is notoriously flawed, and
many sources point to dissonance and discrepancy between expressed views on AW and either
willingness-to-pay statements, or actual consumption behaviour,™ although experience in some
countries suggests that consumers provided with only higher welfare products (when retailers
collectively phased out lower welfare products) did not show negative purchasing responses.’® In
other words, a much greater proportion of consumersdeclares concernsthanis willing to pay more
for higher welfare products. The evidence also shows that the level of concern across species does
not match the level of cost that consumers declare they are willing to pay for a higher welfare
product:the latter is greatest for beefand dairy and lowest for pig meat. The relationship between
consumer concernsand actual consumptionis not clearly established.®’

It is clear that high density, confinement, caging, crating, mutilations and antibiotics use for
prophylaxis, which emerge from the evidence as ongoing consumer concerns, are currently
effectively permitted by EU legislation on AW on the farm and beyond (e.g. on AH'®), and/or the
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manner it is being interpreted by MS and operators. However, the literature shows also that
consumers remain poorly informed of the reality of modern farming and their perceptions do not
match the assessment of AW issues conducted by NCAs, NGOs and academic researchers.'® The
extent to which consumer concernsmay be the guide for revising legislation is to be considered in
thelight of thesefindings.

4.4. Efficiency

Only limited quantitative evidence on the costs of implementation for either the public
administration or farmers themselves could be collected. In many MS there are no studies that have
assessed the costsofimplementingthe directivesfor the sectorsaffected, althoughthere are a few
rare exceptions. Besides, the evidence available does not clarify the extent towhich public resources
for official controls had to be increased asa resultof the directives, or rather reallocated temporarily
or permanently to verify compliance with that legislation as well as other legislation. The mixed
nature of official controls, which involveassessing compliance with different legislations, also means
thatitis challenging to disentangle what of the costsinvolved may be attributed specifically to one
particular directive or another. Finally,and in the absence of shared records, the datais as good as
the memory of the interviewees and other contributors can be on changes that sometimes were
implemented a decade or more ago. Therefore, all assessments on cost-benefit ratios, provided in
the answers to Q14, should be verified and detailed via furthertargeted research.

Q14 -To what extent are the costs (related to the implementation of the directives) justified, given
the positive and/or negative results/impacts thisimplementation has delivered?

General directive

There is no evidence on the costs of implementing the general directive. The directive has been
linked to some administrative costs for farmers (record keeping, usually considered good practice
and a norm in modern farming). While other implementation costs may have been generated by
thedirective, e.g. to improve buildings, such changes have also been driven by other policies than
AW legislation (e.g. support to farmers to modernise and optimise their buildings and equipment)
and as such are difficult to attribute to the directive. The costs to the publicadministration in terms
of official controls is challenging to assess as well, particularly considering that for a number of
species subject to the general directive, some MS have carried out no official controls. Stakeholders’
judgment on the general directive is that it has been at best beneficial but the extent of those
benefits is disputed. In summary, the costs of the general directive may have been small and its
impacts too. Given the gap the directive filled when it was passed, and its use as a basis for some
efforts on the ground,the costs stemming fromits implementation may be considered justified.

Broilers directive

There is some evidence on the impact of implementing the broilers directive in a number of
countries. The most comprehensive evaluation of the directive remains that carried out by the Food
Chain Evaluation Consortium (FCEC) in 2017.'* It indicates costs of € 2.7 million in the Netherlands
and € 6 million in Finland. It has been often commented by stakeholders that the broilers directive
had in most countries little impact given that it allowed for densities that were already practiced,
except in a few countries in which business models and buildings had been set for higher densities
(e.g.in the Netherlands). Given the low benefits that the directive has had on the welfare of broilers
and its arguably lowimplementation costs, the latter may be considered justified. However, there is
strong disagreement from some industry stakeholders on the justification of costs for one
requirement in particularof the directive, which is the daily reporting of mortality.
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Laying hens directive

The evidence on theimplementation of the laying hens directive is limited. Estimates available from
the literature and from interviews vary very widely, from a total cost to the EU industry of
€ 354 million ' to £ 400 million for the UK laying hens industry alone'to € 1 billion accordingto a
French source (interview). Funding support granted in France to laying hen producers have
correspondedto€ 11 million. The average cost per place fora henin France has been between € 5
and € 26,' compared to an average of £ 25 in the UK. The comments received from interviews
suggest disagreementson whether the costswerejustified given the benefits, especially when the
changes incurred have meant a transition to enriched cages, which many stakeholders reject as
inappropriate, ratherthan to alternative systems of production.

Calves directive

There is scant evidence on the costs of implementing the calves directive. Some evidence from
France'® has been obtained on the directive on calf welfare from 1997 (directive 97/2/EC, later
codified and updated in 2008 by the current calves directive 2008/119/EC), which contained the
main new requirements on the regrouping of calves after 8 weeks and technical requirements on
cages for the weaning period. The total investment costs to the sector were estimated at the time
at €98 million, €24.6 million of which corresponded to public EU funding support. The
implementation of the directive also implied an intensive campaign of controls by public
authorities, although the implications in terms of Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) are not known. This
has corresponded toa majorchange forthe calf meatsectorand tothe housing of calves, which has
also been perceived as beneficial by the farmers themselves. In that regard the little evidence
available suggests that the costs were justified given the benefitsachieved.

Pigs directive

Only limited evidence has been found on the costs of implementing the pigs directive in the MS.
Evidence from France (communication from the French Institut du Porc) indicates that pig farmers
were offered an approximate figure of up to € 68 million in funding to support the refitting of
buildings and equipment soas toenable the grouping of sows.'® It can be estimated that the private
investments that pig farmers contracted at the time may have averaged 4 times the funding support
received (an approximate of about € 272 million). The costs to the publicadministration are notwell
known, however it is understood that the implementation of the directive was accompanied by an
intensive programme of inspections that in Brittany alone (the main pig producing region of the
country) would have corresponded toabout2 FTEsfor 2 years. This evidence does not cover the costs
of implementation for other aspects of the directive, in particular the provision of enrichment and
permanent access to water, which entail both operational and investment costs. These costs have
been borne differentlyin the MS, depending onhow soonand how well they were complied with. It
is understood that there has been wide variation between the MS in this regard. The impacts
achieved by the regrouping of sows were generally considered positive by the stakeholders
interviewed, although many of the benefits expected from the directive have not materialised due
to non-compliance (on tail-docking and enrichment in particular). Therefore, an assessment of the
cost-benefit ratio, evenifaroughone, is not possible.

Q15 - Could the actual (positive and/or negative) results/impacts of the implementation of the
directives have been achieved with fewer costs?

The evidence available, principally drawn from interviews, suggests that the most significant and
costly impacts of the directives have been changes to densities, equipment and buildings. It is
apparent from the datathat differentchoices were made in the different MS on how to make these
changes. For example, some operators chose to refit existing buildings, while others built new ones.
Egg producers in the EU chose different routes after the ban on battery cages. The different paths
taken reflect a variety of considerations, constraints, and strategic choices that are independent
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from the legislation itself. These variations notwithstanding, the interview data suggests that the
actual results of the implementation of the directives could not have been achieved with fewer
costs.

4.5. Coherence

Q16 - Arethedirectives coherent with themselves?

Evidence of incoherencein the directives is limited. In interviews, stakeholders raised two types of
comments related to the coherence of the legislation.

The first type of comment referred to whether the directives provide the means to achieve their
objectives. Stakeholders across categories with the exception of representatives of farmers’
organisations agree that exceptions, derogations, and insufficiently specific wording in the
directives (as discussed at length in section 4.1 on relevance) have hampered the achievement of
their objectives. For example, one expert notes that Directive 2008/120/EC states that pigs must
have access to an environment that meets their needs for physical activity and exploratory
behaviour, yet allows confinement in individual cages such as service boxes or farrowing boxes. In
other words, stakeholders see tensions between the intents of the directives and widespread
practices that have not been bannedor significantly restricted by the directives.

The second type of comment referred to tensions some stakeholders perceived between the
requirements set out in the directives and the welfare of the animals. Some stakeholders from the
industry have disputed the pertinence of requiring farmers to provide cumulative daily mortality
rates for broilers on top of the daily mortality rate already collected, when those are sent to
slaughter, or questioned whether requesting that litter in broiler farms should be dry is valuable to
broiler welfare if thatimplies increasing the heat in the farm. This suggests that the directives may
not provide enough information for producers to understand why certain requirements or
indicators have been incorporated into the legislation, as well as indications of alternative ways of
reaching certain objectives, such as alternativesto adding heat to keep litter dry.

Q17 - Are the directives coherent with the broader EU AW and EU AH policy? In the context of
Directive 1999/74/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of laying hens, special
attention should be given, among others, to the question: How “free-range” AW practices applied
to laying hens affect their health?In particular,do “free-range” laying hens suffer from diseasesmore
frequently and/orexperience a higher mortalityrate as compared to “cage-reared” laying hens?

There is a broad agreement among EU-level stakeholders and national stakeholders across most
categories that the directives are coherent with the broader EU AW and EU AH policy. Some
stakeholders, at EU level (NGOs, representatives of veterinarians, some industry representatives) as
well as nationallevel (NCAs), would like to see greaterintegration of AW and AH policies as they see
them as very tightly interlinked. This comment relates to the general approach to legislation — the
concept of “one health, one welfare” has been referenced in this regard — but applies also to very
specificissues, such as feed hygiene requirements, as those may have AHand AWimpacts. A review
of the AW policy and legislation and EU AH policy completed in 2020 has concluded that they are
coherent with one another.'” There is, however, some disagreement from representatives of
nationalfarmers’ organisations for the pig and poultry sectors, related to specificissues. They have
qguestioned in interviews the AH risks posed by some of the requirements set in AW policy. For
example, some have argued that providing natural enrichment material to pigs, such as straw and
wood, may entail some contamination risk in case wild boars may have been in contact with the
straw or wood. Adapted biosecurity measures, however, can be taken to protect enrichment
material from such contamination. A few industry representatives have also indicated that some
enrichmentin hen cages, for pecking and scratching areas, may entail health risks, although those
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were not specified. Some NCAs have also noted how addressing biosecurity risks, a major concern
in Europe in the context of the spreading of African Swine Fever and Avian Influenza, can run
opposite to AW objectives, since it often implies greater confinement of the animals to prevent
transmission.

In the context of egg farming, different housing systems exist. After the ban on battery cages in
Europe, housing systemsinclude enriched cages, loose-housing (barnand aviaries)and free-range.
Different housing systems have different risks and benefits from an AH and AW point of view.
Experts willweigh different pros and consdifferently depending on priorities. As a matterof course,
behavioural restrictions to the hens are much greater in cage systems than in other systems. The
evidence from the literature and expert interviews indicates that hens in free-range systems are
exposed to potential risks to their health that in some respects differ from those of hens housed in
closed systems. This includes risks due to behaviour, such as injurious pecking and cannibalism, as
well as piling. Also noted are the risks posed by infectious diseases caused by bacteria, and by
parasites (nematodes, cocciodiosis, histomaniasis), which are lesscommon in henshousedin closed
systems. Reviewing the evidence available, a meta-analysis completed in 2020 has concluded that
health risks and mortality are greater in free-range systems than in caged systems."”" A recent
analysis of a large dataset on mortality from laying hens housed in different housing systems
suggests that mortality in “cage-free” systems can be reduced compared to that of hens in caged
systems after the farm has matured, i.e. when the farmer has learnt how to manage hens that are
loose-housed. The evidence does not include free-range and organic systems of production,
focusinginstead on barnand aviaries,”?but there is evidence from Norway, however, indicating a
similar pattern of decreasing mortality in free-range laying hens as the system matures.'” Private
datafrom alarge poultry farming business also points to the potential for low mortality in free-range
hens, comparable to that found in indoor (caged and non-caged) systems.'”* Greater variability in
mortality rates can be seen in free-range settings (meaning that mortality fluctuates more in free-
range settingsthan in caged settings) as it is more dependentupon good stockmanship. According
to experts, this shows howimplementing practices to manage therisks of free-range rearing'”” can
lead to mortality rates in a free-range setting that are comparable and sometimeslower than those
of caged hens.

Q18- Arethedirectives coherentwith other relevant EU policies and overall EU priorities? How have
elements of the CAP with direct relevance to AW (i.e. mostly the cross-compliance provisions directly
related to AW) influenced (i.e. contributedto or hampered) the implementation of the directives? Is
there any room for incoherence between the five directives and the EU Habitats directive and the
“protected species” status the latter give to certain predators, which could negatively affect the
welfare of farmed animals?

Thedirectives have been broadly coherentwith other EU policies and overall EU priorities although
some of their provisions (or absence of provisions) have been highlighted in the literature and by
interviewees as demonstratinga lack of alignment and coherence. These include:

= Theabsence of articulation between aquaculture policy (under EU fisheries policy) and
farmed fish welfare (which is in scope of the Directive 98/58/EC) — Improving knowledge
on fish welfare has been one of the objectives of the AWS 2012-2015 pursued by the EC.
The EC commissioned studies on this topic to improve knowledge on fish welfare.'”®
After the publication in 2020 of thefirst EU guidelines for fish welfare in aquaculture,'”
it is understood that the EC is working towards further integration of AW into
aquaculture policy;'”®

= Insufficient provisions for on-farm AW included in bilateral trade agreements, showing
a lack of coherence between trade policy and AW policy — Tensions between
heightened AW standards in the EU and trade with third countries have beena common
source of concern for EU producers. This was recognised in the AWS 2012-2015, in which
the EC committed to working towards better integration of AW standards in bilateral
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and multilateral agreements, however this objective was only partially achieved.'” It
remains a source of concern,as communicated by representatives of the pig and poultry
sectors in national interviews who worry that the costs imposed on them by AW
legislation will prevent them from competing with cheaper imports.'® For these
stakeholders, itis necessary for the ECto better aligniits international trade policy with
its AW (and AH) policy;

= A lack of regard for the environmental impact of some of the practices promoted or
imposed by the directives — This refers to the tensions felt by some producers
(particularly in the pig and poultry sectors) and some NCAs between requirements
regarding the environmental impact of animal farming (carbonand other emissionsand
their negative impacts on climate, health and the environment) and AW requirements.
Itis noted, for instance, that outdoor rearing means reduced control over droppingsand
emissions, as well as greater amounts of feed, thereby potentially having a greater
carbon impact.' These tensions acknowledged, some scientific research also points
towards the opposite, for example showing that housing systems may be less relevant
to greenhouse gas emissions than other aspects, such as for example manure
treatment.’ AW and environmental protection can go hand in hand, with open range,
pasture based systems supporting reduction in ammonia' and contributing to
biodiversity;'®

= A need for a more forceful approach to fair distribution of value within value chains -
While the EChas been active on price distribution and unfair trade practices within food
supply chains,'® this is not considered sufficient by some producers, particularly in
those supply chains, which are poorly integrated and very competitive, where farmers
reportedly struggle to see cost fluctuations reflected in prices (asis the case for laying
hens or pigs in France, for example).

The coherence between AW legislation and the CAP has been limited™®. In particular, the
literature'® as well as most stakeholders interviewed at EU-level and in MS point out that AW is
poorly integrated into the CAP. Direct payments underthe CAParelinked to the area farmed, they
have therefore been mostly provided to those animal farmers that practice extensive farming
(favouring bovine farmsaboveotherspecies'), or farmers that combine crops with animal farming
(asis the case fora number of broiler producers in France, for instance). As such, they have been of
littleimportance to those sectors in which intensive and confinedfarming is prevalent (pigs, broilers,
rabbits, bovines in some countries). NGOs across several MS have also criticised the manner CAP
payments were targeted (e.g. for sheep farmers) to encourage herd growth, which may be
counteracting efforts toimprove AW.

Under “Pillar 1" of the CAP, direct payment may be conditioned upon compliance with “Statutory
Management Requirements” (SMRs) thatencompassa number of EU legal instruments. As far as AW
on the farm is concerned, this cross-compliance conditionality is limited to the calves, pigs, and
general directives. Although the conditionality of direct payments has been perceived to
contribute to compliance with the general directive by some stakeholders (but not all) in
Ireland, Greece, '™ and Romania, this has not been observed elsewhere. Rather, stakeholders
generally agreed thatthe general directive is toogeneral to be a good basis for official controls. The
manner the general directive is worded (as discussedunderQ2) and the fact that it does not set out
definitions for what would be a serious non-compliance (which would deserve to be sanctioned by
a penalty) means thatsuch determination is left to MS discretion. As aresult, the EC (interview) has
sometimes noted a lack of proportionality between non-compliances and the application of
penalties. The evidence suggeststhatthis goes bothways: penalties have been applied sometimes
for minor non-compliances, without considering whether the welfare of animals was good overall,
and serious non-compliances have been found yet not led to penalties. Such incoherencies are
linked to how public administrations in charge of enforcing the legislation including CAP Pillar 1
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vary in terms of resources, skills and legal culture, whatacademic literatureon regulatory policy calls
“enforcement styles”."°

There is scant evidence from desk research, EU-level and national interviews that the
conditionality of direct payments on cross-compliance has contributed to the
implementation of the calves and pigs directives either, although some stakeholders have
claimed a positive impact in Germany and Spain. The effectiveness of the cross-compliance
conditionality depends upon official controls being sufficiently frequent and widespread. This has
been noted as a core weakness in France, that furtherundermines conditionality as a lever to drive
compliance with AW legislation. Several stakeholders (ECA, NGOs, and experts) pointed to the
continued payments to farmers who did not comply with key requirements of the legislation, in
particular the ban on tail-docking for pigs.

The CAP has also provided rural development funds under “Pillar 2". Rural Development
Programmes (RDPs) can be designed at the discretion of each MS. Some of that funding may be
earmarked to support activities thatgo beyond legal requirements on AW. Such funding has been
used to support pig farmers’ efforts to comply with the pigs directive in some MS and egg producers’
efforts to comply with the laying hens directive, although these were small contributions to the
overall costs incurred. Generally, however, RDP funding earmarked for AW improvements has
been under-used across the EU, with wide differences from one MS to another.”' Furthermore,
NGOs in MS have highlighted how the modernisation of farms supported by RDPs have promoted
certain design features (e.g. fully slatted floorsin pig farms) that have adverseimpactson AW. NGOs
have also noted that some MS have allocated fundsto minorimprovements such asadded lights or
water quality, while those are not key drivers of AW, instead of promoting a structuredapproach to
improving AW on the farm.

While some evidence suggeststhat there hasbeen greater readiness to support AW improvements
through Pillar 2 funding in countries that did not have a strong orientation towards exporting
national production (e.g. Finland),"*there hasalso been small-scale RDP support to implement the
loose housing of sows in Denmark (which goes beyond what EU legislation requires), whereas the
Danish pig sector is strongly export orientated (interviews). RDP funding has also been linked to
improvementsin farm buildings for sheepherds in Greece and Romania.

Interviews with EU-level stakeholders, national stakeholders, one conservation expert, and the
review of the literature have found limited evidence of concerns regarding the coherence
between the Habitats directive, on the one hand, and on-farm AW legislation, on the other. In
fact, the question of the coherence between these two sets of legislation is rarely, if ever, asked. The
two sets of EU legislation (i.e. the directives on on-farm AW on the one hand, and the Habitats
Directive, on the other hand) do not refer to each other. The literature available, including previous
evaluations of the Habitats Directive,' has not discussed their coherence. The AW legislation
requires that farmersshould ensure the welfare of the animals they farm. Farmers are not subject to
a similar duty of care towards wild animals. However, the latters’ protected status limits farmers’
ability to kill predators, unless derogations are granted themto do so under article 16 of the Habitats
directive. Such derogations, when justified by the prevention of serious damage to livestock,
are meant to protect economic interests rather than AW. The concerns of farmers about
predation, as documented in press releases and petitions addressed to the EP, also tend to be
framed in terms of economic harm.' While derogations have been granted by various MS and are
the subject of contentious debates, particularly at national level (e.g. in Poland, Romania, Spain,
Sweden, Finland), studies surveying predator killing practices across Europe suggest that a
proportion of them may have been carried out without derogation and therefore illegally, as it is
unlikely to be detected by others, including NCAs.'* Derogations according to article16 of the
Habitats directive can be granted if thereis “no satisfactory alternative” to killing the wild animals.
Thereare numerousalternatives tokilling in orderto protect farmed animals from predation by wild
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animals (including fences, nets, acousticdevices, dogs, etc.), although their relative effectiveness is
not wellunderstood.' Expertinput, national interviews and the literature pointto the seasonal and
regional characterof predation on farmed animals by wild animals, some of which may be protected
by the Habitats Directive. The data suggests that this isan issue thataffects disproportionately sheep
farmers in Spain, Romania, and France.'’ Scientific literature providesfurther evidence of predation
from wolves, bears and wolverines on farmed mammals,'* from birds of prey on farmed poultry'*
andfrom seals and otters on farmedfish.*® In interviews, stakeholders across categories and experts
acknowledged that predation is a welfare issue for farmed animals, yet NGOs pointed out the
availability of alternatives to eitherhuntingwild animals or confining farmed animals indoors, such
as theuse offences, dogs, or sound devices to keep predators away.

Overall, the EU-level interviews and the desk research conducted suggest that the on-farm AW
directives and the Habitats directive are not incoherent in the sense that the Habitats directive
acknowledges the risks posed by protected species to livestocks and provides for derogations in
case alternative solutions to killing the wild animals are not available. However, there is no
articulation between the two sets of legislation in the sense that neitherrefersto the other or to its
objectives (the welfare of farmed animals and the conservation of wild species).

4.6. EU added value

Q19 - What is the added-value of the directives and their implementation, compared to what is
likely to have been achieved by MS, if acting on their own (i.e. without these EU directives)?

There is a general agreement among stakeholders at EU level and national level that the EU
directives, andin particular the four species-specific directives, have provided the drive to progress
on a range of issues that many MS (named exceptions were Finland, Sweden, Denmark and
Germany) lacked individually. As interviews show, to this day, even though some smaller MS (eg.
Greece) are supportive of possible changes to the legislation that would bring higher welfare
protection to farmed animals, they would not act on their own, i.e. would not introduce legislation
at nationallevel. In contrast, as already shown in the sections above, others (e.g. Germany, Austria,
Finland, Sweden) continue to make progress andestablish higher standards thanthose formulated
in the EU legislation.

That being said, a number of stakeholders (e.g.NGOs, EC) do not see EU legislation today as a driving
force for AW improvement, as it has fallen behind consumer expectations, and is less responsible
nowadays for progress on the ground than consumer pressure and NGO activism, as well the
commitment of a number of government bodiesacross MS to improve AW practices.
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5. Animal welfare labelling

This chapter of the research paper presents the current policy and market context of AW labelling
in the EU. In this context, attitudes of European consumers towards AW are first briefly discussed
together with the market responses that they have prompted (section 5.1). The current regulatory
state-of-the art of AW labelling of animal-based products in the EU is then presented (section 5.2)
based on theanalysis of the EU legal framework thatis currently applicable.

Starting from this premise and building on the keyfindings of the online survey that was carried out
during theresearch, a detailed mapping of the labelling systems covering AW that took part in the
various data collection activities performed underResearch Task 2 is provided (section 5.3.1). In the
view of the research team and taking into account the literature reviewed for the elaboration of
Research Task 2,the mapping led to the identification of the most important labelling systems that
currently exist in the EU market. This mapping is then coupled by a comparative assessment of a
more limited sample of labelling systems covering AW (n=11) using the critical evaluation
framework designed by More et al. (2017) with a view to providing a better understanding of the
functioning of such systems, notably in terms of scientific substantiation, effectiveness, efficiency
and transparency (section 5.3.2). This assessment largely relies on the findings emerging from the
interviews that were carried out with the owners/managers of the labelling systems that were
selected for this purpose and, where appropriate, on the results obtained throughthe online survey.

Finally, the prospects of establishing harmonised rules for AW labelling at EU level are discussed and
notably:

= Theaddedvaluethat maystemfromtheintroductionof EU mandatoryrequirementsin
this area (section 5.4.1);and
= Thepotentialdesign of an EU-wide AW label (section 5.4.2).

This finalanalysis is primarily based on the feedback gathered from stakeholders during the various
rounds of interviews that were performed during the research (i.e. EU-level, national and AW
labelling interviews) as well as on the relevant answers provided by the owners/managers of the
labelling systems that contributedto the online survey. It is complemented, where appropriate, by
findings from literaturereview.

5.1. Consumers,animal welfare and market responses

Consumers’ interest in AW practices on the farm, at slaughter and during transport has been
growing in the EU over the last two decades. According to a Eurobarometer survey carried out in
2016,52% of Europeans lookfor AW labels whenshopping,althoughone in ten Europeans does not
know that these labels exist. Overall, 47% of Europeans think that choice of AW-friendly food
products in retailis limited.”' Morerecently, in accordance with a Eurobarometer survey carried out
in 2019, AW features amongst the most important determinants influencing purchasing decisions
of European consumers, weighting as much as environmental concerns and religious beliefs (19%)
(even if with significant variations across MS).*> However, origin (53%), cost (51%),food safety (50%),
taste (49%) and nutritional content (44%) are far more important for consumers.

As a result of the growinginterest by consumers, the number of food labelling systemsaddressing
AW has been growing in the EU market. Overall, business operators, including farmers, food
manufacturers, and retailers, view AW labels as an additional marketing tool to ensure product
differentiation. Initiative Tierwohl in Germany and Interporc Animal Welfare Spain (IAWS) in Spain
are some examples of labelling systemsdeveloped over the last decade by the private sector. Also,
few AW NGOs have established their own AW labelling system (e.g. Beter Leven keurmerk in the
Netherlands, Tierschutz Kontrolliert in Austria, Anbefalet af Dyrenes Beskyttelse in Denmark) or
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manage one in partnership with other private stakeholders (as in the case of the French colour-
coded AW label Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal). Public systems - i.e. systems established and/or
managed by NCAs — are currently present or under developmentin a limited number of MS,
including Denmark, Germany, Italy and Finland.

Overall, academic literature notes that the number of AW labels has been growing significantly in
the EU market over the last few years, a finding that the research conducted for the elaboration of
this paper further corroborates (see furthersection 5.3.1.2and in particular Figure 4). However, the
factthat these labels are initiated mostly by private stakeholders hasraised some concerns.?®

First of all, the standards that underpin private AW labels seemoftento lack uniformity across them.
This makes it very difficult to understand the specific message that each labelaims at conveying to
thefinal consumer as well as to distinguish one labelfrom another on the market. Secondly, those
standards quite often merely replicate what is already mandated by law and, as such, do not
effectively contribute to heightening the level of AW practices in the relevant production chain.
Thirdly, several private AW labels that are found onthe EU market are self-declared: they are claimed
by a business operatorwithout priorverificationand validation by a third-party entity. These labels
lack therefore independent endorsement, which may generate doubts over their truthfulness and
scientific substantiation while ultimately hampering consumer confidence.

However, the concerns singled outby academicliteraturein relation to private AW labels seem less
relevantin the case of AW labels that are managed by publicauthorities.

5.2. Animal welfare labelling in the EU:the currentregulatory
state-of-the art

Currently, EU law regulates AW labelling of animal-based products to a limited extent. Specific
mandatory requirements are in place since 2008 for the marking of eggs depending on the
system used for the rearing of laying hens (i.e. eggs from caged hens; barn eggs; free-range eggs,
and organiceggs) pursuantto article 12 (2) and Annex|, Part A, of Regulation (EC) No 589/2008.%*
In addition, EU law provides for a list of reserved terms alluding to the farming method used for
rearing broilers (i.e. extensive indoor/barn-reared; free-range; traditional free-range, and free-
range-total freedom), which may be used by business operators marketing poultry meat pursuant
toarticle 11 (1) of Regulation (EC) No 543/2008;?% such terms are ‘reserved’ to the extent that they
arethe only ones allowed under EU law to describe such methods through labelling provided that
the specific conditions set outin AnnexV of the sameregulationare met.

In the absence of other specificEU rules regulating AW labels, AW-related food claims are currently
subject to:

= EU generalrequirements for the provision of voluntary food information to consumers
pursuant to articles 36 and 37 of Regulation (EU) No 1169/2011;**and
= TheEU best practice guidelines for the voluntary certification of agri-food products.?®’

5.3. Animal welfare labelling systemsin the EU

This section of the research paper has the objective to provide a better understanding of the AW
labelling systems that are currently present or under development on the EU market. It aims in
particular at providing an answerto the following research questions:

= Whatsystems of production “animal welfare” labelling exist acrossthe EU and for which
animal-based products?
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= What are the main features of these labelling systems? Are the identified labelling
systems mandatory (imposed by governments) or voluntary (recommended by
governments and/or initiated by businesses)?

-
-

Are theidentified labelling systems basedon scientificevidence or not?
How do the identified systems work in terms of effectiveness and efficiency? More

specifically, what has been their impact on businesses, on consumers’ comprehension
oftherelevant production system and on consumers’ confidence?

Based on this premise, section 5.3.1 provides for a detailed mapping of the systems that took part
in the online survey and of their main characteristics, whereas section 5.3.2 containsa comparative
assessment of the functioning of the labelling systems under study based on the analysis of a more
limited sample of systems (n=11).

5.3.1. Mapping of existing animal welfare labelling systems in the EU: main
characteristics and regulatory status, functioning and market penetration and

impacts

The online survey carried out during the research led to the identification of 24 labelling systems
covering AW across the EU. Table 5 shows the name of the labelling systems identified together
with therespectivelogos.

Table 5.: Labelling systems covering AW and respective logos
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| Labelling systems
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Distribution of the labelling systems per Member State

The following figure shows the MS where the labelling systems under study were initially
established. By May 2021, 5 systems had been established in Spain, 4 in the Netherlands and
Germany, 2in France, Denmark, Italy, Sweden and Austria,and 1in Portugal.

