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Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010 – PREFACE

PREFACE
In 2011, the Danish Centre for Animal Welfare (DCAW) at the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration has edited the present report ‘Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010’. The report consists of
contributions from the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration, University of Copenhagen and
Aarhus University. This report was first published in Danish in June 2011 and has now been translated
into English.

DCAW is a collaboration between animal welfare experts
from the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration (DVFA),
Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Aarhus University
and the University of Copenhagen. The overall aim of DCAW
is to contribute to the improvement of animal welfare in
Denmark.
Since its initiation in 2010, the tasks of DCAW has been
to collate and communicate animal welfare related data
and knowledge to relevant stakeholders, such as farmers,
politicians, veterinarians, researchers and the general public.
Furthermore, DCAW initiates and supports animal welfare
research. A total of 19 research projects (7 in 2010, 6 in 2011
and 6 in 2012) have now been initiated focusing on welfare
in farm animals. In addition, DCAW hosts an annual confe
rence where results from the initiated projects are presented
along with new developments and findings relevant to animal
welfare issues. Finally, a main priority is communicating and
networking with European and non-European countries to
share information and ideas about the national official control
of animal welfare as well as new animal welfare initiatives.

Read more about the activities of DCAW in Chapter 1 (Activities of the Danish Centre for Animal Welfare).
In Chapter 2 (Definitions of and attitudes to animal welfare),
Professor Peter Sandøe from the University of Copenhagen
evaluates various conceptions of animal welfare and how
they relate to attitudes amongst experts and citizens.
In Chapter 3 (Welfare assessment and welfare control), Pro
fessor Björn Forkman from the University of Copenhagen
deals with the two concepts, welfare assessment and welfare
control, commonly heard in the animal welfare debate. They
measure and mean different things, but are often confused.
Animal welfare inspections carried out by the authorities
sometimes result in difficult communication and relations
for farmers. In Chapter 4 (The difficult encounter between
inspector and farmer), PhD student Inger Anneberg and her
colleagues from Aarhus University describe her project that
deals with the interaction between welfare inspectors (rep
resenting the authorities) and farmers.

PREFACE – Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010

The framework for animal welfare control in Denmark is
described in Chapter 5 (Official control of animal welfare).
Animal welfare inspections are conducted on farms, during
transport and at slaughterhouses.
In Chapter 8 (Results of animal welfare inspections in 2010)
authored by the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration,
the areas of animal welfare legislation that were particularly
prone to infringements are highlighted. Furthermore, the
welfare inspections on all fur farms in 2010 is described in
Chapter 6 (Welfare control of fur animals in 2010).
Every year the Veterinary Task Force of the Danish Veteri
nary and Food Administration uses thematic inspections
and campaigns to put its finger on the sore points of animal
welfare. Their inspections and campaigns in 2010 are de
scribed in Chapter 7 (Veterinary Task Force campaigns for
animal welfare in 2010).
The present report contains all results of the official animal
welfare control in Denmark, including the results of inspec

tions carried out on farms, during transport and at slaugh
terhouses. These results are found in a series of tables in
Chapter 9 of this report. Fact sheets in the report focus
on infringement levels for various production systems and
animal species as well as on the authorities’ inspection of
food pad dermatitis levels in broilers.
The editor hopes that anyone with an interest in animal
welfare will find the present report useful and that it may
inspire to further reading on the issue, e.g., to read about
DCAW on the DVFA website (www.fvst.dk).
Please note that, with respect to the external contributions in
this report (Chapters 2, 3 and 4), the views expressed here, are
those of the authors and do not necessarily correspond to the
views held by the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration.

Danish Veterinary and Food Administration,
Danish Centre for Animal Welfare
February 2012
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1
Activities of the
Danish Centre for
Animal Welfare

Danish Centre for Animal Welfare – Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010

The Danish Centre for Animal Welfare (DCAW) is a knowledge hub that focuses on providing an
overall view of animal welfare in Denmark. DCAW aims at enabling politicians, industry and other
stakeholders to decide on initiatives to improve animal welfare. DCAW is a joint venture between
authorities and universities.
BY THE SECRETARIAT OF THE DANISH CENTRE FOR ANIMAL WELFARE

The Danish Centre for Animal Welfare was established in
2010 due to a strong political will to create a knowledge
hub that would collate and communicate data and researchbased information about animal welfare.
The Danish Centre for Animal Welfare – a joint
venture between authorities and universities
At DCAW, the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration
(DVFA) and the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries work together with animal welfare researchers from the
University of Copenhagen and Aarhus University to gather
knowledge about animal welfare and to communicate it to
politicians, farmers and the public. DCAW also supports and
initiates research in the field of animal welfare.
Read more about the activities of DCAW in 2010 in Ap
pendix 1.

The organisation of DCAW
DCAW is managed by a Steering Group consisting of rep
resentatives from the different partners (see fact box). The
Steering Group makes overall decisions on the direction of
the activities of DCAW and on the projects to be initiated
by DCAW each year.
The day-to-day administrative tasks are handled by the
DCAW secretariat, which is located at the DVFA. The secre
tariat staff are all employees of the DVFA.
The DCAW Project Group prepares project proposals for
the Steering Group to decide on. The DCAW Project Group
members work closely together to collate and communicate
knowledge about animal welfare. The group consists of the
secretariat staff of DCAW, research group leaders from the
two universities and a representative from the Ministry.

7
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What is the objective of the Danish Centre for
Animal Welfare and how is it achieved?
DCAW aims at contributing towards improving
animal welfare in Denmark by:
–		Documenting the animal welfare status in Denmark
by combining data collected by the authorities with
research-based knowledge and activities and data
processed by industry
– Comparing animal welfare conditions in Denmark with
those of other European countries
– Communicating knowledge on animal welfare to
relevant stakeholders through:
– an annual conference
– an annual animal welfare report
– the DVFA website (www.fvst.dk)
– Initiating projects addressing identified problems
associated with animal welfare (see Tables 1, 2 and 3)

Composition of the DCAW Steering Group
The DCAW Steering Group makes executive decisions relat
ing to the focus areas of the work of DCAW and decides
which research projects should be supported and initiated
by DCAW.
The steering group consists of:
– Per Henriksen, Chief Veterinary Officer, DVFA
– Christian Strøyer, Deputy Head of Division, DVFA
– Hans Henrik Dietz, Head of the Department of Large
Animal Sciences, University of Copenhagen
– Klaus Lønne Ingvartsen, Head of the Department of
Animal Science, Aarhus University
– Rikke Freil Laulund, Head of Division, Ministry of
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries

Danish Centre for Animal Welfare – Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010

The individual DCAW research projects are managed by
the relevant project leaders from the two universities who
communicate with the DCAW secretariat via a DVFA rep
resentative.
The DCAW reference group consists of representatives from
the primary stakeholder groups, such as farming industry
organisations, animals’ rights groups, the Danish National
Police and the Danish Veterinary Association. The purpose of
the reference group is to have feedback and dialogue about
the work of DCAW.
Conferences in 2010 and 2011
In November 2010, DCAW held its inaugural conference in
Copenhagen with the theme ‘Welfare Assessment versus
Welfare Control’. About 100 delegates attended the confe
rence, including the Minister for Food, Agriculture and Fish
eries. Delegates also included animal welfare researchers,
representatives from the farming industry, the Danish Veteri
nary Association, the police and animals rights organisations.
In 2011, the conference theme was ‘Market-Driven Animal
Welfare’. The conference included presentations on the sub
ject of consumer behaviour and market driven approaches –
with a practical example provided by two Danish pig farmers.
Read more about the conferences (in Danish) and download
the presentations at http://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/Dyr/
Dyrevelfaerd/Videncenter_for_dyrevelfaerd/konferencer_i_
ViD/Sider/ViD-Konference-2011.aspx

Project themes in 2010, 2011 and 2012
Each year DCAW supports and initiates research projects on
animal welfare issues. The Steering Group decides on project
themes based on proposals made by the Project Group. A to
tal of 19 projects have been initiated in 2010, 2011 and 2012.
Project themes in 2010, 2011 and 2012 include:
– Mapping of animal welfare: Animal welfare status and
development of index
– Improving animal welfare control
– Improving animal welfare in Denmark
– Animal welfare economics
– Methods for measuring animal welfare
– Diseases, mortality and animal welfare
– Communicating animal welfare
– 	Handling of sick and injured animals
– Animal welfare and transport
– Animal welfare in the poultry production
Additional DCAW project:
Baseline study on pig welfare in Denmark
In 2011, a baseline study on pig farms was initiated by the
Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries and the DVFA in
collaboration with the University of Copenhagen. The purpose
of the study is to measure the level of infringements of animal
welfare legislation on Danish pig farms. Inspection visits have
been carried out in the same manner as regular animal wel
fare control visits to farms (see Chapter 5 ‘Official control of
animal welfare’). A random selection of pig farms have been
inspected. A report will be published in the spring of 2012.

9

10

Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010 – Danish Centre for Animal Welfare

Table 1. Projects initiated by the Danish Centre for Animal Welfare in 2010
Project title

Project purpose	Institution responsible

Databases – Potentials for the

To establish an overview of Danish databases with data of relevance to the eval

University of Copenhagen

evaluation of animal welfare

uation of animal welfare and to give a qualitative evaluation of their suitability

and Danish Veterinary and

for the evaluation of animal welfare.

Food Administration

Identification of sow herds with

To examine whether it is possible, by using data from existing databases, sup

Aarhus University

welfare problems on the basis

plemented with information from owners, to make a risk-based identification

of existing central databases

of sow herds with welfare problems.

and efficiency control data
Use of routine hoof trimming

To examine whether data from routine hoof examinations can be used as an

data to predict the overall ani

indicator of the overall welfare level in herds

1

Aarhus University

mal welfare level in dairy herds
Surface temperature as a

To evaluate the technological possibilities and constraints in using infrared thermo

welfare indicator in pigs

graphy to accurately measure surface temperature as a welfare indicator in pigs.

Foot pad dermatitis in broilers:

To establish a basis for transferring the positive results of the regulatory set-up

An example of strategies for

to counter foot pad dermatitis in broilers to the regulation of other farm animal

improved animal welfare

welfare issues. In addition, the project also aims to identify possible adjustments

Aarhus University

University of Copenhagen

of the present regulation and control practices that may lead to further reduc
tion in the prevalence of foot pad dermatitis in broilers.
Identifying animal welfare

To examine animal welfare conditions and any problems at Danish poultry

Danish Veterinary and

problems related to the stun

slaughterhouses and provide an overview of how close or far the slaughter

Food Administration

ning and killing of broilers

houses are from complying with Council regulation No. 1099/2009 on the
protection of animals at the time of killing, which will enter into force in 2013.

Self-policing of animal welfare

To find the barriers preventing a successful implementation of self-policing
of animal welfare at farms, i.e., to what extent perceptions, knowledge, and
structural and cultural conditions constitute barriers to the implementation of
the self-policing of animal welfare. The study also aims at determining how the
implementation of animal welfare self-policing schemes may affect consumers’
trust in animal production.

University of Copenhagen

Danish Centre for Animal Welfare – Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010

Table 2A. Projects initiated by the Danish Centre for Animal Welfare in 2011
Project title

Project purpose	Institution responsible

Interrelations of economy and animal

To document the financial benefits of good animal welfare in

welfare at herd/flock level

the individual herd/flock – and perhaps also some of the barriers.

University of Copenhagen

Furthermore, the project will provide greater knowledge of the
cost of improved animal welfare in different situations without
jeopardizing profitability and competitiveness.
Validation, quality assurance and

To develop a system that can be used to calculate the sensitivity

future-proofing of welfare recordings

and specificity of groups of welfare inspectors without a per

in pig herds

ceived perfect reference.

Welfare economic consequences of

To find the main factors for developing food pad dermatitis in

lameness and food pad dermatitis in

Danish broilers and to establish the consequences for broiler

Danish broilers

welfare and production economy.

Welfare and legal implications of

To (1) evaluate whether transporting of cows may cause non-lame

transport of cows to slaughter

cows to become lame, (2) evaluate whether mildly lame cows

University of Copenhagen

University of Copenhagen

Aarhus University

may become more lame during transport and (3) identify risk
factors for increasing levels of lameness during transport.
Lameness and leg disorders in outdoor

To quantify the prevalence of lameness and leg disorders in

sows

Danish outdoor sows and to identify important risk factors for

Aarhus University

suggesting initiatives to prevent and handle lameness and leg
disorders in outdoor sows.
A risk-based identification of pig herds

To examine whether, by using data from existing databases, sup

with welfare problems according to

plemented with information on owners (efficiency control data), it

welfare inspections conducted by the

is possible to make a risk-based identification of pig herds whose

authorities

owners will be sanctioned in connection with the authorities‘
regular welfare inspections.

Aarhus University
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Table 2B. Projects initiated by the Danish Centre for Animal Welfare in 2012:
Project title

Project purpose	Institution responsible

A pain score scale for pain in dairy

To define parameters indicative of pain in cattle and suitable for

cattle

defining a new pain score scale to be used by veterinarians, welfare

University of Copenhagen

inspectors and farmers. Ideally, the pain score scale allows the user to
distinguish between three categories of cows: (1) cows with pain, (2)
cows suffering from fever, ketosis or other illness, and (3) cows suf
fering simultaneously from illness and pain.
The dilemma between animal

To evaluate the effect of tangible and practical solutions to calving,

welfare and disease control in cattle

calf management and housing on animal welfare and disease control

herds

in infected cattle herds. This includes an evaluation of whether

University of Copenhagen

temporary dispensations from requirements to allow contact between
neighbouring calves, and mother and calf, respectively, are necessary
to allow for control of Salmonella Dublin and Paratuberculosis.
Has the Yellow Card System reduced

To examine whether a reduction in the use of antibiotics has (had) any

the welfare in Danish pig herds?

consequences on the welfare of the affected pig herds.

Has the cow recovered?

To contribute new knowledge (1) on stress experienced during the re

– Behaviour and welfare in dairy

covery phase, and (2) as to whether the clinical condition of the cow/

cows recovering from mastitis

milk quality reflects changes in behaviour and welfare of the animals.

University of Copenhagen

Aarhus University

This knowledge is valuable for future evaluation of the special needs
of diseased cows, and their suitability to resume intensive production.
Reliability and validity of bite marks

To contribute information on limitations of the use and applicability

as welfare indicator in mink

of bite marks as a welfare indicator as well as the correlation between

Aarhus University

bite marks and other indicators used to determine mink welfare.
Transport fitness – are pigs with her

To investigate the consequences on animal welfare when transporting

nias and tail bites fit for transport?

pigs with inguinal hernias, umbilical hernias or tail bites. The results of
this study will contribute to an improved assessment of slaughter pigs‘
fitness for transport.

