
REGULATION WITH FOCUSREGULATION WITH FOCUS 
ON OUTCOME 

- WILL IT MEET SOCIETY’S DEMAND FOR 
IMPROVED ANIMAL WELFARE?IMPROVED ANIMAL WELFARE?

Peter Sandøe*, Karsten Klint Jensen* & Jan Tind Sørensen**

*University of Copenhagen, Faculty of Life Sciences

**University of Aarhus, Faculty of Agricultural Sciences



PRESENT REGULATION OF ANIMAL 
WELFAREWELFARE

• Most current regulation of farm animal welfare is 
focussed on the environment in which the animals livefocussed on the environment in which the animals live

• For example requirements regarding: stocking density, 
quality of flooring and bedding, ventilation …

• Such requirements are in line with widely held views onSuch requirements are in line with widely held views on 
animal welfare

• However compliance with such requirements may be go• However, compliance with such requirements may be go 
hand in hand with severe animal welfare problems

• An example: Foot pad dermatitis in broilers



BACKGROUND





LINK BETWEEN WELFARE PROBLEMS 
AND THE ENVIRONMENTAND THE ENVIRONMENT

• Welfare problems are partly determined by genetic 
f t thi i l t f f t d d t titi ifactors – this is also true for foot pad determatitis in 
broilers

• The rest is by definition determined by the enviroment

• However in practice it is very difficult to pin down the• However, in practice it is very difficult to pin down the 
cause of a problem like foot pad dermatitis to a few 
measurable environmental factors

• Therefore in practice there will often be three 
determinants of a welfare problemdeterminants of a welfare problem
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DIFFICULTY FOR TRADITIONAL FORM OF 
REGULATIONREGULATION

• Traditional animal welfare regulation only focuses on a 
limited number of environmental parameterslimited number of environmental parameters

• Over the years more parameters have been added

• However there is a widespread concern about ”over-
regulation”regulation

• Complex regulations often leads to increased problems 
with compliance and controlwith compliance and control

• And in practice it has not been possible to regulate 
genetics

• Therefore serious welfare problems are not dealt withTherefore serious welfare problems are not dealt with



NEED FOR A NEW APROACH:
REGULATION BASED ON OUTCOMEREGULATION BASED ON OUTCOME

• An alternative approach focuses on outcome instead of 
the environment 

• A maximum acceptable level regarding the prevalence ofA maximum acceptable level regarding the prevalence of 
a specific welfare problem is defined

A control is set up to measure the outcome• A control is set up to measure the outcome

• If the level is unacceptable the farmer is fined or 
otherwise punished

• Thereby the farmer will be given an incentive to adjustThereby the farmer will be given an incentive to adjust



EXAMPLE: REGULATION TO CONTROL FOOT 
PAD DERMATITIS IN BROILERSPAD DERMATITIS IN BROILERS

• Outcome based regulation of food pad dermatitis was 
first set up in Sweden and later in Denmark

• Here I shall use the Danish regulation as a exampleHere I shall use the Danish regulation as a example

• The Danish regulation was put in place as part of a law 
from 2001 regulating broiler welfarefrom 2001 regulating broiler welfare



MEASURING FOOT PAD DERMATITIS
• At slaughter 100 chicken feet from each batch of 

broiler chicken is inspected for food pad dermatitisbroiler chicken is inspected for food pad dermatitis 

• Each inspected foot is evaluated
No foot pad lesions: 0 points– No foot pad lesions: 0 points

– Few and minor foot pad  lesions: 1 point
Many or severe foot pad lesions: 2 points– Many or severe foot pad lesions: 2 points
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Score 0

Score 2



MEASURING FOOT PAD DERMATITIS
• At slaughter 100 chicken feet from each batch of 

broiler chicken is inspected for food pad dermatitisbroiler chicken is inspected for food pad dermatitis 

• Each inspected foot is evaluated
No foot pad lesions: 0 points– No foot pad lesions: 0 points

– Few and minor foot pad  lesions: 1 point
Many or severe foot pad lesions: 2 points– Many or severe foot pad lesions: 2 points

• Categories
A U t 40 i t ≈ t 20% l iA. Up to 40 points ≈ up to 20% severe lesions
B. 41-80 points ≈ up to 40% severe lesions
C 81 200 points ≈ up to100% severe lesionsC. 81-200 points ≈ up to100% severe lesions



SANCTIONS
• Rules of action:

– A: Nothing is done

– B: Appeal to the farmer about correctionpp

– C or repeated cases of B: Farmer is reported to the 
authoritiesauthorities

• Reported farmers receive an instruction to improve the 
situationsituation

• Reported farmers are under increased surveillance

• Farmers may be required to decrease stocking density



PREVALENCE OF FOOT PAD 
DERMATITIS IN BROILERS DK 2002-2005DERMATITIS IN BROILERS, DK 2002-2005

A. Up to 40 points ≈ up to 20% severe lesions
B. 41-80 points ≈ up to 40% severe lesions
C 81 200 points ≈ up to100% severe lesionsC. 81-200 points ≈ up to100% severe lesions