Figure 3. Distribution of labelling systems covering AW per Member State
¥ T
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Year of establishment of the labelling systems

Figure 4 provides for a chronology based on the year of establishmentor the expected year of
implementation of the labelling systems under study. The years of establishment of the labelling
systems range from 1965 (Label Rouge - the oldest system under study) to 2022 (QM-Milch -
currently under development). At present, in addition to QM-Milch, two public labelling systems
covering AW are under development, onein Italy and the other one in Germany. Likewise, the
Spanish label Animal Welfare Interovic Spain, which was established in 2020, had no products
labelled on the national marketby the time the online survey was closed down.

The distribution of the labelling systems under study overtheyears showsa high concentration over
thelast decade.Since 2010 until date 13 labelling systems covering AW have been introduced, while
in the period 1965-2010 (i.e. 45 years) a lower number of systems was implemented (n=10). It is
worth noting that only between2019and 2020 5 different labelling systems were created.

The AW labelling interviews conducted during the research revealed thatdifferent drivershave led
to the development of the labelling systems under study. For instance, the French quality label Label
Rouge, which was implemented in the ‘60s,was initiated by national poultry producers to fulfil their
own ambition to produce meat of a higher quality and complying with AW standards, at a time at
which intensive production systems were emerging. The Danish public labelling system Bedre
dyrevelfzerd, which was introduced only in 2017, was initiated because of a shared political and
societal willingness to improve AW in the pig sector, in additionto increased consumer demandfor
AW-friendly food products. Other drivers that encouraged the creation of the labelling systems
under study include primary commercial reasons (e.g. Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de
Paturage/Meadow Milk) and the need to respond to the demand of food businesses for AW
certifications (e.g. Welfair).
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Figure 4. Year of establishment/expectedyear of implementation of the labelling systems
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Main characteristics and regulatory status of the labelling systems
Table 6 provides an overview of the main characteristics of the labelling systemsunderstudy.

Half of the labelling systems analysed were created at the initiative of the private sector (n=12) (eg.
the labelling systems establishedin France, which are Label Rouge and Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal),
while 9 labelling systems were created by public-private partnerships (including the Danish public
labelling system Bedre dyrevelfaerd) and 3 (notably, AMA Giitesiegel and the systems currently
under development in Italy and Germany) were initiated by the publicsector.

The large majority of the systems under study (n=19) have a national geographical scope covering
Spain (n=4 systems), Austria, France, the Netherlands, Denmark, Germany, Italy, Sweden (all n=2)
and Portugal (n=1).In othercases (n=3) the geographical coverage of the label is European (notably,
in the case of: Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk — which covers several EU MS;
QM-Milch - which covers Germany as wellas neighbouring countriesand IKE Ei— which covers the
Netherlands, Germanyand Belgium). In the remainder of thecases (n=2) thegeographical coverage
is international (notably, Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tierschutz”and Welfair).

All the 24 labelling systemsanalysed are voluntary, meaning that food business operators are free
to join them if they wish so.

Two thirds of the labelling systems studied (n=16) are mixed labels, i.e. they include other aspects
related to the product and/or its processing besides AW. Conversely, the remaining systems (n=8)
cover only AW-related aspects. In the case of mixed labels, the aspects that are more frequently
covered -in addition to AW -are traceability (n=14), followed by sustainability and health (n=9). Of
the systems analysed, AMA Glitesiegel is the labelling system that covers most aspects (9 precisely).
This finding contradicts what emerged from the preliminary desk research performed by the
research team, which pointed out to a prevalence on the EU market of labelling systems focussing
only on AW (see Annex A.5).

Figure 5 shows the animal species and the production phases covered by the 24 labelling systems
studied.

All the labelling systems studied cover AW at farm level while most of them cover also AW during
transport(n=11) and at slaughter (n=15). Froman animal species standpoint, currently pigs are the
species that is more frequently coveredacrossthe sample studied (n=14), followed by broilers and
dairy cows (n=13). Conversely, fish is the species covered the least by the systems studied (n=2)
(notably, in the case of the two Swedish labels KRAV and Sigill Kvalitetssystem AB).

Amongthe 24 labelling systems underanalysis, the number of animal species covered ranges from
14 (only in the case of KRAV) to just 1 (n=7) (e.g. Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal, which only covers
broilers).

Figure 6 provides an overview of the type of food products that are currently covered by the
labelling systemsunder study.

Overall, fresh meat (n=20) and frozen and processed meat (n=18) are the product categories
covered more frequently across the systems analysed, followed by certain dairy products-such as
fresh milk (n=13) and cheese (n=11) — and eggs (n=11). Of the systems analysed, KRAV is the label
that currently applies to more food categories (n=12), followed by EKO-keurmerk and
Tierschutzlabel “Fir Mehr Tierschutz’ (n=11). Conversely, there are labels thatapply only to one food
product category (n=3), namely Bienestar Animal avalado por ANDA and IKB Ei (which both focus
on eggs) and Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal (which applies to fresh meat).
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Figure 5. Speciesand production phase(s) covered by the labels
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Figure 6. Categories of food products currentlyappliedto the label
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The majority of the labelling systems studied (n=16) plan to incorporate additional features in their
own system in the nearfuture. Within thisgroup, there are some systemsthat intend to incorporate:
New species in the label’s standard (e.g. Anbefalet af Dyrenes Beskyttelse, which plans to include

fish);

= Otherregions/countries (e.g. Welfair, which is currently working on its expansionacross

South America);

= New dimensions besides AW (e.g. Label Rouge, which intendsto include environmental
impact and sustainability); and
= New dimensions of AW (e.g. Bienestar Animal avalado por Anda, which intends to
incorporate AW duringtransportand at slaughter).

Overall, the labelling systems covering AW that have been mapped across the EU during this
research presenta varying degree of complexity, which often makes it difficult to compare them.
They differ one from another not only in terms of contents of the specific label’s standard (eg.
animal species and production phases covered) but alsoin terms of underpinning objectives, which
arevery often broader than AW alone.

Table 6.

Labelling system

Fii
R
FiTES i
o

ANBEFALET AF
DYRENES |/
BESKYTTELSE

Bedre Dyrevelfard
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Geographical
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Public sector  National
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Public-private National
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by public
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Private sector National
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Mixed
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only

Mixed

Species
(production
phase (s)
covered)
Laying hens (F),
Broilers (F),
Turkeys (F),
Calves (F), Dairy
cows (F), Beef (F),
Pigs (F), Sheep
(F), Lamb (F),
Goat (F)
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(T) (S), Broilers (F)
(M (S,
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(S), Dairy cows

(R M (),
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Processed
meat, Fresh
milk, Butter,
Cream, Cheese,
Yoghurt, Eggs,
Egg-products
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Frozen/
Processed
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Cream, Cheese,
Yoghurt,
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Frozen
Processed
meat, Leather
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Processed
meat, Fresh/
Powdered
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Yoghurt
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Main characteristics of the labelling systems covering AW that existinthe EU
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No features
identified

Species: Fish
Dimensions
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Biodiversity
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Recognition of the
national
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Geographical
scope

Labelling system

Initiator

Species
(production
phase (s)
covered)

Food
categories

Future additional
features

Public-private National
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Beter
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Geographical
scope

Initiator

Labelling system

Food
categories

Future additional
features

covered)

AW
only

Broilers (F),
Turkeys (F), Pigs
(F)

Private sector National

g ‘Tml”é'ﬁWOHL(

Private sector National Mixed  Pigs (F) (T) (S)

Private sector National Mixed  Laying hens (F)
(T) (S), Broilers (F)
m(©),
Turkeys (F) (T)
S), Calves (F) (T)
S), Dairy cows
F) (T) (S), Beef (F)
T (S), Pigs (F) (T)
, Sheep (F) ()
, Lamb (F) (T)
, Goat (F) (T)

S)
S)
S)
S), Rabbit (F) (T)
S)
S)
S)

KRAV)

(
, Ducks (F) (T)
, Geese (F) (T)
, Fish (F) (T) (S)

Laying hens (F)
(T) (S), Broilers (F)
(M) (S), Turkeys
(F) (T) (S), Ducks
R m©)

Geese (F) (T) (S)

Private sector National Mixed

Publicsector  National Mixed  Pigs (F)

mipaaf
ningtzm dxlz pdicae
zpricak al menian 2 ferestai

Private sector | European Mixed  Calves (F), Dairy

cows (F) (S)

@l@ QUALITATSMANAGEMEN Ten,

82

Fresh/
Frozen/
Processed
meat

Fresh/
Frozen/
Processed
meat

Fresh/

Frozen/
Processed
meat, Fresh/
Powdered
milk, Butter,
Cream, Cheese,
Yoghurt, Eggs,
Egg-products,
Fish

Fresh/
Frozen/
Processed
meat, Eggs,
Egg-products

Fresh/
Frozen/
Processed
meat

Fresh milk,
Butter, Cheese

Species: Dairy
cows, beef

Other AW
dimensions:
Broader
consideration of
AW aspects, e.g.
organ findings
reported from
slaughterhouses

Food categories:
Fresh milk, Butter

Cheese, Yoghurt

No specific
featuresidentified

Dimensions
besides AW:
Climate,
Biodiversity and
Social
responsibility are
developed
constantly

Food categories:
Poultry meat
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Species
Labelling system Initiator Geographical (production Food ' Future additional
scope phase (s) categories features

covered)

Public-private National Mixed  Laying hens (F)  Fresh/ No features

partnership (S), Broilers (F) Frozen/ identified
(S), Calves (F) (S), Processed

7, Dairy cows (F) meat, Fresh

(S), Beef (F) (9), milk
% Pigs (F) (S),
Sheep (F) (S),
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(F) ()
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Processed .
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Egg products,
Other meat
products
Private sector National AW Laying hens (F)  Fresh/ Species: Geese,
only (T) (S), Broilers (F) Processed Calves
m (S), meat, Fresh

Turkeys (F) (T) milk, Butter,

(), Dairy cows ~ Cheese,

(F) M () Yoghurt, Eggs

Beef (F) (T) (S),

Pigs (F) (T) (S),

Sheep (F) (T) (S),
F)

Lamb (F) (T) (S),
Goat (F) (T) (S)
Ducks (F) (M) (5)
Private sector | International Mixed  Laying hens (F)  Fresh/ Species: Turkey,
(T), Broilers (F) (T)  Frozen/ Cattle

(S), Dairy cows Processed
(F) (T) (S), Beef(F) meat, Fresh

Mo, milk, pmension

i :

Pigs (F) (T) (S) Powdered o
milk, Butter, Authenticity,

Cream, Cheese, Traceability, Origin

Yoghurt, Eggs,
Egg-products

Private sector European Mixed  Dairy cows (F) Fresh milk, No features
Powdered identified
milk, Butter,

Cream, Cheese,
Yoghurt

Public-private ' International AW Laying hens (F)  Fresh/ Species: Fish
partnership only ), Broilers (F) Frozen/

), Turkeys (F) Processed
), Dairy cows meat, Fresh

Countries/regions:
South America

s
(S
s
(F

) (S), Beef (F) milk, Cheese, = Dimension besides
BIENESTAR (9), Pigs(F) (5),  Yoghurt, Eggs = AW: Pasture
ELFAIE Sheep (F) (9),

Lamb (F) (S),
Goat (S), Rabbit
(F) (9

Legend: (F)= AW on-farm; (T) = AW during transport; (S)= AW at slaughter | Source: Online survey
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Functioning of the labelling systems
Table 7 provides a comparative overview of the functioning of the labelling systems under study.

The majority of the labelling systems (n=12) are designed as single-tier labels, while 11 labelling
systems follow a multi-tier approach. In the case of the Italian national AW label, which is under
development, a specificdesign has not been yet defined.

By definition, multi-tier labels foresee different levels of compliance with progressively higher AW
requirementsset by the label’s standard, therefore following a stepwise approach. Multi-tier labels
may present differentdesigns. By way of an example, Tierschutzlabel “Fir Mehr Tierschutz” has two
tiers/levels, whereas Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal has five. Also, theway in which compliance with the
different levels of AW is communicated to the final consumer through food labelling varies
depending on thelabelling system. In fact, levels/tiersmay be represented through pictorials — such
as hearts (e.g. Bedre dyrevelfaerd) or stars (e.g. Beter Leven keurmerkand Tierschutzlabel “Fir Mehr
Tierschutz") — or colour-coding (e.g. Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal).

The rules used for the development of the AW requirements laid down in the label’s standard vary
across the systems analysed and are generally based on a complex mix of international and/or
national legal, scientific and/or technical sources. Overall, for the majority of the labelling
systems studied (n=17) AW requirements underpinning the label’s standard are based on private
rules. Likewise, AW requirements of most systems are based on EU legislation/guidance (n=13)
and/or national legislation/guidance (n=14). Furthermore, some labelling systems (n=5) take into
account, among others, requirements defined by the agri-food sector (notably, in the case of
Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tierschutz”, Sigill Kvalitetssystem AB, Label Rouge, Compromiso Bienestar
Animal PAWS and EKO-keurmerk). In few other cases (n=6) the label’s standard is based on
international codes or standards as in the case of the label Welfair, which is based on the protocols
developed by the Welfare Quality Networkand the Animal Welfare Indicator Network (AWIN).

Foralmost all systems (n=23) audits aimed at verifying compliance with the label’s standard by food
businesses participating in the system are performed by third-party auditors. In the case of the
Danish public labelling system Bedre dyrevelfzerd, audits may be performed by the label’'s own
auditors in addition to delegated independent certification bodies. In most systems (n=15), food
businesses areinformed in advance that they will soon be audited. Conversely, in the remainder of
cases (n=6) audits are notannounced (notably, Tierschutzlabel “Flir Mehr Tierschutz”, Label Rouge,
Beter Leven keurmerk, Bedre dyrevelfzerd, Initiative Tierwohland the German national AW label).

Most of the systems studied (n=16) distinguish between different levels of non-compliances with
the label’s standard, while in the remainder of cases (n=4) (notably, Welfair, Bienestar Animal
avalado por ANDA, Label Rouge and the German national AW label) such a distinction is not
foreseen at present.Also in this respect different approaches can be observed across the labelling
systems studied with levels of non-compliance ranging from a minimum of two (e.g. Anbefalet af
Dyrenes Beskyttelse) up to a maximum of four levels (e.g. KRAV). In addition, two systems (i.e.
Interporc Animal Welfare Spain and Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal) distinguish between levels of non-
compliance using a scoring system.

Overall, the analysis performed above shows that the labelling systems covering AW that are
currently present on the EU market vary greatlyin terms of functioning and design. Nonetheless, a
single-tier design, the fact that AW requirements laid down in the label’s standard are based on
private rules, among others, and the independence of the audits carried out to verify compliance
with that standard are the features thatare common to most of the systems studied.
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Table 7.
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Market penetration and impacts of the labelling systems

Table 8 shows the number of affiliates/membersand the number of products certified per labelling
system basedon thereplies providedin the online survey. It should be noted thatthe table only lists
the labelling systemsthat provided relevantinformation.

In accordance with the data provided, the Swedish label KRAV is currently the system with most
affiliates/members (approximately 6,800 between farmers and other food businesses such as
processors, manufacturers and retailers). Other systems that have alarge membership base are:

= LabelRougein France (6,000 farmers and other 250 affiliated food businesses);

= Initiative Tierwohl in Germany (6,500 farmers and several other affiliated food
businesses);

= The ltalian label Disciplinare di etichettatura volontaria delle carni di pollame (over
3,640 poultry breedersand few other processorsand manufacturers); and

= BeterLeven keurmerk(approximately 2,000 members among which 1,800 farmers).

Among the systemswith fewer affiliates/members, not surprisingly there are some that have been
recently established, including the Portuguese labelling system Best Farmer - Cuidamos do Bem-
Estar Animal.

The number of certified/labelled products ranges from a minimum of 10 references in the case of
the label Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk up to 5,500 in the case of Beter
Leven keurmerkand 7,000in the case of KRAV.In fact, as previously shown in section 5.3.2.3, KRAV
is the system that currently covers the highestnumber of species and product categories amongall
the systems analysed. In the case of Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal, whereas the exact number of
product references that display the label at presentis not known, retail sales accounted for 30
million products sold in 2020 and there is the prospect of reaching 45 million transactionsin 2021.

Table 8. Number of farmers, processors, manufacturers, retailers and products
certifiedare affiliated to the labelling systems

Labelling system Farmers Processors Manufacturers Retailers ProQgcts
certified
DYREHES 380 12 N/P 18 500

ANBEFALET AF

BESKYTTELSE

-
H.E‘I.le .9 Dﬂ-nue H._.Eljj 1,594 57 6 2,600 N/P
f = FE
i () 1 0 0 0 N/P
R

434 processors, 33 logistics, 4 food
1,800 services, 22 egg packing stations, 56 chain 23 5,500
managers, 51 slaughterhouses

30 0 0 0 N/P
0 2 2 0 N/P

1. .
unalltalla 3,643 19 19 0 N/P

Fon
[2{4] 500 200 100 25 N/P
—
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. . Products
Labelling system Farmers Processors Manufacturers Retailers i
certified
L e

BIEN-ETRE
ANIMAL

30 millions of

— 1,700 0 2 5
o % products sold
in2020
90% of the Dutch All the large All the large All the large N/P
farmers processors manufacturers retailers
All leading
6,500 100 50 retailersin N/P
Germany
48 11 27 0 N/P
4,000 + 800 (including processors, retailers, restaurants etc.) +7,000
6,000 250 companies (including hatcheries, feed N/P 5220
manufacturers, slaughterhouses etc)
144 3 3 5 25
Almost all
E s— %E 425 63 25 retailersin 200
Germany
17 170 170 25 10
500 50 50 10 25

Legend: N/A = Not applicable; N/P = Not provided | Source: Online survey

Overall, there is little information available on the impact of the labelling systems studied on food
businesses as wellas on consumer confidence and understanding of AW practices.

Only some among the labelling systems analysed have carried out studies in this respect and very
few, in fact, conduct research on a regular basis. By way of an example, Beter Leven keurmerk
measures consumer confidence once or twice a year with the latest research showing that 94% of
Dutch consumers recognise the label.”® The Danish national labelling system Bedre dyrevelfeerd
also measuresconsumer confidence everyyear with the latestresearch showingthat 75% of Danish
consumers trust it.>* Also, various studies indicate that around 97% of French households can
recognise the logo of Label Rouge?’° to which they associate greater quality, taste and respect of
AW,

Based on the responses provided by the labelling systems in the online survey, almost half of the
respondents(n=11) clearly indicated that they have never investigated or measured whether their
label effectively contributes towards a better consumer understanding of the relevant production
systems. This is therefore an aspect on which future consumer research might focus. Likewise, the
impact of these labelling systems on the actual welfare of the species covered needs to be further
researched as evidence in this respect is generally limited and information collected during this
research is primarily based on perceived benefits.

5.3.2. Comparative assessment of selected animal welfare labelling systems

Building on the mapping of the existing labelling systems covering AW generated through the
online survey, further research was carried out with the objective to deepen the understanding of
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their functioning and draw comparisons across a more limited sample (n=11), which was selected
in accordance with the criteria listed in section 2.3 (‘AW labelling interviews’).

As referred earlier on, to this effect the critical evaluation framework developed by More atal. (2017)
was used and adapted to produce a targeted comparison between the labelling systems selected
for further analysisin terms of their:

= “Scientific substantiation” and namelywhether and to what extentthe label’s standard
underpinning the system:

Is based on science;

May be reviewed in light of scientific progress; and

Takes into account output-based measuresalongside input-based measures.
“Effectiveness” and namely whether the governance of the systemforesees:

Thatits overall performance is subject to regular review or evaluation;

Strategies and/orincentives to broaden the membership base as a way to mainstream
AW in therelevant production chain(s);and

Strategies and/or incentivesto ensure continuousimprovements by membersas far as
AW practices are concerned.

“Efficiency” and namely whether and to what extent:

Clearly defined policies on allocation of costs deriving from the participation in the
systemarein place;

Coordination with otherauditingrequirements is in place; and

Synergies with other international, national or localinitiatives on AW exist.
“Transparency” and namely whether:

Thelabel's standard is publicly available;

The governing bodies of the system regularly reporton its activities and, if so, how;
Adequate pubilicity is given to the key activities to be undertaken by the system in
future, including the update and the broadeningof the scope of the label’s standard;
Specific policies aimed at avoiding situations of conflict of interest in the context of the
key activities performed by the system (notably, standard-setting and auditing) are in
place; and,

= Members can appealagainstthe decisions taken by the labelling system affecting them.

VoMY YWYYY WY W WYY WYY

Scientific substantiation
Table 9 shows how the labelling systems under study performin terms of scientific substantiation.

Based on the information gathered through the online survey and the interviews of the
owners/managers of the labelling systems studied, all systems take science intoaccount toa varying
degree for the development of the requirements/criteria underpinning the label’s standard. In a
majority of cases (n=6) scientific information relevantto AW is complemented by other criteria,
including practical experience gained on AW practices, stakeholders’ technical expertise and/or
good practices or recommendations by NGOs. In other cases (n=4) only science provides the basis
for the content of the label’s standard.

The scientificsources used for the development of the label’s standard are specific to each system.
Overall, EFSA output and science underpinning EU and/or national legislation or that results from
EU funding (e.g. Welfare Quality protocols) are taken into account by the systems studied (n=6). In
few cases (n=2) scientific output of nationalacademic or technical research bodies constitutes the
starting point for the development of the requirements/criteria of the label’s standard (e.g. Label
Rouge and Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk).

Most systems studied have procedures in place allowing the review of the label’s standard to take
into account new scientific knowledge and/or changes that may occur in the relevant legal
framework. In most cases (n=5) the review takes place at fixed intervals (mostly on an annual basis),
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whereas the governance of other systems (n=4) foresees more flexibility in that respect. Only in one
case (Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk) thereis no procedurein place, in all
likelihood due to the basic nature of the requirements underpinning the label’s standard (i.e. cows
in pasture). In the case of the Spanish label Welfair, the update of the label’s standard is out of its
remit depending on the review of the quality protocols by the Welfare Quality Network and the
Animal Welfare Indicator Network (AWIN).

Finally, the analysis conducted shows thatthe label’s standard of most systemsin the sample (n=8)
consists of a mixture of different AW requirements. These include input-based measures, which may
be complemented by outcome-based/ABMs?'' on the farm and/or at slaughter. In few cases (e.g.
Beter Leven keurmerk and KRAV) ABMs do not constitute formally part of the label’s standard as of
yet, although awareness about theirimportance and implications as AW indicators is raised in the
context of advisory programmes or guidance documents addressed to affiliates/members. The
Dutch label Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk is the only systemthat does not
rely on ABMs and, once again, this is most likely due to the basic nature of the requirements
underpinning thelabel’s standard.

As it will be shown under section 5.3.2.4, most systems studied make publicly available the labels
standard.

Based on the analysis performed, overall, the level of scientific substantiation of the systems
analysed can be considered satisfactory. However, future research may contribute to a better
understanding of how the AW science taken as reference by each system hasbeen translated in the
label’s standard. Likewise, future research could draw more targeted comparisons in terms of
scientificsubstantiation across systemscoveringthe same animal species.

Table9.
substantiation

Labelling Overall approach Specific scientific Frequency of the review | Use of Animal-Based
system sources and tools of the standard Measures (ABMs)

Most requirements All available scientific Every year Onthe farm

underpinning the sources (e.g. EFSA

label’s standard are opinions and other EU

based on science reportsand national
research).

Comparative assessment between selected AW labelling systems — Scientific

At slaughter

ANBEFALET AF
DYRENES
BESKYTTELSE

Most requirements On the farm

underpinning the

Science underpinning
EU and/or national

Not set specifically by

by .
Bedre Dyrevelfrd national law but At slaughter

90

label’s standard are
based on science

Most requirements
underpinning the
label’s standard are
based on science

All requirements
underpinning the
label’s standard are
based on science

legislation (e.g. dairy
cows)

Scientific research from
national academia
(Wageningen
University) and other
relevant international
sources (University of
Bristol)

Science underpinning
EU legislation

adjustments can take
place, if need be

Periodic review subject
tovarying intervals of
time

Review performed
whenever needed to
take into account
scientific progress

Not as a part of the label’s
standard but awareness
about the importance to
apply ABMsis raised
through guidance
documents addressed to
farmers; also farmers
receive feedback from
quality controls
performed at
slaughterhouses some of
which can be qualified as
ABMs

Onthe farm
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Labelling Overall approach Specific scientific Frequency of the review | Use of Animal-Based
system sources and tools of the standard Measures (ABMs)

Most requirements Welfare Quality protocol ' Every year until today On the farm
underpinning the for broilers, RSPCA
label’s standard are standards, EBENE
based on science

At slaughter

Some requirements Scientificand technical  Every three yearsat On the farm
underpinning the expertise of the multi- least unless there are At slaughter
: label’s standard are stakeholder working changes imposed by
ﬂ”'“””;{ based on science groups responsible for  law

the standard
development

Most requirements Science underpinning Every year Onthe farm inthe
underpinning the EU legislation, EFSA context of the advisory
KRAV. label’s standards are scientific output and programmes managed by
based on science other international and the system
national sources
All requirements Scientific research from  Review performed On the farm (voluntary
underpinning the national technical whenever needed to and not specific to Label
= » ) ,  label’s standard are advisory bodies for AW  take into account Rouge)
X ;—A&\_’ based onscience and AH (e.g. ITAVI, INRA  scientific progressand  a¢ gjaughter
and ANSES) meet consumer
expectations
Most requirements Multiple international Every year On the farm
underpinning the and national sgientiﬁc . At slaughter
* label’s standard are sources alongside multi-
based on science stakeholder
collaborations
All requirements Scientific research from  No procedure in place No
underpinning the academia on dairy cows  tothis end
label’s standard are (Wageningen
based on science University)

Consumer research also
taken into account

All requirements Welfare Quality and Depends onthe Onthe farm (Welfare

underpinning the AWIN protocols and EU  frequency of the review = Quality and AWIN

label’s standard are and national legislation | of the protocols by the ' protocols)

based on science as pre-requisite to be Welfare Quality At slaughter (Welfare
considered for Network and AWIN

Quality and IRTA

certification protocols)

Source: Elaborated by Arcadia International based on repliesto the online survey and interviews with the owners/manag-
ers of labelling systems covering AW

Effectiveness
Table 10 shows how the labelling systems understudy perform in terms of effectiveness.

Approaches to evaluate the overall performance of each labelling system vary significantly across
the sample studied. Whilein no case thereis an externalindependent evaluation foreseen, in some
cases (n=5) aninternal evaluationis performed on aregularbasis (e.g. in the case of Etiquette Bien-
Etre Animal the first evaluation is ongoing). In other cases (n=4), there are no specific or formal
procedures in place to assess the performance of the system. However, in few cases (notably Bedre
dyrevelfzerd, Label Rouge and KRAV) the system (or part of it) is subject to the supervision or the
scrutiny of governmental/public entities.

The large majority of the systems studied (n=9) have not developed structured communication
strategies to encourage new members to join. In some cases (e.g. Bedre dyrevelfaerd, Beter Leven
keurmerk) the policy elected by the labelling systemis to rely entirely on markets dynamics, trusting
that demand for AW friendly productsfromretailers and/or otherfood operators may exert pressure
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onfarmers and otherplayersofthe agri-food chain to join the system. In the case of Etiquette Bien-
Etre Animal, at presentthe system essentially relies on itsmembersto raise awareness about the AW
labelamong potential future members. In the case of Label Rouge,information campaigns targeting
consumers and educational settings can have the effect to attract new members. However, even in
the absence of structured communication strategies, in few instances occasional activities targeting
potential new members have been carried out (e.g. KRAV) or are planned in future (e.g.
Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tierschutz”). In this context, only the Danish AW label Anbefalet af
Dyrenes Beskyttelse has a communication strategy in place to attract new members, while the
German label Initiative Tierwohl holds regular internal discussionson how to support participation
in the system.

None of the systems studied has specific financial or non-financial incentives to encourage new
members to join. However, occasional public funds for joining a labelling system of the type
considered may be available at national level. For instance, CAP funding is used to that effect in
certain MS (e.g.France), while in other instances this option seems to have been discontinued (eg.
Sweden).

Some among the systems studied (n=4) have not developed targeted strategies to ensure
continuous improvements of their members in terms of AW practices. In the case of some multi-tier
systems (e.g. Bedre dyrevelfaerd, Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal), there is in fact no obligation for
affiliates/membersto move from alower to a higher tier of the system:rather, such improvements
aretheresult of members’ own commitmentsto AW and/or market pressure. Conversely, few other
systems directly provide advisory services and/or practical guidance to ensure continuous
improvements by their affiliates/members (e.g. KRAV, Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de
Paturage/Meadow Milk) or hold regulardiscussions onthis topic (e.g. Initiative Tierwohl). In the case
of Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal, cooperatives or producer organisations, which take part in the
governing and advisory bodies of the system, contribute with their technical capacity to the
continuous improvementin terms of on-farm AW practices.

The analysis conducted shows that most systems studied fulfil the criteria elected by More et al.
(2017) asindicators of effectiveness for labelling systems covering AW only to some extent.

Considering the set of criteria applied to analyse ‘effectiveness’, overall, the systems under exam
perform better under the criterion ‘regular review/evaluation of the system performance’ thanin
the case of the other two criteria.For thelatter criteria, however, resultsthatcould be interpreted as
alack of effectiveness need to be appropriately contextualisedfor each one of the systems studied.
And indeed, if one considers the lack of structured communication strategies aimed at enlarging
the membership base of the various systems, this choice might be justified on different grounds,
including the fact that:

= The membership already integrates a significant percentage of food operators who
could be members; or

= Free market dynamics within a specific national context or market segment are
considered more powerfultools.

