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Executive Summary 

1.1 This report presents the findings of the Evaluation of the EU Policy on 
Animal Welf are (EUPAW) and Possible Options for the Future.   

The evaluation was commissioned by the Directorate General for Health and Consumers 

(DG SANCO) of the European Commission under the terms of the framework contract 

between GHK Consulting and DG SANCO.  The overall aim of the assignment is to provide 

an independent evaluation of the EUPAW and an assessment of the possible options for the 

future.  More specifically the objectives of the evaluation are to: 

ǐ Undertake an analysis of the results of the EUPAW and a comparison with its objectives; 

ǐ Assess the efficiency of the policy in meeting these objectives and its coherence with 

other areas of EU policy; 

ǐ Establish whether changes are needed to the EUPAW and suggest possible 

improvements to the scope, structure and working practices, having considered different 

policy options; and 

ǐ Make recommendations for the design of future policy, taking into account socio-

economic issues. 

This final report details the work undertaken for the evaluation and presents the answers to 

the eleven evaluation questions set out in the project specification.  The analysis is based on 

four primary research activities - an online stakeholder consultation, interviews with 

stakeholders and policy makers, national missions to selected Member States and a review 

of documents and data. 

1.1.1 EU animal welfare legislation has improved the welfare of many of Europeôs 
farm and experimental animals, but more could be achieved with stronger 
and more consistent enforcement of existing rules. 

EU legislation has improved the welfare conditions for those groups of animals that are 

covered by targeted legislation, such as pigs, calves, laying hens, animals during transport 

and experimental animals.  In order to be effective in achieving higher standards of welfare, 

legislative tools have to contain detailed requirements and cover all aspects of welfare.  For 

zoo animals, EU legislation aims at biodiversity conservation and does not specifically refer 

to animal welfare.  Welfare could be improved by providing more detailed requirements for 

the needs of wild animals. 

Enforcement procedures are in place, both in Member States and at EU level.  The systems 

appear to be functioning, but variations in enforcement undermine progress towards 

uniformly high standards across the EU.  There is potential to achieve much higher 

standards of animal welfare by strengthening the enforcement of current EU legislation.  The 

welfare assessment protocols developed in the EU funded Welfare Quality® project could be 

adapted for enforcement. 

By extending the scope of EU welfare legislation, several other groups of animals could 

benefit from higher welfare standards.  This can be achieved either through laws targeted at 

particular groups of animals or through a general EU animal welfare law.  Non-legislative 

routes can also be utilised. 

1.1.2 EU legislation to protect animals has, in general, helped to reduce 
competitive distortions in the internal market caused by differences in 
national standards, but in certain areas further action on enforcem ent and 
harmonisation is required.  

EU legislation on the protection of animals has contributed to, but not fully ensured, the 

proper functioning of the internal market for the economic activities affected.  In those areas 

where specific EU animal welfare legislation is in place, it has made progress in harmonising 
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standards of animal welfare across the EU.  Without it, standards would undoubtedly be 

lower than they are today in some Member States, and higher in others.  Much greater 

variations in standards exist for those animals outside the scope of current EU legislation, 

such as dairy cows and pets.  These groups of animals would benefit from harmonised EU 

legislation to achieve higher standards of welfare. 

Harmonisation is seen as important by Member States and stakeholders in avoiding 

competitive distortions within the internal market.  Although animal welfare standards are 

only one factor affecting patterns of production and trade, there is evidence that they can 

have an impact.  

Despite the progress made, there is more to do ï the harmonisation effort is still work in 

progress.  A lack of clarity in the EU standards has become a barrier to effective 

harmonisation in some areas.  Some Member States have implemented standards that go 

beyond those set by EU law.  Most importantly, there are variations in enforcement which 

mean that the effective harmonisation is less than is suggested by an analysis of the 

standards laid down in law.  

1.1.3 EU funding for research and scientific advice on animal welfare has made a 
positive contribution to policy. 

About ú15 million of EU funding was allocated to scientific research on animal welfare in 

each year of the evaluation period.  For EU Framework Programme 6 projects, this only 

represented about 0.5% of the total FP6 budget.  The focus of most of the EU welfare 

research funding is on farm animals and the development of techniques that facilitate the 

replacement of in vivo animal testing, reflecting the priorities of EU animal welfare legislation.   

Only a very small amount of money has been spent on refinement of animal experiments, 

despite the potential to improve welfare through this type of research.  There is a need for 

scientific data with regard to the welfare of wild animals in captivity as this has also attracted 

minimal research funding thus far.  There are some examples of different Member States 

funding research into similar animal welfare issues, suggesting there are potential benefits 

from better coordination at EU level.   

There are concerns that the FP7 Ethics Review process (concerning the ethical discussion 

of research proposals) does not meet its objectives.  Information from EU research projects 

is linked with EU policy, primarily via EFSA activities.  There is less evidence of research 

informing communication actions and international activities.   

1.1.4 It is not possible to determine the extent to which  EU communication actions 
have raised stakeholder and public awareness and responsibility towards 
animal welfare, but there has been a high level of public engagement in 
consultations linked to animal welfare legislation.  

The EU has supported events, online resources and policy consultations.  Surveys suggest 

that there is significant public interest in animal welfare issues and there were high levels of 

public engagement in EU consultations linked to reviews of legislation.  However, partly as a 

result of a lack of monitoring information, there is little evidence from which to determine the 

impact of EU communications on stakeholdersô and public awareness and responsibility 

towards animal welfare.   

The size of the communications task is large, given the number of consumers and 

stakeholders and their current levels of awareness, and EU resources are limited.  This calls 

for a strategic approach which focuses effort on areas and issues where EU communication 

efforts can deliver most added-value.  A variety of different organisations are involved in 

communications activities at different levels and to different audiences, and the European 

Commissionôs role needs to be defined within this landscape. An animal welfare 

communications strategy, identifying the priorities for targeting the EUôs limited resources, 

would help to focus activity and resources to maximise impact. Stronger monitoring systems 

would enable the impact of investments in communication activities to be better assessed. 
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1.1.5 The EUôs international initiatives have helped to raise awareness and create a 
shared international understanding of animal welfare issues and standards, 
particularly with trading partners  in markets for food products,  but there is 
much more to do. 

The EU first raised animal welfare within the WTO in 2000, an action that led to animal 

welfare being identified as a priority in the Strategic Plan of the OIE in 2001.  This was a 

starting point for activity in this area in third countries, although mainly focused on food 

producing animals.  At the start of the evaluation period, very few third countries had animal 

welfare codes and many were unaware of the importance of animal welfare to the EU.  

To raise awareness of animal welfare at the global level, the EU has contributed to the work 

of intergovernmental organisations, such as the OIE and FAO, provided training for scientists, 

government officials, farm workers and veterinary officers and included animal welfare in 

trade agreements with third countries.   

The international activities of the EU are widely welcomed by third countries and are 

recognised as having raised the profile and awareness of animal welfare in a global context, 

but there is still much to be achieved. There is widespread support by EU citizens and 

stakeholders that this should continue to be a priority area for the EU. 

1.1.6 The establishment of equivalent market conditions between EU businesses 
and those from third countries expor ting to the EU is a long term project on 
which the Commission has been working via bilateral and multilateral 
channels; foundations are being laid but there is more to do. 

There are significant differences between the legislation, voluntary standards and public 

perceptions of animal welfare in the countries exporting to the EU and those within the EU.  

The differences are most pronounced where EU Directives are in place for particular species 

of farm animals.  At present, lower production costs in third countries generally owe more to 

differences in labour, feed and other costs, than to different animal welfare standards.   

There is a significant risk that higher egg production costs in the EU from 2012 will further 

weaken the competitive position of the industry compared to third country producers and that 

this will impact on international trade in future, particularly for egg products.  A European 

Parliament Resolution on the Animal Welfare Action Plan called for imports of eggs into the 

EU to comply with the same conditions as those of the EU, and for this to apply equally to 

shell eggs and egg products.    

The EU has been working via the OIE and bilaterally with trading partners to raise 

awareness of animal welfare aimed at lifting standards in other countries in order to have 

common rules. This remains work in progress. The OIE only began its role in animal welfare 

in 2001 and, by the end of 2004, guiding principles for animal welfare had been established, 

based on internationally-recognised terms such as the Five Freedoms and the Three Rs.  

OIE recommendations for international transport and slaughter, adopted in 2005, appear to 

have been influenced by EU requirements.  On-farm animal welfare is now beginning to be 

addressed by the OIE but this will be a long-term issue.  Bilateral agreements with the EUôs 

main current and prospective trading partners will therefore remain important for the future.   

Implementation and enforcement of international standards are not directly within the OIEôs 

responsibilities.  These are likely to remain important challenges for the future.  It is clear that 

the EU has played a significant role in the OIEôs animal welfare activities to date and also in 

the development of bilateral agreements but the extent of its contribution may be under-

estimated at present by some stakeholders in the EU.  Continued EU initiatives will be 

needed if progress is to be maintained at international level.   
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1.1.7 The financial resources and instruments at EU level have grown to meet the 
increasing resource needs of the EUPAW, and there will be a need for further 
increases in funding as the policy continues to develop in the years ahead. 

Financial resources devoted to the development and implementation of animal welfare policy 

at EU level are modest but increasing.  Funds have grown to meet the increasing resource 

needs of the policy, but further growth will be needed as the policy develops further.  The 

FVO would benefit from more resources for inspection efforts.  Provision of more dedicated 

resources for animal welfare would provide greater certainty and reduce the administrative 

effort needed to secure the funds necessary to deliver the policy. 

Substantial funding related to animal welfare is provided to third parties through the EU 

schemes financed by the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF), the European 

Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and the budget for the Framework 

Programme for Research.  The most relevant schemes are the EU rural development 

programmes, research Framework Programmes and budgets for the so-called "veterinary 

fund".  The impact of these schemes in contributing to animal welfare policy is significant but 

variable.  The evaluation suggests that increasing the benefits of existing instruments for 

animal welfare, rather than developing new ones, is the main priority. 

At the Member State level, substantial resources are devoted to the implementation and 

enforcement of EU animal welfare policy, especially for farm animals.  Total Member Statesô 

expenditures in this area greatly exceed those made at EU level.  There are also significant 

budgets for animal welfare research at EU and Member State level. 

1.1.8 EU animal welfare policy appears to have succeeded in striking a balance 
between the varied needs and expectations of citizens, industry and other 
groups on an issue for which ambitions differ across Europe.  There are 
widespread calls for more consistent enforcement but less appetite for a new 
wave of standards, suggesting an agenda defined by evolution rather than 
revolut ion for the next few years. 

EU citizens and stakeholders have diverse needs and expectations from animal welfare and 

attach varying emphasis to different aspects of the EUPAW.    Some stakeholders would like 

the policy to be more ambitious in its scope and objectives, while others argue that EU 

policies are already too onerous.  Evidence suggests general public support for the EUôs 

approach to improving the welfare of farm and experimental animals.  There is no compelling 

case for changing the general direction of policy.   

The study has reaffirmed the basic principles (e.g. the need for policy to be clear, 

enforceable and based on sound science and economics) and identified priorities (the need 

for better enforcement of existing legislation) for the policy framework in the years ahead.  

The interests of different groups will need to be balanced as the policy develops and 

inclusive processes for stakeholder engagement will continue to be needed to ensure these 

different needs and interests are heard and taken into account.   

1.1.9 The various components of EU animal welfare policy are broadly 
complementary, mutually supportive and consistent, and have (thus far) 
avoided major conflict with other EU policies, such as on competitiveness, 
trade and environment.  

The different elements of the EUPAW are broadly internally consistent and coherent with 

other areas of EU policy.  No major areas of conflict have been identified, although a few 

specific examples of tensions between the EUPAW and other policies can be identified. 

There are potentially some general trade-offs between animal welfare and other policy goals 

(such as those of environmental policy), although the specific elements of the EUPAW itself 

do not appear to conflict with these.  There are examples where different elements of the 

EUPAW (research, legislation, communication and international activities) are mutually 

supportive, and support other EU policy areas.  
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1.1.10 Some businesses have incurred significant transitional costs as a result of 
new EU welfare standards but tariffs and other trade barriers have mitigated 
the extent to which the costs have impacted on EU producersô ongoing 
competitiveness in domestic markets.  There is no evidence that the EUPAW 
has undermined the economic sustainability of the sectors concerned. 

It is widely accepted that animal welfare policies increase the costs of businesses in the 

farming and experimental sectors.  Some estimates of costs are available for individual 

pieces of legislation, although in some cases the effect of these will be observed after the 

2000-2008 period. Higher animal welfare standards also have a variety of business benefits, 

though these are usually not fully quantified and most estimates suggest that they are 

outweighed by the costs to the businesses affected. 

Overall, the annual business costs of legislation for the farm animal sector are estimated at 

ú2.8 billion and those of the new Experimental Animals Directive at ú54 million, though the 

timing of these costs varies for different items of legislation. These additional costs represent 

approximately 2% of the value of the overall output of the livestock sector, and 2% of the 

estimated total cost of experiments using animals. 

While estimates of costs are available, there is limited evidence of the economic impact of 

new EU legislation on the sectors affected, and in particular whether these costs affect 

economic sustainability by causing a loss of output or employment at EU level.  The scale of 

economic impacts depends on supply and demand conditions, variations in market 

protection for agricultural products, and the significance of animal welfare compared to other 

costs and business drivers.  While some claims of adverse economic impacts have been 

made by industry, there is little independent evidence that animal welfare policies have 

affected the economic sustainability of the sectors concerned.  

The fact that EU animal welfare standards are more demanding than those of international 

competitors means that there is the potential for negative impacts in the future, particularly in 

sectors serving product markets that are more exposed to competition (e.g. processed egg 

products) and if further trade liberalisation takes place in agriculture. 

1.1.11 Management of the EUPAW costs the Member Statesô public administrations 
an estimated total of around ú105 million a year, with about ú53 million on 
farm inspections, about ú0.5 million for regulating welfare of experimental 
animals and about ú13 million for administrative costs. 

The cost of inspection activities associated with enforcement of legislation on the welfare of 

farm animals is borne by Member States.  The EUPAW also creates central policy costs for 

the Competent Authority and in relation to the regulation of the welfare of experimental 

animals, although this may be partially offset by the imposition of fees.  Data submitted by 

Member States to the Commission indicate some large differences in levels of inspection.   

Member States were generally unable to attribute costs to their national administration of the 

EUPAW.  Best estimates have therefore been made, based on reported inspection activities 

for 2008 and other available information.  These indicate that for the 27 Member States, the 

annual cost of farm inspections could be in the region of ú53 million, transport inspections 

could cost ú14-15 million and welfare at slaughter a further ú24-25 million, with central costs 

at ú13 million.  Inspections in relation to experimental animals are estimated to add a further 

ú0.5 million, bringing the total to around ú105 million annually.  It is emphasised that 

differences between Member States and lack of available information make cost estimates 

very difficult.  These figures should therefore be used only as a guide and to indicate the 

relative significance of different types of costs.  The costs of management of the EUPAW at 

Member State level can be compared with estimates of Commission expenditure on animal 

welfare policy (approximately ú 4 million), with Member Statesô budget commitments on 

animal disease eradication and monitoring (ú184 million) and on their expenditure on the EU 

plant health regime, which has been estimated to be near to ú60 million.   
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Recommendations 

1.2 The analysis in the report suggests that the issues to be addressed by future 
policy might include : 

1.2.1 Recommendations for Section 1 (Welfare Assessment) 

ǐ Increasing levels of enforcement of existing legislation, in order to ensure that it meets 

its potential to improve welfare conditions.  There is a need for more uniformity in 

enforcement systems across Member States, a more harmonised system of penalties 

across the EU, clearer legislative requirements where they cause different 

interpretations for enforcement, and an increased number of missions by the FVO.  

ǐ Considering extending the scope of EU welfare legislation to include large groups of 

animals for which welfare concerns exist.  This can be achieved through specific animal 

legislation or through a general EU animal welfare law, although the legal feasibility of 

such a proposal would need to be explored.  Such a law could contribute to a common 

understanding of the concept of animal welfare across Europe by imposing a clear óduty 

of careô for users and keepers of animals.  A general animal welfare law could be 

designed as a framework law, overarching current specific pieces of legislation, or a 

basic law setting out general principles, accompanied by guidelines on the care of 

specific animal groups.  Both options would have to be clear enough to be enforceable.  

ǐ Exploring non-legislative routes for achieving improved welfare conditions to 

complement existing legislation, for example by stimulating regulatory or non-regulatory 

initiatives or agreements between sector bodies, parties in the production and retail 

chain, civil society and governmental bodies. 

ǐ Stimulating further development of the Welfare Quality® project welfare assessment 

protocols for welfare legislation enforcement. 

ǐ Enhancing the effectiveness of zoo animal legislation through better enforcement and 

by providing more detailed requirements for the needs of the animals under its scope.  

The EU could play a role in this.  However it can also be equally achieved by an 

exchange of knowledge and expertise between Member States, for example by 

developing joint guidelines. 

ǐ Developing an inspection body to support the enforcement of the revised Experimental 

Animals Directive, and examining whether the FVO should take up this role. 

1.2.2 Recommendations for Section 2 (Harmonisation and Internal Market)  

ǐ Enhancing the enforcement of existing legislation, to ensure that the progress made in 

harmonising legal standards is reflected in more harmonisation of actual standards 

across the EU. 

ǐ Clarification of aspects of legislation which have been interpreted differently between 

Member States, such as for transport: fitness of animals, rest time for animals and 

driver training. 

ǐ Considering introducing welfare legislation at EU level for dairy cows in order to achieve 

harmonisation of Member State legislation and to address the range of welfare issues 

that affect the millions of dairy cows in Europe. 

ǐ Considering introducing pet welfare legislation at EU level in order to harmonise the 

variation in pet welfare legislation across the Member States and to address the range 

of welfare issues that affect millions of pets in Europe.  A starting point could be central 

registration of the ownership of dogs (dog licensing) and the registration of movements 

of pets in Europe.   
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ǐ Enhancing communication amongst Member States, and between Member States and 

the Commission, regarding progress in implementing and enforcing legislation, in order 

to promote shared understanding and encourage harmonisation. 

1.2.3 Recommendations for Section 3 (Research/Science) 

ǐ Allocating more EU research funding to the refinement of animal experiments and to 

zoo animal welfare, as these subjects have so far received little attention.  The amount 

allocated should be in line with policy relevance and be decided with input from main 

stakeholders.  

ǐ Evaluating the effectiveness of the FP7 ethics procedures.  Increasing effectiveness 

may require activities in the areas of training and communication. 

ǐ Emphasising the importance of EFSA scientific opinion in the development of policy and 

legislation as well as raising welfare standards.  

ǐ  Facilitating improved coordination of animal welfare research between Member States 

to reduce overlap and enhance use of resources (including animals).  This could be one 

of the roles for a network of European Reference Centres for animal welfare.  This could 

be modelled on the existing network of Community Reference Laboratories in the field 

of animal health and live animals (CRLs).  In 2010, these CRLs received on average ú 

250,000, but contributions for welfare issues should be dependent on the importance 

and relevance of each issue for the EU.   

ǐ Ensuring that EFSA opinions continue to cover the whole scope of the animal welfare 

policy area, also including non-food-producing animals.   

1.2.4 Recommendations for Section 4 (EU Communications) 

ǐ Development of an animal welfare communication strategy, incorporating: 

1. Definition of the problem to be addressed (based on a mapping of current and recent 

activity across the EU and an analysis of existing gaps and needs).  

2. Identification of the target audiences and the means by which EU supported 

communication activities can influence them, either directly or indirectly through other 

stakeholders. 

3. Definition of the objectives and key messages of communications activity.   

4. Definition of the European Commissionôs role and responsibilities, working with and 

through other stakeholders. 

5. An implementation plan, specifying financial and human resources to be deployed, 

milestones, targets and monitoring and evaluation procedures.  

6. It is recommended that the strategy prioritises communications focused on the core 

EU policy areas of animal welfare legislation, research and international activities, as 

well as animal welfare labelling (which has an important potential role in the internal 

market and international trade).  There is greatest scope for the EU to add value 

where communications link directly to policy and/or seek to enhance co-ordination of 

activity by Member States.  EU initiatives to communicate directly with the public (e.g. 

through the online tool ñFarmlandò) have had limited impact and should be less of a 

priority.  Other existing communications activities, such as online communication of 

EU policy, consultations on policy developments, dissemination of the results of EU 

funded research, and international conferences and events should continue to remain 

priorities.     

ǐ Stronger and more consistent monitoring and evaluation of communication activity, 

including consistent and regular measurement of the outputs and outcomes achieved 

through appropriate indicators.   