Aarhus University

Danish Centre for Animal Welfare – Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010

Animal Welfare on the agenda Delegates at the conference of the Danish Centre of Animal Welfare comprising animal welfare researchers
and representatives from the authorities, farming industry organisations, the Danish National Police, animals’ rights organisations, the retail sector
and the Danish Veterinary Association (Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).
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2
DEFINITIONS OF
AND ATTITUDES TO
ANIMAL WELFARE

DEFINITIONS AND ATTITUDES – Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010

Ideally, a position on what constitutes good animal welfare for farmed animals is based not only
on biological insight, but also on ethical attitudes. At the same time there is reason to believe that
different groups will disagree when it comes to a discussion of these attitudes. This article will focus
on different perceptions of animal welfare and how these perceptions are rooted in the attitudes of
experts and the general population. We will start by discussing the definition of a good animal life.
Then we will explain how attempts are made to capture the concept of animal welfare by setting
up several criteria that can be used as the basis of scientific measurements. Finally, we will present
research on the population’s view on the concept of animal welfare and to what extent and in which
way people as consumers are willing to pay for good animal welfare.
BY PETER SANDØE, TOVE CHRISTENSEN, BJÖRN FORKMAN AND JESPER LASSEN, FACULTY OF LIFE SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN1

The concept of animal welfare stems from a public discussion
of the treatment of farm animals in the modern intensive
production of meat, milk and eggs. An important stepping
stone for this discussion was Ruth Harrison’s book ‘Animal
machines: The new factory farming industry’ from 1964. The
book described, e.g., the keeping of hens in small cages (bat
tery hens), the tethering of pregnant sows and the keeping of
calves in small crates (crated calves). She wrote that the main
preoccupation of life on an industrial farm was generating
a profit, and animals were considered exclusively as tools to
convert feed into meat or other marketable products.
The book, which was illustrated with black-and-white pho
tos of the various production systems, gave rise to strong
reactions in the British public and made the British govern
ment appoint the so-called Brambell Committee (named
after Professor F.W.R. Brambell, the Committee Chairman).
The Committee proposed a number of recommendations
which have set the benchmark for the entire European de
velopment within animal welfare:

BENCHMARK RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BRAMBELL
COMMITTEE
First, the Committee concluded that farm animals are sen
tient creatures that may suffer due to the way they are used
and kept in farm production. Secondly, it concluded that
biological science is needed to assess the conditions of the
animals. The Committee emphasised that the study of ani
mal behaviour is a particularly important foundation for the
assessment of animal welfare. Last, but not least, the Com
mittee concluded that farm animals have behavioural needs
that cannot be satisfied in many of the common production
systems, and that non-satisfaction of their behavioural needs
will result in suffering for the animals.
Subsequently, animal welfare with particular focus on animal
behaviour has been the subject of research, first in the UK
and the rest of North-Western Europe and by now in most
of the world. Europe in particular has continuously imple
mented scientifically based legislation prohibiting production
systems incompatible with the behavioural needs of animals.
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Hence, battery hens, tethered sows and crated calves are
now prohibited or being phased out in all of the European
Union. However, there is an increasing debate and uncer
tainty as to the lengths that we should go to ensure farm
animal welfare. But while practically everybody, at least in
the European Union, today agrees that it is wise to prohibit
production systems offering the animals very limited scope
for self-expression, there is a growing uncertainty about the
goals and means for the further development.
There is no agreement on the fundamental requirements of
good animal welfare. Is it only a matter of avoiding pain and
other forms of suffering and discomfort, or should animals
also experience positive welfare, and if so, how is positive
welfare defined? We will go into these discussions in more
detail in the following two sections of this article.
As for means, two central discussions are ongoing. One
concerns whether it is sufficient to focus on the facilities of
fered to the animals – their environment – or whether, when
assessing animal welfare, we should increasingly consider
the animals’ own well-being, thereby involving in the animal
welfare assessment the farmer’s ability to make the animals
do well, e.g., by avoiding diseases and maintaining low mor
tality regardless of the facilities in which they are kept. The
other discussion concerns to what extent legislation should
and can be applied in a world in which animal products are
being sold in an international market with freedom of move
ment across borders and pertaining legislation. We will go
into these two discussions in more detail in the last three
sections of this article.

animals are well or less well. Being well is almost by defini
tion a valuable thing. The definition of a good animal life
will therefore reflect what we should aim for if we want to
offer the animals good conditions.
If we look at the philosophical tradition, we see that not just
one, but several mutually incompatible suggestions of the
characteristics of a good life have been offered over time.
These suggestions have been developed in connection with
the discussion of what can be said to be a good human
life; but since, rightly considered, man is an animal among
other animals, it is not unreasonable to base the study of
a good animal life on the perceptions that apply to a good
human life.
Roughly speaking, there are three distinct approaches:
HEDONISM: The characteristics of a good life are a sufficient
number of the stimulating, pleasant and happy experiences
and sufficiently few frustrating, unpleasant and painful ex
periences. Naturally, the register of feelings and experiences
will differ among the various species, but there is every rea
son to believe that many animals (at least all vertebrates)
have experiences of both a positive and a negative nature.
PREFERENCE THEORY: Having a good life means that we

achieve what we want or otherwise aspire towards. Animals
are presumed to have conscious wishes and plans to a far
lesser extent than humans, but it is just as evident that they
aspire towards various goals and that some forms of aspira
tion are more persistent than others.
PERFECTIONISM: To have a good life, creatures must realise

WHAT IS A GOOD ANIMAL LIFE?
To find out how well or less well the animals are, a relevant
starting point could be to determine what it means that

their essential species-specific potential. The crucial point is
not to be well, but to do well. This viewpoint is based on the
widespread, but also controversial assumption that animals

DEFINITIONS AND ATTITUDES – Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010

have a relatively well-defined nature on the basis of which it
is possible to define objectives specifying the requirements
for a successful life.
In many contexts, the three approaches will yield the same
answer to what is required for an animal (or a human) to have
a good life. Positive experiences will often follow when we
achieve our aspirations and otherwise manage to live natural
lives, and conversely we are typically not well if our wishes
are not fulfilled and we do not realise our natural potential.
However, it is easy to imagine situations yielding different
answers to the three approaches. Thus, rank-order fights
may be inherent in a natural life and therefore an element
of a perfectionist vision of a good animal life, while from
a hedonistic viewpoint it may be considered better for the
animals to prevent them from fighting painful battles, e.g.,
by dampening male aggression through castration. Similarly,
the fulfilment of wishes like plentiful quantities of nourish
ing food may lead to unpleasant experiences and illness in
the long term.
The hedonistic perception is dominant in animal protection
legislation and among most researchers of animal welfare.
The hedonistic viewpoint is frequently worded negatively:
the goal is to prevent animals from feeling pain or other suf
fering. It is difficult to imagine, however, that no importance
would be attached to positive experiences in practice. Other
wise, killing should always be considered a welfare-promoting
measure as it is impossible to imagine the life of an animal or
a human without some accompanying pain or discomfort.
The importance and perceptions of positive welfare may in
fact give rise to disagreement and dilemmas, which we will try
to illustrate by using cows turned out to graze as an example.

BATTERY HENS The keeping of laying hens in such small cages with
out any possibility of scraping and laying their eggs in a nest has been
prohibited all over the European Union since 31 December 2011 (Photo:
Tommy Wølk).
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AN EXCITED COW? The photo was taken on the day in April 2010 when the organic cows were turned out to graze. (Photo: Organic Denmark).

HAPPY ANIMALS? COWS TURNED OUT TO GRAZE
Most of us probably have an image of a cow as a fairly
phlegmatic animal. When you meet a cow, it is usually lying
down chewing the cud, or standing there glaring at you, but
nothing seems to indicate the occurrence of strong feelings.
However, organic milk producers have seriously shaken that
image.
Every year in April, all organic cows are turned out to graze
at the stroke of noon on the so-called ‘Organic Day’. The
cows then leap and dance out across the fields with their
tails lifted when they are turned out to graze before the

eyes of thousands of spectators. If media reports are to
be believed, the animals’ signs of excitement are on a level
with the excitement of national lotto winners as depicted
on television commercials.
So apparently cows can experience strong momentary hap
piness. If experts of animal behaviour and animal welfare
are asked whether there is reason to believe that the cows
are actually excited or whether it is simply a projection of
human feelings, so-called anthropomorphism, their fairly
similar replies go something like this:

DEFINITIONS AND ATTITUDES – Animal Welfare in Denmark 2010

Of course, we cannot know for certain what a cow feels,
but it is not unreasonable to assume that the cow feels ex
citement at the moment it is turned out to graze in spring.
Comprehensive experiments with rats and other animals
have shown that animals react in ways indicating excitement
when changes to the better occur in their lives. The greater
the contrast, the stronger the animal’s reaction. This means
that it must have been at least a little unhappy to be able to
experience great happiness.
We recognise this slightly paradoxical characteristic of hap
piness far too well. Not only is it the fulcrum of innumerable
cultural and entertainment products, it is also the reality for
very many people. When a person is told that he is healthy
and well after various tests during a visit to the doctor, he
will presumably consider it positive. But the news will only
really give rise to great joy if he has been or feared being
gravely ill. If, on the other hand, he expected to be healthy
and well, he will not be so much moved by being told that
he is in fact healthy and well.
Going back to the excited organic cows, there seems to be
many indications that the happiness is not created by the
grass as such. We can ascertain the truth of this assumption
by visiting the organic cows later on in the season. They are
lying down chewing the cud or standing glaring as cows
usually do, but they show no evident signs of excitement.
Apparently, the excitement is created by the expectation
of something new and exciting rather than being turned
out to graze. So if we are to have animals that experience
happiness in the form of excitement and other exalted joy,
we have to arrange for variation and contrasts in their lives.
But if we take a look at the prevailing opinion among veteri
narians and other agricultural consultants regarding animal

husbandry, variation and sudden changes are bad things.
They live by an equivalent of the old principles of good child
rearing, which require rest, cleanliness and regularity. And
if animal well-being is measured by health and physiology
measures for animal welfare, much seems to be in favour
of those principles. Changes frequently imply more disease
and more stress.
As an example, the nutritional content of grass is known to
change dramatically over the grazing season and may there
fore cause disorder in the cows’ stomachs. Some people
therefore believe that, from the cows’ perspective, it may
be better to keep them inside all year where the farmer can
make sure that they get the same feed every day.
But what about happiness in cows that are always inside and
always have the same feed? That depends on how happi
ness is defined. According to one definition of animal wel
fare recently suggested by Marian Dawkins, the influential
British behavioural researcher, animals are well if they do
not become ill or frustrated. And according to all the avail
able knowledge on dairy cows’ well-being, they can easily
live indoors all year in a well-run modern housing system
without becoming more ill or frustrated than the cows that
are turned out to graze.
What does that definition of animal welfare have to do with
happiness? Probably more than we would think offhand.
Think of the frequently cited international studies telling us
year after year that the Danes are the happiest people in the
world. They measure happiness in a way similar to the one
proposed by Professor Dawkins to measure whether animals
are well. These studies have examined how contented the
Danes are. In the same way as an indoor cow may be con
tented because it never considered that it might be turned
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THE FIVE FREEDOMS
1. 	Freedom from hunger and thirst – by ready access to
fresh water and a diet to maintain full health and vigour
2. 	Freedom from discomfort – by providing an appropriate
environment including shelter and a comfortable resting
area
3. 	Freedom from pain, injury or disease – by prevention
or rapid diagnosis and treatment
4. 	Freedom to express normal behaviour – by provid
ing sufficient space, proper facilities and company of the
animal’s own kind
5. 	Freedom from fear and distress – by ensuring condi
tions and treatment which avoid mental suffering
www.fawc.org.uk/freedoms.htm

in life once in a while resulting in an urge to dance and leap
like the organic dairy cow, but with the logically necessary
side effect that there will be lows in life too. According to the
other definition, happiness consists in constant contentment,
and compared with that highs are no good because they are
related to lows and the associated discontent.
CRITERIA FOR GOOD ANIMAL WELFARE
Until now we have discussed what it means that an animal
has a good life. But even if we reach an agreement on this
issue, we are still some way from having a basis for assess
ing the animals’ welfare. To do so, we have to translate the
vision of the good animal life into criteria, the fulfilment (or
lack of fulfilment) of which can be measured.
One of the most influential attempts to set out such criteria
is the Five Freedoms, which were developed by the British
Farm Animal Welfare Council.

out to graze, a Dane sitting at home in front of the television
set may be contented because he or she never considered
the possibility of going outside to dance the samba in the
streets. Pushed to its logical conclusion, one might imagine
that the Danes are as happy as they are, not because they
have a lot of great experiences compared with other peo
ple, but because they live in a very predictable and stable
environment – a bit like a dairy cow living all year round in
a well-functioning cow house.
In reality, there are probably two concepts of happiness in play
in the discussion on how cows and people should live their
lives. According to one definition, happiness is to reach a high

The Five Freedoms clearly set out a framework defining what
should be checked and measured when assessing animal
welfare. However, the measures are worded very broadly
and thereby leave it open where to draw the line in deter
mining whether an animal can be said to be offered condi
tions giving it the five freedoms.
When Welfare Quality®, a major EU project on the assess
ment of animal welfare, started in 2004, the researchers
agreed to prepare some more accurate criteria for animal
welfare, although they did borrow a lot from the Five Free
doms. There are four so-called welfare principles: good feed
ing, good housing, good health and appropriate behaviour.
Each of the four principles has then been further specified
into between two and four criteria of good welfare. Ac
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cordingly, the principle of ‘good health’ has been divided
into the absence of injuries, the absence of disease and the
absence of pain caused by routine handling or procedures
(such as castration).
These criteria for good animal welfare evidently place much
emphasis on animals’ experiences and thereby approach
the hedonistic ideal for the good animal life. There is rela
tively large emphasis on the absence of negative incidents,
although there are also specific criteria emphasising positive
experiences, such as those related to play or the expression
of social behaviour.
The special feature and the novelty of the Welfare Quality®
criteria and the specific welfare measures for the individual
species developed to elaborate on those criteria is the use of
so-called animal-based measures to the extent possible (as
opposed to the usual resource-based measures), meaning
that measures are taken directly on animals. One example is
measuring the thinness or the fatness of an animal instead
of checking whether it has access to feed.
When the welfare of a group of animals has been assessed
based on species-specific welfare measures related to the
12 welfare criteria, the various scores are weighed together
and balanced to give an overall assessment of the animals’
condition.
This weighing and balancing is based on estimates of the
welfare consequences of the various elements and various
pragmatic considerations made by researchers and experts.
Ultimately, it is possible to grade the welfare of the animals
of a specific herd or flock. Thereby Welfare Quality® may be
applied to generate output data for the labelling of produce
from specific herds or flocks.

It is widely agreed that the 12 criteria and the associated
species-specific welfare measures provide a good and sci
entifically based foundation for the assessment of animal
welfare at herd/flock level. On the other hand, the project
has not yet exercised any profound influence contributing to
the improvement of animal welfare on European farms. So
far, these animal welfare measures are, in fact, being used
for research purposes only.
There are several reasons for this lack of practical use of
the Welfare Quality® measures. One reason is that it is very
time-consuming, and therefore also expensive, to conduct
a welfare measurement of a herd or flock. Another reason
is that no effort has been made to link the animal welfare
measures with practical initiatives, such as labelling schemes.
Moreover, the fact that the viewpoints of citizens and con
sumers have only been incorporated into the final tool to a
limited extent may also be part of the reason. The question
is whether the conceptions of a good animal life held by the
ordinary people who are to buy the animal-friendly products
bear any relation to the Welfare Quality® measures.
Let us have a closer look at what we know about the popu
lation’s view of animal welfare.
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WELFARE PRINCIPLES AND CRITERIA OF WELFARE QUALITY®
Welfare principles

Welfare criteria

Elaboration of welfare criteria

Good feeding

1. Absence of prolonged hunger

Animals should not suffer from prolonged hunger, i.e. they should
have a sufficient and appropriate diet

2. Absence of prolonged thirst

Animals should not suffer from prolonged thirst, i.e. they should
have a sufficient and accessible water supply

3. Comfort when resting

Animals should have comfort around resting

4. Thermal well-being

Animals should have thermal comfort, i.e. they should neither be
too hot nor too cold

5. Freedom of movement

Animals should have enough space to be able to move around freely

6. Absence of injuries

Animals should be free of physical injuries, such as skin lesions or
walking difficulties

Good housing

Good health

7. Absence of disease
Animals should be free of disease, i.e. farmers and handlers should
maintain high standards of hygiene and care

Appropriate behaviour

8. Absence of pain caused by
handling routines

Animals should not suffer pain induced by inappropriate manage
ment, handling, slaughter, or surgical procedures (e.g. castration,
dehorning)

9. Expression of social behaviour

Animals should be able to express normal, non-harmful, social
behaviours (e.g. grooming)

10. Expression of other forms of
behaviour

Animals should be able to express other normal behaviours, i.e.,
it should be possible to express species-specific natural behaviours
such as foraging

11. Good relations between human
and animal

Animals should be handled well in all situations, i.e., handlers
should promote good human-animal relationships

12. Positive emotions

Negative emotions such as fear, distress, frustration or apathy
should be avoided whereas positive emotions such as security or
contentment should be promoted

Source: Pp. 22-23 of ‘Welfare Quality® consortium (2009). Assessment protocol for pigs’. Lelystad (The Netherlands): Welfare Quality® consortium.
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THE POPULATION’S VIEWS ON ANIMAL WELFARE
Several sociological studies show a difference between the
criteria for assessing animal welfare applied by lay people
and experts. Animal welfare experts typically emphasise the
absence of suffering and frustration, while lay people also
place great emphasis on animals’ right to live a natural life.
In the following, we will briefly review the characteristics of
ordinary people’s perception of animal welfare according to
the studies mentioned.
Firstly, just like experts ordinary people are also naturally
concerned that the animals should not suffer physically. In
the general, media-borne debate on animal welfare, this is
reflected by fairly violent reactions to the exposure of direct
cruelty. In a Danish context this applies, e.g., to the cases of
animal transports disclosed some years ago where animals
were assembled in hot compartments with little space and
transported over long distances. And it applies to the prob
lems of sows unable to withstand the hard production pres
sure, which have also made big headlines.
While these examples do not display any major difference
between experts and ordinary people, the difference occurs
in the weighting of what we might call animal integrity. Thus
lay people find it of great importance that the animals live the
most natural lives possible, including being able to express
species-specific behaviour. In the case of pigs, this implies,
e.g., that the animals are not deprived of the possibility of
wallowing in mud, simply because wallowing in mud is con
sidered by many to be the quintessence of a pig’s nature.
Similarly, tail docking is criticised not (only) because of the
pain inflicted on the pig, but more because having a tail that
can curl is perceived as being part of a pig’s nature as it can be

used to express the pig’s mood. That is why, to many people,
curly tails and mud-covered pigs strongly symbolise a fairly
natural life for a pig and thereby adequate animal welfare.
Another example discussed in depth above is cows turned
out to graze. To ordinary people, it is a natural part of
the animal welfare for a cow that it can go outside and
graze, whereas experts are more divided on this issue. As
mentioned above, some experts consider that grazing is not
necessarily part of animal welfare as cows do not necessarily
suffer because they are not turned out to graze.
However, an animal welfare policy aiming to combine the
experts’ welfare perception focusing on pain and stress and
ordinary people’s focus on naturalness and integrity risks
facing an ethical dilemma.
On the one hand it is possible (although costly) to develop pro
duction systems that accommodate the desire for naturalness.
On the other hand, the introduction of these production
systems may entail costs in the form of suffering and death.
Examples are that the mortality in hens in alternative pro
duction systems is higher than in batteries, and piglet mor
tality in organic pig production is higher than in conventional
production. In both cases there is good reason to assume
that many of the animals that die experience serious pain
and other suffering before dying.
It is a challenge to the alternative production to offer the
animals natural lives without thereby inflicting increased
mortality and suffering on them. This challenge is obviously
the subject of much effort. Accordingly, organic egg producers have managed to halve mortality compared with
when mortality peaked.
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Another challenge to alternative production methods is to
make the consumers suit their actions to their words, i.e.,
demand animal-friendly products even though prices are
higher. We will now move on to consider this issue.