Likewise, with regard to the lack of specificincentives tojoin the system, this choice may be justified
because there are publicfunds that can be used to that effect or, asit will be shown in the following
section, because the system itself contributes towards the costs of the implementation of AW
practices borne by certain affiliates/members (e.g.farmers).
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Table 10.
Effectiveness

Labelling system

Comparative assessment between selected

System performance

Strategiesand incentives to
join the system

AW labelling systems -

Strategies ensuring continuous
improvement by members in AW

ANBEFALET AF
DYRENES
BESKYTTELSE

A
Bedre Oyrevelfaard

Beter
Leven
* k% [

NIVEAU

BIEN-ETRE
ANIMAL

[seen ]

@ sanoaro
Grinma

The system is subject to an
annual review with specific
topics/issues being
discussed by the governing
body

There is no formal
independent evaluation
procedure in place;
however, as for any
governmental initiative,
compliance with basic
principles of good
governance must be
ensured

There is no formal
evaluation although in
accordance with the
ranking of a system paid by
the government it qualifies
as top-level for levels 2 and
3

The system is subject to an
annual review

The first evaluation of the
system is ongoing involving
second-level audits carried
out by certification bodies
and interviews carried out
with involved
operators/members

The system is subject to an
annual review with specific
topics/issues being
discussed by the various

There is a specific
communication strategy to
attract new members but no
specific financial incentives

available to encourage farmers

tojoin

There are neither specific

strategies nor publicincentives

to attract more members, but
rather a general reliance on
market dynamics (e.g. food
processors encouraging
farmers to join)

There is no specific strategy or

incentivesto join the system

but rather ageneral reliance on
market dynamics (e.g. retailers

requiring that food products

are certified against the label’s

standard) also, market shares
are very high compared to

other AW labelsin other EU MS

There is no specific strategy or

incentivesto join the system;
the system focuses on small
farmers and is designed to
coexist with other systems

There is currently no specific
communication strategy to
attract new members; rather
producer organisations,

professionals and experts who

take part in the board and/or
technical working groups of

the system directly contribute
toraising awareness about the

label

Strategiesto support
participation (e.g. funds,
educational campaigns,
advisory servicesetc.) are

practices

Continuous improvements are
facilitated by the application of
transitional periods during which
stakeholders and members of the
system have sufficient time to
implement new AW requirements.

There are no specific strategiesto
encourage members to move from
a lower to a higher tier/level of the
system; however, information
campaigns targeting consumers,
which are run by the system on a
regular basis, may contribute to
that effect

In addition to updating the label’s
standard at regular intervals,
continuous improvements are
facilitated by the application of
transitional periods during which
members of the system have
sufficient time to adapt to new AW
requirements

Strategies to support continuous
improvements by members are
discussed three timesayear
between the organisations
managing the system

There are no specific strategiesto
encourage members to move from
a lower to a higher tier of the
system nor an obligation for
members to do so

There is currently no provision of
advisory servicesto members; in
the case of farmers cooperativesor
producer organisations normally
ensure this support

Strategies to support continuous
improvements by members (e.g.
funds, educational campaigns,
advisory servicesetc.) are normally

working groups that
operate under the system

normally discussed and agreed
by the various working groups
that operate under the system

discussed and agreed by the
various working groups that
operate under the system

'.-f\EHWDHLr
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Labelling system

System performance

Strategiesand incentives to
join the system

Strategies ensuring continuous
improvement by members in AW
practices

KRAV.

Internal control performed
by KRAV Board through
targeted surveys (e.g.
consumers, employees)

Standard and certification
bodies subject to
accreditation by the
national accreditation and
conformity body

There is no specific system
in place to evaluate the
overall performance of the

Awareness-raising events

attended by food industry (e.g.

EKO September)

In the past CAP funds aimed at
ensuring changes in agri-food

production were available to
farmers to join labelling and
certification systems

No specific financial incentives
for farmers other than available

public financing

No specific strategy exists to
attract new members but
communication

Provision of practical guidance to
members to ensure full
compliance with the label’s
standard and EU legislation
underpinning it

Adaptation of the label’s standard
to allow members to use the
system to meet new market trends
(e.g. vegan products)

There is no structured approach
towards ensuring continuous
improvements by members: issues

are addressed/discussed within
the various technical committees
of the system, if need be

system although the latter
operates under the
supervision of the NCA
responsible for quality

campaigns/activities targeting
consumers and in educational
settings serve also to raise
awareness about the benefits

labels and its functioning is
regularly discussed by
technical committees

The findings of audits are
generally used toreview the
system, including the label’s
standard

There is no system in place
to evaluate the
performance of the system,
which isin part due to the
simplicity of the label’s
standard

The system is subject to an
annual review, which begins
with a meeting with all the
certification organisations
working with the label
(currently 19) and which
may ultimately lead to the
review of its governance

of joining the system

Occasional financial support

through CAP or regional funds

may be available to allow
farmers to join the system

No specific strategy exists to
attract new members mostly
due to budget limitations for
running communication
campaigns

The organisation of a “Tierwohl

week” should take place in
2022 in partnership with
Initiative Tierwohl

No specific strategy exists to
attract new members as the
system is well established

Currently, there is no specific
strategy or incentivestojoin

the system but rather a general

reliance on market dynamics
(e.g. retailersrequiring that
food products are certified
against the label’s standard)

There is no structured approach
towards ensuring continuous
improvements by members: new
ideas are subject tointernal
discussion before being tested

The system relieson a large pool
of technical experts (so-called
“pasture coaches”) who advise
farmers on how to develop better
grazing plans

The system is based on a
continuous improvement in terms
of outputs: it works in cycles of
three years after which a new cycle
with more demanding objectives
starts for the certified farms

Source: Elaborated by Arcadia International based on interviews with the owners/managers of labelling systems covering
AW

Efficiency
Table 11 shows howthe labelling systems understudy perform in terms of efficiency.

In all the systemsstudied there are clear policies in place that regulate the allocation of costs to be
borne by the affiliates/members of the system.In most cases, the costs incurred to implement AW
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practices in a relevant production stage are sustained in their entirety by affiliates/members (eg.
Bedre dyrevelfaerd, Beter Leven keurmerk, Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal, KRAV, Label Rouge,
Tierschutzlabel “Fir Mehr Tierschutz”). However, there are few cases in which farmers’ costs, in
particular, are sustained, entirely or in part, by:

= Othermembers/food operators (e.g.dairies in the case of Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait
de Paturage/Meadow Milk; retailers in the case of Initiative Tierwohl); or
= Thesystemitself (e.g. Anbefalet af DyrenesBeskyttelse).

In the case of Bienestar Animal avalado por Anda, farmers’ costs are considered to be minimal as the
labelling system is essentially basedon mandatory requirements set by EU legislation.

Other specific costs considered vary fromone systemto another and mayinclude:

= Membershipfees (e.g. Anbefalet af DyrenesBeskyttelse,Label Rouge);

= Thefees due for the use of the label/logo (e.g. Beter Leven keurmerk, Etiquette Bien-
Etre Animal, KRAV);

= The costs to cover the audits to verify compliance with the label's standard (e.g.
Bienestar Animal avalado por Anda, Bedre dyrevelferd, Beter Leven keurmerk, KRAV,
Welfair).

Several among the systems studied (n=6) have policies in place that allow, in principle, for the
coordination between the audits performed to ascertain compliance with the label’s standard and
other auditing requirements. However, in other instancesa similar coordination is either not in place
(e.g. Anbefalet af Dyrenes Beskyttelse, Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk) or
simply not possible because the audits performed under the system are unannounced (e.g.
Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tierschutz”, Initiative Tierwohl) or the requirements set by the label’s
standard are unique (e.g. LabelRouge).

Finally, the analysis conducted reveals that all systems studied have established collaborations
and/or joined projects in the AW field namely with other national stakeholders. The range of
stakeholderswhom thesystemsunderexam have partnered with is highly diversified and includes:

= NCAs (e.g. Welfair);

Researchinstitutes or bodies (e.g. Beter Leven keurmerk, KRAV, Label Rouge, Etiquette
Bien-Etre Animal);

NGOs (e.g. Label Rouge);

Commercial  organisations  (e.g. Anbefalet af Dyrenes Beskyttelse,
Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk); and

Other labelling systems or farm assurance schemes covering AW (e.g. Tierschutzlabel
“Fir Mehr Tierschutz”, Initiative Tierwohl).

-
-
-
-

In this context, the experience of the Danish public AW labelling system Bedre dyrevelfserd deserves
to be singled out. The system is in fact based on a public-private partnership, which ensures a
permanent dialogueamongall the key national AW stakeholders.

Overall, the existence of clear policies on allocation of costs between affiliates/members and the
synergies with other national initiatives on AW identified in most systems studied are clear
indicators of efficiency.

As regards the coordination with other auditing requirements, the assessment performed is
somehow less clear-cut. On the one hand, most systems can be considered efficient to the extent
which they ensure said coordination. On the other, regarding the systems that cannot ensureiit, as
their own audits take place without prior warning, it can be claimed that they guarantee a greater
level ofindependence and transparency.
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Futureresearchin this field is needed to determine whether and to what extent costs and benefits
deriving from the participation by food business operators in such systems are equitably shared
across therelevant stagesof the agri-food valuechain.

Table 11.

Labelling | Allocation of costs
system

ANBEFALET AF
DYRENES
BESKYTTELSE %

8 ; B
g

Bedre Dyrevelfzrd
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Comparative assessment between selected AW labelling systems — Efficiency

The cost of the labelling system
iscovered in two ways: farmers
bear the costs of implementing
AW requirements set by the
system and of the audits
performed to ascertain
compliance, whereas there are
no feesfor participatingin the
system. Other food operators
cover the costs of implementing
AW requirements set by the
system for the relevant
production stages and of the
audits performed to ascertain
compliance, in addition to
paying for the licensing costs for
the use of the logo. The system
covers some of the costs.

Farmers and other operators
bear the costs of implementing
AW requirements set by the
system and of the audits
performed to ascertain
compliance; the system does not
hold information on the
allocation of costs across the
production chain

Farmers bear the costs of
implementing AW requirements
set by the system and of the
audits performed to ascertain
compliance, whereas there are
no feesfor participatingin the
system

Other food operators bear the
costs of implementing AW
requirements set by the system
for the relevant production
stage and of the audits
performed to ascertain
compliance, in addition to
paying for the licensing costs for
the use of the logo

The system does not require a
membership fee; farmersonly
bear the costs of the audits to
ascertain compliance, while the
costs of implementing AW
requirementsare minimal as the
system is based on existing EU
AW requirements

Coordination with other
audits requirements

Currently, there isno
coordination in place between
the audits performed under the
system and other auditing
requirements

Without prejudice to the official
controls on AW performed by
the national authority managing
the system, coordination is
ensured to the extent which the
certification bodies that the
system has entrusted with
auditing tasks can perform
simultaneously audits required
by other quality systems

Coordination works on two
different levels:

The system builds on existing
basic labelling systems interms
of criteriaand requirements;

A clear separation of
competences exists between
audits performed under the
system and other audits (e.g. IKB
food safety certification) to avoid
duplication of effortsin the AW
field

As audits are carried out by pre-
existing independent
certification bodies, their scope
generally may cover auditing
requirements other than those
imposed by the system

Coordination with other
initiatives toimprove AW

Few collaborations are in place
with other national stakeholders
(e.g. large retailers, organic
stakeholders)

Besides being one of the various
governmental initiativesto
promote AW, the system isbased
on a public-private partnership
and therefore relieson close
collaborations between relevant
national stakeholders and
research bodies (e.g. Danish
Agriculture and Food Council)

Long-standing cooperation with
national academia on AW issues
(notably Wageningen University)

The number of rural development
and sustainability projectsin
which the system has taken part is
higher than those relevant to AW
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Labelling

system
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KRAV.

Allocation of costs

Farmers and other operators
bear the costs of implementing
AW requirements set by the
system and of audits performed
to ascertain compliance with the
requirements. An annual
membership fee also applies to
the stakeholder in charge of the
product line bearing the
Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal logo

The system holds no information
on the precise repartition of
costs ensuing from the
implementation of AW
requirements set by the system
across the relevant production
chain.

The costs of the implementation
of the system for farmers are
covered by financial
contributions to the system,
which are made by retailers,
while the costs incurred by
slaughterhouses are reflectedin
the contracts with processors or
retailers

Farmers bear the costs of
implementing AW requirements
set by the system and of the
audits performed to ascertain
compliance (based on a pre-
established pricinglist), in
addition to the licensing costs
for using KRAV label (fixed fee)

Other food business operators
(e.g. processors) are charged
based ona given % of sales
value of KRAV labelled products
within pre-established
maximum caps

Besides amembership fee,
farmers bear the costs of
implementing AW requirements
set by the system

Costs of audits performed at
farm level are financed with
membership fees and paid by
the Organismes de Défense et
de Gestion (ODG)

Allocation of the costs vary in
accordance with the production
chain with farmers bearing all
costs or the largest share

Coordination with other
audits requirements

Whenever possible, the staff of
the certification bodies perform
simultaneous checks aimed at
verifying compliance with other
overlapping requirements (e.g.
Label Rouge checks).

Business operatorsinvolved in
several product lines (e.g.
slaughterhouses) can share their
audit results with interested
partners (only 1 annual audit
required)

The audits performed under the
system may be carried out
simultaneously as other audits
although this is not always
possible due to the fact that the
former take place without prior
warning

Whenever possible, the staff of
the certification bodies perform
simultaneously checks aimed at
verifying compliance with public
and/or private requirements that
overlap (e.g. EU organic
legislation and KRAV standard)

As the label’s standards are very
specific, no coordination exists
with other auditing
requirements; nonetheless,
other labelling systems may be
based on Label Rouge standard

Currently, there isno
coordination in place between
the audits performed under the
system and other auditing
requirements mainly because
the former take place without
prior warning while other audits
tend to follow regular schedules

Coordination with other
initiatives toimprove AW

Few collaborations/projects in the
AW field currently ongoing with

research bodies (e.g. LIT Ouest
Territoires d’Elevage)

There is aregular cooperation in
place with quality assurance
schemes (e.g. QS in Germany and
Beter Leven keurmerkin the
Netherlands)

A number of collaborations are
currently in place with other
stakeholders (e.g. national
association of slaughterhouses
and Swedish Centre for AW) as
well as with relevant research
bodies (e.g. Ekologisk produktion
och konsumtion - EPOK, Swedish
University of Agricultural Science).

Several collaborations are in place
with other national and
international stakeholders (e.g.
AW NGOs) as well aswith national
research or scientific bodies (e.g.
ITAVI, ANSES).

There is cooperation with other
labelling systems present on the
national market (e.g. Initiative
Tierwohl, Neuland) as well as with
the NCAs for specific pilot project
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Labelling | Allocation of costs Coordination with other Coordination with other
system audits requirements initiatives toimprove AW

All costs for participating inthe | Currently, there isno Few commercial partnerships with
system are borne by dairies, coordination in place between  leading brands have been
including those incurred by the audits performed under the  established over the last five years
farmers for implementing AW system and other auditing

requirements set by the system  requirements

To cover the costs of the system, While the system is solely Several collaborations inthe AW
certification bodies tasked with  responsible for standard-setting field currently ongoing with other
auditing pay an annual fee for and auditing activitiesare out of private and public stakeholders
each speciesthey can audit; a its remit, audits to verify (notably NGOs and NCAs)

fee for the training of their staff ~ compliance with the label’s

on the relevant AW protocols; a  standard can take place

fee for each farm certified and simultaneously as other audits

the costs of the audits of the (especially when covering

owner of the system. The costs  traceability)

of the audits performed by

certification bodies are borne by

members.

Source: Elaborated by Arcadia International based on interviews with the owners/managers of labelling systems covering
AW

Transparency
Table 12 shows how the labelling systems understudy perform in termsof transparency.

Almost all systems make publicly available their label’s standard. Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal is the
only system that does not make its standard available on the internet, although this can be
requested to the systemby any interested party.

A majority of the systems studied (n=8) produce reports that provide details on the activities
undertaken and, in some cases, on the market uptake of the system (e.g. Beter Leven keurmerk,
Label Rouge). In most cases reports can be consulted on the internet, are subject to wide
dissemination and/or can be accessed upon request. In a few cases, publicity to the activities
undertakenby the systemis made alsothrough the publication of pressreleases (e.g Tierschutzlabel
“Fir mehr Tierschutz”, Initiative Tierwohl). As to the remainder of the systemsthatdo not report on
their activities in a regular and/orstructured manner, this may be due tothe fact that the system has
been recently established (e.g. Bienestar Animal avalado por Anda, Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal) or
work is progressingin this area (e.g. Welfair).

Communication on the future activities to be undertaken by the system - including the review of
the label’s standard - takes different forms according to the specific system considered and the
targeted audience. In the case of food business operators who are members of the system,
newsletters (n=4), email communications (n=3), presential meetings (n=2) and access to reserved
areas in the system webpage (n=1) are used. Conversely, external stakeholders can be informed of
developments that mayimpact the functioning and/or the design of the system primarily through
open consultations (e.g. when the label’s standard is being reviewed; n=2), press releases or other
targeted communicationactivities (n=2).

Most systems analysed have policies in place aimed at avoiding possible situations of conflict of
interest. This is particularly evident in the case of auditing activities: in almost all cases, these are
entrusted to third-party auditing organisations (n=10) or to third-party organisations and to the
label’'s own auditors (this is the case of Bedredyrevelfeerd). As regards the standard-setting process,
in a majority cases (n=7) independenceis ensured by running wide stakeholder consultations. The
legal nature of the system (e.g. a NCA in the case of Bedre dyrevelfeerd) or the fact that a separate
entity is tasked with standard-setting (e.g. another NGO in the case of Beter Leven keurmerk) is
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considered as an additional guarantee of the independence of thesystem when the label’s standard
is being developed or updated.

Finally, all the systems analysed provide their affiliates/members with the possibility to appeal
decisions affecting them (e.g. financial penalties, downgrading, withdrawal of the label etc.). For
such circumstances, most systems have either established formal procedures (n=6) or rely on
contract law to regulate disputes that may arise (n=3). In the remainder of the systems examined,
complaints by membersare dealt throughinformal procedures.

In light of theabove, overall, the level of transparency guaranteed by the systems thatform part of
the sample studied can be considered satisfactory.

Table 12.
Transparency
Labelling | Availability
systems of the
label’s
standard
Publicly
available
ovRenEs
BESKYTTELSE
Publicly
available
il
Bedre Oyrevelfard
Publicly
available

Beter
Leven 2
* * * e

Regular
reportingon
the activities of
the system
Activity report
drafted on an
annual basis

Publicity of standard
review/development
and other key
activities

A quarterly newsletter is
used to inform members

Information
about the overall
functioning of
the system and
register of
members is
public; data on
sanctions, which
are also
published, are
aggregated with
other results from
official controls
on AW

Results of own
consumer
research also
published

Generally carried out
through
communications via
email and/or
organisation of meetings

Activity report A newsletterisused to
drafted on an inform members of new
annual basisand  developments

publicly available

Other stakeholders are
formally consulted inthe

Results of own
research on
consumer
knowledge and

Conflict of interest
policy

Standard-setting
process involves wide
stakeholder
consultations

Auditing performed by
third-party auditors

Independence in
standard-setting
ensured by the legal
nature of the system
(national authority);
also, standard-setting
process involves wide
stakeholder
consultations

Auditing performed by
the system’s own
auditors or by third-
party auditors who
operate under the
supervision of the
system

Independence in
standard-setting
ensured by the legal
nature of the entity
(NGO) to which this
task is entrusted
(Dierenbescherming);
also, standard-setting
process involves wide
stakeholder
consultations

Auditing performed by
third-party auditors

Comparative assessment between selected AW labelling systems -

Means to
appeal the
decisions of the
system

An informal

procedure is in
place

A dedicated
independent
governmental
office deals with
appeals by
members of the
system although
is not specific to
the label

A dedicated
commission deals
with appeals by
members of the
system
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Labelling
systems

S5 TiERWOHL r

KRAV,

100

Availability
of the
label’s
standard

Publicly
available

Available
upon
request

Publicly
available

Publicly
available

Regular
reporting on
the activities of
the system

preferencesalso
published

Reporting on
activities of the
system is only
internal (i.e.
addressed to the
founding
organisations)
and takes place
during periodic
meetings

Not yet as the
system has been
recently
established (first
performance
evaluation
currently
ongoing)

Activity report
drafted on an
annual basis and
publicly available

Occasional press
releases

Activity report
drafted on an
annual basis and
publicly available

Publicity of standard
review/development
and other key
activities

context of the standard-
setting process

Direct communication
with members

A newsletterisused to
inform members of new
developments

Occasional

communication activities

targeting other
stakeholders mainly
carried out by members

Information mostly
channelled to the
membership via letters
and emails

A newsletter is used to
inform members of new
developments

As a part of the standard-

setting consultation
process public hearings
and surveys are also
organised

Conflict of interest
policy

Auditing performed by
third-party auditors

No specific policy for
standard-setting at
present

Auditing performed by
third-party auditors

Members cannot
participate in other
national AW labelling
systems

Standard-setting relies
on multi-stakeholder
working groups

Auditing performed by
third-party auditors

Standard-setting
process involves wide
stakeholder
consultations

Auditing performed by
third-party auditors

Means to
appeal the
decisions of the
system

Complaints are
dealt
immediately
calling for an ad
hoc meeting
between the
founding
organisations

An informal
procedure is in
place

Regulated by
contract law

Decisions can be
appealed before
the certification
bodies that
perform the
audits
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Labelling
systems of the

label’s

Availability

Regular
reporting on
the activities of

Publicity of standard
review/development
and other key

Conflict of interest
policy

Means to
appeal the
decisions of the

standard | the system activities system
Publicly A market report  Information mostly Standard-setting An appeal
available produced on an  channelled viathe process involves wide  procedure exists
annual basis, members’ stakeholder but rarely used
widely shared representativessittingin consultations
with relevant the various thematic Auditing performed by
stalfeholders and committeesthat form third party bodies
o available upon part of the syste‘n‘\ as yvell accredited by the
|@" ] request as through emailing lists French Ministry of
b N4 An activity report = As a part of the standard- Agriculture
also drafted on setting process both
an annual basis members and
mainly for stakeholders are
internal use and  informed and consulted
available upon
request
Publicly Activity report Mainly through the Standard-setting Regulated by
available drafted twicea  activityreport and press | process involves wide  contract law
E year and publicly releases stakeholder
- o % available consultations
Occasional press Auditing performed by
release third-party auditors
Publicly Activity report As the label’s standard is = Auditing performed by Regulated by
available drafted on an not frequently subject to = third-party auditors contract law
annual basis and  changes, information
publicly available ' activitiesare limited and
mostly left to dairies
Publicly An interactive Communication of key Independence in A dedicated
available tool with all activitiesis made via the = standard-setting commission deals
information website, while the ensured by the fact that with appeals by
related to members of the system  standards are based on  members of the

EIENESTAR
AMIMAL

CERATIFICADD
WELFAIR™

activitiesand
relevant statistics
of the system is
currently under
development

have a reserved areaon
the website where they
are kept informed as
need be

scientific protocols not
developed by the
owner of the system

Auditing performed by
third-party certification
bodies

system

Source: Elaborated by Arcadia International based on replies to the online survey and interviews with the owners/manag-
ersof labelling systems covering AW

5.4. Prospectsfora harmonised animal welfare labelling system

at EU level

Under this section the prospects for a harmonised AW labelling system at EU level are presented

and discussed.

In particular, the aim of the analysis performed under this section is to provide an answer to the
following research question:

= Would there be added value from the introduction of mandatory “animal welfare”

labelling for animal-based productsat EU leveland in what aspects?

In addition, due to the complexity that labelling systems covering AW present(as shown in section
5.3.1), further consideration is given to the potential scope and design of a possible future EU-wide
AW label (section 5.4.2).
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5.4.1. Added value of an EU-wide mandatory labelling system

Overall, the evidence collected duringthe research indicates that,at present, opinions onthe added
valuethattheintroduction of harmonised mandatory AW labelling requirements at EU level might
bring vary significantly across stakeholders, depending on the specificrole each one of them plays
in the agri-food chain. Against this background, the following sections present the main research
findings directly relevant forthe question referred above emerging from desk research, EU-level and
nationalinterviews as well as from the online surveythat targeted labelling systems covering AW.

NCAs

In accordance with a survey addressedto all EU MS conducted by the German Presidency of the EU
during the summer of 2020, a large majority of MS (n=20 out of a total of 25 respondents; i.e. 80%)
indicated to be in favour of an EU harmonised approach to AW labelling either through the
adoption of EU legislation (n=15) or guidelines (n=5), with only two MS supporting a national
approach. Likewise, a majority of MS (n=16) consider thatan EU-wide AW label should go beyond
the minimum legal requirements set by the EU legislation currently in force.

However, the same survey also revealed that 75% of the MS that responded were against the
introduction of a mandatory EU-wide AW label. This means that EU-levellegislation, which was
favoured by most respondents, should ultimately leave the choice to food business operators to
follow the harmonised approach introduced at EU level or not.?”> The Conclusions on the
introduction of a future EU-wide AW label adopted by the Council on 7 December 2020, overall,
reflect the outcome of the survey suggesting the possibility of a voluntary EU AW label.?'* Several of
the interviews that were conducted with NCAs during this research provided further confirmation
thatavoluntaryapproach vis-a-vis AWlabelling is currently the preferred option of various MS (e.g.
Denmark, France, Greece, Italy and Spain). In this respect, it is worth noting that the option of a
voluntary approach is not uncommon in EU food labelling legislation. The provision of simplified
nutrition information on the front of pack of pre-packed food products under Regulation (EU) No
1169/2011, the use of nutrition and health claims under Regulation (EC) No 1924/20062'* as well as
the use of reserved termsfor poultry meat farmingmethods underRegulation (EC) No 543/2008 are
all examples of EU labelling rules that must be complied with only if a food business operator opts
for providing that information to consumers.

Finally, the survey of the German Presidency referred above also questioned MS as to whether a
future EU-wide AW labelling system should coexist with other AW labelling systems — publicand/or
private - currently presenton the EU market. Confronted with such a scenario, only a slight majority
of the respondents (n=13, i.e. 52%) declared to be in favour of a EU regime that would admit that
coexistence. In contrast, the remainder of MS was equally divided betweenthose opposingthe idea
of any possible coexistence and those undecided. Interviews conducted with NCAs during this
research project further have confirmed that doubts remain on how to conciliate in practice the
application of an EU-wide AW labelling system with existing national labels (e.g. Denmark).

Always in relation tothe issue of coexistence, country research at MS level alsorevealed that, besides
those MS that already have developed a fully-fledged government-owned AW national label (see
above 5.3.1), a few others are currently planning to introduce national AW labelling requirements.
Forinstance,in Romania nationallegislationon AW labelling for pigs is currently being considered.
Also,in Poland a draft lawis under discussion withthe objective to introduce an AW labelling system
for pigs and dairy cows called “Dobrostan Plus” (i.e. Welfare Plus): the proposed system, however,
has a very specific objective and scope insofar as it merelyaims at attesting the positive outcome of
cross-compliance checks at farm level in the context of the CAP. Conversely, reasons for not
legislating at national level on AW labelling that were indicated during interviews with NCAs vary
across theother MS studied during the research. Among others, these include:
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= Theview that AW labelling is an area that should be regulated at EU level in the first
place (e.g.France, Spain but also Poland);

= Predicted strong oppositionfrom thefarmingsectorshould AW labelling requirements
be introduced at national level, notably for the higher production costs that their
implementation would involve (e.g. Greece, Ireland) as opposed to the current costs
deriving from compliance with on-farm AW requirements;

= The presence of well-established and well-performing AW labels on the domestic
market (e.g.the Netherlands);

= Thepreference of the national market for privatequality labels where AW is only one of
the severalaspects covered(e.g.Ireland);and

= Technical difficulties associated with the development of AW labelling legislation (eg.
Portugal, Spain) or with its practicalimplementation (e.g. France).

In spite of the prevailing support for a voluntary approach to AW labelling at EU level described
above, some NCAs consider thattheintroduction of mandatory rulesin this area could still provide
some opportunities, including:

= Increased markettransparency anda more homogeneouslevel of consumer protection
across the EU market (e.g. Denmark, Poland);

= New economic opportunities for farmers (notably in terms of higher revenues) (e.g.
Poland, Portugal);

= Increasedfood quality (e.g. Romania);

= Product differentiation namely vis-a-vis food imports from non-EU countries (e.g.
Portugal).

However, for some NCAsthe introduction of mandatory AW labelling rules at EU level would likewise
pose some challenges in terms of policy, market impact and enforcement. In addition to how to
ensure the coexistence between an EU AW label and those that exist on the EU market, potential
future challenges primarilyinclude:

= A possible loss of competitiveness for the agri-food sector insofar as EU-wide
compulsory rules can have the effect to limit and/or discourage product
differentiation/segmentation in terms of AW performance for animal-based products
(e.g.Greece);

= The costs to be borne by public administrations to guarantee that there is an
appropriate system in place to ensure verification of compliance with AW labelling
requirements by concerned foodoperators (e.g. Ireland,Poland, Romania); and

= Thecurrentlack of adequate resources tostepup AW enforcement atcountrylevel (eg.
Poland) - which, in the view of some interviewees, could be overcome by delegating
powers to third-party control bodies as it already happens in the organic sector (eg.
again Poland but also Denmark and Greece).

Business stakeholders

EU-level and national interviews alike have revealed that business stakeholders across all
categories generally oppose the idea of mandatory AW labelling requirements at EU level.
Arguments presentedagainstthis scenario largely outnumber those in support.

Overall, the most recurrent reason given is the additional production costs that food business
operators —and farmers in particular - would have to bear to ensure compliance with compulsory
rules. At national level, this is the case in several among the MS that were analysed (e.g. Denmark,
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Poland, Portugal and Romania). In few countries (e.g. Greece, Italy, Poland),
some farmers’ organisations consider that the introduction of AW mandatory labelling
requirementsat EU level would only be possible if:
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= Appropriatefinancial aids were allocated at EU level to ensure the desired transition of
farm holdings towards the implementation of the AW labelling requirements that will
have to be complied with;

= Adequate transitional periods were foreseen under EU legislation to allow farmers to
achieve compliance with the new AW labelling requirements gradually;

= Farmers were guaranteed a fair share of the higher price paid by consumers for the
purchase of food products complyingwith EU AW labelling requirements; and/or

= Large-scale promotion campaigns of the new EU AW label were rolled out alongside
education and marketing actions targeting Europeanconsumers.