Evaluation of the EU Policy on Animal Welfare  

& Possible Options for the Future 

 
 

FOOD POLICY EVALUATION CONSORTIUM 
GHK Consulting in association with ADAS UK 8 

ǐ Continuing work to examine options for the development of animal welfare labelling and 

consumer information in the EU, following the Commissionôs 2009 report on the subject. 

ǐ Examining the development of regular publications to raise the profile of animal welfare 

at EU-level, such as a report on the status of animal welfare in the EU, using existing 

indicators for monitoring the status of animal welfare.  Examples of such publications 

can be found in Member States.  If the idea of a European Network of Reference 

Centres for the protection of animal welfare (recommended in the Paulsen report) 

becomes a reality in the future, then such centres could play a role in collating and 

disseminating such information.  

1.2.5 Recommendations for Section 5 (International Initiatives)  

ǐ See 1.2.6. 

1.2.6 Recommendations for Sections 5 & 6 (International Initiatives)  

ǐ Continuing high priority being given to the inclusion of animal welfare in future WTO 

discussions and in OIE and FAO initiatives, since the active involvement of the EU 

appears essential to developing a global consensus.  

ǐ Continuing bilateral discussions, which enable more focussed agreements on animal 

welfare to be reached with current and prospective third country trading partners, and 

should therefore also be given high priority, in the absence of an agreement at WTO 

level. 

ǐ Assessing ways to assist EU sectors which are most vulnerable to third country imports 

or to likely loss of market share, due to lower animal welfare requirements, in particular 

in the eggs and eggs products sector. 

ǐ Paying particular attention to ways of encouraging and enforcing the adoption of 

appropriate animal welfare standards at international level.  This could include 

increased participation of third country representatives in international training 

initiatives, building on previous success.  The feasibility of using internet-based training 

resources to reduce costs and encourage attendance could be explored.  Achieving 

compliance with OIE standards, particularly in relation to on-farm requirements is likely 

to become increasingly important in future and EU expertise and resources will need to 

be allocated in this area for development and implementation.  As OIE standards on the 

farm have not been adopted yet, the development and adoption of those standards 

should be considered the priority before their enforcement. 

ǐ Communicating the role and activities of the EU in international initiatives more clearly 

to EU stakeholders, since this evaluation has identified that there is a general lack of 

awareness, except amongst those who are directly involved. 

ǐ Reviewing the EUôs international activities and evaluating outcomes periodically, to 

ensure a focus on the most successful strategies. 

1.2.7 Recommendations for Section 7 (Financial Instruments)  

ǐ Ensuring adequate growth in funding for the EUPAW over the next action plan period, in 

line with the growing needs of the policy, and in order to meet increasing needs 

identified in this evaluation.  These include support for implementation and enforcement 

of new legislation, increasing international activities, and communications related to EU 

policy and research.  This will be a challenge given budgetary and staffing restrictions 

and suggests a need to reallocate resources from other policy areas. 

ǐ Ensuring that the FVO has sufficient funding for current and future needs to ensure 

adequate levels of inspection and enforcement effort. 

ǐ Examining the need for more dedicated budget lines dedicated to support key aspects 

of animal welfare policy, to reduce the uncertainty and administrative effort needed to 
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secure the required financial resources, and to fund additional activities which cannot be 

funded through the current financial framework. 

ǐ Ensuring sufficient resources are allocated at EU level to meet the transposition, 

implementation and monitoring requirements of the revised Experimental Animals 

Directive. 

ǐ Emphasising the importance of the CAP to animal welfare, as part of the current CAP 

reform debate.  Key issues are: 

- The potential to shift funding to the rural development programme, and hence 

potentially boost resources for animal welfare; 

- Arrangements for funding animal welfare through rural development programmes, 

and whether they should remain voluntary or whether there is a case for introducing 

a mandatory element.  It is important to consider other priorities for rural 

development funding, and the respective roles of public funding, markets and private 

investment in raising animal welfare standards; 

- The role of cross compliance in a reformed CAP, and, if direct payments continue, 

whether they should be made conditional on a wider range of animal welfare 

legislation. 

1.2.8 Recommendations for Section 8 (Stakeholders & Citizens) 

ǐ Developing a stakeholder engagement plan for each aspect of EU animal welfare 

policy, setting out a structured approach to engaging with stakeholders at each stage of 

the policy process. 

ǐ Establishing working groups bringing together Member State authorities and the 

Commission to enhance dialogue and share experience regarding the transposition, 

implementation and enforcement of specific items of legislation. 

ǐ Strengthening exchange of information and co-ordination of activity regarding animal 

welfare research between Member States and the Commission. 

ǐ In consultation with stakeholder groups, assessing the need to develop new modes of 

engagement over time, which might include: 

- Stakeholder platform(s) on animal welfare issues.  This would provide a more 

regular and structured approach to engagement.  It could comprise a general forum 

for engagement on animal welfare policy issues, and/or specific sub-groups for 

dialogue on particular issues, covering specific items of legislation (e.g. the 

implementation of new Experimental Animals Directive), providing regular dialogue 

on future priorities (e.g. priorities for EU funded research) and/or examining 

emerging issues of policy concern (e.g. companion animals);  

- Online fora on particular issues of animal welfare policy.  These may be relatively 

inexpensive means of encouraging dialogue, but experience suggests that they are 

unlikely to replace direct contact and need active promotion to be effective; 

- Advisory committees on particular issues, comprising independent experts from 

academia, business and government policy.   

1.2.9 Recommendations for Section 9 (Other EU Policies) 

ǐ The analysis suggests that the EUPAW is broadly internally consistent and that there 

are no major areas of conflict with other policies.  The need to address specific areas 

where there are apparent conflicts, such as between rules for animal transport and 

driver hours, could be considered. 

1.2.10 Recommendations for Section 10 (Economic Sustainability) 

ǐ Use of rural development programmes to support investment and aid adaptation to 

higher standards in the farming sector, as well as to reward practices that go beyond 
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minimum standards.  The degree to which this is a priority for rural development 

programmes is a matter for national and regional administrations. 

ǐ Designing legislation so as to manage adverse impacts, for example by aligning phase-

in periods with capital replacement cycles, and by applying more flexible approaches to 

setting standards.  For example, basing standards on animal welfare outcomes, 

measured using appropriate indicators, gives more flexibility to businesses in their 

response, and may contribute to higher welfare outcomes than more rigid, prescriptive 

rules.  However, it is also important to ensure that compliance with standards can be 

measured and enforced. 

ǐ Supporting research and development (through the Framework Programmes and by 

encouraging co-ordination of initiatives at Member State level) to identify, develop, test 

and demonstrate methods that deliver animal welfare standards and enhance the 

economic sustainability of the sectors affected. 

ǐ Promoting development and harmonisation of labelling schemes to enhance consumer 

awareness and confidence.  Initiatives in this area could examine more harmonised 

approaches to labelling of higher welfare, premium products, which currently account for 

a minor share of overall EU production, with the aim of enhancing demand.  They could 

also investigate opportunities to enhance consumer awareness of animal welfare 

standards in the wider market. 

ǐ Examining the role of public procurement in rewarding high welfare standards. 

ǐ Promoting animal welfare policies, practices and reporting in the corporate social 

responsibility agenda, in order to highlight good practice and promote reputational 

benefits. 

ǐ Further independent research to enhance understanding of the economic impacts of 

different animal welfare policies.  Much of the available evidence focuses on costs, and, 

while business benefits are frequently documented, they are rarely quantified.  Targeted 

research to quantify the business benefits of animal welfare standards would have clear 

benefits both in encouraging improvements in practice and in lowering resistance to 

further development of standards. 

1.2.11 Recommendations for Section 11 (Member State Administration)  

ǐ The research suggests that better communication between the Commission and 

Member States could be mutually beneficial, in that it would allow more exchange of 

information on the data supplied and resolve apparent anomalies.  It would also help to 

quantify the main areas of administration costs and identify opportunities for cost 

reductions. 



Evaluation of the EU Policy on Animal Welfare  

& Possible Options for the Future 

 
 

FOOD POLICY EVALUATION CONSORTIUM 
GHK Consulting in association with ADAS UK 11 

1 Introduction  

1.1 This Report 

This report presents the findings of the Evaluation of the EU Policy on Animal Welfare 

(EUPAW) and Possible Options for the Future.  The study was commissioned by the 

Directorate General for Health and Consumers (DG SANCO) of the European Commission 

under the terms of the framework contract between GHK Consulting and DG SANCO (Lot 3, 

Food Chain). 

This final report details the work undertaken for the evaluation and presents the answers to 

the eleven evaluation questions set in the project specification.  It highlights the conclusions 

reached and makes a series of recommendations to support the development of future policy 

and the next action plan. 

1.2 The Objectives of the Evaluation 

The overall aim of the assignment, as set out in the project specification issued by DG 

SANCO, is to provide an independent evaluation of the EUPAW and an assessment of the 

possible options for the future.  More specifically the objectives of the evaluation were to: 

ǐ Undertake an analysis of the results of EUPAW and a comparison with its objectives; 

ǐ Assess the efficiency of the policy in meeting these objectives and its coherence with 

other areas of EU policy; 

ǐ Establish whether changes are needed to the EUPAW and to suggest possible 

improvements to the scope, structure and working practices, having considered different 

policy options; and 

ǐ Make recommendations for the design of future policy, taking into account socio-

economic issues. 

The development and application of the EUôs policy on animal welfare is manifest in four 

types of EU level activity:  

ǐ legislation;  

ǐ research;  

ǐ communications; and  

ǐ international initiatives.   

The policy has had a particular focus on four groups of animals:  

ǐ farm animals;  

ǐ experimental animals;  

ǐ companion animals; and  

ǐ wild animals kept in captivity or submitted to treatment which is under human control.   

The evaluation addressed the objectives stated above across all of these areas of activity 

and all these animal groups.  The Commission asked the evaluators to consider a number of 

specific aspects of the policyôs reach, specification and impact.  These areas of inquiry are 

codified in a set of eleven questions that define the structure of the main part of this report.  

The questions are summarised in Table 1.1.  According to the project specification, the 

scope of the evaluation is limited to activity that took place between 2000 and 2008 but in 

some instances there is a strong case for noting progress made after 2008, and this has 

been done on a selective basis.   

An evaluation of this kind is best underpinned by a theory of change that summarises how 

the different elements of the policy are intended to deliver the intended outcomes.  This 



Evaluation of the EU Policy on Animal Welfare  

& Possible Options for the Future 

 
 

FOOD POLICY EVALUATION CONSORTIUM 
GHK Consulting in association with ADAS UK 12 

theory of change can be articulated through a logic model which highlights the implicit logic 

between objectives, activities, inputs, outputs/outcomes and impacts to aid the development 

of evidence based recommendations.   

In this instance these outcomes relate to the welfare of animals in the EU and to wider EU 

policy goals, such as the operation of the European single market.  A summary of the 

intervention logic for the EUPAW is presented in Figure 1.1. This shows the relationship 

between the objectives (what we are trying to achieve), inputs (what we use to achieve this), 

activities (what we do), outcomes (what we expect to change) and ultimate impacts (how this 

affects the overall situation at EU level) of the EUPAW.   

The intention is not to try and capture each detail of the EUPAW, but to show the 

underpinning logic and the connections between resources, actions and result, as a tool to 

help guide the evaluation. It is a model and, as such, a simplification of a necessarily more 

complex set of actions.   

Table 1.1 The Eleven Evaluation Questions  

1 To what extent has EU animal welfare legislation achieved its main objective i.e. to improve the 

welfare conditions of animals within the EU? 

2 To what extent has EU legislation on the protection of animals ensured proper functioning of 

the internal market for the activities concerned?  

3 To what extent has EU funding for research and scientific advice on animal welfare contributed 

to science based EU initiatives in the field of legislation, communication and for international 

initiatives? 

4 To what extent have EU actions of communication to stakeholders and the public contributed 

to raise their awareness and responsibility towards animal welfare? 

5 To what extent have EU international initiatives on animal welfare contributed to raising 

awareness and creating a shared understanding on animal welfare issues and standards at 

world level? 

6 To what extent have EU international initiatives on animal welfare contributed to establishing 

equivalent market conditions between EU businesses and businesses from third countries 

exporting to the EU? 

7 To what extent are the present financial instruments and the financial resources at EU level 

adapted to the needs of the EUPAW? Would it be necessary to establish specific financial 

instruments and/or dedicated resources to EU initiatives related to animal welfare? 

8 To what extent does the EUPAW address the needs of stakeholders and the EU citizens? 

Which areas need changes concerning objectives, scope, management systems or 

processes? What kind of changes? 

9 To what extent does the intervention logic, objectives and activities linked to the EUPAW 

support or possibly conflict with those of other EU policies?  To what extent are the elements of 

the EUPAW intervention logic internally complementary, mutually supportive and consistent? 

How successful has EUPAW been in promoting the necessary coherence and 

complementarity between the different EU policies in collaboration with the Commission and 

Member States? 

10 To what extent do animal welfare policies contribute to the economic sustainability of the 

sectors concerned (farming animals and experimental animals)? 

11 What costs are involved in the management of the EUPAW for the Member Statesô public 

administrations? 
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Figure 1.1   Intervention Logi c for the EUPAW   

 
Strategic Objectives

To satisfy the expectations of the EU population with regard to the welfare of animals used for human purposes.

To ensure that human activities using animals are not subject to distortion of competition, either in the EU single market or internationally, as a result of animal 

welfare standards or the enforcement of standards.

Specific Objectives
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Communications, size 

of audience engaged 

and stakeholders 

engaged.

Countries engaged, 

partnerships and 

initiatives established 

and number and 

content of agreements 
established.

Results/Outcomes

Animals subject to 

minimum welfare 

standards as a result of 

specific items of 

legislation.
Harmonisation of 

different standards

Costs incurred by users 

and enforcement bodies

Enhanced animal 

welfare knowledge in 

EU.

Increased levels of 
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1.3 Evaluation Methodology  

The study process was organised as a set of structured tasks.  Table 1.2 provides an 

overview of the method of approach, listing the tasks and the activities undertaken within 

each of them.   

Table 1.2 Summary of Methodolo gy and Comprising Activities  

Task  Objective  Comprising Activities  

Task 1:  

Launch 

To ensure a common and agreed 

understanding across the client group and 

project team of the objectives, approach, 

method, timing, including risks and risk 

management strategy 

Launch note and launch meeting 

Task 2: 

Detailed 

Design 

To develop a detailed specification of the 

approach, including baseline intervention 

logics, reference model and mapping of 

stakeholder engagement process 

Establishment of project website 

(www.eupaw.eu), review and 

description of the policy, 

identification of intervention logics, 

identification of key tasks and 

stakeholders for evaluation 

questions, design of survey 

instruments, Inception Report and 

Steering Group meeting 

Task 3: 

Research & 

Stakeholder 

Engagement 

To gather relevant information from written 

and other sources via stakeholder 

engagement 

National document/data review, 

stakeholder consultations, online 

consultation, further data gathering, 

national missions and national 

reports, evaluation team workshop 

and Steering Group meeting 

Task 4: 

Analysis 

To apply the information gathered to the 

core evaluation questions 

Drafting of answers to evaluation 

questions, evaluation team 

workshops and completion of 

analysis and revision of answers to 

evaluation questions 

Task 5: 

Reporting 

To present the findings of the project in a 

clear and accessible manner 

Interim Report, Draft Final Report, 

Steering Group meeting and Final 

Report 

The remainder of this section of the report provides a brief explanation of the approach 

taken to the primary research activities undertaken for the evaluation:  

ǐ an online stakeholder consultation; 

ǐ interviews with stakeholders and EU policy makers;   

ǐ national missions to selected Member States; and 

ǐ a review of documents and data. 

1.3.1 Online Stakeholder Consultation  

An online stakeholder and public consultation was launched on 3 June 2010.  Details of the 

consultation were distributed to a wide variety of stakeholders representing a range of 

interests and dealing with different types of animal.  The consultation was open to the 

public through the project website and closed on 31 August 2010. 

The online consultation was designed to be concise and easy to complete.  It was based on 

a tick box matrix whereby stakeholders were asked to provide their views on a series of 

statements (linked to the 11 evaluation questions) on a scale of ñstrongly agreeò to ñstrongly 

disagreeò.  In each case respondents were encouraged to provide supplementary 

http://www.eupaw.eu/
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explanations and evidence.  The survey included a set of questions designed to help profile 

the respondents and to allow responses to be filtered and analysed accordingly.   

9,086 responses were received ï a high number for evaluations of this type.  The data 

collected have been analysed in depth. The team has profiled responses across the sample 

as a whole and looked at how replies varied according to the type of stakeholder and their 

interests (e.g. individuals, businesses, those with interest in experimental animals, those 

with interest in farm animals).  Care has been taken in analysing and interpreting the results 

to ensure that the views of different interest groups are given appropriate weight.   

Further details of the online consultation, its findings, and a commentary on the sample, are 

presented in Annex 4.  

1.3.2 Interviews with Stakeholders and Policy Makers  

The evaluation team completed 89 interviews with a total of 196 people.  Interviewees 

included representatives of non-governmental organisations (NGOs) with an interest in 

animal welfare, sector representatives, research-based organisations, European 

Commission officials, international organisations and third countries.  These interviews 

were supplemented by additional documentation and submissions from many of the 

organisations involved.  A list of the consultees is provided in Annex 2. 

1.3.3 National Missions  

The study team made visits (ónational missionsô) to twelve Member States (Belgium, 

Denmark, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Sweden, 

Spain, UK) to interview governments and key stakeholders.  In making the selection of 

Member States and identifying interviewees the teamôs primary concern was to collect 

evidence relevant to all animal types and areas of policy. 

1.3.4 Document and Data Review   

The evaluators reviewed a wide variety of policy documents, reports, scientific papers and 

data sources to inform the responses to the evaluation questions.  These are referenced in 

endnotes to this report.  

1.4 Structure of this Final Report  

The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

ǐ Section 2 provides a brief summary of the EUPAW for all four animal types (farm 

animals, experimental animals, companion animals and wild animals) as well as an 

overview of the economic significance of the sectors affected by the policy; 

ǐ Section 3 presents the findings in response to each of the eleven evaluation questions.   

There are 6 Annexes: 

ǐ Annex 1 gives a list of acronyms used; 

ǐ Annex 2 gives a list of consultees; 

ǐ Annex 3 lists the contributors to this report; 

ǐ Annex 4 presents a summary of results from the online stakeholder consultation; 

ǐ Annex 5 presents data tables used as evidence for the evaluation questions; and, 

ǐ Annex 6 contains a series of endnotes setting out the evidence referred to in the main 

text. 
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2 An Overview of the EUôs Policy on Animal Welfare 

2.1 Introduction  

The EUôs policy on animal welfare has always been based on the founding Treaties, 

although initially these did not make specific mention of animal welfare.  The Treaty of 

Lisbon, which entered into force on 1 December 2009, amended the founding Treaties.  

Among the provisions of general application laid down in the Treaty on the Functioning of 

the European Union (TFEU), is Article 13 TFEU.  This constitutes a revised version of the 

1997 Protocol on Protection and Welfare of Animals (the Treaty of Amsterdam).  It states 

that:  

"in formulating and implementing the Union's agriculture, fisheries, transport, internal 

market, research and technological development and space policies, the Union and the 

Member States shall, since animals are sentient beings, pay full regard to the welfare 

requirements of animals, while respecting the legislative or administrative provisions and 

customs of the Member States relating in particular to religious rites, cultural traditions and 

regional heritage."  

The European Union operates under the principles of conferred competences and 

subsidiarity.  So competences not conferred upon the Union in the Treaties remain with the 

Member States.  In line with the principle of subsidiarity, in areas that do not fall within its 

exclusive competence, the Union shall act only if and in so far as the objectives cannot be 

sufficiently achieved by the Member States.  As a consequence, certain topics of animal 

protection have until now remained under the responsibility of the Member States (e.g. the 

use of animals as companions, in competitions, shows, cultural or sporting events). Specific 

animal welfare concerns related to wild animals, including those kept in captivity, remain in 

general under the responsibility of the Member States.  The management of stray dogs is 

also the responsibility of Member States.   

In 2006, the Commission adopted the first Community Action Plan on the Protection and 

Welfare of Animals (2006-2010), where strategic priorities and future actions were 

described.  The action plan set out five main areas of action with regard to EU animal 

welfare policy.  An evaluation and assessment of the Animal Welfare Action Plan (2006-

2010) was produced by the Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development of the 

European Parliament in March 2010 (rapporteur: Marit Paulsen).   

The Commission is responsible for ensuring that EU legislation is properly implemented 

and enforced, assisted, inter alia, by inspections carried out by the Food and Veterinary 

Office (FVO).  Within the present arrangements the FVO works only on the welfare of 

farmed animals.  There are no similar institutions or control mechanisms in respect of 

legislation on the protection of experimental or zoo animals.   