ARE CONSUMERS WILLING TO PAY FOR ANIMAL WELFARE?
As regards farm animals, there are many indications that one
of the absolutely most important issues of the population is
the issue of animal welfare. In attitude surveys, problems like
environment and food safety recede into the background.
That this is not an isolated Danish phenomenon is illustrated
by a Eurobarometer survey from 2006 in which citizens from
25 European countries assessed that the protection of pro
duction animals was important. (On a scale from 1 to 10,
animal welfare averaged a score of 7.8, with a slightly higher
score in Denmark).
To some consumers, considerations about animal welfare
may affect the type of food they buy. This applies both
to products which have animal welfare as their particular
characteristic, such as barn eggs and free-range eggs, and
to products where animal welfare is regarded as an element
of a larger whole, as in organic production.
However, market studies show that products with particu
lar emphasis on animal welfare are often not in very high
demand when consumers stand at the cold display counter.
Although the market shares of organic and other animal
products with particular emphasis on animal welfare have
been increasing, they are still small. In Denmark, the market
shares of ‘higher welfare meat’ are very small, while the al
ternative production of milk (organic and from other grazing
cows) and eggs (organic, free-range and barn eggs) is doing
relatively better, with a market share of 30-40 per cent.

AT THE BUTCHER’S COUNTER When the consumer is standing at
the cold display counter, the agenda includes many other items than
animal welfare. (Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).

When comparing the attitudes expressed by people asked
in an opinion poll with their statements as consumers in a
shopping situation and finally their actual shopping behaviour,
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it looks as if the interest in animal welfare decreases from
one situation to the other.
However, this does not indicate that people are consciously
lying, that they are irrational, or that some studies are more
correct than others. Various explanations may help us on
the road to understanding this lack of correlation between
attitude and action:
According to one explanation, people act and think differently
in different contexts. Studies have thus compared consumers’
arguments for the choice of the meat that they buy and eat
with the same people’s attitudes to farm animal production
when they express themselves as politically aware citizens. It
turns out that, as consumers, people are taken up with factors
such as eating quality, national provenance and fat content,
but are not interested in animal welfare whereas, as citizens,
people are very taken up with animal welfare. Briefly, animal
welfare may well be important in situations where the Danes
relate politically to the subject, but in shopping and eating
situations others factors are more important in many cases.
We therefore have to be cautious to apply results arrived at
in one situation to another situation.
According to another, but related, explanation, animal welfare
is frequently not put on the agenda at all in the supermarket.
The consumer who does not have animal welfare on his or her
list of relevant items to relate to is therefore not reminded that
he or she is also a citizen who might very well be highly inter
ested in animal welfare. Of course, some special products are
labelled ‘Higher animal welfare’, but all other products do not
signal low animal welfare. On the contrary, clever marketing
professionals will often do their best to use positive storytelling
to sell the products, such as when ordinary industrial chickens
were sold in a Danish supermarket by the designation ‘Loving

chickens’. In that situation, consumers could not be expected
to associate them with poor animal welfare. This example
was so glaring that the relevant marketing practice was ter
minated, but it does not alter the main trend, which is that
consumers can easily file past the cold display counters in
a Danish supermarket without being reminded that there
might have been a problem in relation to the welfare of
the animals whose bodies had provided the meat exhibited.
According to a third explanation, having politically correct at
titudes in a questionnaire costs nothing, but it costs money
to shop in accordance with those attitudes. The respondents’
replies may reflect an attempt to please the person conducting
the study and therefore not accord with their actual views.
A fourth explanation may be the use of questionnaires as
a methodological tool. Firstly, there is a risk that only the
most interested people participate in the study and that
the picture of the population’s views is therefore skewed.
Secondly, it is difficult, not to say impossible, to ask about
animal welfare in a questionnaire without reminding the
respondents that this particular subject might be of impor
tance – something they might not directly have considered
before they were reminded of it in the questionnaire.
Is it not possible at all to increase animal welfare through
market behaviour, then? Yes, certainly! Of course, we can
not rely solely on market forces to ensure a socially appro
priate animal welfare level, but it is highly likely that the
demand for animal-friendly special products can contribute
to an improvement of conditions for farmed animals to a
much higher extent than today.
1

Our thanks to Hans Henrik Dietz and Lise Tønner for their comments to a previ
ous version of this chapter and to Geir Tveit for assistance in editing the text.
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Two concepts frequently heard in the animal welfare debate are welfare control and welfare
assessment. These concepts are often confused with each other, but mean and measure two
different things.
BY BJÖRN FORKMAN, FACULTY OF LIFE SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN

Welfare control verifies compliance with applicable (mini
mum) rules or legislation, while a welfare assessment as
sesses the welfare, which may vary between very good and
very poor. It might be possible, however, to make the legisla
tive rules more flexible and discerning by using some of the
ideas and measures applied in welfare assessments.
WELFARE CONTROL
Welfare control verifies compliance with the animal protec
tion legislation. (The same concept may also be used for
verification of a labelling scheme. However, the text below
concentrates on the control to do with legislation).
Animal welfare control in Denmark is carried out by means
of the so-called 5 per cent inspections of all herds or flocks
with at least 10 farm animals (including horses). This means
that every 20th herd or flock is inspected every year for
compliance with applicable legislation. This control of com
pliance with legislation is commonly called ‘welfare control’,
but should in fact be called ‘welfare legislation control’ as it
verifies compliance with the legislation believed to be neces
sary to give animals a sufficiently good life.

WELFARE CONTROL During an inspection visit, the inspector reviews
the entire herd to assess whether the farmer observes the animal welfare
rules. (Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration, Lars Bahl).
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WELFARE ASSESSMENT A welfare assessment should not only include the negative experiences, but also take the positive experiences into
consideration. (Photo: Petra Gau).
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WELFARE ASSESSMENT
A welfare assessment is an attempt to find out what the
welfare of the animals is. This may be done either by study
ing the animals (such as the incidence of shoulder ulcers or
lameness) or alternatively by looking at the resources offered
(such as access to outdoor area) or finally by studying the
routines imposed (such as tail docking or beak trimming).

of animals, e.g., by stipulating daily stock inspection, farmers
differ a lot – and so does their stock.
WHAT ARE THE IMPORTANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
THE TWO CONCEPTS?
1. MINIMUM STANDARD VS. ASSESSMENT

Animals may be found to have a good level of welfare de
spite non-compliance with the legislative requirements, or
to have poor welfare despite compliance with the legisla
tive requirements. This does not signify that legislation is
irrelevant to animal welfare, but rather that legislation lays
down the framework applicable to the individual farmer’s
work. Legislation is a compromise between many different
interests, animal welfare being just one of them. As an ex
ample, castration without anaesthesia implies worse welfare
for a pig compared to no castration as castration is a painful
surgical procedure. But castration without anaesthesia is still
permitted according to legislation.

Welfare control is a verification of compliance with legisla
tion. The legislation lays down minimum standards constitut
ing a compromise between what is believed to be ethically
justifiable and other considerations, such as what is believed
to be financially justifiable. By contrast, a welfare assessment
concentrates solely on assessing the welfare of animals and
attempts to apply the entire scale from very poor to very
good welfare. As opposed to welfare control, a welfare as
sessment may therefore attempt to quantify both the posi
tive and the negative experiences of animals. In practice it
has proven difficult to find methods to quantify positive ex
periences. It is one of the most up-and-coming fields within
animal welfare research, however, so methods will no doubt
be suggested in future.

A very large and important factor affecting the welfare of
animals is the individual farmer and his routines and capabili
ties. Although legislation sets out a framework for the care

How the welfare assessment is carried out may vary greatly
from one welfare assessment system to another. One of the
earliest approaches to welfare assessment was the Austrian

MOST IMPORTANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN WELFARE CONTROL AND WELFARE ASSESSMENT
Welfare control

Welfare assessment

Verifies compliance with minimum standards/legislative requirements

Assesses welfare over the entire scale

No integration of measures

Often integration of various measures

Mainly checks for any risk of poor welfare

Assesses both risk of poor welfare and momentary situation

Implicit welfare definition

Often explicit welfare definition
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Animal Needs Index (ANI), which was mainly based on the
physical environment offered to the animals. Another ap
proach is the one applied in the EU project Welfare Qual
ity®. That approach is based on animals’ experiences instead.
Read more about Welfare Quality® in Chapter 2 (Definitions
of and attitudes to animal welfare).

STOCKING DENSITY The permitted stocking density for the produc
tion of broilers depends partly on the farmer’s production results re
garding footpad dermatitis. (Photo: Björn Forkman).

A comprehensive welfare assessment such as the one pro
posed by Welfare Quality® is very costly and time-consum
ing, however. Therefore, many are looking for so-called ice
berg indicators. The idea is that there may be visible signs
or indicators, like the tip of an iceberg, pointing to ‘what is
below’, which is the actual welfare condition of the animal.
Currently, various research projects in Denmark (including
some under the aegis of the Danish Centre for Animal Wel
fare) are attempting to find out how much information on
animal welfare can be gleaned from existing databases, to
which producers regularly report their production results
and the health condition of their stock.
2. INTEGRATION VS. NO INTEGRATION

A welfare control process considers each legislative provi
sion and assesses whether the relevant herd or flock com
plies with the provision. The assessment results regarding
compliance with the various provisions are not integrated.
To mention an example, the farmer cannot compensate for
violation of stocking density rules by giving the animals more
enrichment in the form of more material for investigation
and manipulation than prescribed by legislation. In a welfare
assessment, the point of interest is frequently the overall
welfare of a herd (does the milk originate from a farm with
animals enjoying ‘good welfare’?). To discover this, the vari
ous measures should be integrated. The simplest method is
to sum the various welfare measures. This means that full
compensation can be obtained so that poor welfare in one

WELFARE ASSESSMENT AND CONTROL – Animal welfare in Denmark 2010

aspect, such as lack of access to bedding, may be compen
sated for by good welfare in another aspect, such as a very
low stocking density. More complex calculations with partial
compensation are also available. There are great variations
in the integration methods applied by different welfare as
sessment systems, and the methods are often based on
expert estimates of how to weight the various measures.
They therefore constitute a less transparent aspect of the
welfare assessment.
3. MOMENTARY WELFARE VS. RISK OF POOR WELFARE

As legislation exists both to prevent and detect poor welfare,
much legislation focuses on risk factors indicating poor ani
mal welfare. One of such risk factors is the stocking density,
which is subject to very rigid legislative requirements for
most animal species. Regardless of other factors, the permit
ted stocking density may not be exceeded.
There are examples, however, that the link between a risk
factor and the problem that it is supposed to measure is not
always unambiguous. This is apparent from the legislation
on broilers. The law permits a higher stocking density if the
farmer can prove that he can still keep his stock healthy (in
this case with a low incidence of footpad dermatitis (am
monia burns)) despite a higher stocking density.
As previously mentioned, some welfare assessment systems
such as the ANI concentrate on risk factors. Other welfare
assessment systems focus more on the momentary level of
welfare of the animals, as is the case with Welfare Quality®.
However, it is desirable for measurements of animal welfare
to be more than just snapshots, and therefore it is frequently
emphasised that the outcomes of measurements must be
reasonably repeatable, also when measurements are carried
out over a longer period (months).

4. IMPLICIT VS. EXPLICIT WELFARE DEFINITION

As legislation is a compromise between various interests and
is ultimately politically determined, it may not always seem
perfectly consistent. In principle, all species are covered by
the Danish Act on the Protection of Animals. In addition to
this general legislation, many species are subject to more
specific legislation. Finally, each individual animal may be
covered by more detailed legislation depending on the func
tion of the particular animal. As an example, a rabbit kept
as a pet may be covered by one set of rules, while a rabbit
living in the wild is covered by another set of rules, a rabbit
kept as a laboratory animal will be covered by a third set of
rules, and finally a rabbit bred for its fur or meat is protected
by a fourth set of rules.
CONCLUSION
The intention of the welfare legislation is to improve ani
mal welfare and particularly to stipulate a minimum level of
permitted conditions. By introducing some of the measures
and ideas developed within welfare assessment, it may be
possible to achieve the goal in a more flexible manner. This
has already happened in the field of broilers, but the method
could probably be applied to other fields, too. DCAW is cur
rently running a project considering the possibilities.
Read more about DCAW projects in Chapter 1 (Activities of
the Danish Centre for Animal Welfare).
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4
THE DIFFICULT
ENCOUNTER
BETWEEN INSPECTOR
AND FARMER
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When the inspector drives into the farmyard and asks to see the animal barns to inspect the welfare
of the animals, a tense situation may arise because inspections transcend limits and are complex and
difficult for many farmers to relate to. A new research project is examining the interaction between
authorities and farmers.
BY INGER ANNEBERG, JAN TIND SØRENSEN AND METTE VAARST, DEPARTMENT OF ANIMAL SCIENCE, AARHUS UNIVERSITY (FOULUM)

The farmer, Svend Petersen2, is not directly visible when the
inspector, Nina Sørensen, drives into the farmyard to inspect
the welfare of the farmer’s herd of sows and piglets. She
calls his mobile; he comes out of the pig house, greets her,
receives documents about statutory safeguards and is told
that he is free to have a colleague or a friend present at the
inspection too. The atmosphere is friendly, but also tense;
the farmer wants to be off for a meeting in an hour, he finds
the timing of the inspection a bit unfortunate, but animal
welfare inspections according to the 5 per cent rule are al
ways unannounced and almost always a disturbing element
in the busy everyday life on a farm.
While the inspector, accompanied by the farmer, reviews the
buildings and inspects the animals and their physical facili
ties, she greets a couple of employees, both from Eastern
Europe. The inspector says of a sow unit that it looks wellrun. She asks about details of the animal medicine records,
and they discuss various systems tested by the farmer and
talk about the farmer’s management problems with an em
ployee who does not always administer the medicine for the
agreed number of days.