Conversely, concerns over the costs that could derive from the introduction of an EU-wide AW
mandatory label appear to be less prominent — or even absent - within the farming sector of the
remainder of the MS studied during theresearch carried out for this paper. This is particularly true
in countries where:

= Long-standing AW national policies exist and/or well-established AW labels are present
on the market (e.g. the Netherlands, Germany); or
= AWl labelling systems have been recentlyinitiated by private actors (e.g. Spain).

After costs, the most recurring argument against EU AW mandatory labelling rules voiced by EU-
level business stakeholders across all categories and national farmers’ organisations is that private
initiatives aimed at ensuring product differentiation in terms of AW performance would be
discouraged, if not prevented. This policy scenariowould thereforelead to aloss of the competitive
advantage by EU animal-based products meeting higher AW requirements. This is a concern that is
common to the farming sector of various MS (e.g. France, Greece, Spain), among others. Linked to
that concern, there are fearsthat the establishmentof a mandatory EU-wide AW label might lead to
the end of AW labels that are already well-established in some countries and that are
adapted/adjusted to localfarmingmethods and consumers.

Anotherissue that has beenraised by farmers’ organisations of various MS (e.g. Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Poland and Romania) is the scope of the future EU AW label and in particular if the latter will be
designed in such a way to apply to both animal-based products imported from or intended for
export to non-EU countries. For several farmers’ organisations, this is a crucialissue to be addressed
when discussing a possible mandatory EU AW label because:

= Animal-based products with EU origin already comply with AW standards that are
higher than those guaranteed by imported products;

= The application of mandatory AW labelling requirements to EU exports would impact
negatively their competitivenesson international markets in termsof higher end prices
for consumers on these markets, notablyin the case certain national meat productions
thatarelargely dependent on exports outside the EU (e.g. sheep meatin Romania).

Also, certain farmers’ organisations of some MS (e.g. Greece, Poland) consider that there would be
no added value for their members if AW mandatory labelling requirements were introduced at EU
level if it did not apply to specific trade channels/product segments suchas:

= Thefoodservice sector;and
= Meat products packed upon consumer requeston retail premises.

Finally, in certain MS (e.g. the Netherlands) farmers’ representatives are quite sceptical about the
practical feasibility of an EU-wide mandatory AW label considering the significant differences that
existacross EUMS in terms of compliance with the current AW practicesmandated by EU law.

Increased market transparency for consumers and standardisation of AW product requirements
across the EU are the main arguments put forward by the few stakeholders who would not object
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to the introduction of mandatory AW labelling requirements across the EU (e.g. the German pig
farming sector).

AW NGOs

Overall, all AW NGOs that were interviewed at European and national level for the elaboration of
this research paper have indicated to be in favour of the establishment of mandatory AW
labelling requirements at EU level. The reasons given to justify the added value of an EU-wide AW
label include the opportunity to:

= Drive improvements in AW practices all along the production chain through a market-
driven and standardised approach (e.g. European AW NGOs but also some NGOs in
Germany and Spain) — which, for some interviewees, legislation and official controls
alone have sofar failed to achieve;

= Ensuregreaterconsumer protection andempowerment in the EU marketas an EU wide
label could guarantee independence, scientific substantiation and consistency of AW-
related claims on animal-based products at the time in which labelling systems are
proliferating across the EU (e.g. European AW NGOs but also some NGOs in Denmark,
France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Poland and Spain);

= Provide new commercial opportunities, a comparative advantage and, therefore, higher
economic returns for farmers (e.g. some AW NGOs in Greece, the Netherlands, Poland
and Spain);

= EnsurethatEU AW requirementsare also respected by animal-based productsimported
from non-EU countries (e.g. some AW NGOs in Germany and Spain);and

= Extendtheapplication of the current EU AW labelling requirementsfor shelled eggs to
eggs used as aningredientin processedfood products (e.g. AW NGO in Germany).

For this stakeholder group, the establishmentof a mandatory EU-wide AW label would present also
some challenges. According to some national AW NGOs (e.g. Denmark, France, Germany, the
Netherlands and Poland) the main obstacle to overcome s to agree onthe specific criteria on which
the future EU label should be based on, considering the technical complexity and the political
sensitivity thatare associated with it. For this reason, some of those NGOs consider that there is a
concreterisk that the outcome of the EU decision-making process will correspond eventually to the
lowest common denominator possible froman AW viewpoint. Similar concerns exist with regard to
the scope of the EU label as some NGOs fear that this may not cover all the stages of the life of the
animal.

Furthermore, agreeing on an approach that would allow the coexistence between the EU label and
the existing AW labels will be likewise a difficult task. Finally, some NGOs in Germany, Ireland and
Poland have concerns regarding the coststhat theimplementation of a mandatory EU AWlabeland
its enforcement may generate for NCAs considering theirlimited resources.

Owners/managers of existing labelling systems covering AW

In the context of the online survey carried outduring the research, owners/managers of the labelling
systems covering AW currently present on the EU market were questioned, among others, about
the possibleimpactsthattheintroduction of a mandatory EU-wide AW label applying across species
might have.

Figure 7 shows that the large majority of therespondents (n=14; i.e. 78%) considerthat this scenario
might contribute towards a greater level playing field among food business operators on the EU
market either toa “veryhigh extent” or toa “high extent”. The contribution that a mandatory EU AW
label would make towards improved levels of compliance with EU AW legislation and better
enforcement across the EU market registered, overall, comparably positive response rates.
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Figure 7. Labelling systems covering AW - Perceived extent of the impacts deriving
from the creation of an EU AW mandatory label applyingacross species

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
Contribute to a more level playing field among food _
businesses (animal farmers, processors, manufacturers...
Improve consumers’ confidencein food businesses _

(animal farmers, processors, manufacturers and...

Improve consumers’ understanding of animal production _ )
systems (n=18)

Improve compliance with EU animal welfare legislation
across the EU (n=18)

Improve enforcement of EU animal welfare legislation by _ 3 .

the competent authorities of Member States (n=17)

Hvery high extent B highextent Mlow extent very low extent M noimpact
Source: Online survey

Furthermore, almost one third of the respondents consider that the introduction of a mandatory
AW label at EU level might have a highly negative impact for the activity of the owners/managers
of existing AW labels and ultimately result in the loss of future commercial opportunities (Figure
8). Similar results (29%) were observed when the impacts on the owners/managers of mixed labels
were considered by respondents (Figure 9).

Figure 8. Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across species
in the EU, how would it impact owners of existing AW labels?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

Loss of commercial opportunities (n=16) _ 3 -
Increase of commercial opportunities (n=16) _ 3 -

M Highimpact M Mediumimpact M Lowimpact No impact M Don't know

Source: Online survey
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Figure 9. Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across species
in the EU, how would itimpact owners of existingmixedlabels (i.e.labelsincorporating AW
and other dimensions such as sustainability, authenticity, quality, traceability, etc)?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

Net costs (n=16) |G
Netsavings (n=16) [HNEN 2 I
Loss of commercial opportunities (n=17) _ 3 _
Increase of commercial opportunities (n=16) _ 1 _
Others (n=1) -

B Highimpact ™ Mediumimpact ™ Lowimpact No impact M Don't know
Source: Online survey

As to the impacts on food businesses using AW labels, one third of the respondents consider that
the ‘mandatory EU AW labelling’ scenariomight havea high impact in terms of loss of commercial
opportunities for those operators (Figure 10). Conversely, if one considers the impact on food
businesses using mixed labels, it is higher the percentage of respondentswho consider that an EU
AW label is likely to increase commercial opportunities than that of those who predict losses
(Figure 11).Regarding the impact in terms of net costs, this is predicted by most respondents to be
medium for both types of food businesses under exam, whereas most respondents (on average
60%) could not provide any estimation in relation to potential net savings.

Figure 10. Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across species
in the EU, how would it impact food businesses (farmers, processors, manufacturers and
retailers) using existing AW labels?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

wetsoone 2o T
Loss of commercial opportunities (n=18) _ 3 -
Increase of commercial opportunities (n=16) _—

B Highimpact M Mediumimpact M Lowimpact No impact M Don't know

Source: Online survey
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Figure 11. Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across species
in the EU, how would it impact food businesses (farmers, processors, manufacturers and
retailers) using existing mixedlabels?
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5.4.2. Potential scope and design

This section presents and discusses the findings emerging from EU-level and national interviews
with regard to the potential scope and design of a future EU-wide AW label, either mandatory or
voluntary, in accordance with the respective positions expressed by each stakeholder in thisrespect
(see previous section 5.4.1).

Generalvs species-specific label

EU and national stakeholders interviewed acrossall categories consider that the development of an
EU-wide AW label based on criteria common to all animal species would bring little added value
knowing that the very notion of AW varies to a significant extent across farmedanimal species. The
development of AW labelling requirements that are modelled on the specific ethological
characteristics of the animal and take into account the modern production methods is the most
common approach among thelabelling systemscovering AW that are currently present on the EU
market, asillustrated undersection5.3.1.3.

For most EU business stakeholders, the species for which harmonised AW labelling requirements
should be developed at EU levelin the first place are those currently covered by EU legislation. Only
after that EU AW labelling requirements for “secondary” species (e.g. bees) could be elaborated.
Overall, European AW NGOs share also this position, suggesting that broilers could be a good
starting pointfor the developmentof harmonised AW labelling requirementsat EU level. The results
of the survey conducted by the German Presidency show that NCAs consider that, as a matter of
priority, an EU-wide AW label should cover the following species: pigs, broilers, beef cattle, calves,
dairy cows and laying hens. Atnational level, when present, these priorities generally tendto reflect
the mostimportant species in termsof national or local production.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that developing species-specific criteria underpinning AW labelling is
quite a challenging endeavour. By way of an example, it took three years to the German NCA to
establish AW labelling requirements at national level only for pigs.

Stages of the life of the animalto be covered
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Overall, EU and national stakeholders across all categories who were consulted for the elaboration
of this research paper have stated to be in favour of an integrated approach to labelling that would
cover all stages of the life of the animal thatarerelevantfrom an AW standpoint (that is rearing,
transport and slaughter). Nevertheless, for few stakeholders this approach might pose some
practical challenges, namely if national enforcement authorities were to verify compliance with the
applicable labelling requirements. As referred also under section 5.4.1, not only would this raise
issues of capacity (the ability of MS NCAs to inspect regularly farms is notoriously limited) but also
issues of competence, to apply an audit approach to a wide variety of food business operators (eg.
farmers, transportersand slaughterhouses).

Going beyond AW

The Farm to Forkstrategy, which was published by the ECin May 2020,"* has opened the discussion
at EU level on the development of a dedicated policy and legislative framework for the regulation
of sustainability labels for food products. This discussion is relevant also for AW as the latter is
generally regarded as oneamong the different aspects enshrined in the concept of sustainability.

In this respect,most EU stakeholdersinterviewed across all categories—in addition to 84% of the MS
that took partin the survey of the German Presidency referred above under section 5.4.1 - consider
that the scope of a future EU-wide AW label should cover only AW-related aspects. In fact, it is
generally believed that the importance of AW would be somehow diminished in case this extrinsic
product dimension is addressedin the context of a labelling system covering other product aspects.
Also, a mixed approach could potentially lead to certain technical contradictions that may be difficult
to address: for instance, while for certain species highly intensive animal production systems
guaranteelower levelsof AW, thesame systems may havea reduced impact onthe environment and
be more effective for managing AH and food safety than extensive production systems (e.g. this
would bethe case of layinghensandbroilersin the view of the European poultry sector). For EU-level
AW NGOs, the developmentofan EU label covering AW alongside other production aspects looks a
difficult endeavour technicallyand politically, which could delay the whole process.

Based on the interviews conducted, only EU-level stakeholders of the meat industry sector appear
to be in favour of a more holistic approach to labelling of animal-based products combining AW
together otherproductiondimensions and notably sustainability.

Models for an EU-wide label

Having to consider national labelling systems covering AW that could serve as a model for the
development of an EU-wide label, Beter Leven keurmerk in the Netherlands and Etiquette Bien-Etre
Animal in France were those most frequently mentioned by EU-level stakeholders interviewed
across all categories.

Both the above referred systems are multi-tier labels. As illustrated earlier under section 5.3.14,
because of the way they are designed multi-tier or multi-level labelling systems foresee different
levels of compliance with progressively higher AW requirements. For EU-level business
stakeholders, in particular, these systems present the advantage that they have the status of
voluntary certifications and are entirely market-driven. This means that the choice to join the
system and evolve towards more virtuous levels of compliance within the system lies entirely with
theindividual business operator.

Likewise, a multi-tier design is the preferred option by European and national AW NGOs, as such a
design generally allows the visual development of easy-to-grasp messages addressed to the final
consumer. For most NGOs consulted the pictorial representation of the level of AW that a food
product meets needs to be accompanied by a labelling text indicating the specifying method of
production (MoP) used at the farm of origin (e.g. enriched cages, free-range etc.).
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This is however a position that is far from being consensual in particular among the national
business stakeholders that were consulted during the research. Effectively, in some MS (e.qg. Italy,
Spain) multi-tier labels are considered ill-suited for the national market and its local consumers and
even regarded as potentially discriminatory commercial practices.

Finally, account should be given of the fact that nationalinterviews have proved that therange of
labels identified as possible models for a future EU-wide label is much wider than the two labels
mentioned above. In this context, examples of well-performing labels at national level include the
Danish national AW label Bedre Dyrevelfaerd, the German Initiative Tierwohl, the quality label Board
Biain Ireland, and the label of the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) in
the UK,among others.
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6. Conclusionsand recommendations

This final section presents briefly some of the main conclusions and a few pertinent
recommendations from both parts of the research project: the evaluation of the on-farm AW
legislation, and the study on the EU added value of introducing mandatory AW labelling
requirementsat EU level.

Ex-post evaluation of the EU acquis regulatingon-farmanimal welfare

The present research paper has aimed to evaluate the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impacts,
coherenceand EU added value of the EU legislation on on-farm AW. This legislation combines one
general directive that sets out principles for the welfare of farmed animalsirrespective of the spedies,
and four species-specific directives on laying hens, broilers, pigs and calves. This evaluation was
carried out in the context of an implementation report on on-farm AW to be drawn up by the
European Parliament’s Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI), and could also
support Parliament'swork as a co-legislatoron therevisionsto the legislationin scope expected by
theend of 2023.

Relying on desk research and interviews of stakeholders at EU and national level in 11 MS, the
research paper has provided a first overview of how the full set of on-farm directives has been
implemented.

Ontherelevance of the legislation, the study foundthat, of those stakeholders who felt in a position
to comment on whether the legislation was aligned or not with the state of scientific knowledge,
most agreed that it was outdated and in need of revision. The legislation is not recent, and several
new findings have emerged that establish bases for revision. EFSA hasbeen mandated by the ECto
issue opinions that will contribute to the review of the legislation. While a number of stakeholders
interviewed (representatives of farmers in particular) considered the current legislation fit for
purpose and written in an appropriate manner, most stakeholders (NCAs, NGOs, experts, some
representatives of the industry) consideredthatthe wording of the legislation was ofteninadequate
in the sense thatit was toovague or provided exceptionsor derogationsto requirements. As a resul,
a number of undesirable practices have continued to be allowed. There was a shared sense among
many stakeholders thatfully specified requirements may notalways be feasible, nor desirable as this
couldimposea level of burden and rigidity on sectors that are very diverse in terms of the different
husbandryand production systems, levels of knowledge and ability to comply.

On the effectiveness of the legislation, a mixed picture emerges from the data: some directives
have achieved desirable structural changes tothemanneranimals are reared, in particular the laying
hens directive, the pigsdirective (forpregnant sows) and the calves directive; in contrast, thegeneral
directive and the broilers directive have beensaid to have achievedonly small positiveimpacts. The
pigs directive has also failed to achieve some of its objectives, as mutilations and cramped and
stressfulhousing conditions withoutenrichment remain the norm for pigs in many countries. With
the exception of laying hens and calves directives, a combination of derogations, exceptions, vague
requirement or the absence of specific protections in EU legislation have existed in parallel to
various national legislations, all of which have been blamed by many stakeholders from different
categories for distorting competition. The evidence on non-compliances, which is limited and
challenging, for reasons discussed in the report and highlighted again at the end of this section,
points to patterns of non-compliance that are common to some countries and sectors, as well as
national and sectoral specificities. The reasons for non-compliance are multifarious, and some of
them are common to many MS. The outlook of a leading north and westand a lagging south and
east has begun to evolve, due to greater awareness, political commitment and activism in such
countries as for example Italy, France, orthe Czech Republic. EU legislation and official controls have
been usually secondaryto otherfactors when it comes to explaining improvements on the ground.
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Onimpacts, the generaldirective has generally been the leastimpactful of the directives in scope
of the study. The vague nature of the requirements and the large margins of interpretation it has
allowed have made links between improvements on the ground and the directive impossible to
characterise. The absence of species-specific protectionsfor a number of species was seen by most
stakeholdersas a key problem for dairy cows, broiler and hen breeders, rabbits, sheep and turkeys.
The peculiar constraints of each species and of the farmers concerned were highlighted as calling
for a specific approach to each species ratherthan acommon one. The broilers directive appears to
have been the least impactful of the species-specific directives, in the sense that it did not
fundamentally alter production systems, although it incorporated an animal-centred approach to
the welfare of broilers and has paved the way for the greater use of animal-based indicators in
farming. The evidence available suggests that the implementation costs it has generated for the
sector may have been a fractionof those thatwere incurred by theeggs, veal meatand pigs sectors
to comply with the other directives. In those three sectors, the directives have driven significant
changes to buildings and equipment, and contributed to some changesto the demography of the
sector. While working conditions were said to have improved for laying hen and veal meat farmers
as a result, this was not necessarily the case for pig farmers.

On efficiency, the evidence, albeit limited, indicates that the costs ofimplementing the legislation
were generally justified given theimpactsthey had, althoughthere are strong views to thecontrary
from a few industry stakeholders.

On coherence, the legislation was found to be broadly coherent with AH legislation, although
greater integrationwas called for between the two. There were strong and consistent views among
stakeholders to suggest that there should be better integration between AW legislation and
international trade policy, aquaculture policy, policy on fair prices within value chains, and the
common agriculture policy. There were disagreements on theextent towhich the legislation on AW
is coherent with environmental policy.

On EU added-value, there was a general agreement that the directives have added value by
providing a common framework of rules, although more needs to be done to address divergence
and consumer demands on AW within the EU.

Finally, the research conducted has encountered significant obstacles in terms of data availability
and data quality, especially as regards compliance rates (i.e. ‘effectiveness’ of the implementation).
Getting a clear sense of the reality of practices on the ground for the wide range of businesses,
species and issues in scope would be challenging in any circumstances. In the context of AW
legislation, this challenge is made far greater by two main factors. Firstly, the legislation does not
specify a number of requirements (how they should be complied with or monitored) and therefore
leaves much discretion to MS to specify numerous requirementsand how they would assess them.
This ample space for different approaches and sometimes for subjectivity, leads to inconsistent
monitoring and enforcement across the EU. Secondly, MS have different approaches to resourdng
and prioritising official controls, and to making information on those controls and their outcomes
publicly available. Sometimes, and particularly for species that are not subject to specific regulations
(such asrabbits), there are no or very few official controls. There are therefore major datagaps and
uncertainties (including onquality) regarding theavailable data. Expert views andan assessment of
stakeholder opinions can, to some extent, address these issues but greater margins of uncertainty
than would be desirable persist nonetheless. For the above reason, the only firm recommendation
that could be provided in the context of Research Task 1 concerns the EC, NCAs and business
organisations thatshould work collaboratively on ways to tackle this information gap. The findings
of this research paper could serveas a useful basis for future work to further specify the scope of the
data problem,?® and its various regulatory aspects, which need to be addressed as a matter of
priority.
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Animalwelfare labelling

The research conducted led to the identification of 24 different labelling systems covering AW
across the EU market. In sodoing, it provides a first comprehensive overview of the existing labelling
practices in this area at EU level.

Overall, the analysis performed corroborates initial indications found in literature that labelling
systems addressing AW have been proliferatingon the EU marketoverthelast years. If one considers
the systems mapped out in this research paper, since 2010 until May 2021 13 labelling systems
covering AW have been established as opposed to 10 introduced in the period 1965-2010.
Moreover, only between 2019and 20205 new labelling systems havebeen established.

In addition, the geographical distribution of the systems studied reveals that these are currently
concentrated in a limited number of MS (i.e. Spain, the Netherlands, Germany, France, Denmark,
Italy, Sweden, Austria and Portugal) with Southern European countries registering the highest
increase of newly established systemsover the lastfive years.

The majority of the systems analysed have been initiated by the private sector, while the remainder
is the result of public-private partnerships or, to a lesser extent, of the initiative of NCAs of EU MS.
Denmark has been the first MS to introduce a national AW label in 2017 and has been recently
followed by Germany andltaly whose systemsarecurrently underdevelopment. Also, most systems
apply to a specific national market with only afew having — or aspiring to have in the near future -
aninternationaldimension.

All systems analysed are voluntaryin nature, leaving to food business operatorsthe choice to join
them. Also, the label’s standard of most systems includes other aspects related to the product
besides AW (primarily, traceability, sustainability and health).In terms of species, pigs, broilers, and
dairy cows are those most frequently covered across the sample of systems studied, while fish is
theleastrecurrentone. Furthermore, while all systems cover AW on thefarm, mostof them address
also AW during transportand/or atslaughter dependingon the specific species considered. In terms
of food products, the systems analysed cover primarily fresh, frozen and processed meat, whereas
dairy products, eggsand eggs-productsare covered to a lesser extent.

The systems analysed vary greatly in terms of functioning and design. Despite this heterogenetity,
the features, which are common to most of the systems studied are: a single-tier design, the fact
that AW requirements laid down in the label’s standard are based on private rules, among other
things, and theindependence of the audits carried out to verify compliance with that standard.

A comparative assessment of a morelimited sample of labelling systems (n=11) has then shown that
their level of scientific substantiation and transparency can be considered satisfactory, overall.
However, further research is needed to determine the effectiveness of those systems when
considering, in particular, theirimpact on food businesses or in relationto consumer understanding
of production systemsas little information is available to draw robust conclusions. The samecan be
said with regard to their actualimpacts on AW as information collected during the research in this
respect is limited and primarily based on perceived benéfits. Likewise, future research may further
investigate the efficiency of the labels underexam, namely toestablish whetherand towhat extent
costs and benefits deriving fromthe participation by foodbusinessesin such systemsare equitably
shared acrossthe different stagesof therelevant product chain.

Concerning the possible added value from the introduction of mandatory EU AW labelling
requirements for animal-based products, the data collection activities carried out during the
research indicate that, overall, EU and national stakeholders hold different views in this respect.

Currently, the prospectof AW mandatory labelling rulesat EU level does not encounter the support
of EU business stakeholders across all categories and national farmers’ organisations, the main
reason being the economic implications stemming from their implementation for food business
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operators and, above all, for farmers. Besides the possible financial impacts, this group of
stakeholdersconsiders that, while mandatory rules could effectively ensure fullharmonisation and
a greater level playing field across the EU market, they would discourage, if not prevent, private
initiatives oriented to product differentiation from using AW as a market leverage. Concerns have
been also voicedin relation to theimpact that compulsory EU AW labelling requirements may have
on the competitiveness of EU exportson international markets, if applied to them, as well as on their
applicability to EU imports.

Likewise, literature analysed during the research indicates that most MS are not in favour of the
introduction of compulsory requirements in this area and support EU harmonisation through a
voluntary approach instead. The consultations performed with NCAs in the view of the elaboration
of this paper have generally confirmed this finding and showed that the reasons to supporta non-
binding approach vary by MS and include implementation costs for food business operators and
NCAs alike, challenges in enforcing AW labelling requirements and a possible generalised loss of
competitivenessin the EU agri-food sector.

Conversely, according to the owners/managers of existing labelling systems covering AW who
responded to the online survey carried out duringtheresearch, theloss of commercial opportunities
is the main predicted negative impacton theirfunctioning that may derive from theintroduction of
mandatorylabelling requirements at EU level.

In this context, European and national AW NGOs are among the few stakeholders in favour of the
establishment of compulsory AW labelling rules for animal-based products at EU level. Among the
benefits that have been associated with an EU-wide mandatory label, improvementsin AW practices
across the EU are expected through a market-driven approach, greater market transparency and
consumer empowerment, as wellas new business opportunities for farmers and otherfood business
operatorsthroughthe commercialisation of AW-friendly products.

Against this background, future research in this area should examine the possible financial impacts
of theintroductionof mandatory AW labelling requirementsat EU level more closely, among other
things, drawing from the experience of the public AW labelling systems that have been introduced
over thelast fewyearsin some MS.

The evidence collected during the research indicates that, at this stage of the policy discussion, a
voluntary approach to AW labelling at EU levelis more likely to encounter the support of a larger
stakeholder base in the EU. In terms of design, overall, stakeholders considerthat an EU label should
set out criteria that are species-specific, cover all the stages of the life of the animal and, with the
exception of the European meat industry sector, strictly focus on AW aspects. Conversely, no strict
consensus exists, as of yet, as to whether the label at stake should be designed as a single-oras a
multi-tier labelling system.
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Annex

A.1  EU-levelinterviewguide

Exploratory EU-level interviews - Topics guide

Introduction — interviewer to outline the scope (all on-farm AW directives — generic directive from
1998 + directives on calves, broilers, hens, and pigs - EU AW labelling); objectives of the study;
clarification on whether this is recorded or not and manner in which the evidence will then be
incorporatedinto thefinalreport to be handled to the EuropeanParliament.

Questions
Implementation of the EU on-farm AW legislation

3 Scientific knowledge has grown since the directives entered into force. Are the
directives’ objectives and requirements in line with today’s science?

4 Are there instances where the wording of the directives is too vague or contains
loopholes such thatit contributesto poorimplementation orto the perpetuation of
undesirable practices?

5 Arethefive directives (consideringalso effortsmade at EU and MS level to facilitate
or encourage implementation) achieving theirobjectives?

Follow up questions: positives—why/negatives—why?

6 Which are the most persistent non-compliances with the directives in the EU?

7 Would you say that the root causes for those non-compliances are common to

some/all countries in the EU?

What have been the main factors drivingimprovements?

9 The broilers directive permits MS to derogate from stocking density requirements
andthe pigs directive permits derogationsfrom the requirementto keep sows and
gilts in groups. Considering the frequency with which these derogations have been
applied, which impact have they had on fulfilling the objectives and requirements
of these two directives?

10 Towhich extent have imports of animalsor animal-based products fromthird (non-
EU) countries complied with the directives?

11 Have some sectors and/or countries experienced a competitive advantage from
complying or not complying with the directives?

12 There has been growing attention paid to the environmental and public health
impacts of animal farming. Have the directives been linked to environmental and
public healthimpacts?

13 In your view, which species covered in the general directive from 1998 but not
covered by any species-specific directive need additional protection? Why?

14 Are the costs of implementing the directives justified considering their impacts?
Could similarimpacts have been achieved with fewer costs?

15 Arethedirectives coherentwith the broader EU AWand animal health (AH) policies?

16 Arethedirectives coherent with otherEU policies and overall EU priorities?

oo

= Common agricultural policy (CAP)
= Environmental law
= Habitats directive (protected statusfor some predators of farmed animals)

17  Whatis the added-value of the directives vs what the MS could have achieved on
theirown?

122



Implementation of EU legislation on 'on-farm'animal welfare: Potential EU added value from the
introduction of animal welfare labelling requirements at EU level

EU AW labelling

18

19

20

21

22

23

EU law currently regulates AW labelling to a limited extent. What would be the
added value of having EU harmonised mandatoryrules in this area? Would there be
any disadvantages for farmers/breeders, food businesses, consumers or competent
authorities?

Should AW labelling requirementsbe set at EU level, would they have to be general
(i.e. for all species) or rather be species-specific?

Would there be any animal species/animal-based products for which the setting of
AW labelling rules at EU level would be moreimportant than for others?

Which aspects should EU AW labelling requirements coverin particular?

= AWatfarmlevel

= AWduringtransport

= AWslaughter

> Other(s) (please specify)

If the EU was to establish AW labelling requirements, would those requirements
likely cover AW only or be integrated with other dimensions (e.g. sustainability)?
Arethere national AW labelsyou are aware of that you think could be a useful model
foran EU-wide AW label?
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A.2 List of EU-levelinterviews performed

EU stakeholder/Expert

European Commission (DG SANTE Unit G5)
European Commission (DG SANTE F2)

European Court of Auditors

Committee of Professional Agricultural
Organisations and General Confederation of
Agricultural Cooperatives (COPA-COGECA)

European Rural Poultry Producers

European Forum of Farm Animal Breeders

Federation of Veterinarians of Europe

European Livestock and Meat Trades Union
(UECBV)

Association of Poultry Processors and Poultry
Trade in the EU (AVEQ)

European Egg processors Association

European Dairy Association

Eurocommerce

Eurogroup for Animals

Compassion_in World Farming

Prof. Jaarko Niemi
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Relevance for the research objectives

Responsible for the development of EU policy and legislation on AW

Responsible for the performance of EU audits on national official
control systems in the agri-food chain

Responsible for auditing EU finances/Author of special report on AW
inthe EU in 2018

European professional organisation representing farmers

European professional organisation representing poultry farmers
European professional organisation representing animal breeders

European professional organisation representing the veterinary
profession

European professional organisation representing the meat processing
industry

European professional organisation representing poultry processors
and traders

European professional organisation representing egg processors
European professional organisation representing dairy processors
European professional organisation representing food retailers
AW NGO (representing also Vier Pfoten/Four Paws)

AW NGO

Academic expert - Member of the AW labelling Working Group of the
EU Platform on AW


https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/organisation_charts/organisation-chart-dg-sante_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/organisation_charts/organisation-chart-dg-sante_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/ecadefault.aspx
https://copa-cogeca.eu/
https://copa-cogeca.eu/
https://copa-cogeca.eu/
https://erpa-ruralpoultry.wixsite.com/erpa-en
https://www.effab.info/
https://fve.org/
http://www.uecbv.eu/
http://www.uecbv.eu/
https://www.avec-poultry.eu/
https://www.avec-poultry.eu/
http://www.eepa.info/
http://eda.euromilk.org/home.html
https://www.eurocommerce.eu/
https://www.eurogroupforanimals.org/
https://www.ciwf.eu/about-us/

Implementation of EU legislation on 'on-farm'animal welfare: Potential EU added value from the
introduction of animal welfare labelling requirements at EU level

A3

National interviews — Topics guide

National interview and desk research guide

Scope of nationalresearch

Calves
directive

Broilers
directive

Directive 98/58 -
general directive

Pigs directive | Hensdirective

DENMARK
FRANCE

Rabbits, Cows, Sheep

GERMANY

Rabbits, Cows

GREECE

Sheep

IRELAND

Cows

ITALY
NETHERLANDS
POLAND
PORTUGAL
ROMANIA
SPAIN

Rabbits, Cows, Sheep

Rabbits
Sheep
Rabbits, Cows, Sheep

Forall stakeholders

1 How familiar are you with the EU legislation on animal welfare (AW)?

2 Arethererequirementsin thedirectives thatare loopholes, or toovaguely worded?
If yes, which ones? What impact does such wording have in practice? How should
theserequirements be worded differently?