The following sections provide an overview of the four types of EU policy-related activity 

(legislation, research, communications and international initiatives) introduced in Chapter 1. 

Within each area of activity they examine what has been done in relation to the four animal 

types (farm animals, experimental animals, companion animals and wild animals).  The text 

is descriptive rather than diagnostic.  An evaluation of these activities is provided in Chapter 

3. 

2.2 Legislation 

Most of the existing European animal welfare legislation is concerned with farm animals 

and animals used in experiments.  There has been some regulation of products derived 

from cats and dogs, regulation of endangered wildlife trade as well as regulation of trade in 

seal products.  Legislation is also in place in relation to the conservation of wild animals in 

zoos. 

 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:115:0001:01:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:115:0001:01:EN:HTML
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2.2.1 Farm Animals  

Directive 98/58/EC
1
 sets out general rules for the protection of animals of all species kept 

for the production of food, wool, skin or fur or for other farming purposes (including fish, 

reptiles or amphibians).  

Farming activities are also subject to specific Directives. These have progressively phased 

out certain methods of production (e.g. individual pens for calves, individual stalls for 

breeding sows and bare cages for laying hens).  They also define space allowances, as 

well as providing more requirements on the management of the animals.  Minimum 

standards for the protection of pigs
2
, calves

3
, laying hens

4
  and chickens for meat 

production
5
 are all defined in legislation.  The welfare of animals being transported is 

addressed in a Regulation
6
, whilst a Directive

7
 covers the protection of animals at the time 

of slaughter or killing.  In 2009, a Regulation
8
 on the protection of animals at the time of 

killing was adopted and this will apply from 1 January 2013. 

Other EU legislation with animal welfare implications includes Regulation (EC) No 73/2009
9
 

(on cross compliance under the CAP), Regulation 1254/1999
10

 (on export subsidies for live 

cattle) and Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005
11

 (on support for rural development).  The 

Regulation on organic production and labelling of organic products
12

 includes high animal 

welfare standards as one of its principal objectives.  In its implementing rules
13

, detailed 

production rules are given in regard to animal welfare.  These standards, which exceed the 

requirements of the horizontal Community animal welfare rules, are obligatory if the term 

óorganicô is to be used. 

2.2.2 Experimental Animals  

The EU has made a commitment to pursue efforts to replace animals used in experiments 

as well as to improve the welfare of those still being used.  This led in 1986 to the adoption 

of a Directive (86/609/EEC) on the protection of animals used for experimental and other 

scientific purposes
14

.  The Directive includes measures related to the use of experimental 

animals such as their housing and care, requirements for the authorisation of persons and 

establishments and the minimisation of pain, suffering and distress.   

Due to the age of the Directive it was determined that new EU legislation was required to 

ensure that law throughout Member States is more harmonised and responds better to the 

current needs and scientific changes in the field.  In 2008 the Commission adopted a 

proposal
15

 to revise the Experimental Animals Directive. The agreement between the 

European Parliament and the Council was reached in September 2010 and a new, 

significantly more detailed and comprehensive Directive (2010/63/EU) entered into force on 

10 November 2010.  

The Cosmetics Directive
16

 is also relevant to experimental animals and amendments to this 

legislation establish a programme for phasing out animal testing of cosmetic products and 

their ingredients. 

The Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and restriction of CHemical substances 

(REACH) Regulation
17

 constitutes a step towards the welfare of experimental animals.  One 

of the objectives of this Regulation states that testing on vertebrate animals for the 

purposes of the Regulation shall be undertaken only as a last resort and that duplication of 

tests should be limited. 

Other relevant legislation includes Directive 91/414/EEC concerning plant protection 

products
18

, Directive 2004/10/EC on principles of good laboratory practice
19

, and the 

Decision on FP7
20

 making reference to the need for research activities to reduce the use of 

animals in research and testing. 

2.2.3 Companion Animals  

The welfare of companion animals is not subject to EU legislation as such. A Regulation
21

 

bans the placing on the market and the import to, or export from, the EU of cat and dog fur, 
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and products containing such fur, in order to eliminate obstacles to the functioning of the 

internal market and to restore consumer confidence that the fur products which consumers 

buy do not contain cat and dog fur. 

2.2.4 Wild Animals 

The Regulation on trade in seal products
22

 prohibits the placing on the EU market of all seal 

products subject to limited exemptions.  It aims to take account of the concerns expressed 

by the citizens about animal welfare aspects of the seal hunt in relation to killing and 

skinning methods. 

The use of leghold traps is prohibited in the EU and there are import restrictions for furs of 

certain animal species from countries not prohibiting leghold traps or not using traps which 

meet international humane trapping standards.  This is safeguarded by a Regulation
23

 on 

the use of leghold traps. 

In 1998 the EU concluded an agreement with Canada and the Russian Federation on 

international humane trapping standards
24

.  An agreed minute was concluded with the USA 

on the same subject.  The keeping of wild animals in zoos is regulated
25

 with the objective 

to promote wild animal species protection and conservation by strengthening the role of 

zoos in the conservation of biodiversity. 

2.3 Research 

European research funding has been allocated to projects that have examined various 

aspects of animal welfare in the Fifth, Sixth and now Seventh Framework Programme (FP). 

2.3.1 Farm Animals 

óEconwelfareô is a FP7-supported project that is considering animal welfare in a socio-

economic context, promoting insight on the impact for the animal, the production chain and 

European society of upgrading animal welfare standards.  It aims to provide suggestions for 

the further improvement of farm animal welfare. In collaboration with stakeholder groups, it 

will collate and investigate policy options and their impacts on the livestock production 

chain, the animal and European society.   

The European Animal Welfare Platform (EAWP) is a three year support action receiving 

FP7 finance.  It aims to improve farm animal welfare throughout the food chain by providing 

a discussion platform for consumers, farmers, breeders, retailers, academics and a variety 

of NGOs.   

Directly relevant projects funded under the 6
th
 Framework Programme included: 

ǐ óWelfare QualityÈô, which  integrated animal welfare expertise in Europe with the aim of 
developing a European on-farm welfare assessment standard and a European animal 

welfare information standard; 

ǐ  óLayWelô (evaluation of the welfare of laying hens in various systems, with special 

focus on enriched cages); 

ǐ óCloning in publicô (public debate on farm animal cloning); 

ǐ óPigcasô (to provide information to support EU policy on the welfare implications of 
surgical castration in pigs); and  

ǐ óDialrelô (issues relating to religious slaughter).   

Other FP6 projects indirectly linked to animal welfare included óSabreô (designed to provide 

a range of new breeding strategies to improve animal health and welfare) and Code-Efabar 

(on good practices for farm animal breeding and reproduction).  FP6 also included a 

number of projects on fish welfare, especially in the elaboration of operational welfare 

indicators.   

http://www.animalwelfareplatform.eu/about-fa-welfare.asp
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In the Fifth Framework programme, animal welfare-related research projects were funded 

under the Quality of Life programme.   

The Collaborative Working Group on European Animal Health & Welfare Research of the 

Standing Committee on Agriculture Research (SCAR-CWG) was established to provide a 

forum for the sharing of information by research programme managers and first met in 

2005.  It currently involves almost thirty funding organisations in over twenty countries.  The 

aim is to establish a network of research funders from Member and Associated States of 

the EU, providing a forum leading to improved collaboration on research prioritisation and 

procurement.  It has a sub-group on animal welfare to provide a forum for the sharing of 

information on national animal welfare research programmes. 

European Co-operation in Science and Technology (COST) is an intergovernmental 

framework which does not fund research itself but provides a platform for European 

scientists to co-operate on projects and exchange expertise.  It therefore contributes to 

reducing the fragmentation in European research investments and opening the European 

Research Area to co-operation worldwide.  COST actions relevant to farm animal welfare 

include work on: 

ǐ Measuring and monitoring farm animal welfare, with a view to addressing public 

concern about that issue (COST 846); 

ǐ Welfare of rabbits (COST 848); 

ǐ Welfare of fish in European aquaculture (COST 867). 

2.3.2 Experimental Animals  

The European Centre for the Validation of Alternative Methods (ECVAM) is a unit of the 

Institute for Health and Consumer Protection (IHCP) of the Commissionôs Joint Research 

Centre (JRC).  It supports the development, validation and acceptance of methods which 

could replace, reduce or refine the use of laboratory animals.  

A number of current EU-funded research programmes address the development of 

alternative methods to the use of animals in safety assessment of products and 

substances.  Further details are given in Section 3.3.   

2.3.3 Companion Animals  

No EU wide research initiative with regard to the welfare of companion animals has been 

identified.  

2.3.4 Wild Animals  

There are some examples of EU research related to certain aspects of welfare of wild 

animals.  One project (Humane Trapping Standards 2007-2009) was intended to identify 

improved standards for killing and restraining trapping methods to improve welfare of 

trapped animals.  Another study explored physiological and behavioural criteria for 

muskrats.  Furthermore, in December 2007, EFSA adopted a scientific opinion on the 

animal welfare aspects of different methods of killing and skinning of seals after having 

looked at the best available evidence to assess whether seals can be killed rapidly and 

effectively without causing avoidable pain, distress, fear and other forms of suffering and 

which methods would most likely achieve that.  

2.4 Communications (Inside the EU)  

Research and analysis suggests that several kinds of ócommunicationô activity have been 

carried out during the evaluation period: 

ǐ Information provision, awareness raising and educational activities promoting animal 

welfare and associated policies; 
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ǐ Measures to promote dialogue amongst the various stakeholder groups, including the 

public; 

ǐ Consultative processes attached to the development or review of EU legislation on 

animal welfare; 

ǐ Opinion surveys and other activity through which the Commission has monitored public 

attitudes to animal welfare. 

Examples of each are discussed below in the context of activity relating to each animal 

type. 

2.4.1 Farm Animals  

Communication activities relating to farm animal welfare include: 

ǐ On education and information: 

ī development of an extensive set of web pages on animal welfare for the DG 

SANCO website; 

ī óFarmlandô, an interactive web tool developed by the Commission and designed for 

children aged between 9 and 12.  

ǐ On dialogue: 

ī A European Animal Welfare Information Platform set up with FP7 support to assist 

dialogue between stakeholders and the general public on animal welfare. 

ǐ On consultation for policy development: 

ī Fostering a more inclusive and consultative approach to policy formulation in the 

welfare of farm animals through, for instance, internet-based open consultations on 

specific animal welfare issues such as animal transport, the protection and welfare 

of farmed animals and the slaughter of animals;  

ǐ On attitudes and opinions: 

ī Investigating consumer attitudes towards the welfare of farmed animals through 

Eurobarometer surveys. 

2.4.2 Experimental Animals 

In the area of experimental animals, communication activities have included measures 

targeted at: 

ǐ On education and information - Development of web pages relating to EU policy on 

laboratory animals on the DG Environment website. 

ǐ Consultations - As part of the process to develop the Commission Proposal to revise 

Directive 86/609/EEC, a public consultation and a specific expert consultation were 

held in 2006 in addition to a number of other special focus consultations such as on 

severity; and 

ǐ Dialogue - In 2005 the European Commission and a number of companies and trade 

federations active in various industrial sectors launched the European Partnership for 

Alternative Approaches to Animal Testing (EPAA) as a voluntary, consensus based 

partnership to promote the search for new alternative approaches and strategies. 

2.4.3 Companion Animals  

No EU initiatives are known in this area.  
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2.4.4 Wild Animals  

A public internet survey was carried out in 2008/2009 on attitudes towards trade in seal 

products and attitudes towards the regulation of trapping in the EU.  Furthermore, two 

stakeholder hearings as well as specific expert workshops were held. 

2.5 International Initiatives  

The EU has, especially through the activities of the Commission, taken steps to promote 

animal welfare beyond the EU in various contexts.  As part of that process the Commission 

has developed its relationships with the main intergovernmental organisations working in 

this area. 

2.5.1 Farm Animals  

The Council of Europe Conventions on animal welfare have been used as a basis for 

relevant EU legislation. Three Council of Europe Conventions concern the welfare of 

farmed animals, namely the protection of animals kept for farming purposes
26

, the 

protection of animals for slaughter
27

 and the protection of animals during international 

transport
28

.  The Council of Europe in 2010 cancelled all its activities in relation to animal 

welfare and it is uncertain if it will continue to work in this field.  

The World Organisation for Animal Health (OlE), an intergovernmental organisation with 

177 member countries and territories has taken a lead role in animal welfare since it was 

first identified as a priority in its Strategic Plan of 2001-2005.  OlE members mandated the 

organisation to take the lead internationally on animal welfare and to elaborate 

recommendations and guidelines covering animal welfare practices.  A permanent Working 

Group on Animal Welfare has been established and guiding principles on animal welfare 

were included in the OlE Terrestrial Animal Health Code (Terrestrial Code) in 2004.  All EU 

Member States are members of the OIE and the European Commission is actively involved 

in the OIEôs work.   

In 2006, the European Commission, the Finnish Presidency, the OIE, the Council of Europe 

and others organised a joint international workshop on animal welfare.  The Commission 

has actively contributed to a Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) capacity-building 

initiative, which aims to implement good animal welfare practices.  Within this initiative, an 

internet portal has been launched with information on farm animal welfare
29

.   

The Commission also works with the World Health Organisation (WHO), the World Bank 

and others to promote animal welfare.  Two international conferences have been organised 

in recent years.  The EU is also initiating new work in Codex Alimentarius (established by 

the FAO and the WHO) on regular updates of organic production standards.  In particular, 

the inclusion of the new EU organic aquaculture standards
30

  was accepted recently and 

should be discussed in the next few years.  The Codex is the reference standard for 

acknowledging organic standards from third countries and therefore important for imported 

products under equivalence schemes
31

.   

The Commission also works to incorporate on a voluntary basis animal welfare standards in 

bilateral veterinary agreements.  The EU-Chile Association Agreement was the first such 

agreement to include animal welfare within the Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) Chapter.  

It therefore represented a precedent for other bilateral activities.  The inclusion of animal 

welfare has been negotiated in free trade agreements with Korea, Central America, 

Colombia and Peru.   

2.5.2 Experimental  Animals 

The EU is party to the Council of Europe Convention on experimental animals
32

.  The 

Convention
33

 covers areas such as care and accommodation, conduct of experiments, 

humane killing, authorisation procedures, education and training, and statistical information.  

The Convention includes technical appendices providing guidelines for accommodation and 

care of animals (Appendix A) and tables for the presentation of statistical data on the use of 
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animals for scientific purposes (Appendix B).  Some revisions to Appendix A were 

incorporated into EU legislation through a Commission Recommendation
34

 in 2007. 

The EU has contributed to the work of the OIE and the International Cooperation on 

Cosmetics Regulation (ICCR)
35

 with regard to experimental animals.  The OIE established 

a Laboratory Animal Welfare ad hoc Group (LAWG) in 2007.  The OIE has been raising 

awareness on the issue of air transportation of laboratory animals in forums such as the 

LAWG and international laboratory animal science organisations.  In May 2009 OIE 

adopted, for the first time, standards for the use of animals in research.  These standards 

are to be used by OIE member countries when formulating regulatory requirements, or 

other forms of control, in the field of animal use for scientific purposes.  

The ICCR established an International Cooperation on Alternative Test Methods (ICATM)
36

  

to promote international cooperation and coordination on the scientific validation of non- 

and reduced-animal toxicity testing methods between the EU, US, Canada and Japan. 

2.5.3 Companion Animals  

The OIE Terrestrial Code contains guidelines on the control of stray dog populations. The 

standards are regularly updated to take account of latest scientific findings. It addresses 

humane methods for the control of dog populations and the prevention of important 

zoonotic diseases, such as rabies and hydatidosis, in communities. 

While the welfare of stray dogs is not a matter of EU competency, the EU has a role in 

establishing a common position for OIE negotiations.  

2.5.4 Wild Animals  

The trade in protected species of wild fauna and flora is regulated by Regulation 338/97
37

 

and implemented by Regulation 865/2006
38

 implementing the provisions of the Convention 

on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) within the 

EU and exceeds CITES in a number of respects.  The Regulations are dedicated to ensure 

that international trade in endangered wild animals does not harm their conservation status.  

Rules are developed within CITES for conservation purposes and only cover species 

threatened by trade.  Within that framework some measures in relation to animal welfare 

are included (e.g. the protection of animal welfare during the transport of the species 

covered).  As regards the trapping of certain fur animals, the EU cooperates with Canada, 

the Russian Federation and the USA (see 2.2.4 Agreement on International Humane 

Trapping Standards). 

2.6 Economic Significance of the Sectors Affected by the EUPAW 

Sectors that keep and use animals play an important role in the EUôs economy.  Table 2.1 

provides a summary of the economic significance of some of the key sectors affected either 

directly or indirectly by policies for the welfare of farmed and experimental animals. 
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Table 2.1 Economic Significance of Relevant Sectors, 2007 

Sector  Number of 

enterprises  

Total 

turnover/ 

output (úm) 

Total 

employment  

Value added 

at factor cost 

(úm) 

Total Agriculture Industry                       

13,681,370  

                            

359,433  

                      

11,849,850  

                            

155,779  

Livestock Agriculture                         

8,606,370  

                            

145,406  

                        

6,082,850  

                              

63,019  

Manufacture of food products and beverages                             

310,283  

                            

934,538  

                        

4,647,200  

                            

198,634  

Production, processing, preserving of meat and 

meat products 

                              

42,910  

                            

190,000  

                        

1,000,000  

                              

33,000  

Manufacture of vegetable and animal oils and fats                                 

8,999  

                              

42,381  

                              

65,900  

                                

4,221  

Manufacture of dairy products                               

12,945  

                            

130,000  

 :                                

19,000  

Manufacture of prepared animal feeds                                 

5,090  

                              

63,364  

                            

127,700  

                                

7,988  

Wholesale of agricultural raw materials and live 

animals 

                              

63,631  

                            

211,228  

                            

341,100  

                              

15,969  

Wholesale of live animals                               

17,600  

                              

41,000  

                              

52,200  

                                

1,980  

Wholesale of food, beverages and tobacco                             

211,421  

                            

859,132  

                        

1,873,600  

                              

80,624  

Wholesale of meat and meat products                               

22,046  

                              

78,061  

                            

173,600  

                                

7,291  

Wholesale of dairy produce, eggs and edible oils 

and fats 

                              

15,041  

                              

76,676  

                            

115,000  

                                

5,636  

 Retail sale of food, beverages and tobacco in 

specialized stores  

                            

495,295  

                            

136,000  

                        

1,450,000  

                              

27,200  

 Retail sale of meat and meat products in 

specialised stores 

                            

123,149  

                              

33,689  

                            

373,600  

                                

7,441  

 Manufacture of chemicals and chemical 

products  

                              

33,573  

                            

745,686  

                        

1,860,700  

                            

193,849  

 Manufacture of basic chemicals                                  

8,550  

                            

334,263  

                            

551,700  

                              

67,515  

Manufacture of pesticides and other agro-chemical 

products 

                                    

646  

                              

11,731  

                              

27,100  

                                

2,935  

Manufacture of soap and detergents, cleaning and 

polishing preparations, perfumes and toilet 

preparations 

                                

8,000  

                              

75,135  

                            

259,400  

                              

17,648  

Source: Eurostat 

2.6.1 Farm Animals  

Policies for farm animal welfare potentially affect a wide range of businesses in agriculture 

and the wider food chain.  There are direct effects on agricultural businesses involved in the 

keeping of farm animals, as well as other directly regulated activities such as transporters 
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and slaughterhouses.  Indirectly policies affect a wide range of businesses involved in the 

processing, distribution and sale of livestock products. 

While agricultureôs share of economic activity continues to decline, it still provided 

employment for 8.9 million people in the EU25 in 2008, some 4.3% of the working 

population, and contributed ú155 billion of the EUôs Gross Value Added.   

Livestock farming produced output of ú149 billion in the EU27 in 2008 accounting for 41% 

of overall agricultural output (Table 2.2)
39

. 

Table 2.2 Value of Agricultural Production, Producer Prices (EU27, úmillion, 2008) 

 

 úmillion  

Total Agricultural Production  363,186 

Of which:  

Crop Production 198,734 

Livestock Production 149,177 

Of which:  

Cattle 28,915 

Milk 52,699 

Pigs 32,871 

Eggs and Poultry 24,736 

A further 1.0 million people are employed in food processing based on animal products, 

and 128,000 in the manufacturing of animal feed.  Wholesaling of live animals employs a 

further 2,000 people and wholesaling of livestock products a further 289,000.   There are 

also 374,000 jobs in specialist meat retailers (Table 2.1). 

No data are available on the number of livestock transporters.  DG SANCO figures indicate 

that there were 4,008 registered slaughterhouses in the EU in 2007. 