ANIMAL WELFARE AND CONTROL
– Every year the authorities perform welfare inspections of
at least 5 per cent of farms with at least ten farm animals
(including horses). The inspections used to be performed
by veterinary officers of the Regional Veterinary and Food
Administration, but the inspectors of the Danish AgriFish
Agency assumed responsibility for the screening visits in
2010.
– The DVFA selects farms for inspection, if possible by
means of risk parameters such as slaughter findings (cat
tle), data from the farmers‘ own control of animal welfare,
consumption of antibiotics and mortality.
– Inspectors of the Danish AgriFish Agency perform the ani
mal welfare inspections of at least 5 per cent of all farms.
– Inspectors will summon a veterinary officer of the DVFA if
a veterinary assessment is required. The veterinary officer
must call on the farmer within 24 hours and in serious
cases within four hours.
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COMMUNICATION ABOUT ANIMAL WELFARE
‘Actions of and interactions between authorities and livestock
farmers in relation to animal welfare’ is the title of a Ph.D.
project focusing on the communication between farmers and
authorities about animal welfare.
The project is the element of the major cross-disciplinary re
search project ‘On-farm animal welfare assessment for farm
ers and authorities’ in which researchers of Aarhus University,
the Life Sciences Faculty of the University of Copenhagen and
the Danish Technical University look for the most effective
methods of selecting farms with animal welfare problems
prior to inspection.
The project on communication between farmers and authori
ties applies ethnographic methods, such as participant ob
servation and qualitative interviews. Field work is also carried
out, partly at four different farms, partly by accompanying
the authorities at a number of unannounced inspection visits
to farmers.
The Ph.D. project also focuses on farm owners convicted of
serious animal welfare offences and seeks the farmers’ own
explanations of why things went so wrong.
The goal is both to illustrate the difficulties arising in the com
munication between authorities and farmers at inspections
of animal welfare on the farms, and to find ways to increase
the awareness of ‘good/poor animal welfare’ among farm
ers who have problems with animal welfare according to the
authorities.
See more at http://pure.au.dk/portal/da/ingera.jacobsen@
agrsci.dk

In one of the houses, three sick pigs have been turned out
into the aisle. Two of them are in such poor condition that
they have to be put down. The inspection is carried out
on a Monday, and according to the farmer the three pigs
had been put aside by the farm employee for the weekend
while he himself was off. The employee is not authorised to
decide what to do with them. The farmer has not yet had
time to kill the two pigs and move the third pig to a hospital
pen. Also the hospital pens are inspected, and the inspector
points out some defects according to the rules, such as the
lack of a heat source.
The inspector informs the farmer at the end of the inspec
tion that he will receive a warning due to the inadequate
treatment of sick animals. A warning may result in a reduc
tion of EU subsidies. The farmer becomes angry. He finds
that the inadequacies are trifles and that it makes no sense
to issue a warning to him for this reason when he has hun
dreds of animals in his buildings giving rise to no comments.
On another farm the inspector meets a farmer who has
some calves penned in individual boxes although they are
too large. He has not had time yet to move them, he ex
plains. But it is the actual situation at the inspection visit
that the inspector has to apply as the basis of any enforce
ment notices or warnings, not the farmer’s intentions. The
large calves in individual boxes should have been grouped a
long time ago, the inspector points out – and that has not
been done. The farmer does not say much in the situation.
He subsequently explained to the researcher that the calves
had remained in the individual boxes due to illness, but he
had not immediately collected the veterinary documentation
for the illness. He did so later, however, when he appealed
the decision.
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On a third farm the inspector finds everything to be in order,
and at the end of the conversation between the inspector
and the farmer, the farmer says that her farm must always
be ready for an inspection as she perceives the inspection
as an examination to be passed, and in this case she passed.
COMPLEX INTERACTION
The examples show that the interaction between authorities
and farmers at animal welfare inspections involves several
complex problems which must be examined because the in
teraction between authorities and farmers becomes increas
ingly important to the welfare of Danish farmed animals.
A major research project at the Department of Animal
Science of Aarhus University at Foulum is examining the
communication between authorities and farmers. The
project researchers examine what happens in the physical
situation when an unannounced inspection of the animals’
welfare is carried out in several conventional animal herds
or flocks. A researcher is present at the inspection visit and
will subsequently interview selected inspectors and farm
ers whose farms have been inspected. The researchers will
compare the results with other studies of people’s reactions
to control and theories on the impact of control in society.
Another method is anthropological field work where the re
searcher spends three or four weeks at a farm and participates
in the day-to-day work. Field work has been carried out at four
different non-organic farms, two with dairy cattle and two
with pigs. The researcher interviews everybody at the farm
with an influence on the level of animal welfare. The field work
is carried out from an anthropological angle assuming that
social relations and the systems existing on and for a Danish
farm are significant to animal welfare and affect the farmer’s
possibilities of complying with animal welfare legislation.

THE WHITE VAN Many farmers refer to the ‘fear of the white vans’, the
van symbolising the farmers’ potential fear of inspection, says Inger An
neberg. (Photo: Lars Bahl, Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).
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ANTHROPOLOGY AS A METHOD/SCIENCE
The project on communication about animal welfare applies
anthropology as the underlying science and ethnographic
field work as the method.
The comprehensive human society is the field of interest of
social anthropology, the aim of which is to provide an un
derstanding of the correlation between the various aspects
of human life. Anthropology often has a dual aim: an ambi
tion to explain social and cultural variations in the world and
to conceptualise and understand similarities between social
systems and interpersonal relations.
Anthropology deals with how different people can be, while
attempting to investigate in what sense it may be true to say
that everybody has something in common.
Source: Thomas Hylland Eriksen, Norwegian anthropologist.
‘Små steder, store spørgsmål, innføring i sosialantropologien’
(Small Places, Large Questions, Introduction to Social Anthropology).

Studies indicate that there are great differences in the farm
ers’ compliance with animal welfare legislation from one
farm to another, and that the differences are related in par
ticular to the day-to-day care and monitoring of animals,
including handling. The farmers’ attitudes are also significant
to animal welfare, including the farmers’ attitudes to animal
welfare legislation. Another significant aspect is how farmers
cooperate with their veterinarian, employees and consult
ants, and whether they have sufficient energy to handle
agricultural crises.
Following all inspection visits, interviews and field work the
results will be analysed. The project is now halfway through.
This article therefore does not mention final results, but pre
liminary considerations based on analyses carried out so far.
PARADOXES IN THE ENCOUNTER WITH
THE INSPECTORS
Many farmers are of the opinion that inspectors can just come
on. They have done their best and will not go around being
scared of them or sleep poorly at night out of fear of ‘the
white vans’. Conversely, farmers quite often become angry
at the mere sight of the official van in the farmyard before
they have even met the inspector. There are many different
explanations for this. One of them may be previous, negative
experiences with inspections, not necessarily of animal wel
fare. It might also be ear tag inspections, inspections related
to area aid, environmental inspections by local authority rep
resentatives, working environment inspections, etc.
Some farmers see the inspector as someone who humili
ates them by asking about their education, etc. Control in
itself creates a feeling of inferiority and is perceived as an
encroachment by a power which is stronger and holds a
better hand than oneself. A general theme is that a farmer’s
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knowledge from his everyday life does not necessarily ensure
that he complies with or is on top of animal welfare regula
tions. Either because he is not aware of the regulations or
has not acquainted himself with them, or because he feels
than they do not fit into his everyday practices. One might
say that he has his own rules that he relies on or does not
want or is unable to revise.
Farmers’ experiences with animal welfare control are gener
ally characterised by crucial paradoxes or conflicting views.
One the one hand, it is a common theme among all farmers
who have participated in the project that they perceive con
trol as necessary because ‘there is always someone who con
travenes the rules’. On the other hand, farmers consider the
actual subject-matter of control, the animal welfare rules,
to be so comprehensive and detailed that an inspector will
always be able to pounce on something. In the farmers’ ex
perience, inspectors can always find something to complain
about. Farmers often request fair and uniform inspection
procedures for all farms, but at the same time they want
the possibility of negotiation and room for interpretation.
THE INTERPERSONAL ENCOUNTER
The encounter between a farmer and an inspector often
provides for misunderstandings. If the inspector is friendly
and accommodating, some farmers may feel that the risk
of receiving a warning is lower, and if it does happen nev
ertheless, it will often lead to subsequent discussion and
complaint. Some farmers are deeply in doubt whether to
say anything or not during an inspection. Is it best to re
main silent, which often seems very unnatural in personal
relations, even with an official? Or can they express their
opinion without increasing their risk of enforcement notices
and penalties? Does it help to offer coffee and try to create
a nice atmosphere, or would that have the opposite effect?

The inspectors also acknowledge that inspections should
preferably be ‘uniform’, but interpretations are unavoidable
in the individual situations, no matter how unambiguous the
rules are. An inspection visit always involves a personal as
sessment. The situation is influenced by the personalities of
the individual inspector and farmer and by the encounter be
tween the two. Even though an inspector has clear authority,
implying that the farmer cannot refuse an inspection, many
inspectors find it important to be acknowledged as humans,
which means that the farmer should not shoot the messenger.
All inspectors place great emphasis on the need for further
training. They also emphasise time for regular meetings with
colleagues, allowing them to harmonise decisions affecting
farms. Since the introduction of the possibility of reducing
EU subsidies if warnings are issued for certain contraven
tions (cross compliance), this has been a particular cause of
conflict, and the inspectors refer to it as an example of a par
ticular risk of disagreements with farmers and situations that
the inspectors need to learn how to handle. Inspectors may
also experience that the regulations relied on when issuing
warnings or enforcement notices are unknown to farmers,
but the inspectors refuse to be ‘didactic’ and therefore do
not reveal much about the background of the regulations.
This non-communication about regulations is provoked by
the physical control situation, which has no inherent learning
aspect, but solely exists to verify compliance with the law.
In certain circumstances, technicians of the Danish AgriFish
Agency have to summon a veterinary officer from the Danish
Veterinary and Food Administration (see the fact box ‘Animal
welfare and control’). That may contribute to rendering an
inspection visit difficult to both the inspector and the farmer.
What is meant to add to the correctness of the decision creates
new uncertainty.
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ANTHROPOLOGICAL FIELD WORK Inger Anneberg, one of the authors of the article, at work on a cattle farm. A newborn calf is given colostrum.
Ethnographic field work in which the researcher is part of the practice studied by him or her is the central method of anthropology. (Photo: Private).
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CONTROL CREATES UNCERTAINTY
In some situations it seems as if the inspector is the defend
ant of the individual animal and defines the limits of accept
able suffering, while some farmers are of the opinion that
the suffering of one or two individual animals is of minor
importance if they have many healthy (disease-free) animals.
This dilemma is significant to farmers’ perception of con
trol and will be included in a discussion of the results of
the project. For does that mean that the individual farmer’s
ethical attitude to animal suffering changes if he has many
animals? Or should the inspector be less concerned about
the suffering of individual animals if the herd or flock as a
whole looks fine? Other anthropological/sociological studies
have shown that attempts to implement uniform rules and
subsequent control, such as inspections to create a minimum
of certainty for the welfare of farmed animals, create new
forms of uncertainty in those affected by the control.
That is why it is a central theme of the project how farmers
counter the uncertainty created by control, and how they do
and can take ownership of animal welfare and thereby also
the rules, which are increasing in number both nationally
and in the EU. Rules on animal welfare implemented without
any basis in farmers’ livestock husbandry practices pose a
large risk of constant conflict. Today, modern Danish farm
ers are often responsible for several very differently trained
employees, who also need to have knowledge about animal
welfare. At the same time, some farmers point out that
farming is not an enterprise equipped with resources like
those applied by other enterprises when they disseminate
new knowledge among their employees. The dissemination
of a lot of knowledge rests on the abilities and motivation,
time and resources of the individual farmer.

The question is whether animal welfare control can be made
less controversial through increased motivation of farmers
to reduce the gap between animal welfare as an everyday
obligation and legislation on animal welfare? Learning in
the field stands as a central issue. But does the need for
learning in the animal welfare field reflect the needs and
desires of the farmers themselves, or is it to be imposed on
them as a requirement from authorities or from agricultural
organisations, industry, etc., because animal welfare is and
will remain a decisive political and marketing parameter?
The study on communication about animal welfare is ex
pected to be concluded by November 2012.
2

All the names in the case stories are fictitious. The case stories do not repro
duce entire inspection visits in detail, but summarise central conflict issues.
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At least 5 per cent of all herds or flocks with at least 10 farm animals or horses are inspected every
year. These inspections used to be carried out by veterinary officers of the Regional Veterinary and
Food Administrations (RVFAs), but as a consequence of the 2008 parliamentary veterinary agreement
the task of carrying out screening inspections was assigned to the inspectors of the Danish AgriFish
Agency in 2010. The Danish Veterinary and Food Administration continues to plan and report on
inspections and also bears the ultimate veterinary inspection responsibility.
BY THE DANISH VETERINARY AND FOOD ADMINISTRATION

TRANSFER OF INSPECTION RESPONSIBILITY FROM THE
REGIONAL VETERINARY AND FOOD ADMINISTRATIONS TO THE DANISH AGRIFISH AGENCY
In 2009, the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries ar
ranged to transfer responsibility for the animal welfare in
spection scheme from the veterinary officers of the Regional
Veterinary and Food Administrations to the inspectors of the
Danish AgriFish Agency. During the preparation phase, the
inspectors of the AgriFish Agency were taught how to carry
out welfare inspections, the focus being on identification
and handling of common welfare problems related to the
individual animal species.
Also inspections of fences of mink farms, marketing stand
ards for eggs, provisions on milk hygiene and game breed
ing, and cross-compliance control were transferred to the
AgriFish Agency as these inspections are carried out at the
same time as the welfare inspections or other inspections of
herds or flocks carried out by the AgriFish Agency.
The number of inspections of herds of fur animals was in
creased considerably in 2010 as the Minister for Food, Agri

WHO PERFORMED ANIMAL WELFARE INSPECTIONS IN 2010?
Farms
During the first six months of 2010: Veterinary officers from
the DVFA, except for welfare inspections of mink farms all
over Denmark and farms in the pilot areas around Herning
and Odense in which technicians of the Danish AgriFish
Agency carried out inspections with the support of veteri
nary officers, if required.
As from the second half of 2010: Technicians of the Danish
AgriFish Agency with the support of veterinary officers, if
required.
Road checks of transports
The Danish National Police assisted by veterinary experts of
the DVFA Veterinary Task Force.
Assembly centres and animals exported directly from
farms
Veterinary officers employed by the DVFA.
Slaughterhouses
Veterinary officers assisted by technicians all of whom were
employed by the DVFA.

41

42

Animal welfare in Denmark 2010 – OFFICIAL CONTROl

WHEN ARE WARNINGS ISSUED?
A warning is an instruction to comply with applicable rules.
The authorities will issue warnings when a farmer needs a
clarification of applicable rules.

WHEN ARE ENFORCEMENT NOTICES ISSUED?
Enforcement notices are issued by authorities at serious in
fringements of provisions where it is not sufficient to clarify
the rules. The authorities will follow up on enforcement no
tices, either by carrying out a follow-up inspection or request
ing documentation of when and how the infringement has
been rectified. Danish authorities have had the legal power to
issue enforcement notices regarding animal welfare to farm
ers since July 2009.

WHEN IS AN INFRINGEMENT REPORTED TO THE POLICE?
The authorities must report a farmer to the police in case
of grossly negligent treatment of animals, such as animals
suffering from permanent injury or a chronic disease, but
not moved to a hospital pen, nor treated, examined by a
veterinarian or put down in due time.
Sometimes the authorities also report negligent treatment
of animals to the police – even if it is not grossly negligent
treatment. The authorities also report farmers to the police
if they fail to rectify infringements despite an enforcement
notice to do so.

culture and Fisheries had decided to carry out an inspection
of all fur farms in 2010 (a 100 per cent inspection). The Agri
Fish Agency assumed this inspection task in January 2010.
As regards welfare inspections of other animals, it was de
cided to make a gradual transition and run a pilot scheme
in the geographical areas covered by the Veterinary Control
Offices of Herning and Odense in the first six months of
2010. During this period, the AgriFish Agency carried out all
welfare inspections in those areas, while the Regional Vet
erinary and Food Administrations carried out inspections in
the rest of the country (except for inspections of mink). The
AgriFish Agency has performed animal welfare inspections
all over Denmark since 1 July 2010 (see the fact box ‘Who
performed animal welfare inspections in 2010?’).
According to the new inspection model, the AgriFish Agency
is responsible for inspecting the selected herds or flocks. If
an inspector of the AgriFish Agency discovers circumstances
requiring a veterinary assessment, the inspector must notify
the Regional Veterinary and Food Administration of the situ
ation. The Regional Veterinary and Food Administration will
arrange an inspection by a veterinary officer within either
four or 24 hours, depending on the nature of the situation.
Some herds or flocks will be selected for a so-called planned
team inspection carried out by an inspector of the AgriFish
Agency and a veterinary officer of the Regional Veterinary
and Food Administration. This could, for example, be herds
or flocks selected for concurrent inspection of animal wel
fare and the use of veterinary medicines.
The Danish Veterinary and Food Administration is respon
sible for selecting herds and flocks for inspection and re
porting inspection results. The Danish Veterinary and Food
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ANIMAL WELFARE CONTROL OF FARMS At least 5 per cent of all herds or flocks with at least 10 farm animals or horses were subjected to
animal welfare control in 2010. At an inspection visit, the inspector reviews the entire herd or flock to assess whether the legislation on animal
welfare has been complied with. (Photo: Lars Bahl).
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Administration is also responsible for the veterinary contents
of the checklists and instructions applied by inspectors.

Table 3. Herds or flocks selected for inspection in 2010
Animal species

2010

Pigs

441

Cattle

670

Sheep

153

Goats

25

Horses

190

Fur animals*/***

1626

Broilers**

50

Laying hens in battery cages*

64

Laying hens, alternative systems**

50

Geese, ducks, turkeys
Total

8
3277

In 2010, the DVFA introduced the principle that any herd or flock
selected for inspection, but no longer existing at the date of the in
spection, must be replaced by another herd or flock corresponding as
much as possible to the herd or flock that has ceased to exist (* 100
per cent of farms inspected in 2010, ** 50 farms are always selected
every year, *** No list of replacement herds was prepared because all
farms were inspected).