3 Have any guidelines on AW (whether published by national authorities or the EU)
contributed to addressing any gaps, uncertainties or outdated requirements in the
directives? Please explain.

N.B. The question below applies only to broilers and pigs and thereforeonly to ES, FR, DE, DK, NL and PL.

4 What areyour views onthe derogationsto certain requirements that areincluded in
the [broilers/pigs] directives?

5 Which are the most prevalent and persistent non-compliances with the directive(s)
in your Member State (MS)?

6 What would you sayarethe main reasons forthe most prevalentand persistentnon-
compliances with on-farm AW legislation in your MS?

7 Do these non-compliances constitute a competitive advantage for the
farmers/sector/MS?

8 What are the main factors thathave led to compliance improvementsin your MS?

9 What elements of the directive work well?

10 Whatelements of the directive do not work well?

11 Whathave been theimpacts of the directiveon the sector? (sectorin scope depends
oninterviewee and country as indicatedin the table at the beginning of this guide)

N.B. The two questions below apply only to FR, DE, ES, IE, IT, EL, PT andRO.

12 Thinking aboutMows/rabbits/sheepXn your MS, what AW issuesare there that could
be addressed by new, specificlegal protection at EU level?

13 Whatareat present the impacts of not having such protectionsin place in your MS?

14 How has the commonagricultural policy (CAP) contributed (positively ornegatively)
toimplementing the directives in your MS?
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N.B. The question below does not apply to DE, IT and DK, which have developed a government-owned AW
labelling system.

15

If the EU did notintroducean EU level AW label, is it likely that one such label would
be introduced by publicauthorities in your MS instead?

16 Whatwould be the added benefit of an EU-wide mandatorylabel?
17 If the EU introduced a mandatory EU level AW label, how would it be enforced in
your MS? What challenges would it bring? What opportunities would it bring?
18 Is thereany AW labelon the EU market, which could be a modelfor an EU-wide AW
label? If yes, why?
For NCAs only
19 Have official controls in yourMS revealed anythingon on-farm AW practices in third
(non-EU) countries and how those compare to AW practicesin your MS?
20  Thinking about the costs to your MS of implementing the directives, would you say
thatthose have been proportionate to the impactsachieved?
21 Couldthesameimpacts have been achieved with fewer costs? How?
Desk research

Types of data/sources to collect:
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National data on compliance with animal welfare obligations as set out in the
directives in scope. This data is needed to help answer the question: Which practice(s)
involve(s) the highest number of persistent non-compliance cases under the directives in
each of the examined Member States? The data may be in the public domain, and if it is
notit will haveto be requested from the NCA, in which case we areinterested at least
in the most recent data and ideally in data for previous years up to 1999. Make sure to
formulate the request clearly so that the information you get is specifically about on-
farm AW. Aggregate data on all non-compliances with animal welfare legislation will
not be useable for our needs.

National data on derogations to the directives’ requirementsthathave been granted
by nationalauthorities. These coveronly broilers and pigs and are to be sought only in
ES, FR, DE, DK, NL and PL.

Consumer studies on animal welfare focusing on the MS - any studies that would
have explored consumers’ animal welfare concerns (has to be about on-farm welfare,
including breeding; excludes transport, slaughter, domesticanimals, zoo animals, wild
animals); can be polls, reports, or academicarticles.

Any national studies that would have explored the impact of the directives. We are
looking for data on animal welfare (knowing how certain core practices such as
grouping of sows, tail docking, caging, etc. have evolved will be sufficient here),
economic impacts (impacts on costs, revenue, market opportunities), environmental
impacts (impacts on wateruse,emissions, etc.), public health (food safety, antimicrobial
resistance).

For FR, DE, EL, IE, IT, PT, RO and ES (check the scope table to confirm the species): any
national studies that would have explored the impact of the lack of a species-
specific directive for cows (dairy and beef), sheep and rabbits. We are looking for data
on animal welfare issues for those species (of particular interest are issues associated
with housing, breeding,diseases), economic, environmental and public health impacts
(impacts of the animal welfare issues identified; impact of absence of specific rules -
these are opportunity costs).
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A4 List of national interviews performed

DENMARK | Animal species: Pigs

Foedevarestyrelsen Central Competent https://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/englis = Responsible for AW
(DVFA) Authority h/Animal/AnimalWelfare/Leqislation/Page legislationin
s/default.aspx Denmark; DVFA also
spoke for the
Central Competent
Authorities
Landbrugsstyrelsen
and Det Dyreetiske
Rad.

COPA member

Landbrug & Fadevarer Farmers’ organisation www.lf.dk

(LF)

Dyrenes Beskyttelse NGO https://www.dyrenesbeskyttelse.dk/ Denmark’s largest

AW NGO
Part ofLF

https://ifro.ku.dk/english/staff/?pure=en% Head of Section,
2Fpersons%2Fpeter-sandoee(1e8ff72f- Professor, Animal
Welfare and Disease

SEGES Svineproduktion Research centre https://pigresearchcentre.dk/

Prof. Peter Sandoe Academic expert -
University of

Dyreveerns
Organisationernes
Samarbejds Organisation
-DOSO/Dyrenes Venner

Danske
Dyrlaegeforening (DDL)

Copenhagen, Sectionfor 573c-4453-9c10-e6e09658b1ed).html

Consumption, Bioethics
and Governance

NGO

Veterinary association

https://www.doso.dk/

https://www.ddd.dk/

Control

One of the initiators
of the government
AW label

Involved in AW
activities, veterinary
controls at farms,
etc.

FRANCE | Animal species: Rabbit, Sheep, Cows, Laying hens, Chicken for meat production, Calves, Pigs

Ministere de I'agriculture
et de I'alimentation

Centre national de
référence pour le bien-
étre animal

Syndicat national des
inspecteurs en santé
publique vétérinaire
Agence nationale de
sécurité sanitaire de

I'alimentation, de
I'environnement et du
travail (ANSES)

L214

Oeuvre d'Assistance aux
Bétes d’Abattoirs (OABA)

CIWF France

Confédération Francaise
des Aviculteurs

Fédération des Industries
Avicoles (FIA) with
Interprofession francaise
de la volaille de chair
(ANVOL)

Central Competent
Authority

National reference centre
for AW

Professional organisation
representing official
veterinarians

Central Competent
Authority

NGO

NGO

NGO

Farmers’ organisation

Producers’ organisation,
poultry

https://agriculture.gouv.fr/

https://www.cnr-bea.fr/

https://snispv.org/

https://www.anses.fr/

https://www.l214.com/

https://ocaba.fr/

https.//www.ciwf.fr
N/A

www fia.fr

www.interpro-anvol.fr

In charge of official
controls

Risk assessor

Professional
organisation of
official veterinarians
Risk assessor, has

published opinions
on AW topics

AW NGO focused on
farm animals

AW NGO focused on
farm animals

AW NGO
Representing laying
hen farmers
Representing

broilersand poultry
meat producers
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https://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/english/Animal/AnimalWelfare/Legislation/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/english/Animal/AnimalWelfare/Legislation/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.lf.dk/
https://www.dyrenesbeskyttelse.dk/
https://pigresearchcentre.dk/
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https://www.doso.dk/
https://www.ddd.dk/
https://agriculture.gouv.fr/
https://www.anses.fr/
https://www.l214.com/
https://oaba.fr/
http://www.fia.fr/
http://www.interpro-anvol.fr/
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Institut de I'élévage
(IDELE)*"”

Federation Nationale
Porcine (FNP)

Institut Technique de
I’Aviculture (ITAVI)218

Comité
Interprofessionnel du
Lapin (CLIPP)

Technical institute,
farmed mammals

Producers’ organisation

Technical institute
chicken and rabbits

Rabbit meat interbranch
organisation

www.idele fr

www.fnsea.fr

https://www.itavi.asso.fr/

http://www.lapin.fr

Independent R&D
organisation
recognised by NCAs
as technical centre
for agriculture

Member of
Fédération
Nationale des
Syndicats
d’'Exploitants
Agricoles (FNSEA)

Appliedresearch in
the AW area

Organisation
representing the
rabbit meat
production chain

GERMANY | Animal species: Rabbit, Sheep, Cows, Laying hens, Chicken for meat production, Calves, Pigs

Bundesministerium fir
Erndhrung und
landwirtschaft (BMEL)

Tierschutz Bund

Deutsch Bauern Verband
(DBV)

Vier Pfoten/Four Paws -
Stiftung fir Tierschutz

Verbraucherzentrale
Bundesverband (VZBV)

Interessengemeinschaft
der Schweinehalter
Deutschlands e.V. (ISN)

THUNEN-INSTITUT

GPP Zentralverband der
Deutschen
Gefligelwirtschaft e. V.

Bundesverband
Deutscher
Milchviehhalter e.V.

Tonnies Fleisch
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Central Competent
Authority

NGO

Farmers' organisation

NGO

NGO

Farmers’ organisation

National Institute for

Agricultural Business
administration

Farmers’ organisation

Farmers’ organisation

Meat processor
operating pigs’
slaughterhouses

www.bmel.de

www.tierschutzbund.de

https://www.bauernverband.de/english

www.vier-pfoten.de

https://en.vzbv.de/

www.isn.de

www.thuenen.de

www.zdg-online.de

www.bdm-verband.de

https://www.toennies.de/en/home/

In charge of official
controls; BMEL also
spoke for the
Central Competent
Authority
Bundesamt fiir
Verbraucherschutz
und
Lebensmittelsicherh
eit (BVL)

AW NGO

Represents pig
farmers

AW NGO

BEUC member
active on AW
labelling

Represents the
interests of the
market-oriented and
specialised pig
farmers

Institute with strong
role in advisory to
German
government

Represents poultry
farmers

Represents dairy
farmers

Largest processor in
the pork meat
segment at country
level


http://www.idele.fr/
http://www.fnsea.fr/
https://www.itavi.asso.fr/
http://www.lapin.fr/
http://www.bmel.de/
http://www.tierschutzbund.de/
https://www.bauernverband.de/english
http://www.vier-pfoten.de/
https://en.vzbv.de/
http://www.isn.de/
http://www.thuenen.de/
http://www.zdg-online.de/
http://www.bdm-verband.de/
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GREECE | Animal species: Sheep

Ymoupyeio AypOTIKAG
Avantuéng & Tpogipwy,
AievBuvon Mpootaociag
TWVZOwv, Pappdkwv &

Ktnviatpikwv
Epappoywv
Opyaviopog MAnpwuwv
Kat EAéyxou Kotvotikwv
Evioxvoewv
MpooavatoAiopol Kat
Eyyunoswv
(O.N.EK.EME) A/von
Texvikwv EAEyxwv,
Tupa MoA\amArg
ZUPHOPPWONG
EAAHNIKOX FEQPTIKOX
OPTANIZMOX
«AHMHTPA» (EATO-
AAQuntpa), lvotitovto
Emotnung Zwikng
Mapaywyng

Ymoupyeio AypOTIKAG

Avantuéng & Tpogipwy,

Etdikn Yrinpeoia
E@appoyng (EYE) MAA,
Movada Emevdéuoewv
OTIG YEWPYLKEG
EKUETONNEVOELG

Olga Kikou, Compassion
in World Farming

>Uvdeopog ENNNVIKAG
Ktnvotpogiag (XEK)

MaveMnvia Evwon
Ktnvotpopwv (MEK)

Evangelia N. Sossidou,
IvotitouTo Ktnviatpikwv
Epguvwv, EN\nviK&g
lewpyikog Opyaviopog
AHMHTPA (EATO-
Anuntpa)

Central Competent
Authority

Central Competent
Authority

Central Competent
Authority

Central Competent
Authority

NGO

Farmers’ organisation

Farmers’ organisation

AW independent expert

IRELAND | Animal species: Cows, calves

http://www.minagric.gr/index.php/el/

https://www.opekepe.gr/el/

https://www.elgo.gr/, https://www.rias.gr/

http://www.agrotikianaptixi.gr/el

https://www.ciwf.org.uk/

https://ead.gr/item/sek/

https://ead.gr/item/pek/

https://www.elgo.gr/, http://www.vri.gr/

Competences for
AW inthe
production chain

Competences for
AW in the context of
the CAP Pillar I cross-
compliance
obligations
(enforcement public
body)

Research Institute of
Animal Science,
Hellenic Agricultural
Organisation —
Demeter

Competences for
AW in the context of
the Rural
Development
Program 2014-2020,
Sub-measure 4.1.1.
(investments for the
modernisation of
sheep farms)

European Affairs
Manager at AW NGO
- Greek expert

Represents sheep
farmers at national
level

Represents sheep
farmers at national
level

Post-PhD in
AW/EFSA Expert:
Panel “Animal
Health and Welfare”

Hellenic Agricultural
Organisation-
DEMETER,
Veterinary Research
Institute

Department of
Agriculture, Food and
the Marine (DAFM)

Agriculture and Food
Development Authority
(TEAGASQ)

Central Competent
Authority

Central Competent
Authority

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/animalheal

thwelfare/

https://www.teagasc.ie/

Responsible for AW
legislationin Ireland

National agency
providing research
and advisory
serviceson AW
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Irish Farmer’s Association
(IFA)

Veterinary Ireland

Irish Society for
Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals (ISPCA)

Prof. Alison Hanlon

Farmers' organisation

Representative body of
veterinarians

NGO

Academic expert

https://www.ifa.ie/

http://www.veterinaryireland.ie/

https://www.ispca.ie/

https://people.ucd.ie/alison.hanlon

COPA member

Professional
organisation of vets
performing official
controls on behalf of
DAFM

Eurogroup for
Animals member

Associate Professor
specialising in AW
and ethics at
University College of
Dublin - Expertise in
AW of cattle

ITALY | Animal species: Rabbit, Sheep, Cows, Laying hens, Calves

Ministero della salute

Ministero delle politiche
agricoli, alimentari e
forestali (MIPAAF)

Associazione Nazionale
Cunicultura ltaliana
(ANCI)

Confederazione Italiana
Agricoltori (CIA)

Coldiretti
Confagricoltura

Legambiente

Compassion in World
Farming Italia

Prof. Elisabetta Canali

Central Competent
Authority

Central Competent
Authority

Rabbit meat trade
association

Farmers’ organisation

Farmers’ organisation
Farmers’ organisation
NGO

NGO

Academic expert

http://www.salute.gov.it/portale/home.ht
ml

https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/p
ages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/202

https://www.anci-aia.it/?lang=en

http://www.cia.it

http://www.confagricoltura.it

http://www.coldiretti.it

https://www.legambiente.it/

https://www.ciwf.it/

https://www.unimi.it/en/ugov/person/elis
abetta-canali

Competences for
AW inthe
production chain

Competences for
AW in the context of
the CAP and food
labelling

National trade
association
representing rabbit
breedersas well as
geneticresearch
centre

COPA member

COPA member
COPA member

Environmental NGO
covering also AW
often partnering
with Compassion in
World Farming Italia

Italian member of
the international AW
NGO Compassion in
World Farming

Professor of Farming
System and Animal
Welfare University of
Milan (Statale)-
Member of the EU
AW Platform -
Expertise in cattle,
including calves

NETHERLANDS | Animal species: Chicken for meat production, pigs

Koninklijke Nederlandse
Maatschappij voor
Diergeneeskunde
(KNMVD)
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Royal Veterinary
Association of the
Netherlands

www.knmvd.nl

Professional
organisation
representing
veterinary
professionals


https://www.ifa.ie/
http://www.veterinaryireland.ie/
https://www.ispca.ie/
https://people.ucd.ie/alison.hanlon
http://www.salute.gov.it/portale/home.html
http://www.salute.gov.it/portale/home.html
https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/202
https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/202
https://www.anci-aia.it/?lang=en
http://www.cia.it/
http://www.confagricoltura.it/
http://www.coldiretti.it/
https://www.legambiente.it/
https://www.ciwf.it/
https://www.unimi.it/en/ugov/person/elisabetta-canali
https://www.unimi.it/en/ugov/person/elisabetta-canali
http://www.knmvd.nl/
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de Dierenbescherming

World Animal Protection

Compassion in World
Farming Nederland

Producenten Organisatie
Varkenshouderij (POV)

KIWA Verin

Nederlandse vakbond
pluimveehouders (NVP)

NGO

NGO

NGO

Farmers’ organisation

Farmers' organisation

Farmers’ organisation

www.dierenbescherming.nl

www.worldanimalprotection.nl

www.ciwf.nl

www.pov.nl

www.kiwa.com

www.nvpluimveehouders.nl

AW NGO in charge
of standard-setting
for the label Beter
Leven keurmark

Dutch member of
the international AW
NGO World Animal
Protection

Dutch member of
the international AW
NGO Compassion in
World Farming

Dutch organisation
for pig producers;
POV also spoke for
the certification
body LTO
Nederland.

Dutch certification
body

Dutch poultry union

POLAND | Animal species:

Ministerstwo Rolnictwa |
Rozwoju Wsi

- Departament
Bezpieczenstwa Hodowli
i Produkcji Zwierzecej

Gltéwny Inspektorat
Weterynarii (GIW)

Parlamentarny Zespét ds.
Ochrony Zwierzat, Praw
Wiascicieli Zwierzat oraz
Rozwoju Polskiego
Rolnictwa

Krajowa Rada
Drobiarstwa - Izba
Gospodarcza

Polski Oddziat
Swiatowego
Stowarzyszenia Wiedzy
Drobiarskiej (PB WPSA)

Prof. Piotr Szeleszczuk

Szkota Gtéwna
Gospodarstwa
Wiejskiego w Warszawie

Central Competent
Authority

Central Competent
Authority

Polish Parliament
Member

Farmer’s organisation

Farmers' organisation —
gathering also top
national academic
expertson poultry and
many market
representatives

Academic expert

Laying hens, Chicken for meat production

https://www.gov.pl/web/rolnictwo

https://www.wetgiw.gov.pl/publikacje/oc
hrona-zwierzat-dobrostan

https.//www.sejm.gov.pl/Sejm9.nsf/agent.

xsp?symbol=ZESPOL&Zesp=611

https://krd-ig.com.pl

http://www.wpsa.pl

http://wmw.sggw.pl/instytut/struktura-
wydzialu/katedra-patologii-i-diagnostyki-
weterynaryjnej/zaklad-chorob-ptakow/

Responsible for AW
legislationin Poland

Responsible for AW
enforcementin
Poland

Member of Polish
Parliament -
President of the
Parliamentary Group
on Animal
Protection, Animal
Owners' Rights and
Development of
Polish Agriculture

National Poultry
Council -
Association of
poultry producers

Polish Branch of the
World Poultry
Knowledge
Association

Academic expert
whose team runs
practical and
comprehensive
research concerning
broilers welfare
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http://wmw.sggw.pl/instytut/struktura-wydzialu/katedra-patologii-i-diagnostyki-weterynaryjnej/zaklad-chorob-ptakow/
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Otwarte Klatki

Compassion in World
Farming Polska (CIWF
Polska)

NGO

NGO

https://www.otwarteklatki.pl

https://www.ciwf.pl

AW NGOs with focus
on broilersand
laying hens

Polish member of
the international AW
NGO Compassion in
World Farming

PORTUGAL | Animal species: Rabbit

Direcao-Geral da
Alimentacéo e
Veterinaria (DGAV)

Autoridade de
Seguranga Alimentar e
Econdmica (ASAE)

Associacao Portuguesa
Cunicultura (ASPOQ)

Confederacao dos
Agricultores de Portugal
(CAP)

Confagri

Central Competent
Authority

Central Competent
Authority

Portuguese Cuniculture
Association

Farmers' organisation

Farmers' organisations

http://www.dgv.min-agricultura.pt/

https://www.asae.gov.pt/

http://aspoc.pt/wp/

https:.//www.cap.pt/

https://www.confagri.pt/

Competences for
AW in the
production chain;
DGAV also spoke for
the Central
Competent
Authority Instituto
de Financiamento
da Agriculturae
Pescas (IFAP).

Competences for
labelling
enforcement

Professional
organisation
representing the
national rabbit trade
sector

COPA member

COGECA member

ROMANIA | Animal species: Sheep

Autoritatea Nationala
Sanitara Veterinara si
pentru Siguranta
Alimentelor (A.NSV.SA)

Agentia Nationala pentru
Zootehnie (A.N.Z)

Federatia Oierilor de
Munte din Romania

Romovis Sibiu/Federatia
Nationala a Crescatorilor
de Ovine Romovis-Sibiu

Asociatia Crescatorilor de
Ovine si Ecvine din
Judetul Brasov

Asociatia Profesionald a
Ciobanilor (A.P.C)
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Central Competent
Authority

Central Competent
Authority

Farmers' organisation

Farmers’ organisation

Farmers’ organisation

Farmers’ organisation

http://www.ansvsa.ro/

http://www.anarz.eu/page?slug=ovine#

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Competences on
AW and control
thereof; ANSV-S.A.
also spoke for the
Central Competent
Authority Ministerul
Agriculturii si
Dezvoltarii Rurale
(MADR).

Competences on
AW and zootechnics

Affiliated to
Euromontana

Member of
International
Committee for
Animal Recording
(ICAR)

Member of
Federatia Oierilor de
Munte din Romania

N/A


https://www.ciwf.pl/
http://www.dgv.min-agricultura.pt/
http://aspoc.pt/wp/
https://www.cap.pt/
https://www.confagri.pt/
http://www.ansvsa.ro/
http://www.anarz.eu/page?slug=ovine
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SPAIN | Animal species: Rabbit, Sheep, Cows, Laying hens, Chicken for meat production, Calves, Pigs

Ministerio de Agricultura,
Pesca y Alimentacion
(MAPA)

Asociacion Agraria -
Jovenes Agricultores
(ASAJA)

Asociacién Espafola de
Productores de Vacuno
de Carne (ASOPROVACQ)

Asociacién Nacional de
Productores de Ganado
Porcino (ANPROGAPOR)

Interprofesional
Agroalimentaria del
Ovino y Caprino
(INTEROVIC)

Asociacién Nacional para
la Defensa de los
Animales (ANDA)

Fundacion para el

Asesoramiento y Accién

en Defensa de los
Animales (FAADA)

Antonio Velarde Calvo

Central Competent
Authority

Farmers’ organisation

Professional organisation
of the bovine meat
sector

Professional organisation
of the pig sector

Professional organisation
of the sheep and goat
sector

NGO

NGO

Academic expert

https://www.mapa.gob.es/

https://www.asaja.com/

https://www.asoprovac.com/

http://www.anprogapor.es/

https://www.interovic.es/

http://andacentral.org/

http://faada.org/

https://ebvs.eu/colleges/ECAWBM/memb
ers/dr-antonio-velarde-calvo

Competences for
AW in the
production chain

COPA member

Includes farmers

Includes farmers

Includes farmers

Eurogroup for
Animals member

Eurogroup for
Animals member

Member of the EU
Platform on AW
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A.5

Preliminary mapping of labelling systems covering AW

Name of the Scope | Species Stages of the life of | Notes & Comments
labelling system the animal covered

COOP’s
velfeerdskoncepter

Beter Leven
keurmerk

IKBVarken

Welfair

Tierschutz-
kontrolliert

National AW label

Tierschutzlabel ‘Flr
Mehr Tierschutz’

Neuland

Initiative Tierwohl

Carnes Valles de
Esla

KRAV

Svensk Fagel -
Djurskyddsprogram
met
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NL

NL

ES

AT,
DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

ES

SE

SE

AW

Mixed

AW

AW

AW

AW

AW

AW

AW

Mixed

Mixed

Laying hens,
broilers, cattle
(dairy) and pigs

Pigs, broilers,
laying hens, cattle
(meat and dairy),
calves, rabbits,
turkeys

Pigs

Pigs, broilers,
laying hens,
turkeys, cattle,
rabbits, sheep
and goat

Pigs, cattle (meat
and dairy), laying
hens, ducks,
broilers, turkeys

Pigs

Pigs, broilers,
laying hens, cattle
(meat and dairy)

Pigs, cattle,
broilers, turkeys,
sheep (lamb),
geese

Pigs, broilersand
turkeys

Cattle (meat)

Pigs, broilers,
laying hens, cattle
(meat and dairy)

Broilers

Onfarm, slaughter

On farm, transport
and slaughter
(depending on the
species)

Onfarm, transport
and slaughter

On farm, transport
and slaughter
(depending on the
species)

On farm, transport
and slaughter
(depending on the
species)

On farm, transport
and slaughter

Onfarm, transport
and slaughter
(depending on the
species)

On farm, transport
and slaughter

Onfarm

Cannotbe determined

precisely based on
desk research

Onfarm, transport
and slaughter
(depending on the
species)

On farm, transport
and slaughter

Multi-tier system?'® (4 levels
symbolised by hearts) owned by the
Danish retailer Coop for its own-brand
line. Farm certification entrusted to the
certification body Baltic Control
Certification. Coop is direct member of
EURO COOP.

AW NGO member of Eurogroup for
Animals. Multi-tier system.

Private certification system of the
Dutch pig sector.Encompasses AW
together with other “quality” aspects
(notably food safety and animal
health).

Certification and labelling system
developed by the Institut de Recercai
Tecnologia Agroalimentaries (IRTA) in
cooperation with Instituto Vasco de
Investigacién y Desarrollo Agrario
(Neiker) based on EU-funded research.

Multi-tier labelling system by AW NGO
Vier Pfoten/Four Paws.

National AW label governed by AW
Labelling Act (Sept 2019). Multi-tier
and voluntary system. Specific criteria
for pigs welfare not yet in
place/applicable.

Multi-tier labelling system by the
German AW NGO.

Agricultural trade association
managing an AW label and performing
audits on food operators adhering to
their system, including farmers,
slaughterhouses and butchers.

Labelling system established in2015
with support of two major retailers?2°

Long-standing eco-label currently
managed by the industry certifying
body KRAV covering organic
production, AW, biodiversity,
sustainability and labour rights.

Specific programme on welfare set up
by the national production association.
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Name of the Scope | Species Stages of the life of | Notes & Comments
labelling system the animal covered

Svenska Agg Mixed  Laying hens Onfarm Specific programme on welfare set up

Omsorgsprogram by national egg producer association.
Besides AW focus on animal health
and food safety.

Svenskt Sigill SE Mixed Cattle (meat and Onfarm Swedish ecolabel for food and flowers.
dairy), lambs, Focus on sustainability and
broilers, pigs environment, covering also AW and

food safety.

Etiquette Bien-Etre FR AW Broilers Onfarm, transport Initiative launched by private actors,

Animal and slaughter including AW NGOs and national

retailers. Multi-tier system.

Haltungsform DE AW Broilers, pigs, Onfarm Labelling system promoted by a group
cattle (meat and of German retailers (all Eurocommerce
dairy), turkeys members). It is a scoring system

building on other labelling systems
(e.g. including Bio, Neuland and Aktion
Tierwohl). Multi-tier system.

Bedre Dyrevelfaerd DK AW Pigs, broilers, Onfarm, transport Public AW labelling system managed
cattle (meatand  and slaughter by the Danish authorities. Multi-tier
dairy) system.

Bienestar Animal ES AW Laying hens Onfarm Labelling system managed by AW

avalado por ANDA NGO member of Eurogroup of Animals

Anbefalet af DK AW Pigs, broilers, Onfarm, transport Labelling system managed by the NGO

Dyrenes Beskyttelse laying hens, cattle and slaughter Danish Animal Welfare Society
(meat and dairy), (depending on the
calves, buffaloes,  species)
lamb,
ducks and geese

Label Rouge FR Mixed  Lamb, laying On farm, transport Labelling system regulated under
hens, broilers, and slaughter French law since 1965
pigs, cattle (depending on the
(meat), calves, species)
pigs, ducks and
geese

Compromiso ES AW Pigs, broilers, Cannotbe determined Recently established labelling system

Bienestar Animal rabbits, calves, precisely based on by a group of six national interbranch
sheep and goat desk research organisations

Mieux pour tous/ BE Mixed  Pigs, laying hens  Cannotbe determined

Beter voor iedereen precisely based on

desk research
La Note globale FR Mixed  Pigs, broilers Cannotbe determined Overall scoring system based on

precisely based on
desk research

existing labelling information
requirements (e.g. organics,
Nutriscore, AW etc.)
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A6  Onlinesurveyonfood labelling systems coveringanimal
welfare in the EU

Online survey on food labelling systems
covering animal welfare in the EU

Dear Sir / Madam,

In December 2020, the European Parliamentary Research Service (DG EPRS of the European
Parliament) has commissioned OIR (http://oir.at/) and Arcadia International E.E.I.G
(http://www.arcadia-international.net/) to produce a research paper on the implementation of
the EU on-farm animal welfare legislation and animal welfare labelling in the EU. As regards
animal welfare labelling, the study will inform the European Parliament on an EU mandated
animal welfare label for animal-based food products.