PROSPECTS FOR OUTCOME BASED 
MEASURES IN FUTURE REGULATIONMEASURES IN FUTURE REGULATION

• The Swedish and Danish regulations have been 
successful in achieving a dramatic reduction i foot pad 
dermatitis in broilers

• Originally the EU Commission proposed a similar 
regulation at EU level, but it was not included in the final 
version of the broiler directive

• However, the EU commission has through the projectHowever, the EU commission has through the project 
Welfare Quality and in various policy papers shown huge 
interest in outcome based measures of animal welfare

• This goes hand in hand with other trends



TRENDS REGARDING REGULATION OF 
ANIMAL WELFAREANIMAL WELFARE

1. More focus on outcome based regulation

2. More focus on control made by farmers and slaughter 
houses themselves and less on public controlp

3. More focus on market based solutions (labelling) and 
less on statutory minimum requirementsless on statutory minimum requirements

• Questions for rest of this talk:
– Advantages and problems regarding 1. ?g p g g
– Coherence between 1. and the two other trends?



TERMINOLOGY

• Two distinctions which seem to be more or less 
l ioverlapping:

1. Outcome based / environmental measures

2. Animal based / resource based measures



WHAT OUTCOMES?
• Not all outcomes may be reliable measures of animal 

welfarewelfare

• Examples of dubious outcome measures:

– Fertility

– Growth rates

– ......



NOT ALL ASPECTS OF WELFARE MAY 
(EASILY) BE MEASURED AS OUTCOMES(EASILY) BE MEASURED AS OUTCOMES

• Disease and injury is relatively easy to measure

• These do of course matter

H lf i th j t b f di• However, welfare is more than just absence of disease 
and injury





NOT ALL ASPECTS OF WELFARE MAY 
(EASILY) BE MEASURED AS OUTCOMES(EASILY) BE MEASURED AS OUTCOMES

• Disease and injury are relatively easy to measure

• And these do of course matter

H lf i th j t b f di• However, welfare is more than just absence of disease 
and injury

– This is true even if welfare is just defined in terms of 
mental states

– And even more so if natural living is viewed as part of 
welfare



BALANCE BETWEEN ENVIRONMENTAL 
AND OUTCOME BASED MEASURESAND OUTCOME BASED MEASURES

• It is easy to agree that outcome based measures should 
have a larger role to play in future animal welfare 
regulation

• However, it is much less easy to agree on how to balance 
it against traditional forms of regulation

• Some will want it to replace traditional regulation of the 
environment in which the animals liveenvironment in which the animals live

• Others see it as a mere add-on

• And then there is a lot of room for in-between views 



OUTCOME MEASURES LINK UP WELL WITH 
TRENDS IN QUALITY ASSURANCETRENDS IN QUALITY ASSURANCE

• There is already a strong trend within food production 
and parts of agriculture to regulate production by means 
of measures taken throughout the production chain

• This is for example the case for food safety issues

Here regulation is also defined in terms of acceptable• Here regulation is also defined in terms of acceptable 
thresholds of pathogens, residues etc.

• However, this is not the case for animal welfare 
regulation



PROBLEM FOR AN OUTCOME BASED 
MEASURE LIKE FOOT PAD DERMATITISMEASURE LIKE FOOT PAD DERMATITIS

• When foot pad dermatitis is accepted as a measure of 
i l lf th ff t ill b d t d thanimal welfare then an effort will be made to reduce the 

prevalence of this very painful condition for the birds

• However, at the same time it is accepted, that it is OK 
that a certain number of birds will still suffer

• This is strictly speaking not in accordance with animal 
welfare legislation in most European countries which g p
typically gives each individual animal (and not each herd) 
a minimum level of protection

• So according to this kind of legislation one animal 
suffering is always one animal too manyg y y



WIDER PROBLEM:
HALF FULL OR HALF EMPTY?HALF FULL OR HALF EMPTY?





WIDER PROBLEM:
HALF FULL OR HALF EMPTY?HALF FULL OR HALF EMPTY?

• To the extent that improved animal welfare is going to be 
market driven there is need for positive messages: “By 
buying our product you get good welfare”

• However, messages about improved welfare based on 
outcome based measures can easily be turned into 

tinegative messages:
– “Still 10% birds with sore feet”
– Rather than “80% reduction of birds with sore feet”

• This is part of the explanation of why Welfare QualityThis is part of the explanation of why Welfare Quality 
has not been well received by European agriculture



CONCLUSIONS
• Outcome based measures of animal welfare can play an 

important role in regulation aimed a getting rid of serious 
bl f f i l lfproblems for farm animal welfare

• However, there will still be a need for minimum ,
requirements of animal welfare defined in terms of 
environmental measures

• Outcome based measures fit well into quality assurance 
schemes already adopted by food industry and parts of y p y y p
agriculture

• Outcome based measures tend to give rise to negative• Outcome based measures tend to give rise to negative 
messages and will therefore not help market driven 
animal welfare initiatives