HERDS AND FLOCKS SELECTED FOR WELFARE CONTROL
IN 2010
The herds and flocks subjected to welfare inspections in
2010 were selected on the basis of accessible, relevant live
stock data. Herds of cattle, pigs, horses, fur animals and
deer and flocks of sheep, goats, hens, broilers, geese, ducks,
turkeys, game birds and ostriches were inspected. As regards
certain species or groups of animals (fur animals and battery
hens), all herds and flocks were inspected.
Herds or flocks were selected for inspection on the basis of
risk parameters, if possible. The general selection criteria
applied in 2010 were:
FORMER INFRINGEMENTS OF ANIMAL PROTECTION
LEGISLATION
– Cattle
LIVESTOCK SLAUGHTER DATA (DELIVERY OF THIN OR
EMACIATED ANIMALS FOR SLAUGHTER)
– Cattle
FARMING METHOD (ORGANIC HERDS AND FLOCKS)
– Pigs (organic and free-range)
– Dairy cows
– Sheep
– Goats
– Broilers
– Trade (codes 61, 69)
HERD/FLOCK SIZE
– 	Large herds of dairy cattle
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– 	Large herds of sows
– Small flocks of sheep (10-20 animals)
– Small flocks of goats (10-20 animals)
– Slaughter pigs (calculated number of pigs of 300-500)
A more detailed list of the selection criteria applicable in
2010 is available on the website of the DVFA.
Some of the livestock subjected to a 5 per cent random
inspection of animal welfare are herds and flocks subjected
to cross-compliance control. This means that it is also veri
fied, in addition to the inspection of the animals’ welfare,
that the herds and flocks are in compliance with various
other regulations and accordingly eligible for agricultural aid.
The regulations include provisions on labelling, infectious
diseases and records of medical treatment.
INSPECTION PROCEDURES
Inspections are usually unannounced in order to obtain the
most realistic picture of livestock conditions. At some farms
the person responsible may not be easily available. In such
cases it may be necessary to give 48 hours’ notice of the
inspection. A requirement is, however, that at least two visits
have been paid in vain.
If the farm owner or his representative is not at the farm, no
inspection will be carried out.
What will happen in practice is that the inspector intro
duces himself and explains the purpose and scope of the
inspection. The farm owner or his representative will also
be informed of the legal basis of the inspection.
Then the inspector inspects the entire herd or flock to assess
whether the farm owner complies with the animal welfare

PLANNING OF ON-FARM ANIMAL WELFARE CONTROL
– The DVFA selects farms for inspection, if possible by
means of risk parameters such as slaughterhouse find
ings (cattle), data from the farmer’s own control of animal
welfare (self-policing), use of antibiotics and mortality.
– Inspectors of the Danish AgriFish Agency perform animal
welfare inspections of at least 5 per cent of all farms.
– Inspectors must request the assistance of a veterinary of
ficer from the RVFA if a veterinary assessment is required.
The veterinary officer must call on the farmer within 24
hours, and in serious cases within four hours.
– The so-called ‘50 per cent control’ is the control of herds
or flocks having a risk of 50 per cent of being selected
for official animal welfare control. The 50 per cent con
trol programme comprises farms fined or sentenced for
infringements of provisions on animal welfare, health or
use of medicines and/or non-observance of limits on an
tibiotics use and mortality.
– The ‘team model’ is applied for inspections of farms which
are subjected to an inspection of both the use of veteri
nary medicines and animal welfare or which have been
selected for a 50 per cent control visit. When the team
model is applied, a veterinary officer from the Regional
Veterinary and Food Administration and an inspector of
the AgriFish Agency will visit the farm together.
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ROAD CHECKS OF ANIMAL TRANSPORTS The police carry out random road checks of animal transports. The DVFA Veterinary Task Force assists
the police by providing a veterinary assessment of the animals’ condition. (Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).
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regulations. Checklists and supportive instructions have been
prepared for the inspection to ensure that all issues to be
verified are included in the right manner. At the end of the in
spection visit, the farm owner will receive a verification docu
ment as evidence that the inspection has been carried out.
AUTHORITY INTERVENTION
The inspection may show that everything is in order. How
ever, if any provisions have been infringed, the inspection
authority has various options at its disposal, depending on
the nature and seriousness of the infringement. The inspec
tion authority may issue warnings for minor offences, or
enforcement notices if the offence is considered negligent
treatment of animals. Grossly negligent treatment of animals
is reported to the police as is also non-compliance with en
forcement notices (see the fact boxes on warnings, enforce
ment notices and police reports).
SUPERVISION OF INSPECTION ACTIVITIES
The EU has a special inspection unit, the Food and Vet
erinary Office (FVO), which carries out regular inspections
of whether the control systems of the individual Member
States are sufficient to ensure compliance with the European
rules in various areas, including animal welfare. In Novem
ber 2010, the FVO carried out an animal welfare inspection
in Denmark. During the FVO inspection three representa
tives of the FVO were informed of the implementation of
EU legislation and control plans by representatives of the
Danish Ministry of Justice, the Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration and the Danish AgriFish Agency. The FVO
also selected a number of farms with laying hens and pigs
and two assembly centres to scrutinise the practical perfor
mance of inspections. Documentation of previous inspec
tions was also subjected to random examination. The FVO
report of 6 May 2011 concluded in general that Denmark

WHEN ARE VETERINARY ADVISORY SERVICE CONTRACTS
MANDATORY?
CATTLE – as from 1 July 2010
Herds with at least:
– 100 cows, or
– 200 heads of young cattle
at 1 January
PIGS – as from 1 July 2010
Herds with at least:
– 300 sows, gilts or boars, or
– 3,000 slaughter pigs (30 kg up to slaughter weight), or
– 6,000 weaners (7-30 kg)
at 1 January
MINK – as from 1 April 2011
Herds with at least:
– 20 adult females, or
– 100 kits
at 1 July
If only one of the threshold values for the number of animals
is exceeded, the farmer must enter into a veterinary advisory
service contract.
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REQUIRED CONTENTS OF VETERINARY ADVISORY SERVICE
CONTRACTS*
– Observations made by the farmer and the veterinarian as
well as relevant production details
– Records of medical treatment and mortality
– Veterinary advice on health and production, e.g., examina
tion of animals at risk and reasons for high mortality
– Veterinary advice on antibiotic resistance and zoonoses,
e.g., instructions for administering medicines and instruc
tions on national action plans for zoonoses control
– Veterinary advice on herd or flock diagnoses, recom
mended treatments, etc.
– Veterinary advice on animal welfare, including auditing of
the farmers’ own control (self-policing) programmes, e.g.,
suitability for transport and reasons for a high culling rate
* Including optional module. The basic veterinary advisory
service contract module has fewer elements. For further
details see the website of the DVFA.

farmers‘ own control OF ANIMAL WELFARE
– Farmers must prepare their own control (self-policing) pro
gramme satisfying at least the requirements of an approved
industry code of practice for animal welfare. Industry codes of
practice set out the minimum requirements of animal welfare.
– The self-policing programme for animal welfare provides a
description of procedures to be followed by the farmer to
ensure compliance with current animal welfare legislation
at the farm.
– The veterinary practitioner must audit the farmer’s own
control, which means that the vet must review the indi
vidual elements of the self-policing programme at regular
intervals in connection with the advisory visits. In case
of welfare problems, the vet must provide advice to the
farmer on potential solutions to such problems.
– The Veterinary Task Force has supervised the work under
taken by 400 veterinary practitioners to audit self-policing
programmes on farms since 2011.

has a good system for implementing control of animal wel
fare on farms and during transport. However, the FVO made
certain recommendations for improvement of the Danish
control procedures. For further details read the inspection
reports uploaded by the FVO to: http://ec.europa.eu/food/
fvo/ir_search_en.cfm.
NEW INSPECTION ELEMENTS AS FROM 2010
On 1 July 2010, the Executive Orders on Veterinary Advisory
Service Contracts for herds of either pigs or cattle entered
into force, as did also the Executive Order on Farmers‘ Own
Checks (Own Control) of Animal Welfare (see the fact boxes
‘Required contents of veterinary advisory service contracts’,
‘Self-policing of animal welfare’ and ‘When are veterinary
advisory service contracts mandatory?’).
The Executive Orders on Veterinary Advisory Service Con
tracts require farmers with large herds of cattle or pigs to
enter into mandatory veterinary advisory service contracts
requiring a certain number of annual advisory visits to the
farm by a veterinary practitioner. The number of advisory
visits depends on the type of agreement concluded.
According to the Executive Order on Farmers‘ Own Checks
(Own Control) of Animal Welfare, it is the responsibility of
farmers to have their own control programme in place to en
sure compliance with the legislation on animal welfare. The
requirement that farmers must carry out their own control
(self-policing) applies to all herds of cattle or pigs comprised
by a veterinary advisory service contract. The veterinary prac
titioner with whom the farmer has entered into a veterinary
advisory service contract will audit the farmer’s own control
in connection with the regular advisory visits to the farm.
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Veterinary advisory service contracts will also be mandatory
for mink herds in future. This requirement became law when
the Executive Order on Veterinary Advisory Service Contracts
for Mink Farms entered into force on 1 April 2011.
For farms with a record of former infringements, deviations
in the use of veterinary medicines, a high mortality rate and/
or (in the case of cattle) certain slaughterhouse findings, the
risk of being selected for a welfare inspection is up to 50 per
cent. This concept was developed as a consequence of the
2008 parliamentary veterinary agreement and was imple
mented in the autumn of 2011 (see the fact box ‘Planning
of on-farm animal welfare control’ on p. 45).
WELFARE INSPECTIONS OF ANIMALS DURING TRANSPORT
Animals are transported for many different purposes and
across different distances. Examples are day-old chicks trans
ported from a hatchery to a broiler farm, exports of weaners
and the transportation of slaughter calves to a slaughter
house in Denmark or abroad.
The transportation of traditional farm animals constitutes
the largest proportion of the transports, but also quite a few
horses are transported. Rules on the protection of animals
during transport are found in the EU Animal Welfare During
Transport Regulation, which is applicable in all European
countries, and in the secondary legislation issued by the
Danish Ministry of Justice on the protection of animals dur
ing transport and on training in transporting livestock. Road
checks of compliance with these rules are carried out by the
Danish National Police, often assisted by the DVFA.
For further information on the rules on animal transports,
see the list of relevant legislation in Appendix 2.

WELFARE INSPECTIONS OF ANIMALS DURING TRANSPORT The
veterinary officers of the Regional Veterinary and Food Administrations
verify compliance with the rules on animal transport. This applies both
to animals transported to a slaughterhouse and animals exported. The
veterinary officers assess among other things whether the animal(s)
are suited for the relevant journey. (Photo: Lars Bahl).
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PROCEDURES FOR INSPECTING ANIMALS DURING
TRANSPORT
The police carry out random road checks of animal trans
ports. The DVFA Veterinary Task Force assists the police by
providing a veterinary assessment of the animals’ condition.
At slaughterhouses and assembly centres, and when livestock
is transported to another country directly from the farm and
not via an assembly centre, it is the responsibility of the vet
erinary officers from the DVFA to perform inspections.
The inspectors check all animals to assess whether they
are fit for the relevant journey. If, for example, an animal
is suffering from a fractured leg, the animal must not be
transported. Veterinary officers of the Regional Veterinary
and Food Administrations also perform random sampling
of loading conditions, that is, how the animals are handled,
whether space allowances have been observed (interior
height and area), and whether the design of the road ve
hicles used for the carriage of livestock and the documents
required were in compliance with various regulations.
According to the EU Animal Welfare During Transport Regu
lation, a journey log must be completed for all long journeys
involving cattle, sheep, goats, pigs and horses (except for
purebred horses). The journey log must comprise informa
tion on the planning of the journey and the journey itself
once the transport is completed.
ANIMAL TRANSPORT AUTHORISATION
The Animal Welfare During Transport Regulation applies
to the transport of vertebrate animals taking place in con
nection with an economic activity. The Regulation requires
transporters to be authorised to transport animals at dis
tances of more than 65 km. The DVFA is the competent
Danish authority issuing transporter authorisations.

The Regulation distinguishes between short and long jour
neys. Journeys up to 8 hours are short journeys, and long
journeys are journeys exceeding 8 hours. The Regulation has
put into place more stringent requirements of long journeys
compared to short journeys. It also distinguishes between
the requirements to be met by the transporter and the driver
at short and long journeys.
AUTHORITY INTERVENTION AT INFRINGEMENTS
If a DVFA veterinary officer ascertains that the animal trans
port rules have been infringed, the officer may either issue
a warning or report the infringement to the police. Warn
ings would normally be issued for first-time infringements
of animal transport rules deemed to be less serious. Enforce
ment notices may be issued at road checks and at assembly
centres.
Any repeated or serious infringements of the animal trans
port rules will be reported to the police by the veterinary
officers.
SLAUGHTERHOUSE INSPECTIONS
At slaughterhouses, inspections are carried out by veterinary
officers from the DVFA to reveal any animal welfare prob
lems. They verify compliance with the animal transport rules
and the rules on animal welfare at slaughterhouses.
At slaughterhouses, production animals must be effectively
stunned and killed without causing any undue pain. For this
reason the slaughterhouse facilities, staff, equipment and
methods have to satisfy several requirements. Veterinary offi
cers from the DVFA check whether the slaughterhouses satisfy
the requirements of housing conditions, stunning and killing.
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WELFARE INSPECTIONS OF ANIMALS DURING TRANSPORT The veterinary officers of the Regional Veterinary and Food Administrations verify
compliance with the rules on animal transport. This applies both to animals transported to a slaughterhouse and animals exported. The veterinary
officers assess among other things whether the animal(s) are suited for the relevant journey. (Photo: Carsten Fihl).

SLAUGHTERHOUSE INSPECTION PROCEDURES
Inspections are carried out before slaughter of the animals
at a so-called ‘live inspection’. Veterinary officers from the
DVFA observe all animals before slaughter to assess whether
they were suited for the journey to the slaughterhouse, or
suffer from an infectious disease, such as foot-and-mouth
disease, or are sick for other reasons and therefore must
not be slaughtered. Examples of animals which must not be
transported could be highly pregnant cows or pigs suffering
from serious umbilical hernia.

perform continuous self-policing to verify that their equip
ment is in a good state of repair and working order. This is
essential to make sure that the slaughter staff will stun and
kill the animals in a way that does not have any negative
impact on animal welfare.

The veterinary officers from the DVFA at the slaughterhouses
will also supervise the welfare of slaughter animals in con
nection with housing, moving, stunning and killing. Such
veterinary inspections also comprise animal restraints, and
stunning and killing equipment. Slaughterhouses have to

AUTHORITY INTERVENTION AT VIOLATIONS
If a veterinary officer from the DVFA discovers that a slaugh
terhouse fails to observe the welfare rules on the layout,
design and operation of slaughterhouses, he may either is
sue a warning or report it to the police.

It is the responsibility of the slaughterhouses that their
staff members involved in animal handling are competent.
Slaughter staff must have sufficient knowledge of stunning
and killing and the requisite professional knowledge.
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WELFARE CONTROL OF FUR ANIMALS – Animal welfare in Denmark 2010

All Danish fur farms were inspected in 2010.
BY THE DANISH VETERINARY AND FOOD ADMINISTRATION

The welfare of fur animals has attracted particular focus in
recent years, both in the public debate and from the authori
ties. This focus was caused by animal activists who filmed
conditions on several fur farms in 2009. The film recordings
were shown in October 2009 by the Danish TV2 television
channel in an investigative programme. The recordings
showed sick and injured animals with open wounds and old
abscesses, indicating that the fur farmers had not complied
with their duty to inspect the animals and see to correct and
adequate treatment.
ALL FUR FARMS INSPECTED
At least 5 per cent of all Danish fur farms with 10 or more
animals are subjected to animal welfare control every year,
just like farms with other animals. Mink constitute 99.9 per
cent of the fur animals produced in Denmark. Due to the
great focus on fur animals, the DVFA Veterinary Task Force
inspected an additional 10 per cent of all Danish mink farms
in 2009. In 2010, the authorities followed up on these extra
inspections by performing welfare control of all Danish fur
farms registered as active in the Central Husbandry Register
in December 2009.

TREATMENT OF SICK OR INJURED ANIMALS An injured animal
must receive suitable treatment immediately and be kept isolated,
if necessary. If it does not recover quickly after treatment, the mink
farmer is required by law either to kill the animal right away or call a
veterinarian as soon as possible. This mink with bite injuries at its hind
quarters had not been isolated from its peers in time and therefore had
to be put down. (Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).
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FIGURE 1. SICK OR INJURED AND KILLED FUR ANIMALS

FIGURE 2. OCCUPATIONAL MATERIAL AT FUR FARMS 3

Percentage of fur farms given a warning or an enforcement notice or
reported to the police in 2010 because (1) sick or injured animals did
not receive the necessary care and treatment, and (2) killing procedures
were incorrect.