To inform this research, the study team is collecting evidence on animal welfare labelling
systems that currently exist in the EU. You are invited to contribute evidence to this exercise
by responding to the below survey.

The survey is addressed to public or private bodies who own and/or manage a labelling system
covering animal welfare. We would be grateful if you wish to respond to as many questions as
possible. By responding to the survey, you will contribute towards a better understanding of
the scope and the specific characteristics of the animal welfare-related labelling systems that
exist in the EU.

The online survey will run from 1st February to 3rd March 2021.

The results of the survey will form part of the final research paper, which will be published later
this year.
For any query related to the survey or the research project, please feel free to reach out to the Project
Manager Dr. Francesco Montanari (f rancesco.montanari@arcadia-international.net).
* Required

1.  Email address *

Section A — Identification of the respondent

2. QA1l. Name of the entity / organisation owner and/or manager of a labelling system

covering animal welfare
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3. QA2 Type of the owner and/or manager of a labelling system covering animal
welfare: *

Martk only one oval.

I National competent authority
) Animal welfare NGO
) Consumer NGO

1 Certification body

' Farmers' organisation

I Producer organisation

| Interbranch organisation

| Individual business

1 Group of private operators

4. QA2 bis. If you are an individual business, are you?
Mark only one oval.

| Processor
| Manufacturer
| Retailer

| Other:

9. QA3 Address

6. QA4 Member State: *
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7.  QAS5.Phone:

8. QAB6. Email:

9. QA7 Website:

10. QAB. Contact person(s): *

11.  QAS. In case you are answering this survey on behalf of other entities /
organisations with whom you manage the labelling system, please state which
ones:

Section B - General details of the labelling system

12.  QE1l. Name of the labelling system:
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13.  QB2. Website (if different from that of the respondent under Section A):

14. QB3. Date of establishment (year):

Example: January 7, 2019

15.  QB4. If your labelling system is currently under development, please indicate the

expected year of implementation:

Example: January 7, 2019

Section C— Main characteristics of the labelling system

16. QC1. At whose initiative was the label created?
Mark only one oval.

| Private sector
| Public sector

| Public-private partnership

17. QC2. Who was/were the primary drafters of the standard underpinning the label?

139



EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service

18. QC3. Was there a consultation on the draft standard underpinning the label before

finalisation?

Mark only one oval.

I Yes
~ INo  Skip to question 20

() Don't know

19. QC3bkis. Please specify who was consulted on the labelling system before

finalisation

Check all that apply.

|| Industry

[ | Public authorities
|| Academics

] NGOs

Other: D

Section C— Main characteristics of the labelling system

20. QC4.Whatis the regulatory status of the label?

Nark only one oval.

) Mandatory

I Voluntary
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21. QC5a. What is the geographical coverage of the label?

fdark only one oval.

(_Intemational
| European
) National

"~ 1 Regional

I Local

| Other:

22. QC5hb. If the coverage is national, please indicate which M5(s) are concerned:

23. QC6. What is the scope of the label?
Nark anly one oval.

() Animal welfare only

() Animal welfare and other aspecis
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24, QcC7.Incaseyou responded ‘Animal welfare and other aspects’ to QCE on the
scope of the label, please indicate which aspects are covered by the label.

Check all that apply.

| | Sustainability
|| Environmental impact
[ | Quality

| | Organic

| | Fair trade

[ | Local sourcing
| | Traceability

[ | Authenticity

[ ] Origin

[ | Nutrition

| | Health

|:| Food safety
Other: |:|
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25.

26.

QCBa. Which species does the label currently apply to? For each relevant species

please indicate the production phase(s) covered by the label, i.e., on-farm, during

transport, at slaughter or other(s)

Check all that apply.

Animalwelfare
on farm

Animal welfare

during transport

Animal welfare at
slaughter

Other(s) (please
specify):

Laying hens:

[

]

O

]

Turkeys

Calves

Dairy
cows

Pigs

Sheep

Lamb

Goat

Ducks

Geese

Fish

oo og|oa|o|jgo) o |jomg|g

OoooLooooorojgoid

Ogoo|o|0|b0)joyoyggy oyooio

OoooLooooorojgoid

QCEb. Other(s) (please specify):
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27. QC9.Which categories of food products does the label currently apply to?
Check all that apply.

| | Fresh meat

[ | Frozen meat

| | Processed meat
[ | Fresh milk

[ | Powdered milk
| | Butter

[ | Cream

[ | Cheese

| | Yoghurt

| |Eggs

| | Egg-products

Other: D

28. QC10. Do you expect the label to incorporate additional features in the near
future?

Martk Onf}" one oval.
 Yes
~ IMe  Skip fo question 34

JDon'tknow  Skip fo question 34
) Other.

289, QCl10a.Incase you responded yes, please specify other species you plan to add to
your label:
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30.  QClob. In case you responded yes, please specify other food product categories
you plan to add to your label:

31. QC10c.In case you responded yes, please specify other regions/countries you plan

to add to your label:

32, QC10d. In case you responded yes, please specify other dimensions of animal

welfare you plan to add to your label:
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33. QC10e.In case you responded yes, please specify other dimensions besides
animal welfare (e.g. sustainability, quality, authenticity, traceability, food safety,
origin, organic etc.) you plan to add to your label:

Section D — Functioning of the labelling 5y5tem|

34. QD1a. Are the animal welfare requirements in your standard based on international

codes or standards? (if yes, please specify)

33. QD1b. Are the animal welfare requirements in your standard based on EU

legislation or guidance? (if yes, please specify]:

36. QDl1c. Are the animal welfare requirements in your standard based on national

legislation or guidance? (if yes, please specify):

37. aD1d. Are the animal welfare requirements in your standard based on private

rules? (if yes, please specify):
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38. QD1le.Are the animal welfare requirements in your standard based on other rules?
Please specify.

39. aD2Z. Towhich extent are the requirements set in the label's standard (e.g. stocking
density, duration of transports, methods of stunning etc.) based on scientific
evidence?

40. QD3. Does the label's standard incorporate rules for reviewing and updating the

standard? if yes, please explain.

41.  QD4. If possible please provide a link to the label's standard:

147



EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service

42  QD5a. How is the label designed?
Nark only one oval.

) Single tier/One level
) Multi-tier/Multiple levels
() Other:

43. QD5b. Please, explain why this approach was adopted

44,  QD6. How many tiers / levels does the label have? Please explain briefly how they
are defined.

45. QD7.Who audits food businesses against the standard underpinning the label?

Nark only one oval.

) The label's own auditors
) Independent auditors
) The food business using the label (self-auditing)

I There are no audits.
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46. QD8. How often do audits of the food businesses affiliated to the labelling system

take place?

47. QD9 Are audits announced (i.e. are food businesses informed in advance thatthey

will soon be audited)?

Mark only one oval.

~ Yes

I No

) Don't know

48. QD10.In case audits are announced, how long in advance of the visit is the food

business usually informed?
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49  QD11. Does the label distinguish between different levels of non-compliances with

the standard (e.g., minor and major)? Please explain

30. QD12.How are non-compliances responded to? Please explain

531. QD13. Do audit frequencies vary as a result of the level of compliance (e.g. high or

low) with the standard? Please explain

Section E — Market penetration and impacts of the labelling system

52. QEla.Please indicate how many farmers are currently affiliated to your labelling

system:
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23

4.

25

56.

aT.

34,

QE1lb. Please indicate how many processors are currently affiliated to your labelling

system:

QE1lc. Please indicate how many manufacturers are currently affiliated to your
labelling system:

QEld. Please indicate how many retailers are currently affiliated to your labelling

system:

QEle. Please indicate how many food businesses, in total, are currently affiliated to

your labelling system:

QE2. How many products are currently certified against the animal welfare

standard underpinning the label?

QE3. What have been the impacts of the label on food businesses using it?
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5%,  QE4. What have been the impacts of the label on consumer confidence towards
food businesses using it?

60. QES5.What have been the impacts of the label on consumers’ understanding of the

relevant production systems?

Section F — Potential impact of an EU animal welfare label
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B1.

B2.

QF1a. Should the EU create a mandatory animal welfare label that wouldapply

across species in the EU, to which extent would it have the following impacts?

Mark only one oval per row.

no
impact

very high
extent

Contributeto a more level playing fisld
among food businesses (animal
fammers, processors, manufacturess
and retalers)intheEL

Improve consumers’ confidencein
food businesses (animal famers,
processors, manufactuers and
retallers)

Improve consumers' understanding
of animal production systems

Improve compliance withEU animal
welfare legislationacross the EU

Improve enforcement of EL animal
welfare legislation by thecompetent
asthorities of Member Stales

QF1b. Any other impact?
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63. QF2a. Should the EU create a mandatory animal welfare label that would apply
across species in the EU, how would it im pact owners of existing animal welfare
labels?

Mark only one oval per row.

High Medium Low Mo Don't
impact impact impact  impact know

Net costs { [ . [
N Net savings { ) = ) [

Loss of commenl o = ( e
opportunities

ncrease of commenial — — e — —i
oppotunties -

Other(s) — —

64. QF2abis. In case you responded other, please specify:
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63.

G6.

B7.

QF2b.5hould the EU create a mandatory animal welfare label that would apply

across species in the EU, how would it impact food businesses (farmers,
processors, manufacturers and retailers) using existing animal welfare labels?

Mark only one oval per row
High Medium Low Mo Don't
impact impact impact  impact know
Net costs
Met savings
Loss of commercial { { ( i
. N E c s 3 o "

ncreese of commenrial { i (
opportunities

Other(s)

O F2bbis. In case you responded other, please specify:

QF2c.5hould the EU create a mandatory animal welfare label that would apply

across species in the EU, how would it impact owners of existing mixed labels (i.e.

labels incorporating animal welfare and other dimensions such as sustainability,
authenticity, quality, traceability, etc.)
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Mark only one oval per row.
High Medium Low Mo Don't
impact impact impact  impact know
Net costs O O I e I
[ = | T [H :_ i =
Net savings
Loss of commercial &) - - O s
opportunities
'um dmlllﬂ[ﬂ I'._-I "-_-__l I._-' :._-' I'-_-L.
opportunities
Other(s) - 5 MR 5 L

68. @QFZ2cbis. In case you responded other, please specify:

9. QF2d. Should the EU create a mandatory animal welfare label that would apply
across species in the EU, how would it impact food businesses (farmers,
processors, manufacturers and retailers) using existing mixed labels?

Mark only one oval per row.
High Medium Low No Don't
impact impact impact  impact know
Net costs o O O O C
) = £ [ =2
Met savings
Loss of commercia ) | ¢ 3 o )
oppotunities
ncreese of commenial ' -'-_-\:- N :-_-. l:-_.-l"
opportunities xF
Other(s) S - £ £ K
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70. @QF2dbis. In case you responded other, please specify:

Section G — Additional information and follow-up

71. QG1.Please feel free to provide any additional information you think it may be

relevant for the purpose of the study:

72, QG2. Would you be available for a phone interview to discuss further with us your

labelling system?

Nartk only one oval.

1es

I Mo

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Forms
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A.7  Online survey - Analysis

This Annex presents the results of the online survey, which was performed as a part of the data
collection envisaged under Research Task 2. The online survey was launched on 1 February 2021
and closed on 12 March 2021 targeting owners and/or managers of labelling systems — both existing
and under development-covering animal welfare (AW) in the European Union (EU).

30 responses were obtained in total. However, 3responseswere not considered for the purpose of
the analysis for the following reasons:

= 2responses were provided by entities that did not qualify as owners and/or managers
of labelling systems covering AW;

= 1 response was provided by an owner/manager of an AW labelling system, but the
labelling system was not related to food industry.

Furthermore, 2 responseswere provided by entities that co-manage a labelling system covering AW
with another respondent. For such casesthe responses referring to the same labelling system were
considered as a single responseand processed together for the purpose of the analysis.

Finally, it should be noted that one respondent completed only Sections A and F of the survey
without providing any details aboutthe characteristics of the labelling system.

Therefore, 27 responses were ultimately validated and processed for the purpose of the analysis of
the survey, which correspond to 24 food labelling systems covering AW thatexist acrossthe EU.
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Section A — Profile of the respondent

Q:Type of owner and/or managerof a labelling system covering AW

Figure A.1.  QA2. Type of owner and/or manager of a labelling system covering AW
(n=25)
1;4%
1;4%
5;20%
4;16%

A b

1;4%
2;8%
7;28%
3;12%

® Animal welfare NGO m Certification body = Farmers’ organisation
Group of private operators ® |ndividual business ® [nterbranch organisation
= National competent authority ® Producer organisation m Professional organisation

More than % of the respondents to the survey are interbranch organisations (n=7, i.e. 29%), 4 of
which are formally recognised through Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013 establishing a common
organisation of the markets in agricultural products (‘CMO regulation’) (i.e. Interporc, Provacuno,
Interovicin Spain and Ovoned in the Netherlands).

Amongst the respondents there are also 5 AW NGOs (i.e. 21%), 4 NCAs (i.e. 17%) and 3 individual
food businesses (i.e. 13%). Also, 2 respondents represent a group of private operators, 1 farmer
organisation, 1 certification body, 1 producerorganisationand 1 professional organisation.
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Section B - General details of the labelling system

Q:Name of the labelling system

Overall, the online survey identified 24 labelling systems covering AW across the EU. The table
below shows the name of the systemstogetherwith the respective logos.

Table A.1.

Name and logo of the labelling system (n=24)

| Labelling systems

Anbefalet af Dyrenes Beskyttelse

2 aY

IR ) S
Bedre Dyrevelfard

8, &
W.gran®

Best Farmer — Cuidamos
do Bem-Estar Animal

DYRENES LUk AL AL D
BESKYTTELSE
TR IR . . ; Bedre dyrevelfeerd
Animal Welfare Interovic Spain
(AWIS)
Beter

Leven

* o

Beter Leven keurmerk

Bienestar Animal avalado por ANDA

©

Compromiso Bienestar
Animal PAWS

etichettatura volontaria
delle carni di pollame

II H NIVEAU
U n a I ta | Ia 7~ B\EN-ETREI:‘
Disciplinare di

EKO-keurmerk

Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal

INITIATIVE

TIERWOHL

Initiative Tierwohl

Interporc Animal Welfare Spain
(IAWS)

KRAV.

KRAV

Label Rouge

mipaf
ministero delle politiche
agricole alimentari e forestali

National AW label (Italy)*

@ QUALITATSMANAGEMEN Tren

QM-Milch

SIGILL

KYALITETSSYSTEM AB

Sigill Kvalitetssystem AB

* Bundesministerium
A~ | fiir Erndhrung
und Landwirtschaft

National AW label
(Germany)*

Tierschutz-kontrolliert

©

Tierschutzlabel ‘Fiir Mehr
Tierschutz'

Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de
Paturage/Meadow Milk

®

BIENESTAR
ANIMAL
CERTIFICADO
WELFAIR™

Welfair

*A logo had not been developed yet by the time the survey was closed down
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Q:Year of establishmentor expected year ofimplementation of the labelling systems

Figure A2.  Year of establishmentorexpectedyear of implementation of the labelling systems (n=24)
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Figure A.2 provides fora chronologybasedon the year of establishment/expected year of implementation of each labelling system under study. The years
of establishment of the labelling systems range from 1965 (Label Rouge - the oldest system under study) to 2022 (QM-Milch - currently under
development). At present, in addition to QM-Milch, two public labelling systems covering AW are under development, one in Italy and another one in
Germany. Likewise, the Spanish label Animal Welfare Interovic Spain, which was established in 2020, had no products labelled on the national market by

thetimetheonline survey was closed down.
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Q:Member state where the labelling systemwas established

Figure A3.  QA4.Member State of establishment (n=24)
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Figure A.3 presents the MS where the labelling
systems that replied to the survey were initially
established.

5 among the 24 labelling systems of the sample
studied were established in Spain, 4 in the
Netherlands and Germany, 2 in France, Denmark,
Italy, Sweden and Austria, and 1 in Portugal.
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Section C — Main characteristics of the labelling system

Q: At whose initiative was the label created?

Figure A4. QC1. At whose initiative was the label created? (n=24)

9;38%

12;50%

3;12%
m Private sector = Public sector Public-private partnership

Half of the labelling systems that replied to the survey were created at the initiative of the private
sector (e.g.the labelling systems established in France, which are Label Rouge and Etiquette Bien-
Etre Animal). 3 (i.e. 12%) were created by the public sector (AMA Giitesiegel in Austria and the
labelling systems underdevelopment in Italy and Germany) and 9 (i.e 38%) through public-private
partnerships (e.g. 3 of the 4 labelling systems managed by an interbranch organisation:
Compromiso Bienestar Animal PAWS, Animal Welfare Interovic Spain, IKB Ei as well as the Danish
public labelling system Bedre dyrevelfaerd).

Q: Who was/were the primary drafter(s) of the standard underpinning the label?

The range of answers provided to this question by respondents is quite diversified. In general, the
majority of the respondents (approximately 54%) mentioned that the primary drafters of the
standard underpinning the labels under study were, among others, farmers and/or farmers
organisations.

Otherrespondents indicated that the primary drafters were NGOs, namely in the case of the labels
Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk, Initiative Tierwohl, Etiquette Bien-Etre
Animal, Beter Leven keurmerk, Compromiso Bienestar Animal PAWS, amongothers.

Scientists/experts and other public or private stakeholders were also frequently indicated as
initiators of the labelling systems. By way of an example, the establishment of the labelling systems
Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal and Bedre dyrevelfaerd were both initiated with the contribution of
retailers,among others.

In accordance with theresponses provided, publicauthorities contributed to the establishment of
at least 3 systems (i.e. Bedre dyrevelfeerd, the national AW Label in Germany and
Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk).

Finally, several respondents indicated other primary drafters. As an example, the label Welfair is
based entirely on the protocols developed in the context of the EU-funded project Welfare Quality
andthe European Animal Welfarelndicators Project.
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Q:Was therea consultationon the draft standard underpinning the label before finalisation?

Figure A5.  QC3.Was there a consultation on the draft standard underpinning the label
before finalisation? (n=24)

1;4%

2;9%

1;4%

20;83%
mYes ®mNo =Don't know No answer

A large majority of the labelling systems surveyed (20, i.e. 83%) carried out a consultation on the
draft standard underpinning the label prior to its finalisation. Only in one case (Bienestar Animal
avalado por Anda) no consultation was performedbefore the finalisation of the label’s standard. In
two cases the respondent could not provide an answer to the question, while in one case there was
no answer at all.

Q:Please specify who was consulted on the labelling system before finalisation

Figure A.6.  QC3bis.Please specify who was consulted on the labelling system before fi-
nalisation (n=20)
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Of the 20 labelling systems surveyed that indicated that there was a consultation on the draft
standard underpinning the label before finalisation, a large majority (16, i.e. 80%) indicated that
industry representatives were consulted on the labelling system. Also, 75% of the respondents
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indicated that public authoritiesand academics were also consulted. Finally, NGOs were consulted
on the labelling system before finalisation in the 65% of the labels under analysis. Finally, some
respondents indicated other stakeholders were consulted on the labelling system before its
finalisation, including certification bodies, retailers, representatives of the veterinarian profession
and farmers’and consumers’ associations.

Q:What is the regulatory status of the label?

All the labelling systems that form part of the sample analysed in the survey apply on a voluntary
basis.

Q: What is the geographical coverage of the label?
Figure A.7.  QC5a.What is the geographical coverage of the label? (n=24)

2;8%

® [nternational = European = National

The geographical coverage of more than two thirds (n=19, i.e. 79%) of the labelling systems
surveyed is national (4 systems in Spain; 2 in Austria, France, the Netherlands, Denmark, Germany,
Italy and Sweden;and 1 in Portugal).

Conversely, 3 labelling systems (i.e. 13%) have a European geographical coverage, whilein 2 cases
(i.e. 8%) the geographical scopeis international. The labelling system with European scopeare:
= Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk — which covers several EU MS,
amongst which the Netherlands, Germany, France, etc.;
= QM-Milch - which covers Germany as well as neighbouring countries; and
= IKBEi - which covers the Netherlands, Germany and Belgium.

The labelling systems with international geographical coverage are: Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr
Tierschutz” and Welfair. The label Welfair is present especially in Spain and Portugal. However, in
2021 it started its expansion across South America, starting with countriesthatwere involved in the
EU-funded Welfare Quality project in the past.

Q:Whatis the scope of the label?
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Figure A8.  QC6.Whatis the scope of the label? (n=24)

= Animal welfare and other aspects = Animal welfare only

Figure A.8 shows that, within the sample surveyed, more than two thirds of the respondents (n=16
correspondingto 67%) indicated that the scope of the respective labelling system was “mixed”, i.e.
it includes other aspects related to the product and/or its processing methods besides AW.
Conversely, 8 labelling systems, which correspond to 33% of the sample surveyed, focus solely on

AW.
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Q: In case you responded “AW and other aspects” on the scope of the label, please indicate which
aspects are covered by thelabel

Figure A9.  QC7.In case you responded “AW and other aspects”to QC6 on the scope of
the label, please indicate which aspects are covered by the label (n=16)
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Figure A.9 provides a quantitative overview of the aspects covered by mixed labels besides AW. As
shown, traceability is the aspect addressed by most of labels (in 14 cases out of 16 respondents),
followed by sustainability and health (n=9). In addition, environmental impact, quality, nutrition,
origin, authenticity, and food safety are among the aspects more frequently covered by the labels

surveyed.

Of the systems analysed, AMA Gitesiegel is the labelling system that covers most aspects (9
precisely), followed by Interporc Animal Welfare Spain, IKB Ei and the Italian national labelling
system, which all cover 8 aspects besides AW.
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Q: Which species does the label currently apply to? For each relevant species please indicate the
production phase(s) covered by the label, i.e.on-farm, during transport, at slaughter or other(s)

Figure A.10. QC8a.Whichspeciesdoesthe label currently apply to? Foreachrelevant spe-
cies please indicate the production phase(s) covered by the label, i.e. on-farm, during
transport, at slaughter or other(s) (n=24)
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Figure A.10shows the animal species and the production phases covered by the labelling systems
surveyed. Overall, for almost all species “AW on farm” is by far the production phase that is most
frequently covered by the labelling systemsunderstudy, followed by “AW at slaughter”and, finally,
“AW during transport”. In the labelling systems covering goat, rabbit, geese and fish the different
production phasesare in generalterms equally relevant.

From an animal species standpoint, currently pigs are the species which is more frequently covered
by the labelling systems under study. Of the 24 labelling systems surveyed, 14 (i.e. 58%) cover at
least one aspect of AW relevant to those animals. Broilers and dairy cows follow right after with 13
labelling systemscoveringat least one aspect of AW relevantto these species. Contrarily, fish is the
species least covered by the labelling systems studied. Only 2 labelling systems, both in Sweden (ie.
KRAV and Sigill Kvalitetssystem AB),cover this species.
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Q: Which categories of food productsdoes the label currently apply to?

Figure A.11.  QC9. Which categories of food products does the label currently apply to?
(n=24)
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Figure A.11 provides an overview of the type of food products that are currently covered by the
labelling systems that took part in the survey. Overall, meat is the food category that is more
frequently covered. More specifically, fresh meat (20 out of 24 labelling systems) and frozen and
processed meat (18 labelling systems) are the product categories covered more frequently across
the systems surveyed, followed by certain dairy products — such as fresh milk and cheese (13
labelling systems and 11 systems, respectively) —and eggs (11 labelling systems). Only one labelling
system (Beter Leven keurmerkin the Netherlands) coversother processed food products containing
animal-basedingredients.

Of the systems analysed, the Swedish label KRAV is the labelling system that covers the highest
number of food categories (n=12), followed by EKO-keurmerk and Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tier-
schutz”, both covering 11 different food categories.Conversely, there are few labelling systems that
apply only to onefood product, namely Bienestar Animalavaladopor ANDA and IKB Ei (both focus
on eggs) and Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal (fresh meat).
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Q:Do you expect the label to incorporate additional featuresin the near future?

Figure A.12.  QC10.Do you expectthe label to incorporate additional features in the near
future? (n=24)

7;29%

1;,4%
16;67%

= Yes = No Don't know

Figure A.12shows that, within the sample surveyed, 16 labelling systems, which correspond to 67%
of the respondents, intend to incorporate additional features in the label’s standard in the near
future. Only one respondent (i.e. the labelling system Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de
Paturage/Meadow Milk initiated in the Netherlands) indicated that no additional feature was
expected to be incorporated in the short term.

Q:In caseyou responded yes, please specify otherspecies you plan to add to your label:

8 respondents indicated their intention to incorporate other animal species into their labelling
system. The species of interest are turkey, cattle, geese, calves, fish, dairy cows, beef cattle, pigs,
lamb, poultry and eggs. Initiative Tierwohl in Germany and the public Danish system Bedre
dyrevelfzerd are the labels that intend to add more species in the near future (n=3). Initiative
Tierwohl plans to include calves, dairy cows and beef cattle whereas Bedre dyrevelfeerd intends to
expand to lamb, poultry and eggs.

Q:In caseyou responded yes, please specify other food product categories youplan to add to your
label:

9 respondents indicated their intention to incorporate other food product categories into their
labelling system namely, processed products, other meat products, other dairy products, eggs
products and leather. Across the systems studied, Initiative Tierwohl in Germany is the label that
intends to include the highest number of food product categories in the scope of the labelling
systemin the near future (n=4), namely fresh milk, butter,cheese and yoghurt.

Q:In caseyouresponded yes, please specify otherregions/countriesyou plan to add to yourlabel:

Only 2 respondents indicated their intention to expand the label to other regions/countries. As
mentioned above, the label Welfair is currently working on itsexpansionin South America. Also, IKB
Eiintends toinclude other EU countriesin the scope of the label.
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Q:In caseyou responded yes, please specify otherdimensions of AW you plan to add to your label:

7 respondents indicated their intention to include other dimensions besides AW in their labels. As
an example, Bienestar Animalavalado por Andaintendsto incorporate AW during transport and at
slaughter while Initiative Tierwohlintendsto give broader considerationto specific AW aspects (eg.
findings of checks performed in slaughterhouses).

Also, although not related to the question itself, 2 respondents (Compromiso Bienestar Animal
PAWS and Animal Welfare Interovic Spain) indicated their intention to obtain a recognition of the
nationalaccreditationbody.

Q:In caseyou responded yes, please specify other dimensions besides AW (e.g. sustainability, qual
ity, authenticity, traceability, foodsafety, origin, organicetc.) you plan to add to yourlabel:

8 respondents indicated their intention to include other dimensions besides AW in their labels.
Overall, sustainability, environmental impact and traceability are the dimensions most frequently
mentioned.

By way of an example, the label Welfair is currently working on a technical project to determine
whether with the help of new technologies it is possible to know exactly the number of days and
hours that cattle have been grazing. Should thatbe possible, the label will include pasture.
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Section D - Functioning of the labelling system

Q: Arethe AW requirementsin your standardbased on international codes or standards, EU legisla-
tion or guidance, national legislationor guidance, private rulesor otherrules?

Figure A.13. QD1a-QD1e. Are the AW requirementsinyour standard basedon (n=24)
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Overall, the analysis conducted showsthatthe labelling systems studied often use a complex mix of
scientific, legaland/or private sources to definethe AW requirements covered in the label’s standard.

Based on the results shown in Figure A.13, 71% of the respondents indicated that the AW
requirements in their labelling standard were based on “private rules”, whereas only in 25% of the
cases such requirementswere based on “international codes or standards”. In addition, 58% of the
labelling systems of the sample studied are based on “national legislation or guidance”, while 54%
arebased on “EU legislation or guidance”.

The respondents that indicated that the AW requirements in their standard were based on
“international codes or standards” made reference to the following sources:

Rules of the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE);

Welfare Quality protocol;

Protocols of the Animal Welfare Indicators Network (AWIN); and

Basic standards of the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements

(IFOAM).

WYY

By way of an example, the label Welfair for cattle, pigs and laying hens is based on Welfare Quality
protocols, which result from an EU-funded project. In addition, some of the AW requirements laid
down in the label’s standard of Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal are based on the Welfare Quality protocol
for broilers.

Among the respondents who reported that the AW requirements in their standard were based on
“EU legislation or guidance” and “national legislation or guidance”, reference was frequently made
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to EU AW-related regulations and directives currently in force, EU organiclegislation as well as to
other species-specific national legislation.

Amongtherespondents who indicated that the AW requirements in their standard were based on
“privaterules”, several labelling systems referred that requirements had been defined by the sector
(e.g.group of stakeholders). This is the case for the following labelling systems: Tierschutzlabel “Fiir
Mehr Tierschutz”, Sigill Kvalitetssystem AB, Label Rouge, Compromiso Bienestar Animal PAWS and
EKO-keurmerk.

Finally, some respondents indicated that the AW requirementsin their labelling standard were
based on “other rules”. These include scientific studies or guidelines (4 respondents),
recommendationsor criteria set by NGOs (2 respondents), guides of good practice (2 respondents)
and scientificknowledge (1 respondent).

Q: Towhich extentarethe requirements setin thelabel’s standard (e.g. stocking density, duration
of transports, methods of stunning etc.) based on scientificevidence?

6 out of 22 respondents (i.e. 27%) indicated that all requirements setin the label’s standard were
based on scientific evidence.

In the remaining cases, respondents indicated that most requirements set in the label’s standard
were based on scientific evidence, while additional factors/elements may be taken into account to
inform the label standards. Forexample, the standard of Beter Leven keurmerkis scientifically based
butalso considers consultation with experts and the industry. Another example, the requirements
of Bedre dyrevelfzerd are based on scientific evidence and also practical experience.

Q: Does the label’s standard incorporaterules for reviewingand updating the standard? if yes, please
explain.