2.6.2 Experimental Animals  

The use of experimental animals occurs on a smaller scale than for farm animals but plays 

an important role in a variety of research and development (R&D) activities.  The Impact 

Assessment for the revised Experimental Animals Directive estimates that 1,330 

establishments across the EU use animals in experiments, with the number of breeders 

and suppliers of animals for experimental purposes estimated to number ñseveral dozenò. 

About 9,300 new projects involving animal tests are annually started in the EU-25, which 

often last for several years. An average project was estimated to cost about ú300,000 over 

three years.  This suggests annual expenditure in the order of ú2.8 billion annually on 

research projects using animals. 

On this basis the number of people employed in R&D projects using animals in the EU is 

estimated at 28,000
40

. 

The Impact Assessment estimates a breakdown of projects as follows: 

ǐ Universities: 68.0% of projects 

ǐ Commercial organisations: 12.6% of projects 

ǐ Government departments 3.6% of projects 



Evaluation of the EU Policy on Animal Welf are  

& Possible Options for the Future 

 
 

FOOD POLICY EVALUATION CONSORTIUM 
GHK Consulting in association with ADAS UK 25 

ǐ Other public bodies 9.4% of projects 

ǐ Non-profit organisations 4.2% of projects 

ǐ Hospitals: 1.2% of projects 

ǐ Public health laboratories: 0.6% of projects. 

Industrial sectors using experimental animals include pharmaceutical, chemical, pesticide, 

food and feed producers.  These collectively support 343,000 companies in the EU, with 

turnover of ú1,680 billion and employing 6.5 million people (Table 2.1). 

2.6.3 Pet Animals 

There are few official estimates of the economic significance of the pet industry.  Available 

data are given in Table 2.3.  

Table 2.3  Economic Data on European Pet Sector 

 Year  Data   

Total pets
41

 2010 191 million 

Pet Food Manufacture
42

    

No of companies 2007 864  

Turnover  2007 ú11.0 billion 

Value added at factor cost 2007 ú2.6 billion 

Employment (direct)    

EU pet food industry
43

 2007 29,400  

EU pet sector (estimate)
44

 2009 289,000  

EU dog breeders (estimate)
45

 2009 32,000  

EU veterinarians for pets
46

 2009 78,000  

German dog sector
47

 2009 100,000  

Other    

Dog and cat sales EU
48

 2005 ú1.3 billion 

UK market for pet insurance
49

 2002 ú180 million 

Value of veterinary services related to 

companion animals in Sweden
50

 

2004 ú100 million 
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3 Response to the Evaluation Questions  

This Chapter addresses the core of the evaluation.  It provides answers to the eleven 

evaluation questions listed in Table 1.1.  The answers are supported by data tables (Annex 

5) and a series of endnotes (Annex 6). 

3.1 Question 1: To what extent has EU animal welfare legislation achieved its 
main objective i.e. to improve the welfare conditions of animals within the 
EU? 

3.1.1 Summary 

EU legislation has improved the welfare conditions for those groups of animals that 

are covered by targeted legislation, such as pigs, calves, laying hens, animals during 

transport and experimental animals.  In order to be effective in achieving higher 

standards of welfare, legislative tools have to contain detailed requirements and 

cover all aspects of welfare.  For zoo animals, EU legislation aims at biodiversity 

conservation and does not specifically refer to animal welfare.  Welfare could be 

improved by providing more detailed requirements for the needs of wild animals. 

Enforcement procedures are in place, both in Member States and at EU level.  The 

systems appear to be functioning, but variations in enforcement undermine progress 

towards uniformly high standards across the EU.  There is potential to achieve much 

higher standards of animal welfare by strengthening the enforcement of current EU 

legislation.  The welfare assessment protocols developed in the EU funded Welfare 

Quality® project could be adapted for enforcement. 

By extending the scope of EU welfare legislation, several other groups of animals 

could benefit from higher welfare standards.  This can be achieved either through 

laws targeted at particular groups of animals or through a general EU animal welfare 

law.  Non-legislative routes can also be utilised. 

3.1.2 Introduction  

Legislation is the main policy instrument used by the EU to improve animal welfare.  Its 

effectiveness in improving the welfare of animals in the EU depends on the range and types 

of animals covered, the requirements of the legislation (including the level of welfare 

standards, how these compare to a general welfare framework and whether they are 

enforceable), and the extent to which legislation is enforced in practice at Member State 

and EU level.   

Animal welfare science is multi-dimensional, including elements such as biological function 

(showing normal behaviour), physical health and fitness and sense of well-being. Welfare 

science is also in constant development and incorporating new insights, for example on the 

sentience of animals51.   

The use of animals and their products by humans also introduces an important ómoralô 

judgement to animal welfare.   

The complicated nature of the scientific field is reflected in the numerous definitions that 

exist for animal welfare, all emphasising different aspects.  Three different positions have 

emerged
52

: 

ǐ The subjective experience approach, which focuses on animal feelings;  

ǐ The biological functioning approach, which emphasises optimal biological functioning 

needed for coping; and  

ǐ The natural living approach, emphasising the possibility to express natural behaviour 

and living a ónaturalô life. 
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With the current state of scientific knowledge and the multi-factorial character of welfare 

science, describing an absolute level of welfare for a certain animal group or housing 

system is impossible.  Welfare also depends to a great extent on the management of the 

system.  There are however some generally-held views regarding the welfare potential of 

certain husbandry systems.  For example, it is hard to conceive how the inherent limitations 

of the barren conventional cage could ever fully satisfy the welfare requirements of the 

laying hen
53

.   

Science has shown that the intensive production systems currently in use throughout the 

EU are associated with welfare issues54.  For example: 

ǐ In the case of pigs - housing does not always meet the animalsô needs.  Bored and 

frustrated animals can exhibit stress-related behaviour, such as biting the bars of their 

pens and biting the tails of other pigs.  To prevent pigs from damaging each other, tail 

docking is common.  Poor housing can give rise to respiratory and foot problems.  

ǐ In the case of laying hens - poultry housing systems should allow laying hens to forage, 

peck and scratch the ground, dust bathe, and move away in search of a nest and roost.  

Even where these conditions are met, stress-related behaviour such as feather pecking 

still occurs.  To prevent hens from damaging each other through this behaviour, beak 

trimming is common. 

ǐ In the case of broilers - The main welfare issues for broiler (meat) chickens are 

associated with selective breeding for fast growth, aggressive mating behaviour and 

restricted feeding.   

ǐ In the case of dairy cows - Long term genetic selection for high milk yield is the major 

factor causing poor welfare in dairy cows.  Some of the most important aspects of poor 

welfare are disease conditions, in particular foot and leg disorders and mastitis.  

Reproductive and behavioural problems are also relevant indicators of poor welfare
55

.   

ǐ In the case of farmed fish - Welfare of farmed fish remains a major concern for the 

European aquaculture industry.  The main causes are to be found in environmental 

conditions (e.g. water quality), husbandry practices (e.g. feed and feeding regime), and 

the genetic make-up of the stocks
56

. 

Welfare has traditionally been assessed on the basis of the housing and resources that 

have been provided (input- or resource-based measures).  In recent years, the focus has 

shifted to outcome- or animal-based measures (e.g. lameness) as valid indicators of animal 

welfare, since welfare is a characteristic of the individual animal, not just the system in 

which animals are farmed
57

.  Assessment systems for farm animal welfare increasingly use 

grouped measures (including resource- and animal-based measures) to address welfare 

criteria, in order to answer questions such as óare the animals properly fed and housed?ô  

The main aim of a large EU-funded collaborative research project, Welfare Quality®
58

 was 

to develop harmonised measures by which animal welfare could be monitored from farm to 

slaughter.  The principles and welfare criteria developed in the Welfare Quality® project 

(Table A1.1) have been built on the well-known welfare framework of the Five Freedoms
59

.  

The Welfare Quality® principles and criteria have been used in the current evaluation to 

assess the potential of EU animal legislation to enhance welfare. 

As there is no single generally agreed parameter for welfare, a detailed quantitative 

analysis of improvement in animal welfare as a consequence of EU legislation is 

difficult.  Therefore the scope, content and impact of EU welfare legislation has been 

analysed, taking account of views and evidence provided by stakeholders and 

Member State authorities. 
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3.1.3 Assessment 

3.1.3.1 Analysis of the Scope and Content of Legislation 

A legislative framework that ensures basic housing and care principles for animal species is 

a starting point for achieving good welfare.  Only certain groups of animals in the EU benefit 

from targeted legislation that sets out housing and care requirements in detail.  An 

assessment of the level of standards in the legislation and the number of animals covered 

by targeted legislation provides a broad indication of the overall scope of the legislation.  

This section considers the scope and content of legislation relating to: 

ǐ Farm animals; 

ǐ Transport of animals; 

ǐ Slaughter; 

ǐ Use of animals in experiments; 

ǐ Wild animals; 

ǐ Wild animals in circuses; and 

ǐ Other issues, such as trade in seal products. 

Farm Animals  

Tables A1.2 ï A1.6 provide a comparison of the five main farm animal Directives (Farm 

Animals, Pigs, Calves, Laying Hens and Broilers) with Welfare Quality® principles and an 

assessment of the level of detail and the specificity of requirements in the legislation.  The 

Directives for Pigs, Calves and Laying Hens contain most guidance, with details and more 

specific requirements on how to meet the standards.  Both the Farm Animals and the 

Broiler Directives have fewer details and specificity and give mainly general directions.  It 

should be noted however, that the Broiler Directive was drafted with the aim to measure 

welfare outcomes, rather than setting detailed standards
60

. 

The clearest standards are given in the areas of feeding and housing, with a moderate level 

of guidance on health aspects.  All Directives, except the Pigs Directive, provide little 

guidance on allowing animals to perform appropriate behaviour.  This is a welfare concern, 

as welfare goes beyond good housing, feeding and health
61

.  These findings support views 

from stakeholders and Member State representatives, that specific guidelines are important 

if high standards of welfare are to be achieved.  

This analysis shows that the standards set by the Directives for Pigs, Calves, Laying 

Hens and Broilers (when implemented), have the potential to raise the welfare of 

these groups.  1.4 billion farm animals
62

 fall under the scope of these Directives
63

 (see 

summary Table 3.1 and full details in Table A1.7). 

Large groups of farm animals are not covered by specific EU welfare legislation
64

, as 

shown in summary Table 3.1 (full details in Table A1.8).  The totals shown are 868 million 

farm animals and 1.3 billion tonnes of fish in aquaculture. 
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Table 3.1 Summary of Terrestrial and Aquatic Farm Animal Numbers in Europe 

Animal group (specific EU Directives)  per 1000 head  Year  

Calves 25,069 2009 

Layers 453,393 2009 

Pigs 151,963 2009 

Broilers 793,500 2007 

Total 1,423,925  

Animal group (no specific EU Directives)  per 1000 head  Year  

Cattle (without calves) 63,232 2009 

Sheep 88,810 2009 

Goats 13,042 2009 

Turkeys 197,452 2009 

Geese 13,289 2009 

Ducks 154,584 2009 

Horses 4,064 2008 

Fur animals (mink, fox, finnraccoon) 26,213 2008 

Rabbits 307,933 2008 

Total 868,620  

Aquaculture (tonnes live weight) 1,306,652 2007 

Source: Data from Eurostat, FAOSTAT and EFBA - see details in Tables A1.7 and A1.8. 

 

Transport Legislation 

It is generally recognised that the Transport Regulation has assisted in raising 

animal welfare standards compared to previous legislation. Despite this, many 

stakeholders raised concerns about its effectiveness.  Some requirements are unclear due 

to a lack of scientific basis or limited practical applications and enforcement.  As transport is 

a much debated subject in relation to welfare
65

, some of the main issues from the 

Regulation are briefly discussed here
66

.   

The Regulation requires higher standards than previous legislation (Table A1.9).  It 

provides a standardised framework and minimum standards for animal welfare during 

transport across all Member States.  It addresses the fitness of animals for transport.  This, 

coupled with improvements in the design of modern livestock vehicles required by the 

Regulation, has been recognised by the industry and welfare organisations as being a key 

factor in improving welfare.   

New requirements for mechanical ventilation, temperature monitoring and vehicle 

navigation systems on vehicles making long journeys are now implemented and offer the 

potential for further improvements in animal welfare.  However, the scientific basis for 

temperature limits for animals is questioned by the industry, welfare groups and scientists
67

.   
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The Regulation requires those dealing with animals during transport, including at markets 

and assembly centres, to be trained and demonstrate their competence in handling.  There 

are also requirements for documentation relating to the movement of animals (animal 

transport certificates, journey logs, etc.).  This has provided a framework within which 

Competent Authorities can monitor livestock movements
68

.  Harmonised formats for 

certificates mean that there are fewer issues when transporting livestock across the EU, 

especially as Member States are now required to provide contact points to improve the 

exchange of information.  Some in the industry consider the paperwork more burdensome, 

but generally it is thought to be a positive step.  Despite the introduction of more electronic 

based systems there is still an additional burden of keeping paper records for inspection at 

a later date.   

There is confusion over the specific requirements for GPS systems to ñtrackò vehicles, 

specifically where the data will be stored and who has access.  Some transporters have 

already made significant investments in operational systems that they assume meet the 

requirements of the legislation but there is ongoing concern that future interpretation of the 

Regulation may mean that reinvestment is needed to meet new standards.   

Stakeholders argue that further scientific research is required to assist better definition of 

the acceptable maximum journey times and recovery periods for the different species and 

ages of animals that are transported.  Younger animals and horses are of particular 

concern.  Furthermore, in the experience of hauliers, Member States interpret the 

requirements on journey times differently. 

The requirement for all species to be unloaded during 24-hour rest periods interacts with 

the limits on journey times, since shorter journey times require more frequent unloading, 

and sufficient facilities to meet this requirement do not exist.  It is recognised that some 

species need to be unloaded, while others, such as pigs, may be kept on the vehicle and 

rested, fed and watered quite satisfactorily although this needs to be done in appropriate 

locations.   

There is a disparity between animal travelling times and driversô hours.  If harmonisation 

were possible between these two requirements, it is anticipated that there would be better 

compliance and ease of enforcement, as there are existing procedures across Europe for 

checking driversô hours.   

Slaughter Legislation 

Regulation (EC) No 1099/2009 on slaughter (to be applied from January 2013) replaces 

Directive 93/119/EC on the protection of animals at the time of slaughter or killing.  That 

Directive covered animals kept for the production of food, wool, skin, fur and other 

products.  The new Regulation falls outside the prescribed time frame of the current 

evaluation. 

The basic principle embedded in the Directive was that animals should be spared avoidable 

excitement, pain or suffering during movement, lairaging, restraint, stunning, slaughter or 

killing.  However, the levels of compliance and enforcement varied widely across the EU.  

The Directive had not been substantially amended since its adoption although substantial 

scientific and technical developments had occurred.   

Stakeholders anticipate that the new Regulation will deliver significant improvements in 

animal welfare.  Table A1.10 highlights some main differences between the Directive and 

the new Regulation.  The Regulation acknowledges the evolving level of scientific evidence 

in favour of sentience in fish and states that they should be spared any avoidable pain, 

distress or suffering during their killing and related operations.  Owing to the large 

differences between species of farmed fish, as well as inadequate scientific data, detailed 

requirements for targeted groups are not provided in the Regulation. 

The Regulation allows Member States to adopt additional national standards in some 

areas, although this is cause for concern for some animal welfare NGOs.  For example, the 

derogation for religious slaughter can lead to large groups of animals being slaughtered 
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without stunning, depending on national legislation.  Animal welfare NGOs would have liked 

a commitment to phasing out stunning for poultry in electrical water baths and carbon 

dioxide stunning or killing of any animal by use of carbon dioxide.  Such views are based on 

scientific evidence
69

. An animal welfare NGO expressed concern about the permitted killing 

methods of fur animals, including carbon dioxide
70

, carbon monoxide and head-to-tail 

electrocution. 

Experimental Animals  

Legislation on animal experimentation is very different from law on other aspects of animal 

welfare, where the ultimate objective is to ensure that the animals are protected from harm.  

Experimental animals cannot always be protected from pain and discomfort.  The 

objectives of the legislation on experimentation generally relate to what can be done to 

animals as well as to identification of measures to eliminate unnecessary suffering.  

Directive 86/609/EEC on animals used for experimental and other scientific purposes has 

therefore sometimes been called ópermissiveô.  Applying the welfare framework from 

Welfare Quality® is difficult. 

The Directive specifies general principles on how animals can be used for experimental 

purposes, requirements for training and education of the personnel, sets guidance on 

housing and care, requires the use of alternative non-animal methods when reasonably and 

practicably available and in case animals need to be used, requires methods that use the 

minimum numbers and inflict minimum pain, suffering, distress and lasting harm on 

animals.  

The field of animal experimentation lacks transparency and the research community is 

reluctant to disclose information
71

 and it is therefore difficult to assess the effect the 

Directive has had.  Around 12 million experimental animals
72 

fall under the scope of the 

current Directive (see Table A1.11 for 2005 data
73

). 

NGOs focussing on experimental animal welfare see the existing Directive as too narrow in 

scope - it excludes a number of species of concern and also various types of experiments 

or uses of animals, and it does not explicitly mention the concept of the 3Rs (Replacement, 

Reduction and Refinement
74

).  The wording of the Directive followed Council of Europe 

Conventions - these are open to interpretation and therefore difficult to enforce.  The 

Directive does not require compulsory authorisation of experiments or ethical review 

processes.   

The reporting system in the existing Directive was criticised as being inadequate and 

outdated by one NGO focussing on experimental animal welfare.  At the moment most 

Member States publish basic statistical information on a yearly basis, but only a few 

Member States publish information on ethical evaluation.  This means that it is difficult to 

assess the welfare impact that practices have on animals.   

Despite these points of criticism
75

, NGOs focussing on experimental animals and 

representatives of the pharmaceutical industry have acknowledged that the Directive has 

established minimum standards and that this has helped to improve conditions for 

experimental animals.  The Directive has also been a driving force for improvements in 

national legislation within some Member States. 

The revised Directive
76

 targets the implementation of the 3Rs, with a specific focus on 

Refinement and Reduction, while the Replacement principle remains as the ultimate goal in 

areas where this is scientifically not yet feasible.  All uses of animals will be subject to 

authorisation and a compulsory project (ethical) evaluation.   

The wider scope of the new Directive in terms of species
77

 is viewed by consulted 

experimental animal NGOs as a positive step forwards.  However, there is concern that the 

Directive will not include other invertebrates that are considered as sentient, such as 

decapod crustaceans
78

.  The new legislation will set tighter rules for the use and care of 

non-human primates and introduces a ban on the use of great apes in procedures, but 
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neither the existing nor revised Directive sufficiently address the use of other species that 

the public are concerned about, such as dogs and cats
79

. 

The principle of protecting animals is beginning to be incorporated in other legislation that 

(directly or indirectly) requires use of animals.  For example, the principle of the 3Rs, 

(particularly the use of alternatives, where available), is included in the REACH Regulation, 

Directives on biocides and plant protection products, and the 7th amendment to the 

Cosmetics Directive.  These all now include requirements for data sharing and statements 

that using animal tests to obtain data should be the last resort.  The Cosmetics Directive 

includes clear timetabled bans on animal use and this had a meaningful impact on the 

cosmetics industry, pushing it to develop non-animal alternative methods within a set 

deadline. 

Wild Animals  

The Zoos Directive 1999/22/EC covers wild animals kept in zoos
80

, including fish and 

invertebrates.  Wild animals kept in circuses, pet shops, bred for hunting or kept in small 

numbers, or not available for exhibition to the public, are not covered by the Directive.  The 

Directive effectively implements the requirements of the 1992 Convention on Biological 

Diversity
81

 to take ex situ conservation measures to protect biodiversity within the EU, 

requiring zoos and aquariums to adopt a conservation role
82 83

. 

The primary objective of the Directive is conservation, and animal welfare is not specifically 

referred to.  Article 3 does require zoos to accommodate animals under conditions which 

ñaim to satisfy the biological and conservation requirements of the individual speciesò, but 

as a conservation, rather than a welfare measure.  The Directive sets a framework for 

Member States and its preamble suggests that guidelines produced by the European 

Association of Zoos and Aquaria (EAZA)
84

 and other organisations could assist in the 

development and adoption of national standards.   

Although the Welfare Quality® principles and criteria were originally developed for farm 

animals, they describe a framework of welfare that can also be applied to other animals in 

captivity.  Table A2.12 provides a comparison of the Zoos Directive with Welfare Quality® 

principles and an assessment of level of detail and specificity of requirements in the 

legislation
85

.  There is very little detail or specificity within the Directive on measures for 

animal welfare.  As a result, it has limited potential to raise the welfare of zoo animals.  

Animal welfare NGOs have underlined this as the main issue that inhibits the raising of 

welfare standards in Europeôs zoos
86

. 