Percentage of fur farms given a warning or an enforcement notice or
reported to the police in 2010 because animals had no permanent
access to straw or shelf/tube.

Percentage of farms inspected

Warnings

5,0

Enforcement notices

4,5

Police reports

Warnings

Percentage of farms inspected

15

Enforcement notices
Police reports

4,0
3,5

10

3,0
2,5
2,0

5

1,5
1,0
0,5
0,0

0
Sick or injured animals do
not receive adequate care
or treatment

Incorrect killing procedures

PROCEDURE FOR INSPECTING ALL FUR FARMS IN 2010
The inspectors of the Danish AgriFish Agency inspected all
Danish fur farms in 2010, except for the 78 mink farms that
had already been visited by the DVFA Veterinary Task Force
in connection with an inspection campaign in the autumn of
2010. These 78 farms were therefore not also visited by the
Danish AgriFish Agency inspectors in connection with the
100 per cent inspection campaign. Read more below about
the 2010 campaign of the Veterinary Task Force.
Like the ordinary inspections of at least 5 per cent of all
farms, the 100 per cent inspections were carried out as un
announced visits. The inspections were made throughout
the year. About two thirds of the inspections were made

No permanent access to straw or shelf/tube

after the kits had been weaned and before skinning. This is
the period presenting the largest risk of bite injuries in mink.
RESULTS OF THE 100 PER CENT INSPECTION CAMPAIGN
Generally, inspections revealed infringements at 50 per cent
of the fur farms (see the fact page on ‘Farms not comply
ing with animal welfare regulations’). The most frequent
infringements included:
– 	No records of medical treatment and number of dead
animals
– Inadequate size of nest boxes4
– 	No permanent access to straw or shelf/tube
Read the comprehensive overview of all fur farm inspections
in Table 16 at the end of this report.
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2010 VETERINARY TASK FORCE CAMPAIGN
In the autumn of 2010, the DVFA Veterinary Task Force car
ried out an inspection campaign comprising 78 mink farms.
The 78 farms were selected on the basis of the inspection
results from the extra inspection of about 10 per cent of all
Danish mink farms performed by the Veterinary Task Force
in 2009. The farms selected had infringed essential animal
welfare rules in 2009, such as access to straw and nest box,
cage size, the correct treatment of sick or injured animals
and the use of veterinary medicines.
Animal welfare rules relating to mink had been infringed at
32 of the 78 mink farms, corresponding to 41 per cent. The
inspectors had typically also noted the infringements at the
2009 inspections. Infringements included:
– Inadequate size of nest boxes
–	Lack of stimuli
– Inadequate cleaning of cages and nest boxes
– Sick/injured animals not given adequate treatment/care
Ten mink farms were reported to the police as a conse
quence of the inspection campaign, one being reported
for inadequate treatment of sick or injured animals. The
Veterinary Task Force found no animals exposed to grossly
negligent treatment as defined by the Animal Protection Act
at the inspections, but reported one mink farmer to the po
lice after findings of sick or injured animals that constituted
negligent treatment only.
INSPECTION AT 50 PER CENT OF FUR FARMS IN 2011
The authorities have followed up on the 100 per cent in
spection campaign in 2010 by controlling the welfare at 50
per cent of Danish fur farms in 2011. Additionally, the DVFA
Veterinary Task Force has carried out yet another inspection
campaign at fur farms in 2011.

Inspection and campaign results and fur animal initiatives
will be disclosed in the 2011 Animal Welfare Report to be
published in summer 2012.
Appendix 3 provides a link to the working group report
forming the basis of the new fur animal initiatives.
3

In most of 2010, tubes with a diameter of less than 4 cm were considered not
to comply with the occupational material requirement. A specific decision of
21 December 2010 established that the inspection authority was not allowed
to specify minimum tube diameter requirements. Subsequently, it has been
assessed in the individual cases whether the tubes used could be considered
adequate occupational material without referring to any guideline dimensions.

4

The authorities consider the requirement of available floor area in nest boxes
to have been met when all animals can lie down in the box without having to
lie on top of each other (section 21(1) of Executive Order No. 1734 of 22 De
cember 2006 on the Protection of Fur Animals). At the end of October 2010,
the DVFA clarified the guidelines by announcing various minimum dimensions
for nest boxes relative to number of animals. These dimensions can normally
be used to assess compliance with the provision. The DVFA also said that the
animals may be so large in some cases that it may be necessary to make an
individual assessment of the adequacy of the floor area. It should be noted that
the Minister for Food, Agriculture and Fisheries informed the Parliamentary
Committee for Food, Agriculture and Fisheries on 6 January 2011, when reply
ing to question No. 114 (general questions), that at least 168 cases on nest
box sizes had been determined prior to the said clarification of the guidelines.
Those cases are all included in the total figure stated above.

NEW ANIMAL WELFARE INITIATIVES ON MINK FARMS
AS FROM 2011:
– Mandatory veterinary advisory service contracts for all
mink farms with at least 20 females or 100 kits
– Mandatory training of new mink breeders
– Mandatory further training of existing mink breeders
– Mandatory participation in course for mink farm staff
(before the end of 2012)
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1
7
VETERINARY TASK
FORCE CAMPAIGNS
FOR ANIMAL WELFARE
IN 2010
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The Veterinary Task Force of the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration uses thematic inspections
and campaigns to put its finger on the sore points of animal welfare. Some of the campaign themes
in 2010 were housing and treatment of sick or injured cows, housing of sows in individual stalls and
correct on-farm killing in pig and cattle herds.
BY THE DVFA VETERINARY TASK FORCE

The DVFA Veterinary Task Force carried out four campaigns
in livestock herds in 2010 (see Table 4). The campaigns fo
cused on the treatment of sick or injured cows in dairy herds,
sow housing in pig herds and compliance with welfare regu
lations at mink farms in general, focusing on the handling
of animals with injuries and bite wounds. In addition, the
Veterinary Task Force followed up on a previous campaign
in 2008 by checking whether pigs and cattle killed on-farm
had been handled correctly.
All inspections carried out by the Veterinary Task Force in
herds are unannounced. This is done to obtain the most

realistic picture of the animals’ welfare. The purpose of,
reason for and results of the individual campaigns are de
scribed below except for the mink farm campaign, which
is described in Chapter 6 (Increased welfare control of fur
animals in 2010).
OTHER ANIMAL WELFARE INSPECTIONS CARRIED OUT
BY THE VETERINARY TASK FORCE
The Veterinary Task Force furthermore inspected trans
ports of so-called culled sows together with the Danish
National Police. The purpose of these inspections was to
verify whether culled sow transports complied with the rules

Table 4 Veterinary Task Force campaigns in livestock herds in 2010
Theme
Handling of sick or injured cows
Sows housed in individual stalls
Mink welfare
On-farm killing campaign follow-up

		Infringements of focus
Animal species	Inspections
theme (percentage of herds)

Total infringements
(percentage of herds)

Cattle

50

34%

34%

Pigs

50

60%

62%

Mink

78

41%

46%

Pigs/Cattle

53

9.4%

9.4%
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specifying a maximum journey time of 8 hours. These in
spections continued in 2011.
The Veterinary Task Force also carried out 18 welfare inspec
tion visits to pig herds in 2010 together with inspectors of
the Danish AgriFish Agency. The inspections gave rise to
sanctions against 16 farmers for infringing the animal wel
fare regulations.
The Veterinary Task Force participated in a total of 81 police
road checks of animal transports in 2010. At these checks,
the Veterinary Task Force provided a veterinary assessment
of the conditions offered to the animals during transporta
tion and assessed whether the animals had been treated
negligently in connection with the journey.
The police prepares reports on the results of these checks.

FACTS ABOUT THE DVFA VETERINARY TASK FORCE
– Formed in 2009 through a merger of the DVFA Animal
Welfare Task Force and the Veterinary Medicines Task Force
– Carries out actions on and thematic inspections of animal
welfare and the use of veterinary medicines
– Supervises audits carried out by large-animal veterinarians
of farmers’ own control of animal welfare (self-policing)
– Checks and supervises large-animal veterinarians’ prescrip
tion of medicines
– Assists the Danish National Police at road checks of live
stock transports
– Assists the Public Prosecution Service with preparations
for prosecutions for infringements of animal welfare and
regulations on the use of veterinary medicines

FOCUS ON THE HANDLING OF SICK OR INJURED COWS
IN DAIRY HERDS
Cows visibly lame or suffering from long-term chronic infec
tions in their legs which had not been adequately treated in
many cases, and cows not housed in a hospital pen with soft
bedding or on grass as prescribed by law for sick or injured
animals. Those were the findings of a campaign carried out
by the Veterinary Task Force in 2010.
Leg and claw problems in cows most frequently render them
visibly lame. Lame animals should be kept in pens with soft
bedding as lameness is a sign of pain, which worsens when
the animals stand on a hard surface. The purpose of the
Veterinary Task Force campaign was to investigate whether
sick or injured cows were given appropriate treatment and
whether a veterinary practitioner was summoned when
necessary. The campaign also focused on whether sick or
injured cows were housed according to their needs, such
as whether visibly lame cows were given soft bedding. The
campaign comprised 50 dairy herds, 23 of which were small
herds with 75-100 cows/year and 27 were large herds with
at least 100 cows/year.
LEGISLATION ON SICK OR INJURED LIVESTOCK
When an animal becomes sick or injured, the animal’s owner
or the person responsible for the herd must promptly assess
the disease/injury of the animal. If it cannot be determined
immediately whether the injury is serious or the animal’s
disease requires treatment, the veterinary practitioner should
be summoned promptly. If the disease is not serious or the
injury is such that extra care and attention will enable the
animal to recover, it should be assessed whether the animal
needs to be isolated from other animals. It should also be
assessed whether the animal might need to be housed in a
hospital pen on soft straw bedding.

CAMPAIGNS IN 2010 – Animal welfare in Denmark 2010

When a veterinary practitioner examines and possibly treats
a sick animal, it is important for the farmer to comply with
the vet’s directions for the care and after-treatment of the
animal. The farmer should find out when the animal is ex
pected to have recovered or what circumstances would ne
cessitate repeated treatment. If the animal suffers a change,
such as unexpected non-recovery or worsening of its symp
toms, the farmer has a duty to contact the vet again or
alternatively to kill the animal.
The regulations on the handling of sick or injured animals
fall within the scope of the EU cross compliance require
ments5. Failure to meet the cross compliance requirements
may result in a reduction of the CAP payments or subsidies
to the farmer from the EU.

SICK OR INJURED COWS Cow with a chronic abscess in the claw
with clear swelling and infection in the coronary band. The animal had
not been treated or examined by a veterinary practitioner. The cow
was obviously lame and had no soft bedding, but stood on a concrete
slatted floor. The farmer was ordered to summon a vet to examine the
cow and to move the cow to a pen with soft bedding immediately. The
farmer chose to kill the animal.
(Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).

CAMPAIGN RESULTS
Particularly cows with leg or claw problems, such as pres
sure sores, infections and strains, gave rise to sanctions. The
infringements were either inadequate treatment of the cows
or housing in contravention of regulations. In connection
with the campaign, the owners of 17 of 50 inspected herds
were reported to the police or received enforcement notices
or warnings for infringing animal welfare regulations. Three
farmers received both enforcement notices and warnings
(see Table 5).
Accordingly, the Veterinary Task Force had to sanction at
least 34 per cent of the farmers owning an inspected dairy
herd.
In one third of the inspected herds, the Veterinary Task Force
found that the farmer did not care adequately for one or
more sick or injured animals.

SICK OR INJURED COWS Cow with chronic infection and an abscess
in the claw. The cow was unable to stand on one of its legs and found
it difficult to get up. It was standing on soft bedding, but had not
recovered nor been treated/examined by a veterinary practitioner. The
farmer was ordered to summon a vet to examine the cow immediately.
The farmer chose to kill the cow after the visit.
(Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).
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It was established that animals had been treated negligently
in contravention of animal protection regulations in 14 of
the herds, and one farmer was reported to the police for
grossly negligent treatment of cows.
SANCTIONS APPLIED BY THE DVFA VETERINARY TASK
FORCE
Police reports
The Veterinary Task Force reported farmers to the police if
the inspection showed that a large number of cattle had
been treated negligently by not being housed in accordance
with their needs, etc. As an example, an emaciated cow with
a very painful infection in the legs lasting for several weeks
had not been treated and did not have any soft bedding.
The infringement was assessed to be grossly negligent treat
ment of the cow.
Enforcement notices
The Veterinary Task Force issued enforcement notices in the
following cases:
– Painful disorders that had lasted for several days without
being addressed
– Painful lameness in cows that were not given soft bedding
– Failure to summon the veterinary practitioner or kill
treated animals that had not recovered

Farmers were ordered to have the relevant animals examined
and treated by a veterinarian and/or to give visibly lame
animals soft bedding in their pens. If a farmer chose not to
comply with the treatment and housing ordered, the animals
had to be killed or possibly slaughtered immediately.
Warnings
Warnings were issued at the following types of infringe
ment:
– 	Lack of or inadequate treatment or housing
– but without major pain or suffering to the animal
– 	Less painful disorders and for short periods (few days)
– When the farmer partially complied with regulations on
housing, veterinary attendance or treatment, but failed
to comply on material points
FOLLOW-UP ON DAIRY HERD CAMPAIGN
When the authorities issue an enforcement notice to a
farmer, the authorities subsequently follow up on any ac
tion taken to remedy the infringement. The Veterinary Task
Force found that the farmers chose to kill the animals giving
rise to the enforcement notice in quite a number of cases,
e.g., if the farmers estimated that further treatment or vet
erinary attendance would not be expedient or would not
lead to recovery.

Table 5 Overview of sanctions issued in the 2010 dairy herd campaign
Herd size	Herds

Police reports	Enforcement notices

Warnings

75-100 cows

23		

4

1

100+ cows

27

1

10

4

Total

50

1

14

5
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FOCUS ON SOWS HOUSED IN INDIVIDUAL STALLS
Some sows live a squashed life in old Danish pig houses.
According to the sow housing campaign, 60 per cent of
the inspected herds with sows housed in individual stalls
were not in compliance with regulations. The sow stalls were
typically too short or too narrow to allow the sow to rest, lie
down or get up without difficulty.
Over the past 20 years sows have become larger, both in
terms of weight, length, width and height. This often implies
that ‘modern’ sows housed in traditional individual stalls
in old housing systems do not have sufficient space to lie
down, rest or get up without difficulty. If sows are housed in
stalls of inadequate size compared to the size of the animals,
their welfare is poorer, and the sows risk being injured by
the housing equipment. As an example, the sows will be
unable to rest sufficiently without being squeezed by the
housing equipment, and they will either have to rest their
heads on the edge of their feed troughs or squeeze their
heads and snouts under them to rest. The sows therefore
risk being subjected to pain and suffering, and in a few cases
they may develop skin or muscle lesions. In early 2011, about
one third of Denmark’s sows and gilts were still housed in
individual stalls during pregnancy according to information
from the Danish Agriculture & Food Council. Animals housed
in individual stalls can lie down and get up, but cannot turn
around in the stall.
CAMPAIGN PURPOSE
The Veterinary Task Force wanted to use the campaign to
examine whether farmers with sows still housed in individual
stalls ensured that their sows had sufficient space. It was
also examined whether the consequence of housing sows
in individual stalls was that the animals could not lie down,
rest or get up without difficulty.

HOUSING of SOWs Sows housed in individual stalls of inadequate
size risk getting pressure sores, suffer from very limited freedom of
movement and are deprived of the possibility of necessary rest.
(Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).
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The campaign was carried out as a so-called thematic in
spection campaign6 and comprised a total of 50 herds se
lected among herds with sows housed in individual stalls.
The herds were selected at random according to herd size.
The inspections involved 21 herds with fewer than 300
sows/year and 29 herds with at least 300 sows/year.
APPLICABLE LAW ON SOW HOUSING
Pig houses must be designed to allow each pig to lie down,
rest and get up without difficulty. This appears from the
Danish Animal Protection Act and the Executive Order on
the Protection of Pigs (see Appendix 2).
The Danish Veterinary and Food Administration therefore
assesses that sows in individual stalls should be able to get
up and lie down without difficulty and lie on their side in
the stalls without being squeezed by the housing equipment
and without having to rest their heads on the trough edge
or squeeze their heads under the trough.
As from 1 January 2013 all pregnant sows and gilts must
be kept in loose housing systems from at least 4 weeks af
ter conception until not more than 7 days before expected
farrowing according to new EU regulations. In housing sys

tems commissioned before 1 January 1999, sows may still be
housed in individual stalls during the entire gestation period
until 2013. The Veterinary Task Force inspections were car
ried out in the latter type of herds.
INSPECTION RESULTS
The sow housing campaign showed that 60 per cent of
the herds inspected had a few or several sows unable to lie
down, rest and get up without difficulty. The stalls on these
farms were typically too short or too narrow.
Sanctions were issued against 30 of the 50 inspected farms
due to infringement of the animal welfare regulations relating
to sows housed in individual stalls (see Table 6), which means
that the Veterinary Task Force either reported the farmer to
the police or issued an enforcement notice or a warning.
The number of sows in the individual herds not housed ac
cording to regulations varied from few animals to about 165
animals in the same herd. However, in the vast majority of
herds, only a small number of sows or gilts had inadequate
space. The sanctions issued related to about 626 sows of
the about 44,000 sows inspected, or about 1.4 per cent of
the sows.