Of the 21 respondents to this question, almost all (95%) indicated that their label's standard
incorporated rules for reviewing and updating the standard. Only one system, Disciplinare di
etichettaturavolontaria delle carnidipollame, does not foresee such rules.

Among the systems that have rulesin place for reviewing and updating their standard, there are
some systems that carry out this review at least annually (e.g. Anbefalet af Dyrenes Beskyttelse).
Conversely, others do so at a higher frequency, such as in the case of the Dutch system QM-Milch
case and of German label Initiative Tierwohl (a review every three years). There are also systems that
undertake the review of the standardwheneverthereis any legal change affecting it (e.g. again this
is the case of the German label Initiative Tierwohl).
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Q:How is the label designed?
Figure A.14. QD5a. How isthe label designed? (n=24)

1;4%

12;50%
11;46%

m Single tier/One level = Multi-tier/Multiple levels = No answer

Half of therespondents(n=12) declared that their labels were based on a single tier/level, whilst 11
respondents (i.e.46%) indicated that their labels followed a multi-tier/level approach.

Overall,in the case of the labelling systems with more thanone tier/level, different approaches are
followed. Bedre dyrevelfaerd,Beter Leven keurmerkand Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal are examples of
multi-tier systems. On the one hand, Bedre dyrevelfaerd has three tiers symbolised by hearts,
whereas Beter Leven keurmerkhas alsothree tiersbut representedby stars.On the other, Etiquette
Bien-Etre Animal has five tiers based on scoring system ranging from A (the highestlevel of AW) to
E (the lowest admitted by the system). Based on complementary information provided by the
owners/managers of the labels mentioned above, the choice of a multi-tier approach for AW
labelling was justified by the objective to provide consumerswith reliable, easy-to-understand and
measurable information about AW.

Conversely, the two labelling systemsInterporc Animal Welfare Spain and Animal Welfare Interovic
Spain, which are both based on a single-tier/level approach, indicated thatthat was theformat that
better suited the Spanish social reality. Also, the Swedish label system KRAV presents a single
tier/levelas, in accordance with this respondent, that approach minimises confusion by consumers
and all other stakeholdersinvolved.
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Q: Who audits food businesses againstthe standard underpinning the label?

Figure A.15. QD7.Who audits food businessesagainst the standard underpinning the la-
bel? (n=24)

1;,4%

23;96%

m The label’s own auditors = Independent auditors

As shown in Figure A.15, 96% of the respondentsindicated that in the context of their system
auditing is performed by third-party auditors. Only one respondent (the Danish public labelling
system Bedre dyrevelfaerd) referred that auditsare also performed by its own auditors.

Most respondents (approximately 15) indicated that audits are carried out at least once a year.
However, the frequencyat which audits take place mayvary withineach labelling system. In the case
of systems that perform audits on different stages of the production chain, auditing frequency can
differ alot. For example, in the case of IKB El, the audit takes place once a year at farmlevel, whereas
packaging stations and hatcheries are visited four and two times a year, respectively. In the case of

QM-Milch, on-farm audits are performed every three years while processors are visited on annual
basis.
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Q: Are audits announced (i.e. are food businesses informed in advance that they will soon be au-
dited)?

Figure A.16. QD9. Are audits announced (i.e. are food businesses informed in advance
that they will soon be audited)? (n=24)
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mYes ®mNo = Noanswer

Figure A.16 shows whether audits carried out to verify compliance with AW requirements in the
standards of the labelling systems surveyed are announced or not. As shown, 15 respondents,
corresponding to 62% of the labelling systems that replied to this question, indicated that food
businesses were informed in advance about upcoming audits as a rule, while 6 respondents (i.e.
25%) referred that there was no prior announcement. The systems where the audits are not
announced are: Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tierschutz”, Label Rouge, Beter Leven keurmerk, Bedre
dyrevelfzerd, Initiative Tierwohland the German national AW label.

Regarding the systems where audits are announced, most respondents indicated that the food
business was generally informed a few days in advance. For instance, in the case of the audits
performed by IKB Ei, concerned food businesses are informed a week in advance, while in the case
of the Austrian label Tierschutz-kontrolliertthey are informed up to three weeks in advance. Other
respondents, including Compromiso Bienestar Animal PAWS, EKO-keurmerk and Animal Welfare
Interovic Spain, indicated that the timing of the prior warning dependedon the auditing body.

176



Implementation of EU legislation on 'on-farm'animal welfare: Potential EU added value from the
introduction of animal welfare labelling requirements at EU level

Q:Does the label distinguish between differentlevels of non-compliances with the standard (e.g.
minor and major)?

Figure A.17. QD11. Does the label distinguish between different levels of non-compli-
ances with the standard (e.g. minor and major)? (n=20)

16;80%

mYes ®No

The large majority of respondents who replied to this question (n=16; i.e. 80%) indicated that their
labelling system distinguished between different levels of non-compliances with the standard,
whilst 4 (i.e. 20%) indicated that there was no such distinction at present. The systems that do not
make any distinction between levels of non-compliance include Welfair, Bienestar Animal avalado
por ANDA, Label Rouge and the national AW labelin Germany.

Several respondents provided more details on how their system distinguishes between different
levels of non-compliance. For instance, few labelling systems currently foresee two levels of non-
compliance. Taking the Danish label Anbefalet af Dyrenes Beskyttelse as an example, this considers
minor errors (i.e. which not affect directly the animals) alongside major ones (which affect the
animals). On the other hand, few other labelling systems contemplate three levels of non-
compliance (e.g. the Spanish labels Compromiso Bienestar Animal PAWS and Animal Welfare
Interovic Spain, which categorise non-compliances as “critical”, “serious” or “mild”). Finally, other
labelling systems consider up to 4 levels of non-compliance: this is the case of the Swedish label

KRAV that classifies non-compliances as “minor”, “major”, “suspension” and “justifying label
removal”.

In addition, two respondents (Interporc Animal Welfare Spain and Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal)
indicated that their systemdistinguished the level of non-compliances usinga score system. In case
of the system Interporc Animal Welfare Spain, farmers and slaughterhouses participating in the
labelling system are attributed a score depending on their level of compliance. Regarding the
Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal, in the event of a non-compliance the AW score of the product is
downgraded, which is then made visible through the label attachedto the product.

Q:How are non-compliances responded to? Please explain

Of the 20 responses obtained to this question, different actions are applied by each system
depending on the severity/level of non-compliances detected.
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Regarding minornon-compliances, the most recurrent practiceis to apply ad hoc corrective actions
(11 labelling systems, i.e. 55%). For the serious non-compliances, 11 respondents (i.e. 55%) indicated
thatthefood business maylose the certification.

By way of an example, the German label Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tierschutz” envisages three
different possible responses based on the level of non-compliances: if “minor” a risk assessment is
performed; if “major” a risk assessmentand anotheraudit may have to take place; and if “extremely
serious” products may be prohibited to be sold with the label. On the contrary, regarding Etiquette
Bien-Etre Animal there is no formal obligation for the food business operator to correct non-
compliances identified. However, in case of repeated non-compliances, this may affect the overall
AW score of the product, which will be subject to downgradingas appropriate.

Q: Do audit frequencies vary as a result of the level of compliance (e.g. high or low) with the
standard?Please explain

15 of 21 respondents (i.e. 71%) of the respondents stated that non-compliances may lead to
additional audits. By way of an example, in case of repeated non-compliance or in case of a certain
non-compliance with the standard of the Austrian labelling system Tierschutz-kontrolliert, an
additional audit is performed in addition to the one carried out on an annual basis. On the
contrary, LabelRouge does not foresee variations in the frequency of auditing depending on the
level of compliance as, according to the respondent, it is important to maintain the frequency of
controls regular.
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Section E- Marketpenetrationandimpactsof thelabelling system

Q: Please indicate how many farmers, processors, manufacturers, retailersand food businesses (in
total) are currently affiliated to your labelling system and how many productsare currently
certified against the AW standard underpinning the label

Table A.2 shows the number of affiliates/members and products certified per labelling system
based onthereplies provided to the online survey. It should be noted that some labelling systems
were not considered for this analysis as, by the time at which the survey was closed, they were still
under development. This is the case of the following systems: the government-owned labelling
systems in Germany and Italy; Animal Welfare Interovic Spain; and QM-Milch.

Table A.2. Number of farmers, processors, manufacturers, retailers and food businesses
(in total) are affiliated to the labelling systems and products currently certified (n=24)

R

)
Al ¢
EL.HLHNJ N/P N/P N/P N/P N/P
e, a0 E v 1 s00
[
Bedre Oyrevelfard 1594 57 6 2,600 N/P

{@,O 1 0 0 0 N/P
k- —f

Beter 434 processors, 33 logistics, 4 food
Leven N1 1,800 services, 22 egg packing stations, 56 23 5,500

* x o« i chain managers, 51 slaughterhouses
30 (0] 0 0 N/P
0 2 2 0
e
unaitalia 3,643 19 19 0 N/P
~
G¢O 500 200 100 25 N/P
4
e N/A
BIEN-ETRE
LI:' 1100 0 2 5 30 millions of _
products sold in
2020
90% of the Dutch All the large All the large All the large N/P
farmers processors manufacturers retailers
All leading
-,"n&‘nm;( 6,500 100 50 retailersin N/P
Germany
48 11 27 0 N/P
KRAV. 4,000 2,800 (including processors, retailers, restaurants etc.) 7,000
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E

y y 250 companies (including hatcheries,
'@;@ i'/ 6,000 feed manufacturers, slaughterhouses etc.) N/P >220
N/
% N/P N/P N/P N/P N/P
144 3 3 5 25
E Almost all
— % 425 63 25 retailersin 200
Germany
17 170 170 25 10
500 50 50 10 25

N/P = Not provided N/A= Not available

Q: What have been the impacts of the label on food businesses using it?

The range of answers provided to this question (14 respondents) is very diversified and include,
among others, the following perceived impacts:

Added valuefor the food productsdisplayingthe label;

Contribution towardslocaland rural development;

Quality image and better positioningin the market of labelled products;

Possibility to communicate to the consumer good practices by the relevant production
chain.

WYY

In the case of Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal, while there is a general global satisfaction vis-a-vis the
labelling system on the French market, for the timebeing no majorimpact on sales has been noted.
Consumers studies reveal that the labelis well understood, but possibly not yet actively sought for
when consumers shop.

In the case of the label Welfair the impact of the label on food businesses can be measured
considering the differentanimal species: forinstance, in the case of pigs only 7% of all Spanish farms
are certified under the system, while for dairy cows this percentage is over 50%. In the case of the
Dutch system Beter Leven keurmerk, for pig meat the label has become a new standard having
market shareover 90%.

6 respondents,among which feature the labelling systemsthat have been established overthe last
few years, indicated that it was too early to assess the impacts of the label on food businesses and
on the market.

Q:What have been the impacts of the label on consumer confidence towardsfood businesses
using it?

Amongst the most main/recurrent impacts mentioned (11 respondents), the following can be
singled out:

= Thelabelis perceived as a synonymofhigh AW standard and consumerscare aboutit;
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= Thelabel attests the quality of the product;
= Thelabel improves the perceptionofthe product and the production system;and
= Thelabel has very high credibility and consumers trustit.

Some respondents indicated consumer studies that demonstrate confidence in their labelling
systems. Forinstance, a survey conductedin Denmark showedthat 71% of Danish consumers trust
the public national label Bedre dyrevelfzerd. Also, Beter Leven keurmerk measures consumer
confidence one or two times a year:the most recent research shows that more than 90% of Dutch
consumers recognise the label. In the case of Label Rouge, more than 97% of the French consumers
canrecognise thelogo of the system to which they associatequality, tasteand AW.

13 respondents mentioned that the impact of the label on consumer confidence towards food
businesses usingit was not measured by them.

Q:What have been the impacts of the label on consumers’understanding of the relevant
production systems?

Only few respondents answered this question. 6 respondents (i.e. 25%) did not provide an answer
and 11 (i.e. 46%) indicated that they had never measured consumers’ understanding of the relevant
production systems.

Among the systems who responded, Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait de Paturage/Meadow Milk and
Disciplinare di etichettatura volontaria delle carnidi pollame mentioned that theimpact had been
positive and very positive, respectively, although none of them indicated the reasons supporting
this conclusion.
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Section F — Potential impact of an EU animal welfare label

Q:Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across species in the EU, to which
extent would it have the following impacts?

Figure A.18. QF1a. Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across
speciesinthe EU, to which extentwould ithave the following impacts?
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As shown in Figure A.18, the respondents’ opinions on the possible impacts deriving from the
introduction of an EU-wide mandatory label that would apply across species are quite diversified.
Respectively 67% and 71% of the respondents consider that this policy scenario might contribute
to improving the enforcement of EU AW legislation by MS as well as compliance with EU AW
legislation across the EU to a very high and high extent. Conversely, for 24% and 17% of the
respondents, respectively,these impacts are likely to occur to a very low extent or not at all.

According to 78% of therespondents, an EU-wide mandatory label would contribute to ensuringa
greater level playing field among food businesses either to a very high extent or to a high extent.
Moreover, 61% of the respondents consider that an EU mandatory label would also help improve
consumers’ confidencein food businesseseitherto a very high extent orto a high extent. However,
33% of the respondents consider the likelihood of this specificimpact as low. Finally, 56% of the
respondentsindicated thata mandatory label would improve consumers’ understanding of animal
production systems as opposed to a 44% who indicated that this was likely to happen to a low
extent, very low extent or not at all.
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Some respondents indicated other possible impacts. According to the Spanish labelling system
Bienestar Animal avalado por Anda, the impact of an EU-wide label could be negative in case the
differences across the existing systems of production were not taken into account. However, the
impact might be positive as long as the label foresees progressive levels of AW and is adapted to
each production system. Conversely, according to two other Spanish systems (Compromiso
Bienestar Animal PAWS, Animal Welfare Interovic Spain), the EU should refrain from introdudng a
mandatorylabelin this area as labelling systems must be adapted to the specific characteristicsand
realities of each MS. Finally, Sigill Kvalitetssystem AB mentioned thatin some MS national legislation
is higher than EU legislation and, for that reason, an EU mandatory label would only be beneficial to
some national markets.

Q:Should the EU createa mandatory AW label that would apply across species in the EU, how
would it impact owners of existing AW labels?

Figure A.19. QF2a. Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across
speciesinthe EU, how would itimpactowners of existing AW labels?
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Figure A.19shows to what extent a mandatory EU AW label that would apply across species would
have specific impacts on existing owners/managers of AW labels. For a majority of respondents
(31%) this scenario would generate a loss of commercial opportunities. Conversely, for 19% of the
respondentsit would have no impact on that front. Moreover, for two respondents (i.e. 13%) there
might be even anincreasein terms of commercial opportunities.

Fewer respondents expressed their opinion on the impact in terms of net costs and net savings.
Overall, in this regard opinions differ. 5 out of the 8 respondents (i.e. 62%) consider that an EU AW
label applied across species would have a high (n=1) or a medium impact (n=4) on net costs,
whereas 3 of 6 respondents (i.e. 50%) consider that would have a high (n=1) or a medium impact
(n=2) on net savings. Conversely, 1 and 2 respondents, respectively,indicatedthatan EU label would
have noimpact onthenet costs and net savings of existing AW labels.
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Q:Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across species in the EU, how
would it impact food businesses (farmers, processors,manufacturers and retailers) using existing
AW labels?

Figure A.20. QF2b.Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across
speciesinthe EU, how would itimpact food businesses (farmers, processors, manufacturers
and retailers) using existing AW labels?
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Figure A.20 shows to what extent, in the opinion of the respondents, the introduction of a
mandatory EU AW label would impact food businesses usingthe existing AW labels. For 33% of the
respondents this scenario would have a high impact in terms of loss of commercial opportunities
for food businesses using existing AW labels. Only one respondent (i.e. 6%) considers that such a
label might increase commercial opportunities for food businesses.

Fewer respondentsexpressed theirviews on the impact of an EU AW label in terms of net costs and
net savings. 2 of the 9 respondents (i.e. 22%) consider that such a label would have a high impact
on net costs for food businesses.Conversely, 6 of 8 (i.e. 75%) respondents consider that the impact
on net savings for food businesseswould be low.
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Q:Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across species in the EU, how
would it impact owners of existing mixed labels (i.e. labels incorporating AW and otherdimensions
such as sustainability, authenticity, quality, traceability, etc.)?

Figure A21. QF2c.Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across
speciesin the EU, how would it impact owners of existing mixedlabels (i.e. labelsincorpo-
rating AW and other dimensions such as sustainability, authenticity, quality, traceability,
etc.)?
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Figure A.21 shows to what extent, according to the views expressed by the respondents, a
mandatory EU AW label would impact owners/managers of existing mixed labels. For 29% of the
respondents this scenario would result in a considerable loss of commercial opportunities for the
owners/managers of existing mixed labels. However, according to 3 respondents (i.e. 18%), an EU
label would have no impact in terms of loss of business opportunities. 2 respondents (i.e. 13%)
indicated that an EU label applying across species might even generate more commercial
opportunities.

Fewer respondents expressed their views on the impact to be expected in terms of net costs and
net savings. Among those who responded, only one respondent considers that an EU AW label
would produce a high impact in terms of net costs forthe owners/managers of existing mixed labels,
while a majority consider that the impact is likely to be medium (31%). Conversely, in terms of
impact on net savings, respondentsare equally divided (40% vs. 40%) between those who consider
that there would be no impact forthe owners/managers of existing mixed labels or those who think
that theimpact would be medium.
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Q:Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across species in the EU, how
would it impact food businesses (farmers, processors, manufacturers and retailers)using existing
mixed labels?

Figure A.22. QF2d. Should the EU create a mandatory AW label that would apply across
speciesinthe EU, how would itimpact food businesses (farmers, processors, manufacturers
and retailers) using existing mixedlabels?
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Figure A.22 shows to what extent, based on the answers provided by therespondents, a mandatory
EU AW label would impact food businesses using existing mixed labels. 3 respondents (i.e. 19%)
consider that a mandatory EU AW label might have a high impact in terms of increased commerdal
opportunities for food businesses using existing mixed labels. Conversely, 2 respondents (i.e. 13%)
consider that an EU label might have a high impact in terms of loss of commercial opportunities for
thefood businessesconsidered here as opposedto 3 respondents (i.e. 20%) who predict no impact
in thatrespect.

Finally, based on the responses provided, 8 respondents (53%) considerthatan EU label would have
either a high or a medium impact in terms of net costs for food businesses using existing mixed
labels. Conversely, 5 respondents (33%) consider that an EU label would have either amedium ora
highimpact in terms of net savings.
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A8 AW labellinginterviewguide

Generalnote to interviewers
Interviews with owners/managersof AW labelling systems consist of two sets of questions.

The first set of questions (Section 1) is of general nature and relevant for all labelling system:s.
However, before performing the interview, please read carefully the reply to the online survey of
the labelling system(s): it has been provided to you in order to avoid repeating questions that the
interviewee may have already answered.

The second set of questions (Section 2) is relevant for specific AW labelling systems whose replies
in the survey areincomplete orneed some clarification.

Section 1. Questions for all AW labelling systems (to be translated by interviewers, if need be)
(based on and adapted from the critical evaluation framework by More et al. 2017)

A. General questions about your labelling system

1. What have been the primary drivers for the development/establishment of your labelling
system (e.g.societal concerns, consumer demand, marketdifferentiationetc.)?

2. What are the current primary goals of your labelling system? (Only for well-established
systems) Have these goals evolved over time? Why?

3. What is the broader context (e.g. commercial, cultural) in which your labelling system
operates today?

4. Whatare the primary beneficiaries of your labelling system (e.g. consumers, farmers, other
food operators, animals) and which are the benefits they receive from the implementation
of the system? Are those benefits and the costs for the implementation of the labelling
system equitably shared across concerned stakeholders? (see also questions 10 and 11 on
costs)

Effectiveness

5. Canyou please elaborate more on the source(s) of the scientific evidence that underpins
your labelling system? Are they national or international?

6. Doesyoursystem evaluate actualimprovementsin AW (outputs-based measures) in addition
to whatis being done to guarantee AW (inputs-based measures)? If so,how?

7. Is the functioning and/or the performance of your labelling system subject to regular
review? How is this done?

Note to interviewers: Please note that this question refers to the overall governance of the labelling

system and not to the review of the standard for which most systems have provided an answer in the

survey.

8. Are there strategies, procedures or facilities in place to support participation in the
labelling system by food operators? If so, which ones?

9. Aretherestrategies, procedures orfacilities in place to support continuous improvements
by food operators participating in the labelling system? If so, which ones?

Efficiency

10. How aretheimplementationcostsofthelabelling systemallocated?

11. Would you be able to provide an indication of the additional average costs incurred by
farmers, other food operators and consumers whenever compliance with the standard
underpinning the systemis ensured?

Note to interviewers: for this question please consider incremental costs in case of multi-tier labels.

12. Is your labelling system linked to existing auditing requirements to minimise duplication
of efforts by food operators participatingin the system?
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13. Does your labelling system work in synergy with existing efforts to improve AW at
national, regional or sectorallevel? If so, how?
14. Doesyour labelling system have linkages with ongoing research efforts in the field of AW
at nationaland/or international level? If so, please provide some examples.
Transparency

15. Is there a regular reporting about e.g. activities, performance, statistics etc. of your
labelling system? If so, who has access to those reports (e.g. only the governing bodies of
the system, food operators participating in the system, the general publicetc.)?

16. How are food operators kept informed about the planned/ongoing review of existing
standardsor the developmentofa newone (e.g.for a new species)?

17. Arethere strategies or proceduresto address potential conflicts of interest in the context
ofthe key activities of your labelling system (e.g. standard-setting process, auditing etc.)?

18. Can decisions taken by your organisation and that affect food operators (e.g. infliction of
sanctions, label withdrawal/refusal) be appealed?

Section 2. Questions for specific AW labelling systems

(only Tierschutzlabel)

1. How many food businesses, in total, are currently affiliated to your labelling system?

2. According to your survey response, there are 200 products currently certified against the
animal welfare standard underpinning the label. Whathave beenthe impacts of the label on
food businesses usingit? And on consumer confidence towards food businesses using it?
Andon consumersunderstandingof the relevant production systems?

(only Tierschutz-kontrolliert)
1. Whatistheyear of establishmentofthelabelling system?
2. In your reply to the survey, you indicated that almost all retailers in Germany are currently
affiliated to your labelling system. Canyou give an estimated numberof how many they are?

(only Weidemelk)

1. Towhatextent does the standard underpinning yourlabelling system take into account the
evolution of scientific knowledge on AW? Are there procedures in place so that such
evolutionis promptly reflected in the design or application of the standard?

2. In your reply to the survey, you indicated that the audits are announced. How long in
advance of thevisit is the food business usually informed?

3. Also,canyou please explain howare the non-compliances respondedto?

(only Label Rouge)
1. Towhatextent does the standard underpinning yourlabelling system take into account the
evolution of scientific knowledge on AW? Are there procedures in place so that such
evolutionis promptly reflected in the design or application of the standard?

(only Dyrenes Beskyttelse)
1. How many manufacturers are currently affiliated to your labelling system? Can you please
provide an estimated number?

(only Initiative Tierwohl)
1. In your reply to the survey, you indicated that your label is “single tier/one level” and
mentioned that this approach “seemedmostreasonable”. Can you please explain why?
2. Inyour reply to the survey, you have indicated that almost all leading retailers in Germany
are currently affiliated to your labelling system. Can you give an estimated number of how
many they are?
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(only Welfair)

1.

Can you please confirm that the geographical coverage of your labelis currently European
(Portugal &Spain) and this year it will becomeinternational?

(only Bienestar Animal avalado por Anda)

1.

2.
3.
4

Do you have any processors, manufacturersand retailers affiliated to your labelling system?
How many food businessesare currently affiliated to your labelling system?

How many productsare currently certified againstthe AW standard underpinning the label?
In your opinion, what have been theimpacts of the label on consumer confidence towards
food businesses using it and on consumers understanding of the relevant production
systems?

(only Beter Leven keurmerk)

1.
2.
3.

Canyou please explain briefly how your multi-tier/level label work?
Do you have manufacturers currently affiliated to your labelling system? How many?
How many food businesses, in total, are currently affiliated to your labelling system?

(only Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal)

1.
2.

How many food businesses, in total, are currently affiliated to your labelling system?
Can you please indicate an estimated number of products currently certified against the
animal welfare standard underpinning the label?
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A9 Listof AW labellinginterviews performed

MS of Website
establishment

Labelling system

Anbefalet af Dyrenes
Beskyttelse

Bedre dyrevelfaerd

Beter Leven keurmerk

Bienestar Animal avalado por
ANDA

Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal

Initiative Tierwohl
KRAV
Label Rouge

Tierschutzlabel “Fir Mehr
Tierschutz”

Weidemelk/Weidemilch/Lait
de Paturage/Meadow Milk

Welfair
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DK

DK

NL
ES

FR

DE
SE
FR
DE

NL

ES

https://www.dyrenesbeskyttelse.dk/en

https://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/Leksikon/Sider/Fakta-om-
dyrevelfaerdsmaerket.aspx

https://beterleven.dierenbescherming.nl/

http://www.avialter.com/1/bienestar_avalado por anda_ 197465.html

http://www.etiguettebienetreanimal.fr/

https://initiative-tierwohl.de/

https://www.krav.se/en/

https://www.labelrouge.fr/

https:/www.tierschutzlabel.info/home/

https://www.weidemelk.nl/nl/voorwaarden.html

http://www.animalwelfair.com/en/



https://www.dyrenesbeskyttelse.dk/en
https://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/Leksikon/Sider/Fakta-om-dyrevelfaerdsmaerket.aspx
https://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/Leksikon/Sider/Fakta-om-dyrevelfaerdsmaerket.aspx
https://beterleven.dierenbescherming.nl/
http://www.avialter.com/1/bienestar_avalado_por_anda_197465.html
http://www.etiquettebienetreanimal.fr/
https://initiative-tierwohl.de/
https://www.krav.se/en/
https://www.labelrouge.fr/
https://www.tierschutzlabel.info/home/
https://www.weidemelk.nl/nl/voorwaarden.html
http://www.animalwelfair.com/en/

Implementation of EU legislation on 'on-farm'animal welfare: Potential EU added value from the
introduction of animal welfare labelling requirements at EU level

A.10 Evolution of on-farm animal welfare practices for the
studied species

This Annexprovides for a historical overview of the evolution of on-farm AW practicesin the EU for
the species studied during theresearch,namely layinghens, broilers, pigs,calves and, in the context
of Directive 98/58/EC, cattle (for all farming purposes), sheep and rabbits. Besides providing a
general characterisation of the relevant production system, for each animal species the overview
discusses thefollowing topics:

= Main AW concerns for the species studied;
= Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation; and
= Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation.

It should be noted that the level of quantitative and qualitative information for the various spedies
analysed varies significantly from one case to another, being more limited in particular for the
species covered by Directive 98/58/EC (i.e. cattle, sheep and rabbits).

1. Laying hens

AW concerns for the species studied

The conditions in which laying hens are housed can significantly affect their welfare. It is common
knowledge that conventional cages (i.e. non-enriched) cause several welfare problems to those
animals (e.g. physical problems as low bone strength;inability to perform some natural behaviours
including nesting, perching, foraging and dust bathing, among others).?' On the other hand,
enriched cages systems constitute a threat to bird welfare insofar as they impose restrictions on
some high priority behaviours (e.g. foraging, dust bathing). In non-cage systems (e.g. barns, free
range) the threats to welfare of birds are bone fractures, feather pecking and cannibalism, whereas
in free-range systems, thereare additionally health and predation risks.??

Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation

In 1970s, most laying hens were housed in conventional cages, also known as battery cages. The
approval by the then European Economic Community of the European Convention for the
Protection of Animals Keptfor Farming Purposes in 1978%% was the main driverfor the development
of specific legislation on the welfare of laying hens.?** As a result, Council Directive 88/166/EEC**
was adopted in 1988, laying down minimum standards for the protection of hens in battery cages.
This directive specified that from January 1988 all newly built cages and all cages broughtinto use
for the first time had to provide at least 450 cm? per hen and other requirements, while these
standards were to apply to all cages by January 1995. All MS of the then European Economic
Community had to transpose the directive into national regulations. However, some countries such
as Denmark and Sweden, which already had stricter requirementsin place, maintained them.?*

Subsequently, in 1999 the EU adopted Council Directive 1999/74/EC, currently in force, which
repealed Council Directive 88/166/EEC as of 1 January 2003.?” The former directive laid down
minimum standards for the protection of laying hens (except breeding layinghensand systems with
less than 350 laying hens, which fell under the scope of Directive 98/58/EC). In particular, the
directive set out provisionsfor threedifferent farming systems, namely:

= Non-enriched cages (subjecttoan EU ban as of 2012);
= Enriched cages;and
= Alternative systems.

In enriched cages hens have at least 750 cm” of cage area and 15 cm perch per hen. In alternative
systems, such as barn systems and free range, stocking density must not exceed 9 laying hens per
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m?, with at least one nest for every 7 hens and adequate perches. In all systems, hens must have a
nest, perching space, litterto allow peckingand scratching andunrestricted access toa feed trough.