Accurate data for the number of wild animals kept in Europeôs thousands of zoos are not 

available
87

.  Table A1.13 gives estimates for some of the main animal groups in the zoos in 

12 Member States.  This data are summarised in Table 3.2 below.  Extrapolation of these 

estimates to 27 Member States, increases the overall number of animals covered by the 

Zoos Directive to around 0.8 million animals.  However, as the data does not include fish 

and invertebrates, it is extremely likely that the Directive affects well in excess of 1 million 

animals.  This is in line with the view of an NGO concerned with wild animals which has 

estimated the number of wild animals at between one
88

 and five
89

 million. 
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Table 3.2  Summary of Estimates of Categories of Wild Animals Kept in European Zoos 

Animal category  Estimated numbers  

Mammals  85,834 

Birds  108,259 

Reptiles  51,903 

Amphibians  14,240 

Other 100,046 

Total for 12 Member States 360,282 

Extrapolation to 27 Member States 810,634 

See table A1.13 for a full list and details of sources. 

Wild Animals in Circuses 

Circus animals are explicitly excluded from the Zoos Directive and no centralised EU 

welfare legislation for circus animals in Europe exists.  The exact number of wild animals 

used in circuses is not known.  The European Circus Association (ECA) estimates that 

more than 1000 circuses operate across Europe.  It is estimated that these use some 

thousands of wild animals
90

.  Some Member States have specific legislation on circuses 

which, in many cases, has the effect of discouraging the use of non-domesticated animals 

in circuses through bureaucratic measures.  There is a high degree of pressure from animal 

welfare NGOs to restrict or ban the use of non-domesticated animals in circuses. 

Circuses have to register under Regulation 1739/2005
91

, which focuses on animal health
92

.  

It requires registration of circus animals and details of their owners with national authorities, 

and could therefore allow authorities to use this information for controls related to animal 

welfare
93

.   

Information on the welfare status of animals in circuses is scarce.  The issue has been 

investigated in the United Kingdom and the Netherlands with a view to assessing the need 

for circus legislation.  Working groups looked at the welfare of animals in circuses (NL) and 

reviewed the scientific evidence concerning circus animal welfare (UK).  The UK group
94

 

reported that there is a lack of scientific evidence and therefore the development of policy 

will have to be based on political decisions.  The Dutch group
95

 recommended the 

development of minimal legal standards for keeping and using animals in circuses. 

There is a lack of clarity about whether and how the Transport Regulation applies to circus 

animals.  Some Member States require circuses to comply with the Regulation as it refers 

to animals involved in ñeconomic activityò.  However other Member States do not
96

.  The 

Regulation does apply to the transport of wild zoo animals.   

Wild Animals ï Other Categories 

The two other issues on which the EU has legislated to effect improvements in the welfare 

of wild animals are Regulations for trade in seal products and the use of leghold traps
97

. 

Regulation on Trade in Seal Products 

Directive 83/129 on the importation of skins of certain seal pups
98

 had previously closed the 

borders of the EU to the fur obtained from the youngest harp and hooded seal pups 

(ówhitecoatsô and óbluebacksô).  The market for whitecoats collapsed when the Directive was 

implemented but trade in non-whitecoats rose as the commercial sealing industry shifted its 

attention to the hunt of slightly older seal pups having already moulted their white coats.  
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This meant that the products of the seal trade could continue to be placed on the EU 

market.   

The 2009 Regulation prohibits the placing on the EU market of all seal products subject to 

limited exemptions.  It responds to the genuine concerns expressed by EU citizens about 

the animal welfare aspects of the seal hunt while at the same time ensuring that the 

fundamental economic and social interests of Inuit communities engaged in the hunting of 

seals as a means to ensure their subsistence are not adversely affected.  

Trapping Standards 

Regulation 3254/91 on leghold traps and pelts and goods of wild species
99 

banned the use 

of leghold traps in the EU.  Whilst its direct impact within the EU was high, the banning of 

imports of products that have been obtained using such traps in third countries took some 

time.  For this purpose an agreement was reached in 1998 between the EU, Russia and 

Canada
100

 (the primary exporters of wild animal fur) and the US
101

 which aimed to ensure a 

sufficient level of welfare of trapped animals.  The animal welfare NGOs are of the view that 

the pressure from these third countries weakened the leghold Traps Regulation, as it 

allowed trappers in those countries to continue to use leghold traps if they meet the 

standards.  A proposal to implement the Agreement in the EU was rejected by the 

European Parliament
102

. 

In 2004, the Commission attempted to address this by adopting a proposal for a Directive 

introducing humane trapping standards for certain animal species.  This proposal was 

rejected by the European Parliament in 2005.  The alleged reasons for the EP rejection 

were manifold
103

.   

Pet Animals 

The welfare of pets is currently not the subject of EU legislation.  Data on the number of pet 

animals in Europe are patchy and variable in quality.  According to the European Pet Food 

Industry Federation
104

 there are 191 million pets in Europe, with 60 million cats and 56 

million dogs (Table 3.3).  The Federation of Veterinarians (FVE) has noted that there is a 

tendency for the cat population to increase, whereas the dog population is decreasing, and 

that there is a growing trend towards keeping unusual or exotic species. 

Data for different Member States are given in Table A1.14.  This table shows a total of 

about 181 million pets for 2009, with a total of 58.7 million cats and 63 million dogs for 2004 

(but note the gaps in the data).  The expenditure on pet supplies (mainly food) was a total 

of ú18.6 billion in 2009. 

Table 3.3  Summary Data on the Number of Pets in Europe 

2010  Million  

Number of households with pets 62 

Number of cats 60 

Number of dogs 56 

Number of birds 35 

Number of other pets 40 

Total pets 191 

Source: FEDIAF (www.fediaf.org/the-european-pet-food-industry/facts-figures/), accessed December 

2010. 

Increasing areas of pet welfare concern are inbreeding of cats and dogs
105

, pet obesity, 

stray dogs and intensive rearing of pets, especially puppies, for commercial trade
106

. 

 

http://(www.fediaf.org/the-european-pet-food-industry/facts-figures/
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Cat and Dog Fur and Products Containing such Fur 

The ban on cat and dog fur and products containing such fur (Regulation 1523/2007
107

) 

relates mainly to trade issues, and responded to consumer's concerns of possible 

introduction into the EU of cat and dogs fur, since there may have been indications of 

animals kept and slaughtered inhumanely.  The Regulation banned imports but animal 

welfare NGOs expressed concern about whether it is being properly enforced.   

3.1.3.2 Consulteesô Views on the Scope and Achievements of EU Legislation 

In the online consultation, respondents were asked whether EU animal welfare policy has 

substantially contributed to enhancing the welfare of animals
108

.  The results are broadly 

consistent with the scope of the policy, which provides greatest protection for farm animals 

and least protection for pets and wild animals: 

ǐ For farm animals, 50% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the EU has 

substantially contributed to enhancing their welfare, 20% were unsure and the 

remaining 30% disagreed or strongly disagreed.   

ǐ For experimental animals 44% agreed or strongly agreed, 22% were unsure and 33% 

disagreed or strongly disagreed that the EU has substantially contributed to enhancing 

their welfare.   

ǐ For pets there was significant disagreement, and only 16% agreed or strongly agreed, 

27% were unsure, while a total of 57% disagreed or strongly disagreed.  The fact that 

16% of respondents agreed with this statement suggests that they are unaware of the 

current lack of EU policy in that area.   

ǐ For wild animals, only 14% agreed or strongly agreed, 21% were unsure, but 66% 

disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.   

Animal welfare NGOs and sector bodies highlighted animal groups that they think would 

benefit from EU welfare legislation.  Most mentioned were 1) farm animals: cattle, turkeys, 

ducks, geese, goats, rabbits, horses, farmed fish
109

. 2) pets; 3) cloned animals for 

experiments
110

; and 4) wild animals in circuses, sanctuaries and kept as pets, animals 

reared for hunting (e.g. game birds).  These animal groups mentioned are amongst the 

largest populations that are not currently covered by specific legislation (see 

numbers in Tables 3.1 and 3.3).   

The number of wild animals in captivity in zoos is relatively small in comparison with the 

farm animal categories.  NGOs are concerned that the focus of the Zoos Directive on 

conservation and biodiversity objectives means that it has little to offer in terms of improving 

animal welfare among zoo animals. 

3.1.3.3 The Scope of EU Legislation 

Animal welfare is amongst the principles that the EU aims to respect when formulating new 

policy, especially when there is a link between animal welfare and the main EU policies
111

.  

EU animal welfare legislation has focused thus far on food-producing animals, but 

there is debate on whether to extend legislation to all animals in captivity.  Besides 

the food-producing animals not included so far, legislation could include wild animals kept 

for entertainment and education purposes (zoos and circuses, dolphinaria), animals in 

sanctuaries or wild animals kept and reared for recreational activities such as hunting, and 

also pets.  The European Parliament supports this by accepting the Paulsen report
112

.  The 

report considers that Article 13 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union has 

created a new legal situation and that the article applies to all animals
113

. 

The current scope of EU welfare legislation could be extended to include large groups of 

animals for which welfare concerns exist.  One policy tool that has been suggested for 

achieving this is a general EU animal welfare law.  The legal feasibility of such a proposal 

would need to be explored, as currently the EU has no legal competency for animal welfare 

as such.  Such a law was recommended in the Paulsen report and this idea is also 

supported by several NGOs and some Member States.   
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Such a law could contribute to a common understanding of the concept of animal welfare 

across Europe, for example, by imposing a clear duty of care for users and keepers of 

animals.  One welfare law could be a quicker and more efficient way to bring several animal 

groups under protection, in comparison with designing separate pieces of specific 

legislation, each of which would have a long inception phases.  A general welfare law could 

be designed as a framework law, overarching current specific pieces of legislation, to 

simplify the current set of laws.  Alternatively, it could be a basic law setting out general 

principles, accompanied by guidelines on the care of specific animal groups.  Both options 

would have to be clear enough to be enforceable.  

If legal tools to extend the scope of EU welfare legislation are not feasible, non-legislative 

routes for achieving improved welfare conditions could be explored.  Options are 

stimulating regulatory initiatives (e.g. voluntary standards with production rules) or non-

regulatory initiatives (with no production rules, such as education and information initiatives 

or quality assurance schemes)
114

. 

Other options are agreements between sector bodies, parties in the production and retail 

chain, civil society and governmental bodies.  This has been a successful approach in 

some Member States, such as The Netherlands (see example on pig castration)
115

. 

The possibility of extending the scope of EU policy to all animals in captivity is supported by 

several animal welfare NGOs, but has created concerns amongst other stakeholders, for 

example hunters.  The strong representation of this group in the response to the online 

consultation illustrates their concerns (Annex 4).  This could also explain the pattern of 

responses to the question about whether respondents viewed it as important that the EU is 

involved in welfare policy for wild animals.  There was strong disagreement with 

involvement: 9% agreed or strongly agreed, 3% were unsure, and 88% disagreed or 

strongly disagreed
116

.   

There is increasing discussion on whether pets should be covered by EU wide legislation.  

The public and organisations that responded to the online consultation were asked whether 

they viewed it as important that the EU is involved in welfare policy for pet animals.  There 

was fairly strong agreement for the EUôs involvement: 55% agreed or strongly agreed, 6% 

were unsure, and 39% disagreed or strongly disagreed
117

.   

3.1.3.4 Enforcement  

The analysis of the content of legislation against the chosen welfare framework in the 

above section has given an indication of how enforceable the legislative tools are in the 

context of achieving higher welfare standards.  It is shown that when legislation has more 

specific details, it is easier to enforce and welfare conditions can be improved.  However, 

the impact on welfare not only depends on the scope, design and enforceability of EU 

legislative tools, but also on the systems and level of enforcement at Member State level. 

The degree of enforcement is also influenced by understanding the relevant issues by the 

operators involved. 

Member States have responsibility for the effective management of the EUPAW in their 

respective territories and for allocating sufficient resources to achieve this.  Member States 

have underlined that more detailed legislation assists with the legal process of 

enforcement.  This is one of the reasons for some Member States to add more detail when 

transposing EU legislation to national legislation (see Section 3.2).  The contrast between 

the Zoos Directive and specific farm animal legislation illustrates that the lack of specific 

guidance in a directive
118

 can inhibit progress towards improved animal welfare. 

Attitudes to, and practice of, enforcement are discussed with reference to legislation on: 

ǐ Farm animals; 

ǐ Experimental animals;  

ǐ Zoo animals; and  



Evaluation of the EU Policy on Animal Welf are  

& Possible Options for the Future 

 
 

FOOD POLICY EVALUATION CONSORTIUM 
GHK Consulting in association with ADAS UK 37 

ǐ Pets. 

Farm Animal Legislation 

Animal welfare NGOs have acknowledged that significant improvements have been made 

in the welfare of farm animals
119

 although there is potential to achieve much higher 

standards.  There is general agreement amongst the range of interviewed 

stakeholders, including animal welfare NGOs, sector bodies and several Member 

State officials, that enforcement needs to be improved if higher standards are to be 

achieved.   

A frequent view expressed by stakeholders interviewed was that enforcement of animal 

transport legislation is an issue.  The view from both industry and welfare groups is that 

better and more uniform enforcement is needed.  Member States have not enforced rules 

governing aspects of animal transport equally, causing uncertainty when animal transport 

crosses different Member State boundaries.  The data submitted to the Commission for 

inspection activities for animals during transport indicated large differences in levels of 

inspection between different Member States (see Section 3.11).  Infringements of transport 

legislation are illustrated by an ongoing European Court of Justice (ECJ) case against 

Greece
120

.   

In most Member States, farm animal welfare policy is the responsibility of a ministry of 

agriculture.  However, enforcement is often supported by a separate inspection service (of 

the ministry) or a completely separate body.  In federal states (e.g. ES, DE), inspection 

duties are devolved to regional inspection services.  Inspections are mostly performed by 

(state) veterinarians, assisted by private veterinarians
121

 and by technical/welfare officers.  

Inspections of compliance with transport legislation in Member States are made by 

veterinarians, the police or by separate road transport inspectorates.  A noted limitation, 

with regard to veterinarians inspecting transport, is that they do not always have the 

authority to stop vehicles on the public road, so they have to rely on police assistance.  This 

limits the ability to enforce transport legislation.   

Slaughter practices are inspected by veterinarians present in slaughterhouses.  In some 

Member States, inspectors use check sheets or lists (e.g. BE
122

, FR, IT), to aid (and 

standardise) the inspection visits.  Depending on the internal administrative organisation of 

Member States, welfare checks are not always made in dedicated visits, but combined with 

other checks (e.g. for food safety or environmental matters under cross- compliance in DK, 

UK).  When animal welfare inspections are combined with cross-compliance checks, or if 

the specific control competent authorities are also responsible for cross compliance, CAP 

payments may be reduced or even completely withdrawn depending on the severity, extent, 

permanence and repetition of the non-compliance.  The sanctions under provisions 

transposing EU animal welfare Directives into national law shall apply independently and 

complementarily of cross-compliance reductions.  The UK found that with such a system, 

producers reacted quicker than before, with a positive effect on animal welfare.   

Compliance with legislation is partly dependent on the perceived risk of being inspected 

and the sanctions against infringements.  Data on farm inspections reported to the 

Commission (Section 3.11) show a rate of non-compliances of 68%
123

.  With regard to the 

frequency of inspections, most Member States take a risk-based approach to determination 

of the location and frequency of inspections.  The ministries decide on a percentage of 

farms/holdings that need to be checked (often in the region of 5%-10%)
124

.  Some Member 

States mentioned that the inspection visits are not announced in advance.   

Member States also provided information on the system of dealing with infringements.  

Initially warnings are issued so that the situation can be corrected.  On-the-spot fines are 

given, although not all inspectors have the competency to do that
125

.  Infringement cases 

can also be taken to court.  Comparing the size of fines between Member States is difficult 

due to limited information available
126

 and the economic differences between Members 

States.  However, for fines to be effective, they have to outweigh any cost savings from 

non-compliance and thus should be in relation to the relevant revenues.  A more 
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harmonised approach to dealing with infringements across the EU could assist with 

enforcement.   

The FVO plays an important role in monitoring enforcement of EU legislation on farm 

animal welfare.  Missions are carried out in different Member States in order to assess if the 

systems in place ensure compliance with EU legislation127.   

The FVO prepares inspection missions carefully, involving consultations with other services 

of DG SANCO and the relevant Competent Authority (CA) in the Member State.  There is 

good coverage of all Member States in respect of missions.  Some Member States receive 

more regular inspections, on the basis of criteria such as production levels, risks, previous 

reports (especially if non-compliances
128

 were found) or complaints.  In practice, individual 

Member States are generally subject to an animal welfare mission only once a year at 

most.   

The FVO reported that there is a good level of compliance with the Calves Directive in 

Member States and cross-compliance has stimulated improvements.  However, most 

missions have found non-compliances and infringements of EU animal welfare directives 

and regulations
129

.  The following non-compliances are most often identified during 

missions by the FVO: 

On farm - Most CAs have adequate procedures for carrying out on farm checks, but their 

capacity for enforcement is often a problem.  Common deficiencies: 

ǐ Laying hens: overstocking of conventional battery cages and lack of claw shortening 

devices 

ǐ Pigs: the lack of material for manipulation
130

 

During transport ï common deficiencies: 

ǐ Overstocking 

ǐ Lack of equipment for long distance transport, in particular appropriate drinking 

devices for different types of animals.   

At slaughter - common deficiencies:  

ǐ Lack of effective stunning for poultry 

ǐ Excessive use of the derogation for stunning in slaughterhouses 

ǐ Inappropriate restraint of small ruminants. 

For slaughter and transport checks, the FVO also stated that personnel that perform 

inspections on behalf of the CA also need to be supervised and checked, otherwise the 

level of enforcement is weak. 

Procedures for follow-up actions after each mission are in place, including the opportunity 

for the CA to comment on actions required, before a final report is issued
131

.  The FVO also 

uses indicators to monitor the status of all animal welfare follow-up activities.  

Recommendations are made to Member States
132

.  However, there appear to be delays in 

pursuing and gaining responses to recommendations and in achieving compliance.  

Several cases are not resolved until the next inspection mission
133

.  Sometimes, this can be 

the result of EU legislation being ambiguous, so that the FVO raises a matter as a non-

compliance requiring corrective action, but the CA considers that it is, in fact, compliant.  

There does not seem to be an adequate system in place to deal with such situations 

quickly.   

The FVOôs role is clearly defined but its impact in enhancing welfare standards is 

limited by the frequency of inspections, the limited species that can be covered and 

the difficulty of resolving cases of conflict with a Member State. 
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Several stakeholders acknowledged the quality of the work done by the FVO, but 

questioned the adequacy of the number of inspections performed.  It was also mentioned 

that missions are announced in advance, so that the FVO may not always witness the 

normal day to day procedures in the Member States. 

Experimental Animal Legislation 

There is currently no EU system of inspections of compliance with the legislation governing 

animal experimentation, and Directive 86/609/EEC only states that inspections need to be 

periodic.  In most Member States experimental animal policy falls under the same ministry 

as farm animal policy (in animal welfare units).  However, in a few Member States the 

responsibility lies elsewhere (e.g. Ministry of Public Health, NL; Home Office, UK) or in a 

separate advisory board (e.g. DK).  These bodies deal with the licenses that are needed to 

perform experiments or are given advice on license applications by (national) ethical 

committees (e.g. PL, NL, UK, HU, FR, DK).  The system of inspections varies greatly 

among the Member States.  Inspections may be organised, regular and unannounced, or 

not scheduled according to a clear plan.   

Sanctions against infringements include warnings, the revoking of licenses and 

prosecutions.  From the limited amount of information available, it is difficult to evaluate 

how effective these sanctions are
134

.   

The revised Experimental Animals Directive requires much more stringent inspections (30% 

of user establishments annually) including unannounced inspections, reporting and in 

cases of due reason for concern, a possibility for the Commission to control national 

inspection systems.  It is not clear yet how this will be established.  Its success will depend 

on adequate resources being devoted to implementing robust measures and the 

functioning of the national inspection systems.  The role of controls for the new 

Experimental Animals Directive could potentially be fulfilled by the FVO, given 

adequate additional resources, because of its existing infrastructure and experience 

with inspections. 

Zoo Animal Legislation 

The inspection framework required by the Zoos Directive is provided by the respective 

Member States which are therefore, responsible for ensuring that zoos operating within 

their territories meet the required standards.  Table A1.15 provides an overview of the 

systems of enforcement of the Zoos Directive in 12 Member States.  It shows that in 2008, 

several zoos were still not licensed, despite the fact that according to Article 4(2) of the 

Directive, every zoo should have a license granted by the competent authority by the given 

deadline of 9 April 2003.  It also shows that there was widespread variance in enforcement 

by Member States.   