Table 6 Overview of sanctions issued in the sow housing campaign, by herd size7
Infringements relating to housing in individual stalls
Herd size

Police reports	Enforcement notices

Warnings

Other animal welfare infringements
Police reports	Enforcement notices

Warnings

<300 sows (21 herds)

1

4

5

1

3

1

300+ sows (29 herds)

1

7

13

1

4

6

Total

2

11

18

2

7

7
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SANCTIONS APPLIED BY THE DVFA VETERINARY
TASK FORCE
Police reports
If injuries were found on the animals as a result of housing
in stalls of inadequate size, the Veterinary Task Force consid
ered the infringement to be grossly negligent treatment and
reported the farmer to the police. In one herd, sows were
found to have injuries on their hindquarters due to pressure
from the equipment.
Enforcement notices
Enforcement notices were issued to farmers if the infringe
ments related to several or many sows, but the sows had
no injuries from the housing equipment. In those cases, the
farmer was ordered to remedy conditions within a period of
one or two months by changing the equipment or extending
the stalls. In such cases, the Veterinary Task Force ordered
farmers to ensure that sows were housed under conditions
that would allow them to rest, lie down and get up without
difficulty. Farmers were ordered to change housing systems
if infringements were assessed to constitute negligent treat
ment of the animals.
Warnings
Warnings were issued if animals were assessed not to have
been subjected to material discomfort. A warning would be
issued to farmers if the infringement related to few sows
only and occurred because of inadequate space in the stalls,
if the sows were not injured by the housing equipment or
the farmers were able to accommodate them elsewhere in
the pig house right away.
CAMPAIGN FOLLOW-UP
The Veterinary Task Force subsequently checked that farm
ers had complied with the enforcement notices issued. In

HOUSING of SOWs Sow with wounds and injuries to her hindquar
ters due to pressure and wear by equipment. The farmer was reported
to the police for the infringement. (Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration).

63

64

Animal welfare in Denmark 2010 – CAMPAIGNS IN 2010

several cases, the farmers rectified the housing conditions
during the inspection visit by moving the relevant sows to
larger stalls or pens immediately.
FOCUS ON CORRECT ON-FARM KILLING
A national campaign on the correct on-farm killing of cattle
and pigs showed that more farmers were able to kill their
animals correctly in 2010 than in 2008-2009.
The Veterinary Task Force carried out a national campaign
in 2008-2009 concerning the correct on-farm killing of pigs
and cattle. The 2008-2009 results showed that 42.6 per cent
of the farmers who had killed animals had killed them incor
rectly. The Danish Agriculture & Food Council, the agricultural
trade organisation, subsequently issued guidelines specifying
the correct method of killing animals, and the Veterinary Task
Force had several meetings with the organisation to present
the campaign results. To follow up on the 2008-2009 cam
paign, an inspection campaign was carried out again in 2010
to clarify whether farm animals are killed correctly.
INSPECTION PROCEDURE
The Veterinary Task Force performed the inspection by exam
ining killed livestock put out to be collected for destruction.

RESULTS OF INSPECTIONS OF CORRECT ON-FARM
KILLING
Inspections were carried out in all parts of the country, and
the overall results of all inspections are shown in Table 7.
Inspections showed a substantial improvement compared
with a similar campaign in 2008-2009. In 2010, the Veterinary
Task Force thus found that the proportion of farmers who
had killed animals incorrectly had dropped to 9.4 per cent,
while in 2008 animals had been killed incorrectly in more
than 40 per cent of the inspected herds with killed animals.
Accordingly, animals had been killed incorrectly in five herds
(of the 53 herds with dead animals) in 2010. All five herds
were pig herds.
5

Cross compliance means that farmers receiving direct aid or subsidies under
certain rural development schemes must comply with various requirements
as to environment, health, animal welfare and good agricultural condition to
receive the aid/subsidies without any reduction.

6

Thematic inspections are targeted at a current problem, such as whether farm
ers kill their animals correctly or whether sows are housed correctly.

7

Nine farmers were sanctioned for infringements relating to sows housed in
individual stalls and for other animal welfare infringements. One farmer re
ceived both an enforcement notice and a warning for infringements relating
to sows housed in individual stalls.

Table 7 Results of the 2010 correct on-farm killing campaign
			Farmers reported
		Herds with	Farmers applying
to police for incorrect
Animal species	Herds inspected
dead animals
correct killing procedures
killing procedures
Pigs

72

27

40

5

Cattle

21

13

8

0

Total

93

40

48

5
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1
8
RESULTS OF ANIMAL
WELFARE INSPECTIONS
IN 2010
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The Danish Veterinary and Food Administration controls the welfare of production animals at
all stages of their lives: from birth to death/slaughter. This chapter on animal welfare inspection
results focuses on areas that are particularly prone to regulation infringement. The problem areas
are animal housing conditions, the treatment and care of sick or injured animals, animal transport,
and stunning and killing.
BY THE DANISH VETERINARY AND FOOD ADMINISTRATION

This chapter gives an introduction to the comprehensive
overview of the results of the animal welfare inspections
carried out in 2010 on farms and slaughterhouses and of
transport conditions. The chapter also offers an overview in
text and figures of selected results revealing a particularly
large number of infringements.
WELFARE INSPECTIONS OF FARM ANIMALS
Authorities may issue warnings or enforcement notices in
connection with the welfare inspections of livestock, or they
may report the farmer to the police if, in their assessment,
he has infringed animal welfare legislation.
During the welfare inspection of a herd or flock, the inspec
tor will use a checklist of all legal requirements applicable to
the relevant animal species. The inspector ticks off whether
the various regulations are complied with. If, for example,
the livestock inspected is a herd of pigs, the inspector must
check whether the animals have sufficient straw or other
material for investigation and manipulation and whether
the number of hospital pens is sufficient.

HOW TO READ INSPECTION RESULTS
The tables with the comprehensive overview of the results
show the number of warnings and enforcement notices issued
and infringements reported to the police, broken down by dif
ferent types of infringements and groups of animals controlled:
– Cattle
– Pigs
– Sheep
– Goats
–	Horses
– Fur animals
– Broilers
– Other poultry for slaughter (geese, ducks, turkeys)
–	Laying hens in battery cages
–	Laying hens, alternative systems
The infringements have been grouped by six different sub
jects in the tables relating to the individual animal species:
– Staff, management and supervision
– Design or layout of animal barns and space conditions
– Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment
– Feed and water
– Surgery
– Records, etc.
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Selected results from the inspections revealing a particularly
high number of infringements are shown in this chapter. A
comprehensive overview of all inspection results is provided
in Chapter 9 (Welfare inspections of livestock).
INFRINGEMENT CATEGORISATION
When processing the 2010 inspection results, the DVFA
chose to divide infringements into six different subject
groups (see the fact box). Under each heading, the DVFA
collected infringements related to the same subject, broken
down by categories. To mention an example: the category
of ‘Sick/injured animals not given adequate treatment/care’
relates to the following infringements: ‘Not adequate treat
ment/care’, ‘Not kept isolated’ and ‘Not attended to by vet
erinarian/not killed’.

More than one infringement detected in the same herd or
flock may occur under the same category, but the herd or
flock will only be included once in the record of farmers who
have not complied with the statutory requirements under
this category. If, for example, a farmer has failed to comply
with both the requirement of isolating sick or injured ani
mals and the requirement that sick or injured animals must
be examined by a vet or killed, his herd or flock will only be
counted once under the category of ‘Sick/injured animals
not given adequate treatment/care’.
Further information on the categorisation of infringements
detected in animal welfare inspections in 2010 is available at
the website of the Danish Veterinary and Food Administra
tion at www.fvst.dk.

Table 8 Overall results of the welfare inspections of at least 5 per cent of all herds and flocks in 2010
Animal species

Herds/flocks	Herds/flocks placed 	Herds/flocks placed under 	Herd/flock owners
having no problems
under a warning
an enforcement notice reported to the police

Cattle

529

111

32

10

Pigs

224

173

77

28

Sheep

127

21

9

0

Goats

20

5

0

0

Fur animals*

821

708

225

27

Horses

130

53

13

1

Laying hens in battery cages

52

8

6

1

Laying hens, alternative systems

27

21

6

0

Broilers

39

9

2

2

6

1

1

0

1975

1110

371

69

Geese, ducks and turkeys
Total
*

All fur farms were subjected to a welfare inspection in 2010.
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FREQUENCY OF AUTHORITY INTERVENTION
The total number of warnings, enforcement notices and
cases reported to the police in connection with animal wel
fare inspections in 2010 is shown in Table 8 (broken down
by animal species). At one and the same inspection visit,
it is possible to issue a warning for infringement of a legal
requirement and report the farmer to the police for infringe
ment of another. Similarly, a warning may be converted into
an enforcement notice, or an enforcement notice may be
followed up by a police report if conditions are not rectified.
The same herd or flock may therefore be included in all the
categories of ‘Herds/flocks placed under a warning’, ‘Herds/
flocks placed under an enforcement notice’ and ‘Herd/flock
owners reported to the police’ in Table 8. The same farm
may also receive warnings for infringement of several rules,
or receive enforcement notices or be reported to the police
for several infringements.

FIGURE 3. HOUSING OF CALVES
Proportion of the herds of cattle inspected in 2010 which were placed
under a warning or an enforcement notice or whose owners were
reported to the police for non-compliance with (1) minimum area re
quirement for the housing of calves, (2) the requirement that calves
kept in individual crates must be allowed to see and touch other calves,
and (3) the requirement that calves over eight weeks old must not be
kept in individual crates.
Percentage of herds inspected
5

Warnings
Enforcement notices
Police reports

4
3
2
1
0

See also the fact sheet on ‘Farms not complying with animal
welfare regulations’.

Calves over eight Non-compliance with mini Calves kept in individual
weeks old kept in mum area requirement for
crates cannot see and
individual crates
the housing of calves
touch other calves

ANIMAL HOUSING CONDITIONS – SELECTED
INSPECTION RESULTS
Most farm animals spend either all or most of their lives in
side an animal barn, and farmers must comply with various
regulations on animal housing. The applicable regulations
on animal housing are listed in Appendix 2.
The animal welfare inspections in 2010 revealed problems
of complying with the regulations on the housing of calves.
According to legislation, calf crates must not be too small. It
has also been stipulated that calves over eight weeks old – as
opposed to calves less than eight weeks old – must not be
housed individually. If calves less than eight weeks old are

HOUSING OF CALVES Individual crates for calves must not have solid
partition walls, but must have openings to allow the calves to see and
touch other calves. (Photo: Margit Bak Jensen).
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FIGURE 4. MATERIAL FOR INVESTIGATION AND MANIPULATION IN PIG HERDS
Proportion of the pig herds inspected in 2010 that were placed under
a warning or an enforcement notice or whose owners were reported
to the police for non-compliance with the requirement of access to
material for investigation and manipulation.
Warnings

Percentage of herds inspected
20

Enforcement notices

18

Police reports

16

housed individually, the crate walls must have openings to
allow the calves to see and touch other calves.
The results of the animal welfare inspections in 2010 relat
ing to (1) minimum area for the housing of calves, (2) the
requirement that calves kept in individual crates must be
allowed to see and touch other calves, and (3) the require
ment that calves over eight weeks old must not be kept in
individual crates, are shown in Figure 3.
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FIGURE 6. HOSPITAL PEN FOR HERDS OF PIGS
Proportion of the pig herds inspected in 2010 that were placed under
a warning or an enforcement notice or whose owners were reported
to the police for lack of hospital pens or defective design or layout of
hospital pens.
Percentage of herds inspected
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20

Enforcement notices

18

Police reports

16
14

The number of infringements relating to calves under six
months old has been related to the total number of cattle
herds selected for inspection. The reason is that it is not
possible to distinguish between cattle herds with calves and
cattle herds without calves in the data collected for 2010.
It is assumed, however, that by far the majority of all cattle
herds had calves under six months of age.
The animal welfare inspections in 2010 also revealed that
quite a few of the pig and fur animal herds inspected did
not offer the animals the required stimuli.
Legislation prescribes that pigs and fur animals must have
permanent access to straw and other material that satisfies
their need for occupation. Mink, polecats and ferrets must
also have permanent access to either a shelf or a tube.
The results of the animal welfare inspections relating to ma
terial for investigation and manipulation in pig herds are
shown in Figure 4. For further information on the inspection
results relating to occupation material for fur animals, see
Chapter 6 (Increased welfare control of fur animals).
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SICK OR INJURED ANIMALS
– SELECTED INSPECTION RESULTS
It is stipulated by law that any sick or injured animal must be
given suitable treatment immediately. If the animal does not
recover quickly after treatment, the farmer must either kill
it immediately or call a vet as quickly as possible. Moreover,
if necessary a sick or injured animal must be isolated in a
suitable pen with dry and comfortable bedding when ex
pedient. A sick or injured animal in need of isolation could,
for example, be a lame cow or a sow with a shoulder ulcer.
The animal welfare inspections in 2010 revealed problems
of compliance with the requirements of adequate treatment
and care of sick or injured animals in the cattle, pig and fur
animal herds inspected. Some inspected farms also failed
to comply with the requirement of a sufficient number of
hospital pens for pigs and the requirements of the design
or layout of hospital pens.

FIGURE 5. SICK OR INJURED ANIMALS
Proportion of the herds of cattle or pigs inspected in 2010 that were
placed under a warning or an enforcement notice or whose owners
were reported to the police because sick or injured animals were not
offered adequate treatment or care.
Percentage of herds inspected

Warnings
Enforcement notices

10

Police reports

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Herds of cattle

Herds of pigs

The results of the animal welfare inspections in 2010 relating
to adequate treatment and care of sick or injured animals in
cattle and pig herds are shown in Figure 5. Figure 6 shows
the results relating to the number of hospital pens for pig
herds and the design or layout of hospital pens.
Further details about the special campaign on the handling
of sick or injured cows run by the Veterinary Task Force in
2010 are given in Chapter 7 (Veterinary Task Force cam
paigns for animal welfare in 2010) and inspection results
regarding fur animals are given in Chapter 6 (Increased wel
fare control of fur animals).
STUNNING AND KILLING
– SELECTED INSPECTION RESULTS
Every now and again there are situations in which it be

HANDLING OF SICK OR INJURED ANIMALS Sick or injured animals
must be given suitable treatment immediately. The lame cow in the
photo has been isolated in a suitable pen with dry and comfortable
bedding as prescribed by law. (Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration).
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comes necessary for a farmer to kill a sick or injured animal
at the farm. Cattle and pigs must be stunned using a cap
tive bolt gun before bleeding, which is cutting of the main
carotid arteries, letting the animal die quickly and painlessly.
Poultry are killed by neck dislocation rupturing the spine,
while mink are stunned and killed by carbon dioxide or car
bon monoxide in an airtight gas chamber.
When a farmer has to kill an animal at his farm, he has to
comply with several requirements: the farmer must have
the necessary knowledge about correct killing and the right
equipment. Moreover, the farmer must know exactly when
it is necessary to kill the animal.
Some of the fur farms inspected had problems in comply
ing with the rules on correct killing in 2010. For informa
tion on the inspection results relating to correct killing of
fur animals, see Chapter 6 (Increased welfare control of fur
animals) and the comprehensive overview of all inspection
results in Chapter 9 (Welfare inspections of livestock).
Further details about the special campaign on correct killing
run by the Veterinary Task Force in 2010 are given in Chap
ter 7 (Veterinary Task Force campaigns for animal welfare
in 2010).
WELFARE INSPECTIONS DURING TRANSPORT AND AT
SLAUGHTERHOUSES
Animals are transported for many reasons, e.g., to be fat
tened up at a different farm than where they were raised,
or to go to the slaughterhouse. Most animals are unfamiliar
with transportation. If transport conditions are not as re
quired, the animals may suffer from fear, pain and injury.
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There are several rules for the transportation of animals,
such as the requirement that animals must be fit for trans
portation. This means that they must not suffer from any
illness or injury that will cause pain and suffering during
transport. Nor may animals be transported if they are highly
pregnant, which is the last 10 per cent of the gestation
period. The most common infringement is highly pregnant
cows transported contrary to the welfare rules.