Besides that, the directive also established that all egg production units had to be registered with
the competent authorities of EU MS and bear a unique identification numberthat could be used to
trace eggs back to their farm of origin. To preventfeather pecking and cannibalism, MS could allow
beak trimmings under specific conditions. However, some countries have banned this practice
(Finland, Sweden, Denmark, Germany, and the Netherlands).?®

As EU legislation concerning the welfare of laying hens lays down minimum standards, MS may
adopt morestringentrules provided theyare compatible with the provisions of EU Treaties. In this
context, some MS went beyond EU requirements and adopted more stringent provisions: for
instance, in Luxembourg and Austria enriched cages are prohibited.?”® In Germany, a general ban
on enriched cages will comeinto forcein 2025 (in exceptional cases the use of these cages will be
allowed until 2028). In Wallonia (Belgium), a ban on cages for laying hens will come into effect in
2028. Also, in Slovakia, the governmentand industry signed a memorandum toend theuse of cages
for hens by 2030, while the lower house of the Parliament of Czechia voted to ban cages from
2027.%2° The ban of beak trimming, as mentioned before, is already a reality in some MS. %'

Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation

In some MS, farm assurance schemes or private standards also contribute to AW requirements being
met. While some of them reflect EU legislation, others have more stringent requirements for AW
than EU provisions.”? This is the case of private labelling systems such as LabelRouge in France®*
and Beter Leven keurmerkin the Netherlands.?*

Farming systemsoflaying hensin the EU

In 2020, more than 371 million laying hens were farmed in the EU (excluding the UK).?** They were
raised in four different systems: enriched cages, barns, free-range and organic systems (under
Regulation (EU) 2018/848).%¢ Approximately 51.9% of the laying hens were housed in alternative
housing systems (34% in barns, 11.9% in free-range and 6.1% in organic systems), while the
remaining 48.1%in enriched cages (as shown in Table A.3).%*’

Table A3. Number of laying hens by farming method (maximum capacity) according
to notifications under Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2017/1185, Art. 12(b) -
Annex111.10,in 2020.

2020 % by farming method in respective country

B
cages

DE 56 260 281 15.1% 5.6% 60.1% 21.3% 13.0%
PL 50150219 13.5% 81.0% 13.7% 4.4% 0.8%
FR ** 48255709 13.0% 54.1% 11.7% 23.0% 11.2%
ES 47129970 12.7% 77 .6% 13.0% 8.0% 1.4%
IT 41047911 11.0% 42.0% 49.5% 3.7% 4.9%
NL 33126050 8.9% 15.2% 60.6% 17.8% 6.4%
BE 10735941 2.9% 37.2% 43.3% 13.6% 5.9%
RO 8741379 24% 58.8% 33.0% 6.6% 1.7%
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% by farming method in respective country
Total layinghensin MS | % MS/EU | % enriched % barn % free range % organic

cages

PT 8732646 2.3% 86.2% 10.7% 2.8% 0.4%
SE 8725649 2.3% 5.5% 76.1% 3.7% 14.7%
HU 7501107 2.0% 71.0% 28.0% 0.7% 0.3%
AT 7119691 1.9% 0.0% 61.0% 26.5% 21.5%
(@4 7111571 1.9% 67.6% 30.9% 1.0% 0.4%
BG 5505594 1.5% 71.0% 253% 3.6% 0.0%
EL** 4616611 1.2% 77.3% 12.2% 51% 5.4%
Fl 4504 894 1.2% 50.5% 39.3% 3.2% 7.1%
DK 3767997 1.0% 14.6% 58.3% 9.6% 17.4%
|E ** 3651519 1.0% 51.5% 1.1% 43.8% 3.7%
LV 3255160 0.9% 75.2% 21.5% 3.0% 0.2%
SK 3154986 0.8% 76.7% 21.0% 2.1% 02%
LT 2837711 0.8% 83.2% 15.9% 0.3% 0.6%
HR 2316358 0.6% 61.9% 34.1% 3.6% 0.4%
Sl 1450580 0.4% 24.3% 55.1% 18.1% 2.6%
EE 1122167 0.3% 81.7% 9.5% 4.0% 47%
cY 535865 0.1% 71.4% 17.2% 9.6% 1.8%
MT 360585 0.1% 99.4% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%
LU 103720 0.0% 0.0% 75.6% 0.0% 24.4%
TOTAL 371821871 100% 48.1% 34.0% 11.9% 6.1%

**2019 Data | Source: EC, Eggs, Market Situation Dashboard, 2021

According to the latest information available, 74.2% of laying hens are concentrated in only six MS:
Germany, Poland, France, Spain, Italy and Netherlands. In Germany, the Netherlands and Italy
alternative housing systemsare the main systemsused. Conversely in Poland, Spain and France the
main housing systems used are enriched cages.”*® Overall, there is a wide variability of housing
systems used across the EU, ranging from 99.4% of enriched cages in Malta to 5.6% in Germany or
none in Luxembourg and Austria. The use of enriched cages varies significantly by MS: some
countries/national sectors have invested heavily in these systems, while others have chosen to
investin the transition to cage-free systems. Enriched cages are stilldominant in most Eastern and
Southern MS, whereas non-cages systemsare more used in Northern and Western MS. 23 24

Other than that, thereis no informationavailable singling out differences in AW practices across MS
that still practice cage-rearing. A new cycle of EC audits with a focus on rearing of laying hens
commenced in 2021 and may contribute to shedsome lightsin that respect.*’

Conclusion

While systematic evidence on the welfare of layinghensin Europe is notavailable to assess how that
hasimproved overtime, the notable changesto housingconditions forhens (i.e. the banon battery
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cages and growing proportion of loose housing solutions, in particular organic and free-range
production) can be assumedto have contributed to better AW.

2. Broilers
Characterisation of the EU production system

The broiler chicken is one of the commonest farmed animalsin the EU.?*? Broilers are reared mainly
in intensive farming systems. These systemsare characterised by high stockingdensities, verylarge
holdings, indoor rearing and the use of fast-growingbreeds.**

AW concerns for the species studied

Intensive farming methods often negatively affect bird welfare. The broilers welfare problems are
related to genetic factors and to environmental/management factors.** Genetic selection has
modified a variety of metabolic and behavioural characteristics in broilers that have negative
impacts on their welfare; common problems are contact dermatitis, leg problems, ascites, and
sudden death syndrome.?* Environmental/managementfactorssuch as stocking density and litter
quality, poor lighting and barrenenvironment alsoaffect AW, causing problems such as heatstress,
foot pad burn, hock burn and breast blisters, leg disordersand respiratory problems.*

Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation

In 1995, the Standing Committee of the European Convention forthe Protection of Animals kept for
Farming Purposes adopted a specific Recommendation concerning domestic fowl (Gallus gallus),
which includes additional provisions for poultry kept for meat production >

Later on, in 1998 the EU adopted Council Directive 98/58/EC on the protection of animals kept for
farming purposes. The directive laid down minimum standards for the protection of animals bred
or kept for farming purposesincluding provisions on housing, food, water, and care appropriate to
the physiological and ethological needs of the animals. These rules are based on the European
Convention for the Protection of Animalskept for Farming Purposes.

In 2000, the Scientific Committee on Animal Health and Animal Welfare (SCAHAW) published a
Report on the Welfare of Chickens Keptfor Meat Production concluding that «the fast growth rate of
current broiler strains is not accompanied by a satisfactory level of welfare including health», and «the
problems of high stocking rates are less in buildings where good indoor climatic conditions can be
sustained».*®

In 2007, the EU adopted Council Directive 2007/43/EC. This directive laid down minimum rules for
the protection of chickens kept for meat production, and addresses welfare problems related to
environmental and management factors.?* It applies to holdings with more than 500 chickens,
setting out requirements for:

= Keeping of chickens, including maximum stocking density, housing facilities; and
= Monitoring and follow-up at slaughterhouse of welfare indicatorsto help identify poor
welfarein farm holdings and take appropriate actions.

The directive specifies amaximum stocking density of 33 kg/m? although MS can derogate fromit
allowing higher density up to 39 kg/m?,if the producer complies with the additional measures set
in Annex Il of the directive. In addition, if the producer complies with the additional requirements
set in Annex IV of the same directive, MS may allow a stocking density up to 42 kg/m? The
requirements applicable to holdings cover drinkers, feeding, lighting, litter, noise, ventilation and
heating, inspection, cleaning, record keeping and surgical interventions. The directive foresees
compulsory training for chicken keepers and specific requirements for that training. It also
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encourages MS to promote the development and distribution of guides on good management
practices on broiler farms.

In most MS national legislation is the result of the direct transposition of the directive. However,
Austria, Denmark, Finland, Germany, the Netherlands, and Sweden have introduced stricter
requirements than those set out by the directive. Germany is the only MS where housing
requirementsgo beyond those set outby the directive. In Austria the maximum stockingdensity is
below 33 kg/m?and stocking density derogations are not applied. In Sweden the maximum stocking
density is 20 kg/m?with a derogation up to 36 kg/m?’ Inspections and monitoring requirements go
beyond the provisionsof the directive in Denmark,Finland and Germany.*°

Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation

Farm assurance schemes or private standards covering broilers’ welfare are also used in some MS.
They also contribute, in some way, to ensuring that the overall welfare of those animals is
guaranteed. While some of such schemes/standards mirror EU rules or additional national
legislation, in other cases stricter requirements are applied. ' This is the case of private AW labelling
systems such as Etiquette Bien-Etre Animal and Label Rouge in France, Tierschutzlabel “Fiir mehr
Tierschutz” in Germany,and Beter Leven keurmerk in the Netherlands.??

Conclusion

While systematic evidence on the welfare of broilers in Europeis not available to assess how that
has improved over time, the reductions in densities, improvements in litter quality and overall
modernisation of housing facilities can be said to have contributed some improvements to the
welfare of those animals. Nonetheless, significant welfare issues (high densities, poor air quality,
problems associated with rapid growth breeds) remainunaddressed.

3. Pigs

Characterisation of the EU production system

Pigs represent the largest livestock category in the EU.?** In 2020, approximately 146 million pigs
were farmed across the EU market.>** Production systems vary widely in and between MS, both in
terms of farming methods and size of farms: from conventional intensive production to extensive
organicfarming, and fromindustrial installations with thousands of animals to small holdings with
only one or two pigs.**

AW concerns for the species studied

The welfare of pigs is compromised by periods of confinement in cages, barren environments and
mutilations. The lack of environmental stimulation deprives pigs of the possibility to express their
natural behaviour (rooting), which causes frustration leading to harmful behaviour.?** In case of
sows kept in pens that do not allow turning around, normal social interaction, lack of or no
appropriateforaging or nest-building material, induce welfare problems like stress, frustration and
leg pain,among other problems. Boars are generally housed individually and their welfare problems
arerelated to reduced space, lack of stimulation, poor floor conditions, leading to stress, frustration,
and leg pain.*’
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Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation

The first EU pig welfare legislation to be introduced was Council Directive 91/630/EEC.*® This
legislation was passed primarily because of the industrialisation of the livestock sectorand evidence
of poor welfare in some farms.?** The directive laid down minimum standards for the protection of
pigs confined for rearing and fattening and included general and specific provisions for various
categories of pigs. It required pigs to be givenstraw or other suitable materials orobjectsin addition
to banning routinely tail docking and tooth clipping, unless for cases where there was evidence of
injuries in other pigs resulting from notcarrying out those procedures.

In 1997, the Standing Veterinary Committee (SVC) published a report on the welfare of intensively
kept pigs. This report contained information on the biology and behaviour of pigs, on production
systems and on health and welfare of those animals.*® It also listed 88 recommendations on how
pig welfare could be improved taking in accountrelevantsocio-economicimplications.?’

Lateron,in 1998 Council Directive 98/58/EC concerning the protection of animals kept for farming
purposes wasadopted establishingharmonised provisionsapplying toall farmed animals in relation
to construction requirements for housing, insulation, heating and ventilation conditions,
equipmentinspection and inspection of livestock.

In 2001, Council Directive 91/630/EEC was amended twice by:

= Council Directive 2001/88/EC,*** which banned the use of tethers for sowsand guilts as
of 1 January 2006 and introduced group-housing of sows and guilts, amongst other
aspects;and

= Commission Directive 2001/93/EC,** which aimed at ensuring full alignment of the
legislation with scientific progress.

In 2007, EFSA released a scientificreport on animal health and welfare in fattening pigs, in relation
to housing and husbandry, which contained anupdate of thescientificinformation presentedin the
previous SVCReport, in addition to a riskassessment. This reportwas one of thefive reports that the
EU risk assessorissued on the welfare of pigs during the period 2004-2007.%%*

In 2008 Council Directive 91/630/EEC underwent a major revision, which resultedin the adoption of
Council Directive 2008/120/EC (the “pig directive”). The directive applies to all categories of pigs
laying down minimum standards for their protection. It set out requirements for accommodation,
feed and environmental conditions, including the living space available per animal, the quality of
thefloorings, the permanent access to fresh water and to materials for rooting and playing as well
as levels of light and noise.

Thedirective requires that all pigs are to be raised in groups, except farrowing sows and boars. Since
1 January 2013, pregnant sows and gilts must be kept in groups within four weeks afterthe service
until one week before expected farrowing.

Thedirective also laid down rules concerning painful operations such as castration, tail dockingand
the elimination of cornerteeth. In doing so, it reiterated that routine tail docking and the elimination
of corner teeth were prohibited, unlesswhen thereis evidence of injuries in other pigs. The directive
also foresees trainingand competence on welfareissuesfor farm staff.

The surgical castration of male piglets — a practice aimed at removing an unpleasant odour known
as “boar taint” and preventing undesirable sexual and aggressive behaviour in pigs — has become a
significant AW concern.** This practice was common in many EU countries, although some MS
already applied different alternatives to surgical castration, such as rearing of entire males or
vaccination to reduce boar taint.”® In 2010, upon the invitation of the EC and of the Belgian
Presidency of the EU, representatives of European farmers, meat industry, retailers, scientists,
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veterinarians and AW NGOs met in Brussels to discuss the issue of pig castration and its possible
alternatives, includingputting an end tothis practice. In December 2010, those stakeholders signed
the European Declaration onalternatives tosurgical castration of pigs. The declarationforesees that
«[a]s a first step, from 1 January 2012, surgical castration of pigs, if carried out, shall be performed with
prolonged analgesia and/or anaesthesia with methods mutually recognised. As a second step and in the
long term, surgical castration of pigs should be abandoned by 1 January 2018».%

Since 1994, routine tail docking has been banned in the EU. However, since then there have been
several problems with theimplementation and enforcement of this ban in most MS together with
the provision of enrichment materials. On the otherhand, in 2003 Finland bannedtail docking, while
Sweden had introduced a total ban alreadyin 1988.%%

In 2016, the EC issued Recommendation (EU) 2016/336 on the application of Council Directive
2008/120/EC as regards measures to reduce the need for tail-docking.?* This recommendation
encourages MS to make sure that farmers carryout a riskassessmentof factors that may potentially
lead to tail-biting and take the necessary corrective measures. It also specifies the characteristics of
the enrichment materials. The accompanying Staff Working Document provides detailed
indications on the types of materials that can be used for enrichment purposes as wellas on other
factors involved in the prevention of tail-biting (e.g. thermal comfort, air quality, diet, etc.). The
documentalso suggestsindicators that can be used to assess on-farm situation.?”°

In most MS national legislationreflects the provisions of EU law, although,in some countries, it goes
beyond that. In particular, the Netherlandshave reducedthe period allowed for individual housing
around insemination from four weeks to four days.””! In Sweden, sows and gilts should always be
housed in groups, except farrowing sows and sows one week before farrowing. Also, Sweden has
provisions in place regulating minimum eating space per pig, depending on the weight and size of
theanimals in addition to stricter requirements concerning light and noise,among others.??

Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation

Thereare some farm assurance schemes or private standards in place in several MS that contribute
to the overall welfare of pigs in synergy with EU legislation. Some of these schemes/standards are
in line with EU legislation whilst others go beyond it.?* This is the case of several AW labels such as
Tierschutzlabel “Fiir Mehr Tierschutz’ and Initiative Tierwohl in Germany, Beter Leven keurmerk in
the Netherlands and Dyrevelferdshjertetin Denmark.?*

Conclusion

While systematic evidence on the welfare of pigs in Europe is not available to assess how that has
improved over time, some changes can be associated to improvementsin welfare, in particular the
grouping of sows and a number of initiatives to do away with castration or tail-docking.
Nevertheless, the condition of pigs in their overwhelming majority remains characterised by
confined housing, high densities, and routine mutilations.

4. Calves
Characterisation of the EU production system

The ways of keeping calves vary considerably from country to country and between breeds. Most
dairy calves are separated fromtheir damatbirthandartificially fed whereas calves from beef breeds
generally suckle their dam.?”
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AW concerns for the species studied

Since 1960 there were public concerns on the poorwelfare of calves reared for veal production, due
toaninadequatediet and therestricted confinementof these animals. Duringthe 1970s and 1980s
several studies provided evidence of severe health and welfare problems (e.g. anaemia, rumen
disorders, abnormal behaviour, discomfort and disturbed resting behaviour) in closely confined
calves.”®

Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation

In 1991, the EU adopted Council Directive 91/629/EEC.?”” This directive laid down minimum
standards for the protection of calves, namely by setting requirements on management, feeding,
housing but stillallowed the use of crates of a minimum size.

In 1993, the Standing Committee of the European Convention forthe Protection of Animals kept for
Farming Purposes adopted Appendix C to the Recommendation concerningcattle, which includes
special provisions for calves.?”® This recommendation stated, among others, that husbandry systems
should minimise the risk of injuries and disease while allowing all biological needs of the animals to
be met, including through the provision of adequate feeding and by avoiding too restricted areas
and lack of social contact.

In 1995, the SVC adopted a report on the welfare of calves, which was followed in 1997 by the
adoption of Directive 97/2/EC*° amending Directive 91/629/EEC. This directive established that
from 1 January 1998 no calves could be confined in individual pens after the age of eight weeks
while defining minimum dimensionsforindividual housingtill 8 weeks of age and for group housing
of older calves.

In 2006, EFSA published a scientific opinion on the risks of poor welfare in intensive calf farming
systems, which represented an update of the previous 1995 SVC Reportand provided an additional
risk assessment perspective. Overall, while the conclusions of the previous SVC report remained
valid, EFSA opinion indicated that new researchand studies had singled outadditional elements to
consider in the context of the welfare of calves, including in relation to:

= Housing(e.g.spaceand pen design, floor and bed materials);
= Dehorning;and
= Castration (e.g. details of anaesthesiaand analgesia for these procedures).

Council Directive 2008/119/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of calves was
adopted in 2008. The directive, amongst others, gave more prominence to the provisions on
accommodationstandards,namely:

= Theban of confined individual pens after the age of eight weeks; and
= Theminimum dimensionsfor individual pens and for calves keptin group.

Thedirective also required thatcalves were not to be keptin permanent darkness, tethered (except
under specific conditions), and had to be fed with an appropriate diet in accordance with their
physiological needs.

As EU legislation concerning the welfare of calves lays down minimum standards, MS may adopt
more stringent rules provided that these are compatible with EU law. Indeed, some national
legislation on welfare of calves goes beyond EU law, as it is the case in Germany (e.g. additional
requirements on accommodations)®' and Sweden (e.g. additional requirements for suitable
bedding).*?
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Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation

There are some farm assurance schemes or private standards in place in several MS which contribute
to promoting the welfare of calves. Someof these schemes/standards are in line with EU legislation
while others go beyond the minimumstandards setby it.®* Examples of private AW labels that cover
calves include the publiclabelling system Bedredyrevelfeerdin Denmarkand Beter Leven keurmerk
in the Netherlands.?*

Conclusion

While systematic evidence on the welfare of calves in Europe is not available to assesshow that has
improved over time, important changes to housing conditions (i.e. requirements for group housing
beyond 8 weeks and conditions set for individual housing in cages) can be said to have improved
the welfare of calves over time.

5. Cattle
5.1.Beef Cattle
Characterisation of EU production system

There is a wide variety of beef farming systems in the EU as production systems developed to suit
the varied geographical, climatic, economic and societal needs of different regions.?® Thus, the
production systems vary significantly by MS, ranging from intensive indoor fattening systems to
extensive outdoorproductions.?

AW concerns for the species studied

In 2001, the SCAHAW adopted an opinion on the welfare of cattle kept for beef production upon
request of the EC. According to that opinion, each production system presents specific welfare
problems, however, there are some general measuresthat can be adopted to ensurethe welfare of
theseanimals, namelyin relation to housing, feeding, management, training, breeding, mutilations
and weaning.?

In 2012, EFSA published a scientific opinion about the welfare of cattle kept in farming systems for
beef production, again upon request by the EC, to provide an update of the scientific evidence
available in this area. In this opinion, the EU risk assessor identified as «major welfare problems in
cattle kept for beef production, the respiratory diseases linked to overstocking, inadequate ventilation,
mixing of animals and failure of early diagnosis and treatment, digestive disorders linked to intensive
concentrate feeding, lack of physically effective fibre in the diet, and behavioural disorders linked to
inadequate floor space, and co-mingling in the feedlot».”® Therefore beef cattle may suffer from poor
welfare mainly because of their intensive rearingsystems, which are adoptedin several MS.?*

Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation

In the EU there is no specific legislation regulating the welfare of beef cattle older than six months.
Protection of these animals falls underthe provisions of Council Directive 98/58/EC. In addition, the
Recommendation concerning cattle adopted by the Standing Committee of the European
Convention for the Protection of Animals Keptfor Farming Purposesin 1988 need to be observed.”*
Also in Sweden there are specific requirements for flooring, stocking density, daylight, access to
pasture and otherwelfare-related aspects.

In most MS, there is no specific legislation for beef cattle older thansixmonths of age either. Austria
is one of the few countries with specific requirements for this species: Austrian law establishes
minimum standards of welfare, particularlyin relation to floor conditions andlocomotion.*”’

Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation
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There are some farm assurance schemes or private standards in place in few MS which currently
contribute to the overall welfare of beef cattle. This is the case of AW private labels such as the public
labelling system Bedre dyrevelfeerdin Denmark and Beter Levenkeurmerk in the Netherlands.*?

Conclusion

Systematic evidence on the welfare of cattle in Europe is not available to assess how that has
improved over time. Some initiatives have contributed to improving certain handlingpractices (eg.
tail-docking, dehorning), however important AW issues (housing conditions, feeding) remain
unaddressed.

5.2.Dairy cows
Characterisation of the EU production system

There is a wide variety of dairy farms in the EU. This diversity in dairy farms is related to the
differences in natural potential that exist across holdings as well as to the socioeconomic and
regulatory context. Thus, farm and herd size, yields and types of farming vary significantly by
country, ranging fromoutdoor farming in alpine areas to large specialised dairy farms in European
North-western andCentral MS.*?

AW concerns for the species studied

Recent reports stressthat welfare problems of dairy cows are stilla serious issue today.®* The most
frequent problems include lameness, mastitis, reproductive problems, metabolic diseases,
infectious disease, and longevity.** There are currently somepractices in dairy farming - e.g. “zero-
grazing” systems and high milk yields - that contribute to poor welfare of these animals. In zero-
grazing systems animals have very limited or no access to pasture, which increases the risk of
lameness, mastitis, hoof problems and ketosis, among others. Animals with high milk yield are
subject to increased risk of suffering health disorders, liver abscess, laminitis and digestive
problems.?%

Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation

In the EU there is no specific legislation on the welfare of dairy cows older than six months other
than Council Directive 98/58/EC concerning the protection of animals kept for farming purposes.In
addition, the Recommendation concerning cattle adopted by Standing Committee of the European
Convention for the Protection of Animals Kept for Farming Purposesin 1988 should be observed.
This recommendation contains provisions on housing, management,stockmanship and inspection,
among others, that could improve the welfare of the animals under exam.?”

In 2015, the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) adopted specific standards for the welfare
of dairy cows. These standards contain provisions on system design, environmental management
and animal management practices.”® While such standards are not binding, farmers are expected
to “take all reasonable steps” to ensure cows’ welfare. Also, as all EU MS are members of the OIE, they
agreed with the standardsfor the welfare of dairy cows and should act accordingly.®®

In the absence of species-specific requirementsat EU level, some MS have passed specific legislation
regulating husbandry of dairy cows (e.g. Sweden) or have regulated some aspects of it within their
national AW legislation (e.g. Germany).3®

Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation

Recently, in the EU several initiatives have been undertaken by differentactors (e.g. farmers, dairies,
official services, etc.) that impact, directly or indirectly, on the welfare of dairy cows. By way of an
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example, in Austria rural development funds have been used for restructuring dairy farms
promoting AW.**' Also, there are some farm assurance schemes or private standards in some MS
that contributetoward the welfare of these animals,>** such as the private AW labels Tierschutzlabel
“Fir mehr Tierschutz” and Initiative Tierwohl in Germany or Beter Leven keurmerk in the
Netherlands.?*®

Conclusion

Systematicevidence on the welfare of dairy cows in Europeis notavailable to assess how that has
improved over time. Some initiatives have contributed to improving certain handlingpractices (eg.
tail-docking, dehorning), however important AW issues (lameness, mastitis, tethering, space
allowance in confinement, diseases and wounds, lack of access to pasture, low longevity of dairy
cows) remain unaddressed.

6. Sheep
Characterisation of the EU production system

Sheep farming systems vary greatly across the EU according to the production purpose as well as
taking into account thelocal, climatic, topographicand socio-economic circumstances.>*

AW concerns for the species studied

According to 2014 EFSA scientific opinion on the welfare risks related to the farming of sheep for
wool, meat and milk production, the consequences for the welfare of sheep vary according to the
different managementsystems.In all managementsystems, the mostimportant welfare problems
reported in the case of ewes were heat stress, lameness and mastitis. Prolongedhungerand lack of
inspection, detection and action in case of disease or injury were moreimportant in extensive and
very extensive management systems while mastitis was more prominent in dairy systems. As
regards lambs, there were few differences between management systems with the main welfare
consequences reported being thermal stress, pain due to management procedures, gastroenteric
disorders and neonatal disorders.*®

Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation

In the EU there is no specific legislation on the welfare of sheep and their protection falls under the
general provisions of Council Directive 98/58/EC. In addition, the Recommendation concerning
sheep adopted by Standing Committee of the European Convention for the Protection of Animals
Kept for Farming Purposes in 1992 should be observed.>*

In the absence of species-specific provisions, some MS have taken steps to improve sheep welfare.
In Ireland, for instance, The Sheep Welfare Scheme was introduced precisely to enhance AW in the
national sheep sector. This schemerequires farmersto go beyond basic mandatory standards and
undertake targeted actionsin areas such as lameness control, mineral supplementation ewes post
mating, mealfeeding lambs post weaning,amongothers. 3

Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation.

There are a few farm assurance schemes or private standards in place in some MS that contribute
towards sheep welfare. These include the private AW labels Welfair in Spain and Initiative Tierwohl
in Germany, which cover otherspeciestoo.In 2020, a new AW label covering only sheep was created
in Spain upon initiative of the interbranch organisation Interovic.3%
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Conclusion

Systematic evidence on the welfare of sheep in Europe is not available to assess how that has
improved over time.

7. Rabbits
Characterisation of the EU production system

In the EU rabbit farming takes place mainly in Spain, France and Italy. These countries represent 83%
of the total EU production. There is a second group of five MS that represents 14% of production,
andathird group of 10 MS that representsthe remaining 3%.3%

Farming practices for rabbits vary widely across EU countries®*'®and they are essentially influenced
by the market of destination of the end products.?"" Overall, if one considers the specific housing
system, production systems in the EU can be classified into “conventional production” and “niche
production”.?'> Conventional production is the most used in commercial environments and
includes:*"

= Conventional cages (which representabout85% of the total EU production);
= Enriched cages (9%);and
= Elevated pens (park) (6%).

Niche production systems include:*"

= Floor pens (indoor parks);
= Externaland partially external systems; and
= Organicsystems.

Niche production systems above are used on a residual basis or in non-commercial environments.*'
AW concerns for the species studied

All the different housing systems impact on the level of welfare of the specific animals’ categories
(reproducing does, kits and growing rabbits).*'*According to 2020 EFSA scientific opinion, it is likely
(certainty 66-90% from probabilistic analysis based on expert opinion) that the welfare of
reproducing does is lower in conventional cages compared to the other housing systems. Also, it is
likely to extremely likely (certainty 66-99%) that the welfare of kits is lower in outdoor systems
compared to the other systems and that the welfare is higher in elevated pens than in the other
systems. In addition, it is likely to extremely likely (certainty 66-99%) that the welfare of growing
rabbits is lower in conventional cages comparedto the other systemsand thatthe welfare is higher
in elevated pens thanin the othersystems.The opinionconcludedthatfor reproducing does as well
as for growing rabbits welfare consequences related to behavioural restrictions were more
prominent in conventional cages, elevated pens and enriched cages, whereas those related to
health problems were more important in floor pens, outdoor and organic systems. Finally, the
overall welfare impact scores suggest that welfare in organic systems is generally good.?"”

Implementation of AW practices through EU legislation

Council Directive 98/58/EC lays down the minimum standards for the protection of farm animals,
including rabbits. Besides that, there is no specific legislation for protecting the welfare of rabbits
used for farming purposes at EU level.*®In addition, the EP adopted a resolution calling on the EC
to draw up a roadmap for the development of minimum standards for the protection of farmed
rabbits. '°
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Some MS have therefore developed national legislation or recommendations covering the
protection of farmed rabbitsduring production.

Forinstance, since 2012in Austria national legislationhasbanned the use of cages requiring, among
others, the rearing on the floor and the availability of bedding material. Hungary and to a lesser
extent Poland have developed national legislation laying down minimum requirements for the
standard type of production, which includes maximum stocking densities and cage sizes. The
national legislation of Belgium and Germany aim ensuring the transition of all farms towards an
elevated pens system with a progressive approach. These national legislations were implemented
during the last decade and subject to transitional periods so that conventional systems could
gradually adapt to the new requirements.*

In addition, in Italy in 2014 the NCAs have produced ad hoc guidance which hasbeen distributed to
farmers. The guidance describes good management practices, the expected level of competence of
farmers, alongside the minimum size of cages, the availability of space and the supply of enriching
materials. In Spain, the NCA in cooperation with the national rabbit farming associations has also
developed a good practice guidance.The latter describes good husbandry practices andbiosecurity
measures to ensure good rabbit health while it addresses the animal’s capability to express natural
behaviourto alesser extent.?”

Promotion of AW practices through self-regulation

There are few farm assurance schemes or private standards in place in few MSs that contribute
towards the welfare of rabbits. These include, for instance, private AW labels such as Beter Levenin
the Netherlands or Welfair in Spain.3*

Conclusion

Systematic evidence on the welfare of rabbits in Europe is not available to assess how that has
improved over time.
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