The lack of progress with the implementation and enforcement of the Directive led to an 

action against Spain by the European Commission
135

.  The case was for failing to fulfil 

obligations under the Directive in respect of certain Autonomous Communities, by failing to 

licence zoos, and failing to order the closure of those zoos not licensed.  

Animal welfare NGOs express concern that several Member States do not have the tools 

necessary to apply the legislation (for example, trained inspectors).  This is partly due to a 

lack of basic biological understanding of animals in zoos, a shortage of knowledge of 

animal welfare (and its assessment) among zoo veterinarians and zoo inspectors, and a 

lack of training in these matters.  Animal welfare NGOs have investigated the 

implementation of the Zoos Directive
136

 and monitor the situation of wild animals in 

captivity
137

.  A recent tour of 20 EU Member States, investigating conditions in zoos and 

holding meetings with the Competent Authorities, found that Member States still need to 

improve their enforcement
138

.   

There is a need for stringent supervision to ensure compliance with the Zoos 

Directive.  This has also been raised in the Paulsen report on the evaluation of the 

EU Animal Welfare Action Plan. 
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Pet Animal Legislation 

Enforcement of (national) legislation on pets (see also Section 3.2) varies widely across the 

Member States.  In some, action is in response to complaints about animal abuse.  Others 

have veterinarians inspecting trade establishments (FR), while others leave inspection to 

inspection services of animal welfare NGOs (e.g. in UK, NL). 

Views on Enforcement 

In the online consultation, responses to the statement that ñanimal welfare varies 

significantly within the EU because of differing legislation and enforcement issues across 

the Member Statesò showed that: 54% agreed or strongly agreed, 12% were unsure and 

34% disagreed or strongly disagreed
139

.  It is noted that views on harmonisation of the 

legislation itself as well as enforcement may also have informed these views.   

All Member States interviewed as part of this evaluation have systems in place to 

perform welfare inspections.  Despite this, enforcement is seen as inadequate by a 

wide range of stakeholders, including animal welfare NGOs, industry representatives 

and some Member States.  The Paulsen report on the evaluation of the EU Action Plan
 

also called for better enforcement of existing legislation to achieve higher standards of 

welfare. 

Future welfare legislation may be increasingly based on welfare outcomes and therefore 

less prescriptive.  Monitoring the effect of the Broiler Directive will provide information on 

whether this approach can be effective.   

Effective enforcement relies on skilled assessors, especially if more outcome-based 

measures are to be used.  The EU funded Welfare Quality® project developed assessment 

protocols for poultry, pigs and cattle, which can be used in such assessment systems.  The 

developed protocols contain standard descriptions of the measures, data collection, sample 

size and the order in which the different measures should be carried out
140

. 

Concern was expressed by several stakeholders, and also in the Paulsen report, that 

currently the knowledge is lacking as to how to use the new indicators in a practical farm 

situation and how they could assist with enforcement of welfare legislation.  Furthermore, 

assessors would have to be trained in order to standardise the implementation of the 

assessment and achieve high repeatability.  Disseminating this knowledge to farmers can 

also benefit on-farm animal welfare. .  It would be valuable to investigate the further 

development of the Welfare Quality® project welfare assessment protocols for 

welfare legislation enforcement. 

3.1.4 Recommendations for Question 1 (welfare assessment) 

The analysis above suggests that the issues to be addressed by future policy might include: 

ǐ Increasing levels of enforcement of existing legislation, in order to ensure that it meets 
its potential to improve welfare conditions.  There is a need for more uniformity in 
enforcement systems across Member States, a more harmonised system of penalties 
across the EU, clearer legislative requirements where they cause different 
interpretations for enforcement, and an increased number of missions by the FVO.  

ǐ Considering extending the scope of EU welfare legislation to include large groups of 
animals for which welfare concerns exist.  This can be achieved through specific 
animal legislation or through a general EU animal welfare law, although the legal 
feasibility of such a proposal would need to be explored.  Such a law could contribute 
to a common understanding of the concept of animal welfare across Europe by 
imposing a clear óduty of careô for users and keepers of animals.  A general animal 
welfare law could be designed as a framework law, overarching current specific pieces 
of legislation, or a basic law setting out general principles, accompanied by guidelines 
on the care of specific animal groups.  Both options would have to be clear enough to 
be enforceable.  
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ǐ Exploring non-legislative routes for achieving improved welfare conditions to 
complement existing legislation, for example by stimulating regulatory or non-
regulatory initiatives or agreements between sector bodies, parties in the production 
and retail chain, civil society and governmental bodies. 

ǐ Stimulating further development of the Welfare Quality® project welfare assessment 
protocols for welfare legislation enforcement. 

ǐ Enhancing the effectiveness of zoo animal legislation through better enforcement and 
by providing more detailed requirements for the needs of the animals under its scope.  
The EU could play a role in this.  However it can also be equally achieved by an 
exchange of knowledge and expertise between Member States, for example by 
developing joint guidelines. 

ǐ Developing an inspection body to support the enforcement of the revised Experimental 
Animals Directive, and examining whether the FVO should take up this role. 

 

3.2 Question 2: To what extent has EU legislation on the protection of animals 
ensured proper functioning of the internal market for the activities 
concerned?  

3.2.1 Summary 

EU legislation on the protection of animals has contributed to, but not fully ensured, 

the proper functioning of the internal market for the economic activities affected.  In 

those areas where specific EU animal welfare legislation is in place, it has made 

progress in harmonising standards of animal welfare across the EU.  Without it, 

standards would undoubtedly be lower than they are today in some Member States, 

and higher in others.  Much greater variations in standards exist for those animals 

outside the scope of current EU legislation, such as dairy cows and pets.  These 

groups of animals would benefit from harmonised EU legislation to achieve higher 

standards of welfare. 

Harmonisation is seen as important by Member States and stakeholders in avoiding 

competitive distortions within the internal market.  Although animal welfare 

standards are only one factor affecting patterns of production and trade, there is 

evidence that they can have an impact.  

Despite the progress made, there is more to do ï the harmonisation effort is still 

work in progress.  A lack of clarity in the EU standards has become a barrier to 

effective harmonisation in some areas.  Some Member States have implemented 

standards that go beyond those set by EU law.  Most importantly, there are 

variations in enforcement which mean that the effective harmonisation is less than is 

suggested by an analysis of the standards laid down in law.  

3.2.2 Introduction  

EU policy recognises that the establishment of an internal market based upon the free 

movement of goods depends upon an adequate level of harmonisation of standards.  

Recognising that Member States and consumers have certain expectations in relation to 

animal welfare, one of the aims of EU legislation is to facilitate the functioning of the internal 

market by harmonising animal welfare standards.  The degree of effective harmonisation 

depends not only on the legislation introduced but also the extent to which it is enforced 

and the desired standards delivered. 

In addressing this question we consider: 

ǐ First, the degree to which animal welfare legislation has harmonised standards within 

the EU.  This is based on a review of EU and Member State legislation, findings from 
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the national missions, and information from the EconWelfare
141

 project.  This is 

supplemented by stakeholder views gathered for this evaluation (both via interviews 

and the online consultation) and evidence relating to enforcement (Section 3.1) and 

costs imposed by legislation (Section 3.10).   

ǐ Second, the effect that the legislation has had on patterns of production and trade in the 

internal market. Data on production and trade in the EU are used to assess the impact 

on the functioning of the internal market. 

3.2.3 Assessment 

In those areas where specific EU animal welfare legislation is in place, it has helped 

to harmonise standards of animal welfare.  Most progress has been made in 

harmonising farm animal legislation, and less for experimental and zoo animal 

legislation.  Without significant EU animal welfare legislation for pets, there is 

greater variation between Member States. 

3.2.3.1 Harmonisation  

This section considers the evidence of harmonisation of standards for each of the types of 

animal under consideration here (farm, experimental, companion and wild). 

Harmonisation of Farm Animal Legislation 

EU farm animal welfare legislation has had a positive effect on the level of 

harmonisation across the EU.  It has raised standards in many Member States, and 

especially amongst the newer Member States.  This has been observed by many 

interviewed stakeholders.  However, there is a divergence between Member States that go 

beyond EU legislation and those that do not.  

The EconWelfare project made a detailed comparison of national farm animal welfare 

legislation
142

 in Germany, Spain, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden and the United 

Kingdom. The current evaluation has also included research in Belgium, France, Denmark, 

Hungary and Romania.  

The information gathered is summarised in Table A2.1.   

The analysis shows two main groups of countries:  

ǐ Those with no extra requirements beyond EU legislation -  

Italy, Spain, Hungary and Romania transposed EU legislation into domestic law without 

major changes. Belgium, Poland and France put in place some additional welfare 

requirements, but in general their legislation does not differ significantly from that of the 

EU.   

ǐ Those with extra or more detailed requirements beyond EU legislation and which also 

differ between countries -  

Germany, The Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark and the United Kingdom have national 

farm animal welfare laws which differ in quite a few aspects and which go beyond the 

requirements of EU legislation.   

EconWelfare describes the aspects in which national legislation differs from EU legislation: 

ǐ For calves: more specific requirements on accommodation (e.g. light intensity, pen 

dimensions, bedding) and feeding (e.g. fibre, iron, suckling); 

ǐ For pigs: more requirements exist for feeding and access to fresh water and 

accommodation (unobstructed floor space, manipulable material, light, climate), 

mutilations and group housing of sows
143

; 

ǐ For poultry: main differences regard accommodation in non-cage and enriched cage 

systems; 
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ǐ For slaughter: additional requirements for stunning and killing, bleeding and 

kosher/halal slaughtering. 

Several Member States also have national legislation for groups of farm animals that are 

not covered by specific EU legislation (see Table A2.1).  The two animal groups for which 

this has occurred most are fur animals (DE, IT, NL, DK) and dairy cows (DE, SE, UK, DK, 

under discussion in NL).  Hungary has specific national welfare legislation for ducks and 

geese - there has been criticism from animal welfare groups in recent years about the 

treatment of these animals and domestic production is substantial.   

National requirements for dairy cows relate to feeding, drinking, accommodation, calving, 

breeding and mutilations.  In view of this diversity in Member State legislation and also 

in view of the range of welfare issues (see Question 1) and the number of animals 

affected
144

, dairy cow welfare legislation at EU level could be considered, to achieve 

harmonisation. 

Some countries (e.g. UK, NL, DE, SE) produce welfare guidelines or recommendations 

which provide specific advice on housing and care.  These guidelines assist producers with 

enhancing animal welfare and often go beyond what is in the EU legislation. 

Member States that have gone beyond EU legislation tend to: 

ǐ Push for higher standards during negotiations for new legislation or during reviews of 

existing legislation, helping to drive up welfare standards; and/or 

ǐ Point to examples where EU legislation has had the effect of slowing down their 

(national) rate of progress in animal welfare.  

The prospect of higher domestic standards leading to a competitive disadvantage for 

national producers within the single market has had a restraining effect on some countriesô 

ambitions in the area of animal welfare.  For example, Denmark would have liked to raise 

its pig national standards (e.g. by introducing larger space allowances), but was 

discouraged by projections of a significant economic impact on its farmers. The 

Netherlands reduced space allowances for pigs to increase competitiveness.  The UK 

resolved to avoid ógold-platingô legislation for reasons of competitiveness.  Hungary revoked 

measures on inspections of large holdings that went beyond EU requirements.  These 

effects have increased harmonisation, but not necessarily increased aggregate welfare 

standards. 

Harmonisation of Experimental Animal Legislation 

The existing Experimental Animals Directive dates back to 1986.  EU legislation in this area 

is not harmonised because most Member States
145

 have subsequently adopted legislation 

that goes beyond the minimum standards laid down in that Directive (see Table A2.2).  The 

adjustments in more recent national legislation have reflected, for example, development of 

techniques of experimentation, increased understanding of the capacity of animals to feel 

pain, the need to take into account ethical concerns, and a wish to improve housing 

standards.  The existing Directive includes only non-binding guidelines on accommodation 

and care of animals
146

. These guidelines have not been implemented effectively in the 

Member States.  Some have considered them as minimum requirements while others use 

them only as guidelines. 

There are, as a consequence, large differences among national standards, with variations 

in approaches to housing and care for experimental animals, ethical review and 

authorisation procedures for projects
147

.  There are also differences in the type of animals 

that can be used for experiments and the checks made on license holders. 

Stakeholders with a focus on experimental animals generally expect that proposed 

revisions to the Directive will help to create a new and more harmonised legal framework 

that will improve national legislation in those Member States where standards of regulation 

and animal care are still relatively poor.  However, there are concerns from Member States 

that they may not be able to legislate beyond EU requirements and that the revisions could 
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weaken national legislation in areas such as authorisation, inspection, training and ethical 

review.  Much will also depend on the systems for inspections, ethical review and 

retrospective assessment, and measures to ensure transparency that will be implemented 

by Member States and the Commission. 

Stakeholders have stated that there is still a need for more detailed definitions, criteria and 

procedures in order that standards are applied uniformly by Member States.  Examples 

given relate to alternative methods, the use of non-human primates and the permissible 

level of suffering.  It was also suggested that practices in education and training would 

benefit from increased harmonisation
148

. 

Some toxicology legislation has helped to harmonise welfare standards.  For example, the 

REACH Regulation lays down standardised methods for the toxicological testing of 

chemicals, incorporating OECD methods. REACH also stipulates that alternative methods 

must be used where appropriate, to comply with the Experimental Animals Directive.  Other 

agencies such as the European Medicines Agency have adopted harmonised ICH
149

 and 

OECD
150

 guidelines and have included guidance on alternative approaches and methods in 

their own guidelines
151

. 

According to stakeholders, harmonisation of chemical testing schemes and centralised 

marketing authorisation of a number of chemical-based products, including medicines, has 

rationalised toxicological testing.  It has also reduced or prevented duplication of animal 

tests that result from differences between national regulations.  

The complete ban on testing of all cosmetic products (since 2004) and on all ingredients 

and combination of ingredients (since 2009) should have achieved high levels of 

harmonisation. However, as with other legislation, achieving harmonisation is dependent on 

Member State enforcement. 

There are currently large differences among national standards for animal 

experimentation, with variations in approaches to housing and care, ethical review 

and authorisation procedures for projects.  However, the expectation is that the 

revised Directive will help to create a more harmonised legal framework that will 

improve national legislation and achieve a greater level of harmonisation in Europe.  

Harmonisation of Wild Animal Legislation (zoos) 

Seven of the Member States examined (IT, NL, SE, UK, BE, RO, HU) have transposed the 

Zoos Directive and extended their national legislation with welfare requirements that go 

beyond the Directive (see Table A2.2).  The main reason for this is that the Zoos Directive 

provides very limited guidance on welfare and only stipulates that zoos should óaim to 

satisfy the biological needsô of animals, a requirement which needs further interpretation 

and guidance on application. Table A2.3 shows the welfare requirements that have been 

specified in national legislation (see also Section 3.1 on licensing and inspections of zoos). 

The other five Member States (DE, ES, PL, DK, FR) transposed the Zoos Directive but did 

not go beyond EU requirements.  There has been limited guidance from the EU on the 

implementation of the Directive and this has caused problems with implementation and 

enforcement. Stakeholders with interest in wild animal welfare
152

 have also identified that in 

some Member States there is a lack of knowledge about wild animal welfare and a 

shortage of tools to apply zoo legislation (e.g. suitably trained veterinarians, or sharing 

information with other Member States who are more experienced). 

Several Member States provide specific but not legally binding guidance on the keeping of 

wild animals (BE, UK, SE, RO, HU).  In most cases, welfare tools have been based on 

existing guidelines developed by zoo associations or other NGOs.  

The lack of specific animal welfare requirements in the Zoos Directive has reduced 

its impact on welfare and created problems with enforcement (Section 3.1), as well 

as limiting the harmonisation of welfare standards. 
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Harmonisation of Pet Animal Legislation 

Pet animals are not covered by EU legislation, but often by general animal welfare or 

cruelty laws in Member States (see Table A2.2).  These provide some minimal standards 

for housing and care or a general óduty of careô.  This is the case for all the Member States 

that were investigated.  Most Member States also have specific national legislation on pets, 

though these laws differ widely. The topics that have been the subject of national legislation 

in more than one Member State are:  

ǐ Licensing the commercial trade in pets, e.g. by requiring licenses for pet shop owners, 

pet shelters and commercial breeders or pet trainers;  

ǐ Stray dog policies;  

ǐ Tail docking policies (either banning or allowing tail docking for working dogs or for 

medical reasons); and  

ǐ Identification and registration (mostly for dogs, also for cats in some Member 

States)
153

.  

Several Member States (e.g. RO, NL, IT, SE, DK) expressed a wish to see pet welfare 

legislation implemented at EU level.  Specific subjects that were mentioned were guidance 

on stray dogs and identification for dogs (in view of trade and pet movements
154

 across 

Member States).  

Pet welfare legislation is very variable in extent and requirements across the Member 

States.  In view of this, and also considering the range of welfare issues and the 

number of pet animals in the EU (see Question 1), introducing pet welfare legislation 

at EU level could be considered.  This would achieve a more harmonised approach 

to higher welfare standards. 

Pets in Europe (PIE), a coalition of several European animal welfare NGOs, has been 

promoting the introduction of pet animal legislation since 2007.  Their Written Declaration 

on the welfare of Pet Animals lists several reasons underlining the need for pet welfare 

legislation
155

. 

A starting point for EU pet welfare legislation could be central registration of the ownership 

of dogs (dog licensing) and the registration of movements of pets in Europe.  Traceability of 

pets is not only seen as important for animal welfare but also for animal and public health156 

and can increase confidence of consumers in the safeguarding of dog welfare.  Dog 

licensing would also address irresponsible dog ownership, abandonment, stray dogs, over-

breeding and dogs which are increasingly problematic
157

.   

Some Member States expressed concerns that EU welfare legislation for pets would be 

difficult to draft.  Furthermore, Member States with advanced welfare legislation were also 

concerned that EU pet legislation could be less advanced than their existing domestic 

standards (e.g. SE, DE, FR).  

Stakeholdersô Views on Harmonisation 

Animal welfare NGOs and sector stakeholders interviewed were in agreement that EU 

legislation has facilitated harmonisation, especially by raising standards in the new Member 

States.  However, concerns were expressed that there are still unequal levels of animal 

welfare between Member States and that with the current size of the EU the rate of 

progress towards new welfare legislation will slow down.  More importantly, most 

stakeholders stressed that it is not so much a lack of harmonisation of legislation that 

impedes welfare standards, but a lack of enforcement of these standards (Section 3.1). 

In the online consultation, respondents were asked to indicate whether they agreed with the 

statement that EU legislation has helped to harmonise animal welfare rules across the 

EU
158

.  There was agreement from about half of the respondents: 49% agreed or strongly 

agreed, 22% were unsure, and 29% disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Respondents who 
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completed the consultation on behalf of their organisation, rather than as an individual, 

were more likely to agree with the statement.   

Some of the Member States authorities interviewed commented on the type of legislative 

tools used for welfare legislation. Views differed on the effectiveness of different legal 

instruments.  Unlike regulations Directives provide a greater flexibility for the Member 

States in harmonising common rules as they leave it to the Member States to decide how 

common objectives should be achieved at national level.  Regulations can achieve more 

harmonised standards, but in the experience of Member States, they take longer to 

negotiate and agree. 

Several interviewed Member State authorities also commented that harmonisation could be 

promoted by: 

ǐ Increased communication and feedback on implementation, inspections and 

enforcement;  

ǐ More opportunities for Member States to share experience (co-ordinated by the 

Commission);  

ǐ Improved guidance on particular (technical) issues (e.g. manipulable materials for 

pigs).  

The Transport Regulation was regularly mentioned as causing problems with 

harmonisation, due to ambiguities in its requirements and different interpretation by 

Member States
159

.   

3.2.3.2 Effect of EUPAW on the Internal Market 

The effect of animal welfare policy on the internal market in the EU depends on: 

ǐ The significance of internal trade in the products affected by the EUPAW; 

ǐ The degree to which the policy harmonises standards and the extent to which 

significant differences in standards persist; 

ǐ The effect of differences in standards on costs of production; 

ǐ The effect of differences in standards on consumer confidence in the products 

concerned.  

The online consultation asked respondents to indicate whether they agreed with the 

statement that differences in national animal welfare legislation and enforcement affect the 

functioning of the internal market.  This question received a balance of responses with 26% 

strongly agreeing, 12% agreeing, 13% disagreeing and 29% strongly disagreeing.  

However, significant differences in opinions were expressed between different interest 

groups, with farmers, food and transport businesses and keepers of experimental animals 

in agreement with this statement, and keepers of wild animals and pets in strong 

disagreement. 

Farm Animals 

The market for farm animals and associated products (meat and eggs) is substantial and 

competitive within the EU, such that significant differences in standards might be expected 

to affect intra-EU trade. 

The review above concluded that the EUPAW has had a significant effect in harmonising 

standards in those areas where legislation has been introduced.  However, there are some 

examples of differences in standards, for example in relation to early adoption of new 

requirements by some Member States.  Differences in attitudes and approach to animal 

welfare issues among Member States suggest that, in the absence of the EUPAW, there 

would be greater variations in standards than exist under the current policy. 
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Farm animal welfare legislation can impose additional costs for producers ï as has been 

observed for laying hens, broilers, pigs and transport (Section 3.10).  Thus, the early 

adoption of new standards, or the adoption of higher standards that go beyond EU 

requirements, would be expected to raise production costs in the Member States involved, 

with consequences for internal trade.  At the same time, significant differences in standards 

affect the choices available to consumers and may influence consumersô expectations and 

confidence in the products concerned. 

The stakeholder consultations found a general recognition among producer groups and 

animal welfare groups alike that, given the competitive nature of agricultural markets in the 

EU, differences in animal welfare standards and their enforcement can be significant 

enough to affect patterns of production and trade.  Overall the stakeholders consulted 

expressed the belief that EU policy has had a harmonising effect.  They also recognised 

that higher standards imposed by some Member States can affect competition and that 

different levels of enforcement can favour producers in some Member States at the 

expense of others. 

Examples of internal trade-distorting effects cited by stakeholders include:  

ǐ The UKôs early ban on sow stalls (which is widely regarded as having led to a 

contraction in UK pork production);  

ǐ Standards for pigs in Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden which go beyond those 

required of EU legislation;  

ǐ Germanyôs early ban on conventional cages for laying hens;  

ǐ Higher than minimum standards for laying hens in Austria, Germany and the 

Netherlands; and,  

ǐ Variations in the timing of legislation and maximum stocking densities for broilers. 

The significance of possible distortions can be assessed with reference to agricultural 

production statistics.  Over the 2000 to 2008 period, there was no observable overall 

correlation between trends in livestock numbers by Member State and the level of animal 

welfare standards.  Taking those Member States which tend to exceed EU standards 

according to the typology defined above, trends in numbers of laying hens outperformed 

the EU average in Austria and Denmark (but not in Germany), trends in pigmeat production 

outperformed the EU average in Germany (but not in the Netherlands, Sweden or the UK), 

while trends in poultry meat production were also favourable in Germany (but not in 

Denmark or the UK)
160

.  These general statistics give a mixed picture and demonstrate that 

more progressive Member States did not experience a consistent decline in their share of 

EU production over the evaluation period.   

However, observing trends with regard to specific animal types, it can be seen that: 

ǐ In Germany, where a ban on battery cages took effect from 1 January 2010, a gradual 

decline in the number of laying hens between 2000 and 2008 was followed by a 12% 

fall in 2009.  Self sufficiency in egg production declined from 70% to 55% between 

2002 and 2007 and imports, which increased to 5.7 billion eggs in 2008, were 

expected to increase by another 2 billion in 2009.  According to a recent press article, 

a key issue has been the ability of the industry to source and install the required 

housing, rather than competitive pressures.  Many of the imports have come from the 

Netherlands, which has been quicker to adapt its systems
161

.
 
 

ǐ In the UK, which banned close-confinement stalls for breeding sows on 1 January 

1999, there was a 40% decline in pigmeat production between 1998 and 2006. Other 

factors such as the strength of the UK currency over this period are believed to have 

contributed to this decline.  There was a 3% increase between 2006 and 2009.  UK 

self-sufficiency in pigmeat fell from 84 percent in 1998 to 50 percent in 2006, with 

Denmark, Germany and the Netherlands the main sources of imports
162

. 
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ǐ In Denmark, legislation governing the welfare of broilers has been in place since 2001.  

Production of poultry meat increased by 8% between 2000 and 2002 but declined by 

17% between 2002 and 2008.  

Authorities interviewed in those Member States with relatively advanced legislation on farm 

animal welfare (DE, DK, SE, UK) welcomed the harmonising effects of EU farm animal 

welfare legislation and its effect in ñlevelling the playing fieldò for EU producers.  A farmersô 

representative also argued that the absence of harmonised legislation (and enforcement) 

would distort the European market to the detriment of those producers that are willing to 

invest or have already invested in animal welfare-friendly farming practices.  

The Transport Regulation is believed to have reduced overall levels of trade in some live 

animals (e.g. the transport of live horses to Italy
163

).  Limits on journey times are believed to 

have reduced the overall number of livestock movements, with larger and more peripheral 

countries most affected.  Two representatives of the transport sector both argued that 

differences in enforcement of the Regulation have disadvantaged operators in some 

Member States.  Industry representatives suggested enforcement is stricter in Denmark 

and the Netherlands than in Germany, and stronger in the UK than in Ireland.  There are 

also variations in requirements regarding driver training which representatives see as 

disadvantaging operators in some Member States.  An animal welfare NGO also expressed 

concern that a lack of enforcement, especially in southern Europe, has resulted in unfair 

competition as the transporters who do comply with the rules incur higher costs than the 

ones that do not. 

One animal welfare group expressed concern about variations in standards from a 

consumer perspective, noting that consumers can find it difficult to understand variations in 

standards among different products.  It was argued that this issue could be addressed by 

clearer and more standardised labelling. 

We can conclude that, while variations in farm animal welfare standards and their 

enforcement are clearly only one of many factors influencing market conditions, they 

can have an effect on internal trade, and that efforts to harmonise standards 

therefore do  have a role to play in enhancing the working of the internal market. 

Experimental Animals 

Differences in standards for experimental animal welfare have the potential to affect trade 

in products dependent on animal experimentation, as well as the breeding of and trade in 

laboratory animals themselves.  In addition, by influencing the costs of research they may 

potentially affect the location of R&D operations within the EU.  The review above noted 

that there are significant variations in standards across Member States. 

Statistics indicate that trade in animals used in experiments in the EU is significant, but 

varies between Member States.  For example, in Belgium 66% of mice and 81% of rats 

used in experiments in 2008 were sourced from other Member States of the EU.  However, 

nearly 100% of rodents used in experiments in the UK and 97% of those used in France 

were sourced from their respective national markets
164

. 

Table A2.7 presents data for trends in the use of experimental animals in the EU15 

between 2002 and 2008.  The figures indicate little change in the overall use of 

experimental animals over this period, but some significant changes in particular Member 

States.  Member States with relatively high standards of experimental animal welfare, such 

as the UK and Sweden experienced growth in their use of experimental animals between 

2002 and 2008.  This might suggest that any effect resulting from differences in animal 

welfare standards in these Member States is insufficient to outweigh other factors driving 

the use of animals in experiments.     

This observation is consistent with the discussion in Section 3.10, which finds that animal 

welfare standards do add to industry costs, but that there is no evidence that they affect the 

overall economic sustainability of the activities affected.  
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One animal welfare NGO commented that experimental practices and their regulation lack 

transparency and that evidence of enforcement of EU legislation is difficult to obtain; as a 

result it is not possible to assess whether there are variations in standards and whether this 

affects the working of the internal market.  Another consultee noted that the standards 

affecting the rearing of animals for experiments are variable across the EU, and that this 

was likely to affect production costs and potentially therefore patterns of trade.  However, it 

was also noted that responsible companies set minimum welfare standards for animals 

purchased for experiments, rather than purchasing from the cheapest source. 

In the case of cosmetics, harmonisation has been achieved through a complete ban on 

animal testing and (foreseen from 2013) the marketing of products tested on animals.  The 

functioning of the internal market requires products to meet common standards, and 

regulatory testing requirements are therefore highly harmonised.     

Pet Animals 

Commercial trade in pet animals is also significant, although official evidence of the scale of 

cross border trade is limited.  There is concern that puppies, in particular, are increasingly 

being bred for cross border trade and there are significant concerns about animal welfare, 

especially in Member States where breeding establishments are not regulated.  For 

example, the RSPCA has estimated that 50,000 puppies are imported into the UK annually 

from Ireland.  There is also evidence of large scale import of puppies from Eastern to 

Western European countries
165

.   

IFAW reports that approximately 50,000 dogs in The Netherlands originate from illegal 

trade.  However, they also assess this as being an underestimate.  The rearing of these 

ótradeô puppies is largely unregulated and significant welfare concerns have been 

highlighted.  The puppies are transported before weaning, they often do not have the 

correct vaccinations, are transported with little regard for their wellbeing and under 

unsanitary conditions
166

.  

Besides trade in pets, other aspects of pet ownership can affect the European market, 

although data is very limited.  A recent report by the RSPCA on óThe economic case for dog 

licensingô, provides some estimates of cost for the different aspects of a dog licensing 

system.  The report looked at the social costs associated with dog ownership and assessed 

the risk of importation of human health or dog-related zoonotic disease (including rabies) to 

be very high with a potential nominal cost estimated as ú12 million
167

.  

Trade in cat and dog fur has been banned within the EU.  Because such trade was limited 

in volume and related mostly to imports from outside the EU, the effects on the internal 

market are unlikely to be significant, although the ban could be seen as having a 

harmonising effect and enhancing consumer confidence. 

Wild Animals 

Overall, the effect of animal welfare standards on trade in wild animals appears to be 

limited.   Commercial trade in zoo animals is diminishing and animal welfare standards are 

not believed to have significantly affected the internal market.  Bans on trade in seal 

products and the use of leg hold traps, though not especially significant in commercial 

terms, are likely to have had a harmonising effect and to have enhanced consumer 

confidence. 

3.2.4 Recommendations on Question 2 (harmonisation and internal market)  

The above analysis suggests that priorities for future EU policy on animal welfare would 

appear to be: 

ǐ Enhancing the enforcement of existing legislation, to ensure that the progress made in 
harmonising legal standards is reflected in more harmonisation of actual standards 
across the EU. 

ǐ Clarification of aspects of legislation which have been interpreted differently between 
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Member States, such as for transport: fitness of animals, rest time for animals and 
driver training. 

ǐ Considering introducing welfare legislation at EU level for dairy cows in order to 
achieve harmonisation of Member State legislation and to address the range of welfare 
issues that affect the millions of dairy cows in Europe. 

ǐ Considering introducing pet welfare legislation at EU level in order to harmonise the 
variation in pet welfare legislation across the Member States and to address the range 
of welfare issues that affect millions of pets in Europe.  A starting point could be central 
registration of the ownership of dogs (dog licensing) and the registration of movements 
of pets in Europe.   

ǐ Enhancing communication amongst Member States, and between Member States and 
the Commission, regarding progress in implementing and enforcing legislation, in order 
to promote shared understanding and encourage harmonisation. 

 

3.3 Question 3: To what extent has EU funding for research and scientific advice 
on animal welfare contributed to science based EU initiatives in the field of 
legislation, communication and for international initiatives?  

3.3.1 Summary 

About ú15 million of EU funding was allocated to scientific research on animal 

welfare in each year of the evaluation period.  For EU Framework Programme 6 

projects, this only represented about 0.5% of the total FP6 budget. .The focus of 

most of the EU welfare research funding is on farm animals and the development of 

techniques that facilitate the replacement of in vivo animal testing, reflecting the 

priorities of EU animal welfare legislation.  Only a very small amount of money has 

been spent on refinement of animal experiments, despite the potential to improve 

welfare through this type of research.  There is a need for scientific data with regard 

to the welfare of wild animals in captivity as this has also attracted minimal research 

funding thus far.  There are some examples of different Member States funding 

research into similar animal welfare issues, suggesting there are potential benefits 

from better coordination at EU level.  There are concerns that the FP7 Ethics Review 

process (concerning the ethical discussion of research proposals) does not meet its 

objectives.  Information from EU research projects is linked with EU policy, primarily 

via EFSA activities.  There is less evidence of research informing communication 

actions and international activities.   

3.3.2 Introduction  

DG Research oversees the Framework Programmes (FPs), the main financial tools through 

which research and development activities are support through the EU budget. FPs have 

been implemented since 1984 and have covered a wide range of scientific disciplines. The 

EU has supported animal welfare research projects through FP5, FP6 and FP7 which 

together cover the 1998-2013 period.  Some funding has also been provided through other 

sources (including the COST programme, which supports cooperation among scientists 

and researchers across Europe). 

3.3.3 Assessment 

The evaluation considered the scale and allocation amount of EU funding for animal 

welfare research, the relevance of this research and its effectiveness in enhancing scientific 

understanding of policy issues.  Weaknesses in the information available on welfare 

research hindered the evaluation process in some areas
168

.  The Ethics Review process of 

FP7 was evaluated.  Dissemination and communication of research findings to relevant 

policy actors, the scientific community, the public and international organisations has been 
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reviewed.  An assessment was made of the degree to which research findings and advice 

have been taken up, especially by policy makers and whether they have contributed to the 

design of legislation and have played a role in communication and international activities. 

3.3.4 Funded Projects and Relevance to Policy 

In the evaluation period, 53 EU funded research projects related to animal welfare were 

identified and reviewed (see summary Table 3.4 below and Tables A3.1 to A3.3 for details).  

The total EU funding for the identified projects, during the 9 years of the evaluation period 

was just over ú194 million.  However, of these projects, only 16 had a major focus on 

welfare (farm animals and aquaculture, total of ú28 million) and 24 focussed on alternatives 

to animal testing (ú108 million).  This is on average about ú15 million of funding for 

projects with a major focus on welfare for each year in the evaluation period.  

Table 3.4 Summary of research funding in evaluation period 2000 -2008  

 All projects  Projects with welfare focus  

Projects on  Number  Funding  Number  Funding  

Farm animal 21 ú74,517,534 12 ú24,352,622 

Aquaculture 8 ú12,275,024 4 ú3,395,024 

Experimental animals 24 ú107,619,910 24 ú107,619,910 

Total 53 ú194,412,468 40 ú135,367,556 

Per evaluation year  ú21,601,385  ú15,040,840 

Note: details on projects are in Tables A3.1 to A3.3 

It is difficult to evaluate progress in funding for welfare projects over time, as both FP5 and 

FP7 only partly fell in the evaluation period.  Total funding for welfare focused projects in 

FP5, FP6 and FP7 (ú3 million, ú76 million and ú56 million respectively) shows a sharp 

increase in FP6 and levelling off in FP7, but further welfare projects are still likely to be 

funded under the current programme. 

To put the amount of funding for welfare projects into perspective, the funding for FP6 was 

further analysed as this FP fell completely within the evaluation period.  Almost ú17 billion 

was spent on research activities in FP6 on a total of 10,058 projects
169

.  28 projects with a 

welfare focus were funded in FP6 (4 farm animal, 3 aquaculture and 19 experimental 

animal projects, Table A3.1-A3.3) with a total value of ú86.5 million.  Therefore welfare 

research funding only comprised 0.5% of FP6 total budget and only 0.3% of the total 

number of projects funded.  

As shown in Table A3.1, 21 projects between 2000 and 2008 focused on farm animals, but 

only 12 had a major focus on welfare
170

.  These projects varied in size, with three projects 

receiving funding of more than ú1 million (of which one received ú14.6 million).  Six of these 

projects dealt with several farm animal species, the other half focused on either pigs, cattle 

or poultry.  There was one project on rabbits. 

At the beginning of the evaluation period, most research effort was directed at animal 

welfare assessment under commercial conditions, while issues of international trade, 

standardising welfare audits and assessing the economic value of welfare and consumer 

concerns on welfare issues have become more integrated in animal welfare research 

projects in later years.  

As shown in Table 3.2, aquaculture projects during the evaluation period were mainly 

funded under FP6.  Out of 8 projects, four had a major focus on welfare.  Welfare was not 

considered in early calls for FP7, related to aquaculture.  The largest aquaculture project 

with a major welfare focus had EU funding just over ú1 million.  
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Table A3.3 lists projects between 2000 and 2008 on alternatives to animal testing.  These 

were all associated with the 3Rs principles and therefore related to animal welfare.  

However, these projects were primarily focused on developing approaches that would 

facilitate the replacement of sentient animals or reductions in the number of experimental 

animals used in regulatory testing.  Only one project (EUPRIM-NET) had a wider scope that 

also included refinement of procedures.   

In the past, EU funding for the 3Rs has focused mainly on óReplacementô.  This was the 

result of specific EU policies over the last decades such as the Cosmetics Directive, which 

established bans on animal testing and REACH for chemicals, stating that animals should 

only be used as the last resort.  EU funding has thus concentrated on responding to very 

precise policy requirements, as a consequence funding of the two other Rs, especially 

óRefinementô, has not been a priority
171

.  

Projects that were funded, covered development of cell based technologies (including stem 

cell approaches) and more effective predictive modelling or alternatives.  Smaller projects 

organised workshops or established forums for promotion of alternative approaches.  

Research into replacement of animal experimentation is expensive and the project budgets 

reflect this - of the 24 projects, 19 had EU funding of more than ú1 million and five 

exceeded ú10 million. 

The only EU funded project on wild animals in the evaluation period focussed on identifying 

the best possible standards for killing and restraining trapping methods both for animal 

welfare and efficiency (Project Humane Trapping Standards 2007-2009).  This included a 

review of humane trapping standards as described in the Commission proposal on humane 

trapping standard implementing the international agreement, an internet public consultation, 

an international workshop and experimental studies.  The project value was ú420,000. 

There has been no specific EU funding to date for research on captive wild animals.  

Stakeholders with an interest in wild animal welfare have argued that, as there is EU 

legislation on wild animals (the Zoos Directive), science should be funded to underpin this, 

especially as there is a lack of scientific knowledge on housing and care of wild animals in 

captivity.  Zoo organisations currently fund their own research
172

.  

The evaluation has found that the focus of EU research funding reflects the main 

scope of EU welfare legislation.  Most effort has been invested in research relating to 

the welfare of farm animals (with a good spread across the farm species that are the 

subject of specific EU legislation
173

) and experimental animals.  The latter projects 

focussed on reduction of the use of animals and replacement of animals, rather than 

the refinement of experiments.  The main gaps in EU funding are therefore in the 

areas of zoo animals and refinement of animal experiments and more funding in 

these areas should be considered.  The amount allocated should be in line with 

policy relevance and be decided with input from the main stakeholders.  

Stakeholders with an interest in experimental animal welfare have suggested that because 

of the gap in funding for refinement, opportunities are being missed, as Reduction and 

Refinement methods are capable of producing immediate, tangible and significant results in 

terms of numbers of animals saved, scientific output and animal welfare
174

.  A recent EPAA 

workshop identified the need to óbring coherence and specific objectives to research 

funding relating to reduction and refinementô 
175

. 

The fact that some areas of animal welfare science have received more research funding 

than others is reflected in the responses to the online consultation.  Respondents were 

divided in the extent to which they agreed that EU funding for research is sufficient and well 

suited for the scope of current EU animal welfare policy. 35% of respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed, 24% were unsure, but 41% disagreed or strongly disagreed
176

.  

Information on Member State expenditure on welfare research (Section 3.7) does not allow 

for an exact comparison with EU spending, as the information from Member States is not 

complete
177

.  What can be observed is that EU funding allows higher research budgets for 
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individual projects and encourages collaboration among teams from several Member 

States, helping to establish international networks to address specific welfare issues
178

.  

There are strong similarities in the subjects chosen for research funding in Member States, 

as well as some overlap with research topics of EU projects.  Stakeholders also pointed to 

this and suggested that it is important to co-ordinate and harmonise research within and 

between individual Member States to enhance use of resources (including animals).  There 

could be a role for the European Commission to coordinate the exchange of 

research information across Europe.   

It has also been suggested in the Paulsen report that this could be one of the roles for a 

network of European Reference Centres for animal welfare, comprising a central 

coordination institute that cooperates with a network of relevant research institutions in the 

Member States
179

.  If this route was followed, it could be modelled on the existing network 

of Community Reference Laboratories in the field of animal health and live animals (CRLs).  

The network of CRLs has harmonised diagnosis and control of relevant animal diseases in 

the EU.  In analogy, research centres in Member States could become centres of 

excellence, each specialising in a main welfare issue (e.g. lameness in cattle, tail biting in 

pigs, lameness in broilers, feather pecking in laying hens etc.).   

Financing of these centres would reflect the importance and relevance of each welfare 

issue for the EU.  As a comparison, over the past 15 years EU financial assistance to 11 

CRLs has totalled some ú11.7 million.  The average per CRL was ú148,000 (2007).  The 

contribution to each CRL during the evaluation period has ranged from a total payment of 

ú250,000 to over ú2 million
180

.  In 2010, the EU funded nearly ú4 million for 16 CRLs on 

animal health (see Decision 2010/735
181

) making an average of ú250,000 per laboratory.  

3.3.4.1 Assessment of the Policy Relevance of Research and Scientific Opinions  

The planning and commissioning of EU research is a complex but well-organised process, 

managed by DG Research officials.  It is based on the review of previous research and on 

consultations with the scientific community.  Consultation on potential projects and ideas 

involves other DGs (to ensure that research is policy relevant), and Member States, 

through the programme committee and through committees such as SCAR (Standing 

Committee on Agricultural Research)
182

.  There is also consultation with a wide range of 

external stakeholders, including the scientific community.   

The policy makers interviewed considered that the process works well, but several 

stakeholders expressed the view that the process was unclear to them
183

 and that the link 

between citizensô concerns and research was weak.  The impression also exists that the 

scientific community decides on the topics for research projects.  Although scientists play a 

role in the decision making process, ultimately the EU sets out animal welfare policy and 

decides on relevant research areas in line with these needs, with input from (expert) 

stakeholders.  A lack of transparency (or perceived lack of clarity) of the process on how 

research is prioritised could potentially explain this dichotomy in views between policy 

makers and stakeholders. 

50% of respondents to the online consultation expressed the view that EU research does 

not address the key priorities for animal welfare policy, while a further 27% were unsure
184

.  

This may reflect a lack of clarity within this group of how research priorities are determined. 

FP7 Ethics Review of Project Proposals 

The European Commission requires research activities to respect fundamental ethical 

principles.  The Ethics Review
185

 has become an integral component of the evaluation of 

research proposals in the 7th Framework Programme
186

.  All research applications that 

have been pre-selected for funding that raise ethical issues must undergo this procedure.  

However, as currently defined, the Ethics Review only addresses projects involving 

primates, transgenic or cloned animals. Guidance is minimal.   

Stakeholders with a focus on experimental animals (from both industry and animal welfare 

organisations) expressed concern about current Ethics Review procedures
187

.  According to 
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these stakeholders, the Ethics Review should include all species and ensure that the 3Rs 

have been fully implemented and special scrutiny should be applied to all procedures 

classified as ñsevereò and all procedures involving species of greater concern to the public 

e.g. dogs, cats, primates and horses.  Other concerns relate to the level of ethical 

awareness of scientists
188

, despite the guidance on CORDIS, which highlights the need for 

harmonised training that includes ethics and the 3Rs.   

A lack of transparency was mentioned by several stakeholders ï both in respect of the 

Ethics Review process itself, but also to the involvement of experts (e.g. on the Ethics 

Review Panels
189

 of the European Group on Ethics in Science and New Technologies, 

EGE
190

) and of external stakeholders.  

The online consultation results underline the concerns about the Ethics Review 

procedure
191

.  The percentage of respondents that thought that the Ethics Review was 

good was very low (8%).  However, the high percentage of people that were unsure about 

this (59%) also suggests that these procedures are not well known. 

Thus, there are concerns that the FP7 Ethics Review process does not fully meet its 

objectives.   

3.3.4.2 Dissemination and Communication of  Results 

Project websites provide evidence that communication takes place between project 

teams and their stakeholders, including funding bodies, commercial parties and EU 

policy-makers.  Projects do not only address the basic gathering of scientific knowledge, 

but also place a strong emphasis on useable outcomes.  This includes evidence for policy 

makers and others with policy interests, but also guidance for producers on practical 

application (for example, packages to promote and monitor on-farm welfare).  

Dissemination of information through scientific publications, through meetings with 

stakeholders and through production of reports and guides appears to be good.  There is 

also increasing evidence of uptake, not only at policy level, but also by commercial 

operators, many of whom are partners in projects. 

To illustrate dissemination activities, outputs from 4 projects (Lamecow
192

, LayWel
193

, 

Pigcas
194

 and Welfare Quality®
195

) were scrutinised in more detail.  These FP5 and FP6 

projects had a clear focus on animal welfare research and policy implementation and were 

completed during the evaluation period, with EU funding ranging from ú0.1 million to ú14.6 

million.  Lamecow and LayWel focused on disseminating information to the scientific 

community, while Pigcas and Welfare Quality® also disseminated information to other 

stakeholders.   

There is less evidence that these projects have sought to communicate their findings 

to the general public
196

.  Some projects
197

 provided leaflets or executive summaries 

aimed at a lay audience.  The European Commission also provides public information on 

animal welfare, referring to FP funded research
198

.  It is not clear if these communications 

have any impact on public understanding of animal welfare issues (also see Section 3.4).  

A number of projects also provide regular news stories through their web sites.  These may 

be followed up by specialist press (e.g. that serving the poultry industry), but seem to have 

little uptake in the general media.  

Projects completed more recently have more publicly-accessible web material in the form of 

lay-person reports or even videos.  The reliance on using websites as the main routes to 

disseminate results has raised criticism from stakeholders, on the grounds that the 

information on the internet may not be easily found by the general public, especially when it 

is not actively promoted to them.  

Earlier projects did not make full use of online communication tools, with websites primarily 

providing overviews of projects, lists of scientific publications, and in some cases the 

reports of the projects themselves.  In some cases, projects ceased to promote their 

findings soon after the end of the project, with outputs that emerged since project 

completion not mentioned, or the websites disabled. 
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Results from the online consultation suggest that the dissemination of research results to 

the general public can be improved.  Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to 

which they agreed that the results of EU research are well disseminated.  Only 7% of the 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed, 28% were unsure, and 65% disagreed or strongly 

disagreed
199

. 

National authorities of some Member States (e.g. UK, FR, DE, NL, SE) have good links 

with FP research project teams and are well informed, either through published material, 

reports (from EU projects or nationally funded, related work) or through meetings with team 

members. This may be a reflection of the emphasis those countries place on animal welfare 

legislation, and the strength of the research community in that country.  Other Member 

States appear to have less direct links, possibly due to under-representation of members 

on research project teams or those team members being minor partners.  The Standing 

Committee on Agricultural Research provides a direct route for dissemination of research 

results to Member States authorities
200

. 

Communication to animal welfare NGOs seems effective, especially in those countries 

where such NGOs are well established.  In some cases, NGOs are partners in research 

projects, in others they are participants in consultations or negotiations on animal welfare 

policy, so actively seek relevant evidence.  FP funded research may coincide with ongoing 

animal welfare campaigns, encouraging NGOs to engage actively in FP projects as well as 

those funded by other means, as a basis for campaign material.  

Some FP projects have overt links with third countries, for example Welfare Quality® has 

Latin American members and Diarel has links with Australia.  In general, projects 

communicate to third parties via conventional research outputs such as project workshops, 

or through publication of research. In addition, there are indirect communications with third 

countries, through involvement of organisations such as the Council of Europe, OIE, FAO 

and WTO in project workshops. 

EU supported workshops and seminars also demonstrate the efforts made to disseminate 

FP research results within and outside the EU
201

.  Activities include meetings on specific 

topics covered within FP projects such as castration in pigs, and meetings arranged in third 

countries, such as Chile and Brazil, with participation from FP project team members.  

Some FP projects are now listed on the FAO animal welfare website, the óGateway to 

Animal Welfareô
202

.  Listed research projects are a mix of large international projects and 

small scale local initiatives.  The FAO convened an expert meeting
203

 to develop specific 

advice on the need for capacity building to implement good animal welfare practices.  FP 

project Welfare Quality® was cited, but there was no evidence of input from FP project 

teams following the open call for individuals with expertise on the subject, or the call for 

evidence preceding the meeting.  

There are, therefore, many dissemination and communication activities linked to FP 

research projects.  However, there is little evidence on which to assess the effect of 

these dissemination activities.  Monitoring and evaluation has focused on outputs 

(research findings and dissemination activity) rather than outcomes.   

3.3.4.3 Evaluation of th e Uptake of Scientific Results and Contributions to Legislation 

There are several ways in which research findings of EU projects can inform the 

development of legislation.  Firstly, projects can be proactive and forward-looking in 

investigating innovative approaches.  For example, the revision of the Experimental 

Animals Directive has been informed by the findings of research into alternatives.  

Research projects have not only provided basic knowledge concerning the effectiveness of 

alternative techniques to replace live animals, but also forums for the discussion of the 

issues associated with replacement, for researchers, legislators and industrial 

representatives. 

Secondly, projects can be responsive to directives, where additional evidence may be 

required to implement EU policy.  For example, LayWel
204

 (FP6) sought to fill knowledge 
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gaps in relation to the Laying Hens Directive with regard to changes in housing systems.  

The Directive required the phasing out of conventional cages and their replacement by 

enriched cages.  Aspects of the new cages were specified, such as stocking density and 

the provision of furnishings such as nest boxes and perches, but there was a need for a 

review of knowledge on other aspects, such as the precise nature and use of the 

furnishings and a general welfare assessment of different housing systems. 

A third way in which research can contribute to policy is by examining the consequences for 

EU industry of implementation of higher welfare standards.  Relevant issues include 

consumer knowledge and preferences, impacts on other outcomes such as food safety, 

food security and environmental pollution, and the consequences for trade with third 

countries. 

In addition to research, the EU funded scientific committees produce scientific opinions to 

inform policy.  The remit of such committees is to evaluate the current scientific knowledge 

on specific issues.  This advice can then be fed into legislation, although this does not 

always happen.  EFSA is currently tasked with developing scientific advice for future animal 

welfare legislation.  

An example relates to the Transport Regulation.  During the evaluation period, two 

European scientific opinions on transport
205

 and an influential Position Paper on the 

Transport of Live Animals
206

 were published.  However, in the Regulation, several 

requirements, notably the limits for journey times, rest intervals and feeding and watering 

intervals and space allowances for animals did not change compared to the earlier 

Transport Directive 95/29/EC.  This was despite scientific advice on these issues, provided 

in the scientific opinions that were available at the time.  The lack of change is an issue of 

concern to both the industry and welfare organisations
207

. 

Similar comments were made by stakeholders with regard to the revision of the 

Experimental Animals Directive, where advice from EFSA
208

 on the exclusion of certain 

invertebrates (such as decapod crustaceans) and the SCHER report (2009)
209

 on non-

human primates was not followed.  Furthermore, some stakeholders claim that REACH 

legislation requires the use of animal studies that they regard as unreliable and invalid (e.g. 

reproductive toxicity and carcinogenicity tests).  A stakeholder from the pharmaceutical 

industry thought that the debate on the revision of the Experimental Animals Directive, 

regarding the limitations of the use of non-human primates, was based more on citizensô 

concerns than on science. 

There has also been criticism by animal welfare NGOs of the lack of EU scientific opinions 

on the use of animals for scientific purposes from a number of perspectives.  An example 

given was that the European Group on Ethics (EGE) has only produced opinions on ethical 

aspects of synthetic biology and cloning animals for food supply, despite requests for it to 

look at xeno-transplantation and primates.  

Inevitably, in the process of drafting legislation, the need to balance various interests leads 

to compromises.  The final outcome is therefore rarely based purely on science, as 

scientific opinions do not take into account any economic, ethical, socio-economic, cultural 

and religious aspects, which are considered by the European Institutions when drafting and 

adopting legislation.  

3.3.4.4 EFSA 

Information from EU research projects is linked with EU policy primarily via EFSA 

activities.  The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) was set up in 2002 as an 

independent source of scientific advice and communication on risks associated with the 

food chain
210

.  The European Commission has mandated EFSA to provide independent 

(peer reviewed) scientific advice on the welfare of a number of animal groups.  EFSA has a 

remit for animal welfare because the safety of the food chain is directly or indirectly affected 

by the welfare of animals.  Poor welfare can lead to increased susceptibility to disease and 

this can pose risks to consumers.  EFSAôs scientific opinions focus on helping risk 
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managers to identify methods to reduce unnecessary pain, distress and suffering for 

animals and to increase welfare where possible.  The European Commission has 

mandated EFSA to provide scientific advice on the welfare of a number of animal groups, 
based on peer reviewed information and data, whenever possible. 

EFSAôs Animal Health and Welfare (AHAW) Unit identifies scientists from its panel on 

AHAW to work on each opinion.  Annual Declarations of Interests are made by all members 

of Scientific Panels and Working Groups
211

.  Given the wide range of questions to be 

addressed, the Panel is often supported by external experts with the required 

specialisation.  The panel produces scientific opinions in response to requests from risk 

managers - usually the European Commission.  The increasing importance of the AHAW 

unit is illustrated by the growth over the evaluation period from 3 to 18 members of staff 

(whose remit also includes animal health). A horizontal activity is also carried out by the 

EFSA Scientific Committee and Advisory forum Unit where several opinions have been 

issued in the light of exploring the applicability of replacement, reduction and refinement of 

animal testing and their applicability in the food and feed legislations. 

Current activities are ongoing to assess the possibility to apply or to improve already 

applied risk assessment methodologies with the aim to reduce the requirements of in vivo 

testing (e.g. wider use of the TTC approach, implementation of the Qualified Presumption 

of Safety- QPS, guidance document on genotoxicity testing strategies, opinion on animal 

cloning).  

Since 2004
212

 the AHAW Panel has produced 73 scientific opinions
213

 on a variety of 

animal disease and welfare issues.  19 of the opinions it produced during the evaluation 

period were primarily focused on animal welfare (see Table A3.1).  The opinions cover a 

wide variety of animal species
214

 and the subjects have relevance to EU legislation (either 

legislation in place, under review or potential future legislation).  Issues addressed by the 

opinions show that European Commission put proportionately more requests on the welfare 

of pigs and to a lesser extent of laying hens, calves, experimental animals, slaughter and 

transport of farmed animals.  Of the wild animal category, only seals (and more recently 

tuna) have been the subject of an opinion by the AHAW Panel.  

There are no formal links between EU research project teams and EFSA.  However a 

number of EU projects have provided inputs into EFSA scientific opinions.  This can be a 

result of using material in the scientific and public domain (e.g. peer reviewed papers or 

published reports), but also happens through direct input from FP project researchers that 

are members of the Panel or its working groups.  This happens on a regular basis and 

ensures a direct route of (current) scientific knowledge into EFSA opinions.  AHAW Panel 

scientific opinions contain recommendations for further research based on the risk 

assessment performed. Statements for research needs have also been published by the 

Panel on specific issues
215

. 

EFSAôs communication and dissemination activities are wide ranging.  All scientific opinions 

are published on the EFSA website and in the EFSA Journal.  EFSA also identifies a 

number of its opinions which require more in-depth communication. EFSA develops a 

suitable communications approach e.g. media activities, profiling the issue on the EFSA 

website or in EFSA publications, or discussion at scientific events
216

.  Some draft opinions 

are open for public consultation (via the website), or may be discussed with stakeholders 

and interested parties during Technical Meetings.  These consultations are announced on 

EFSAôs website and EFSAôs communications department notifies focal points in Member 

States. 

Besides publication of scientific opinions, outcomes of the assessments are disseminated 

in the scientific community via individual experts or members of staff by contributing to 

conferences and publishing articles or book chapters.   

EFSA staff regularly attend and present scientific opinions to the Standing Committee on 

the Food Chain and Animal Health (SCoFCAH)
217

 and the Animal Health Advisory 

Committee
218

.  There is also regular contact between EFSA and DG SANCO; Unit 03, 
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(Science and Stakeholders) and Unit D5 (Animal Welfare) usually attend plenary meetings 

of the AHAW Panel.  EFSA and DG Research have also regular contact on animal welfare 

research issues.  This contact is viewed by all parties as productive.  The OIE and FAO are 

permanently invited to the AHAW Panel. 

EFSAôs Scientific Cooperation Unit (SCO) fosters cooperation and information exchange on 

scientific matters between EFSA, EU Member States and candidate countries.  EFSA has 

also established a scientific network for risk assessment in animal health and welfare.  The 

overall objectives of this network is to enhance cooperation in EU Member States and 

EFSA to build mutual understanding of risk assessment principles of animal health and 

welfare and to provide increased transparency in the current process among Member 

States and EFSA.  This network is expected to promote harmonization of risk assessment 

practice and methodologies and reduce the duplication of activities by identifying and 

sharing current priorities. 

EFSA co-operates with the Joint Research Centre (JRC
219

) of the European Commission.  

Although this agreement
220

 focuses primarily on food and feed safety, contribution on 

issues such as transport of live animals illustrates areas of cooperation. 

3.3.5 Recommendations on Question 3 (Research/Science) 

The analysis suggests that priorities for future EU policy might include: 

ǐ Allocating more EU research funding to the refinement of animal experiments and to 
zoo animal welfare, as these subjects have so far received little attention.  The amount 
allocated should be in line with policy relevance and be decided with input from main 
stakeholders.  

ǐ Evaluating the effectiveness of the FP7 ethics procedures.  Increasing effectiveness 
may require activities in the areas of training and communication. 

ǐ Emphasising the importance of EFSA scientific opinion in the development of policy 
and legislation as well as raising welfare standards.  

ǐ  Facilitating improved coordination of animal welfare research between Member States 
to reduce overlap and enhance use of resources (including animals).  This could be 
one of the roles for a network of European Reference Centres for animal welfare.  This 
could be modelled on the existing network of Community Reference Laboratories in the 
field of animal health and live animals (CRLs).  In 2010, these CRLs received on 
average ú 250,000, but contributions for welfare issues should be dependent on the 
importance and relevance of each issue for the EU.   

ǐ Ensuring that EFSA opinions continue to cover the whole scope of the animal welfare 
policy area, also including non-food-producing animals.   

3.4 Question 4: To what extent have EU actions of communication to 
stakeholders and the public contributed to raise their awareness and 
responsibility towards animal welfare?  

3.4.1 Summary 

The EU has supported events, online resources and policy consultations.  Surveys 

suggest that there is significant public interest in animal welfare issues and there 

were high levels of public engagement in EU consultations linked to reviews of 

legislation.  However, partly as a result of a lack of monitoring information, there is 

little evidence from which to determine the impact of EU communications on 

stakeholdersô and public awareness and responsibility towards animal welfare.   

The size of the communications task is large, given the number of consumers and 

stakeholders and their current levels of awareness, and EU resources are limited.  

This calls for a strategic approach which focuses effort on areas and issues where 
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EU communication efforts can deliver most added-value.  A variety of different 

organisations are involved in communications activities at different levels and to 

different audiences, and the European Commissionôs role needs to be defined within 

this landscape. An animal welfare communications strategy, identifying the priorities 

for targeting the EUôs limited resources, would help to focus activity and resources 

to maximise impact. Stronger monitoring systems would enable the impact of 

investments in communication activities to be better assessed. 

3.4.2 Introduction  

EU institutions, different DGs within the European Commission, Member States, political 

parties, industry, civil society organisations, and regional and local authorities across 

Europe all communicate on animal welfare issues.  

EU communication activities aim to raise awareness and understanding of animal welfare 

issues among EU citizens.  If carried out effectively, they have the ability to encourage 

demand for higher welfare products (by influencing consumers) and to directly influence the 

ways in which animals are kept and used (by engaging farmers, businesses and other 

stakeholders). 

To determine the extent to which EU actions of communication have contributed to raising 

the awareness and responsibility of stakeholders and the public towards animal welfare 

across Europe, we consider: 

ǐ The focus and scale of animal welfare communication activities supported by the EU 

over the evaluation period. 

ǐ The state of stakeholder and public awareness of and interest in animal welfare, and 

evidence of the role of EU animal welfare communications activities in influencing this.  

3.4.3 Assessment 

3.4.3.1 Animal Welfare Communication Activities supported by the EU  

The EU engaged in three main types of animal welfare communication activity during the 

evaluation period:  

ǐ Events: Records suggest that the majority animal welfare-related of events (seminars, 

workshops and conferences) held during the evaluation period focussed on farm 

animals or on animal welfare as a whole
221

.  DG SANCO has had the greatest 

involvement with this strand of communication.  DG Environment
222

 has had a 

ósignpostingô role - identifying upcoming seminars and conferences on experimental 

and wild animals run by NGOs and other organisations.  The European Partnership for 

Alternative Approaches to Animal Testing (EPAA) has been active in organising and 

signposting events regarding alternatives to animal testing
223

. 

ǐ Online resources: Web based information on farm, experimental and wild animals is 

provided by DG SANCO and DG Environment.  Most of the online tools now available 

came online towards the end of the evaluation period or just afterwards (i.e. post 

2008).  Online communications sponsored or provided by the European Commission 

include: 

ҍ The animal welfare page on the DG SANCO website 

(http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/index_en.htm). This provides information 

on the EUPAW and web links to additional sources of information on animal 

welfare and awareness).  

ҍ Animal welfare newsletters. A twice yearly publication aims to raise awareness 

among the general public, stakeholders, professionals and NGOs about animal 

welfare. http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/newsletter_en.htm) 

ҍ Farmland, a computer game designed to educate children about animal welfare 

issues.  Farmland is an interactive and informative online computer game 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/newsletter_en.htm



















































































































































































































