FIGURE 7. TRANSPORTATION OF HIGHLY PREGNANT CATTLE
Warnings issued and infringements reported to the police in 2008,
2009 and 2010 because a cow transported for slaughter was highly
pregnant.
Warnings

Number

Police reports
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Data on welfare inspections of transports of cattle, pigs and
poultry has been broken down into warnings, enforcement
notices and police reports for specific infringements. These
infringements include situations of animals not fit for trans
portation, animals not having enough space on the vehicle
or animals having insufficient bedding in the vehicle.
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Inspection results on infringements related to illness or in
jury, but not space requirements, documents required, etc.,
have also been broken down according to the number of
animals affected. Some infringements affected at least the
number of animals stated (indicated by ‘≥ x animals’ in the
tables). The reason is that sometimes the description of an
infringement did not state specifically the number of animals
affected by the infringement. Instead an approximate quan
tity like ‘25-30 animals’ or ‘about 25 animals’ was indicated.
In such cases, the lower of the two figures was applied for
the statistics, or where an approximate number had been
stated, the approximate figure was applied.
Inspection results on infringements at slaughterhouses have
been broken down by the number of warnings and police
reports for non-compliance with the requirements of the
design or layout of slaughterhouses, housing of animals,
staff, and stunning and bleeding equipment.
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FIGURE 8. PIGS WITH BRUISES
Warnings issued and infringements reported to the police in 2008,
2009 and 2010 because pigs transported for slaughter suffered from
bruises as a consequence of blows with a blunt instrument or excessive
use of a tattoo hammer.

As was the case with the welfare inspections during trans
port, the results from the inspections at slaughterhouses
related to illness or injury have also been broken down by
the number of animals affected. Some of these infringe
ments are also indicated by ‘≥ x animals’.
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TRANSPORT AND SLAUGHTER
– SELECTED INSPECTION RESULTS
The animal welfare control of slaughterhouses comprises all
animals transported to a slaughterhouse in Denmark. The
figures based on this type of control can therefore be com
pared year on year.
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FIGURE 9. SOWS WITH SHOULDER ULCERS
Warnings issued and infringements reported to the police in 2008,
2009 and 2010 because sows transported for slaughter had shoulder
ulcers.
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Police reports
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No highly pregnant animals may be transported. The results
of the animal welfare inspections in 2010 relating to the
transportation of highly pregnant cattle are shown in Fig
ure 7. The results of the 2008 and 2009 inspections have
also been included in the figures for comparison. The fig
ures show that the number of warnings and infringements
reported to the police due to the transportation of highly
pregnant cattle has decreased.
Occasionally, pigs arrive at a slaughterhouse with bruises.
The bruises indicate that the animals have been hit by a blunt
instrument or a tattoo hammer. The bruises may have been
inflicted before the transport, when the animals were driven
out of the house, or maybe in connection with the loading
or unloading on or from the transport vehicle.
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The results of the animal welfare inspections in 2010 relating
to bruises inflicted on pigs in connection with handling are
shown in Figure 8. The results of the 2008 and 2009 inspec
tions have been included in the figure for comparison. As
appears from the figures, more warnings were issued due
to bruises in 2010 than in both 2008 and 2009.
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It is not allowed to transport sows with serious shoulder
ulcers. Shoulder ulcers in sows may arise if, for a period,
sows suffer from constant pressure on their shoulders. Thin
sows or sows lying down very often, e.g., sick sows, have a
greater risk of developing shoulder ulcers.
The results of the animal welfare inspections in 2010 relat
ing to the transportation of sows with shoulder ulcers to a
slaughterhouse are shown in Figure 9.
The results of the 2008 and 2009 inspections have been
included in the figure for comparison. The figures show that
the number of infringements reported to the police due to
the transportation of sows with shoulder ulcers to slaughter
houses has decreased during the three years under review.
8

Some of the warnings and police reports did not state the specific number
of animals affected. Instead an approximate quantity like ‘25-30 animals’ or
‘about 25 animals’ was indicated. In such cases, the lower of the two figures
was applied for the statistics, or where an approximate number had been
stated, the approximate figure was applied.

VIOLENt handling of ANIMALS It is prohibited to beat or kick
animals. Persons handling animals must be trained or otherwise quali
fied and perform their jobs without resorting to violence or other
methods that may inflict unnecessary fear, injury or suffering on the
animals. The photo shows the carcass of a pig with evident signs of the
use of a high-pressure cleaner. The infringement was reported to the
police. (Photo: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration).
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FACTS – FARMS NOT COMPLYING WITH ANIMAL WELFARE REGULATIONS
When the authorities pay an animal welfare inspection visit to a farm, the outcome will be either
that no problems were found because the farmer complies with all regulations, or that a warning
or enforcement notice will be issued or the matter will be reported to the police.
The percentage breakdown of inspections made in 2010 of
herds of cattle, pigs or fur animals10 and flocks of broilers9
revealing no problems and of herds and flocks attracting
one or more sanctions, whether a warning, an enforcement
notice or a police report, for infringement of one or more
rules is shown in the circle diagrams below. The diagrams

provide an overview of the proportion of herds and flocks in
spected in 2010 where no problems had been detected and
the proportion of herds and flocks experiencing problems.

HERDS OF CATTLE IN 2010

HERDS OF PIGS IN 2010

9
10

A total of 50 flocks of broilers were inspected in 2010.
All fur farms (100 per cent) were inspected in 2010.

21%

49%

Inspected herds which were placed
under a warning or an enforce
ment notice or whose owners
were reported to the police

Inspected herds which were placed
under a warning or an enforce
ment notice or whose owners
were reported to the police

51%

79%

Inspected herds which were not
placed under a warning or an en
forcement notice or whose owners
were not reported to the police
fur farms in 2010*

Inspected herds which were not
placed under a warning or an en
forcement notice or whose owners
were not reported to the police
FLOCKS OF BROILERS IN 2010

50%

Inspected farms which were placed
under a warning or an enforce
ment notice or whose owners
were reported to the police

50%
Inspected farms which were not
placed under a warning or an en
forcement notice or whose owners
were not reported to the police
* Including sanctions issued before revision of practices for tubes and nest
boxes as described in the footnotes on p. 55.

22%

Inspected flocks which were placed
under a warning or an enforcement
notice or whose owners
were reported to the police

78%
Inspected flocks which were not
placed under a warning or an en
forcement notice or whose owners
were not reported to the police
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FACTS – THE DANISH ANIMAL POPULATION IN 2010: ANIMALS, HERDS/FLOCKS AND
SLAUGHTER ANIMALS

Table 9 Animals and herds/flocks in Denmark in 2010, by animal species
(Source: Central Husbandry Register, DVFA, June 2010)
Animal species
Cattle

Animals	Herds/flocks
1,614,895

19,681

Pigs

13,492,440

9,100

Poultry

27,540,807

1,219

Fur animals

10,930,338

1,686

172,580

8,629

25,368

3,624

Sheep
Goats
Horses11
Deer
11

about 200,000	17,248

616

The figure has been estimated by the Danish Knowledge Centre for Agriculture (Horses) and Statistics Denmark.

Table 10 Slaughter animals in 2010, by animal species (Source: Danish Agriculture and Food Council)
Animal species

Animals

Cattle12

494,800

Pigs
Broilers
Other slaughter poultry (geese, ducks, turkeys)
12

Exclusive of home slaughter.

20,243,421
108,664,000
1,924
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FACTS – CONTROL OF FOOT PAD DERMATITIS IN broilers
Danish broilers have been checked for foot pad dermatitis since 1 January 2002. The prevalence of
foot pad dermatitis is used by the authorities as an indicator of welfare problems in particular flocks
of broilers.

background FOR the CONTROL OF FOOT PAD
DERMATITIS
The reason for the introduction of mandatory control of
ammonia burns on chicken feet was the experience gained
in Sweden that the extent of foot pad dermatitis is an indi
cator of welfare problems within a flock. Broilers develop
foot pad dermatitis from exposure to humid litter with high
ammonia levels, which may be due to several factors such
as climate control (ventilation and temperature), diseases,
feed, stocking density and management.
LEGISLATIVE BASIS FOR THE CONTROL OF FOOT PAD
DERMATITIS
In 2001, the Ministry of Justice issued the Act on the Keep
ing of Broilers13 and a pertaining Executive Order14 setting
out various provisions on the welfare of broilers.
The Executive Order stipulates detailed requirements for
broiler farms, including stocking density, lighting regime
and various work routines, and the control of broiler flocks.
The Executive Order requires two different kinds of control:
– At least 5 per cent of all production facilities, but not less

than 50 facilities, must be subjected to random inspec
tion to verify whether they comply with the provisions
on broiler flocks. Further details about the results of the
welfare inspections of broilers flocks are given in Table 17.
– All broilers flocks sent for slaughter in Denmark are sub
jected to control of the prevalence of foot pad dermatitis
to assess whether the flock is suffering from a welfare
problem.
CONTROL ACTIVITIES
The foot pad dermatitis control is carried out by selecting
one foot from 100 chickens from each flock delivered for
slaughter and checking the condition of the birds’ foot pads.
Each foot is scored according to the extent of dermatitis. A
foot without lesions scores 0, superficial lesions correspond
to a score of 0.5, and severe lesions are scored as 2.
WHEN WILL INSPECTIONS HAVE CONSEQUENCES AND
WHAT WILL HAPPEN?
If the total score of a flock of broilers is 40 or less, it will
not give rise to any comments. If the flock scores 41-80,
the official veterinarian must request the broiler producer
to improve litter conditions.
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If the farmer does not meet the request, or if a flock is
awarded a total score of 81+, the official veterinarian at the
slaughterhouse will inform the Veterinary Control Office of
the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration of the need
for follow-up on the welfare of the relevant flock.
When the Veterinary Control Office is informed of the need
for follow-up, the regional authorities may issue an enforce
ment notice detailing the conditions to be improved or order
ing the farmer to prepare an action plan for improvement. In
certain situations, the Veterinary Control Office may order
the farmer by means of an enforcement notice to reduce the
stocking density, although normally not to less than 25 kg
live weight per m2.

pad dermatitis; and/or
– prepare an action plan for improvement of conditions;
and/or
– reduce the stocking density and/or improve the litter to
make its surface dry and loose; and/or
– prepare a report on initiatives intended to maintain an
indoor temperature that is not considerably higher than
the outdoor temperature.
13

14

Act No. 336 of 16 May 2001 on the Keeping of Broilers (subsequently re
placed by Consolidation Act No. 687 of 22 June 2011 with the same title).
Executive Order No. 1069 of 17 December 2001 on the Keeping of Broilers
and the Production of Brood Eggs (subsequently repealed and replaced by
Executive Order No. 757 of 23 June 2010 with the same title).

OUTCOME OF INSPECTIONS IN 2010
On 47 occasions in 2010, a warning or an enforcement no
tice was issued in connection with a follow-up inspection for
excessive prevalence of foot pad dermatitis, or the matter
was reported to the police. This corresponds to about 20
per cent of all flocks of broilers.
Some farmers received more than one sanction, for example
both a warning and an enforcement notice. Some farmers
received a warning or an enforcement notice or were re
ported to the police for more than one infringement.
A total of eight farmers received warnings, 43 farmers re
ceived enforcement notices, two of which called for a reduc
tion of the stocking density, and four farms were reported
to the police.
The enforcement notices issued required the farmers to:
– improve litter conditions to reduce the prevalence of foot

FOOT PAD DERMATITIS The photo shows an example of foot pad
dermatitis: a small wound and thickened skin.
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Table 11. Cattle 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare inspections
of at least 5 per cent of all cattle herds in 2010
CALVES UNDER SIX MONTHS OLD (2010)
		
Staff, management and supervision
Animals not treated properly

	Enforcement
notices

Warnings

Police
reports

2

0

3

– not housed or cared for in accordance with their needs

0

0

3

Sick/injured animals not given adequate treatment/care

0

2

1

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

2

0

0

Insufficient freedom of movement

0

0

2

Calves over eight weeks old kept in individual crates

8

2

1

Animals not treated with care

Design or layout of animal barns and space conditions

Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for the housing of calves

8

1

2

20

5

0

1

0

4

have sharp edges or pointed projections

3

1

1

Animal barns, equipment and tools not kept sufficiently clean and hygienic

1

0

1

Lying area not comfortable, clean and dry

2

0

1

and physiological needs of animals

1

0

0

No cover or shelter for outdoor animals

1

0

0

Rooms and areas not designed to accommodate the needs of animals

0

1

0

18

3

4

0

0

1

1

0

0

8

0

1

Calves kept in individual crates cannot see and touch other calves
Calves kept tethered
Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment
Rooms, material and equipment may be harmful,

Lighting in animal barn does not meet the behavioural

Feed and water
No free access to water
Not all animals have access to feed suited to their needs
Surgical procedures
Castration procedure not followed
Records, etc.
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored
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Table 11 (continued). Cattle 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after
welfare inspections of at least 5 per cent of all cattle herds in 2010
CATTLE OVER SIX MONTHS OLD (2010)
		Enforcement
Staff, management and supervision
Warnings
notices
Animals not treated properly

Police
reports

14

1

4

5

3

3

Animals not treated with care
– not housed or cared for in accordance with their needs
Sick/injured animals not given adequate treatment/care

5

12

3

15

3

0

Not sufficient staff to care for animals

0

0

1

No fixed or mobile lighting to allow inspection of animals at all times

0

1

0

2

2

1

Animal barns, equipment and tools not kept sufficiently clean and hygienic

1

0

1

Rooms and areas not designed to meet the needs of animals

2

3

3

4

2

1

of feed and water contamination

0

0

2

No cover or shelter for outdoor animals

3

1

1

Lighting in animal barn does not meet the needs of animals

0

1

0

1

1

1

1

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

Design or layout of animal barns and space conditions
Insufficient freedom of movement
Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment

Rooms, material and equipment may be harmful,
have sharp edges or pointed projections
Design of feeding and watering equipment entails risk

Feed and water			
Feeding and watering do not meet physiological and health needs

3

Records, etc.			
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored

19
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Table 12. Pigs 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare inspections of
at least 5 per cent of all pig herds in 2010
PIGS (2010)
		
Staff, management and supervision
Animals not treated properly

Warnings

	Enforcement
notices

Police
reports

10

14

27

5

19

27

Animals not treated with care
– not housed or cared for in accordance with their needs
Sick/injured animals not given adequate treatment/care

26

39

26

Sows with shoulder ulcers

11

10

5

Incorrect killing procedures

2

2

2

No daily inspection of animals

1

0

0

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

5

0

1

Not sufficient/qualified staff to care for animals

2

0

1

Pregnant sows/gilts not moved to dry sow housing at correct time

3

0

1

No measures taken to prevent fighting

1

2

3

Sows and gilts not cleaned before being moved to farrowing pen

1

0

0

0

1

0

Insufficient freedom of movement

0

1

1

Not all pigs can lie down, rest and get up without difficulty

5

5

3

Not all piglets can rest at the same time on solid floor

1

1

1

breeding pigs and slaughter pigs

6

2

2

Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for boar pens

3

2

1

or relief pens for group-housed sows or gilts

1

1

0

Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for hospital pens

4

2

0

until one week before expected farrowing

0

1

0

Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for outdoor pig huts

1

0

0

Pigs not kept in stable groups

1

0

0

Huts not insulated or otherwise designed to meet
the pigs’ temperature requirements in all weather conditions
Design or layout of animal barns and space conditions

Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for weaners,

Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for individual

Pregnant sows/gilts not group-housed from four weeks after mating
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Table 12 (continued). Pigs 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare
inspections of at least 5 per cent of all pig herds in 2010

		
Enforcement
Police
Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment
Warnings
notices
reports
Rooms and areas not designed to meet the needs of animals

0

2

0

have sharp edges or pointed projections

5

4

5

Animal barns, equipment and tools not kept sufficiently clean and hygienic

0

1

0

0

1

0

Rooms, material and equipment may be harmful,

Design of feeding and watering equipment entails
risk of feed and water contamination
Barn climate assessed to be harmful to animals
Lying area not comfortable, clean and dry
Floors do not form an even and stable surface

2

0

0

12

4

8

3

0

2

1

2

1

Non-compliance with requirements for mechanical equipment
(ventilation, alarm, etc.)
Lighting in animal barn does not meet the behavioural
and physiological needs of animals

6

0

2

No hospital pens

20

14

9

Non-compliance with design requirements for hospital pens

51

7

9

No showering system or the like

4

1

0

Sows have no access to nest material in the week before farrowing

0

0

2

84

27

12

1

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

for pregnant sows and gilts in relief pens or in groups

2

1

0

Bedding provided not clean, dry or harmless to the pigs

2

0

1

Animals have neither permanent nor sufficient access
to environmental enrichment
Non-compliance with minimum requirement of 90 cm of solid floor
from trough in individual stalls for pregnant sows and gilts
Solid or drained floor area for weaners, breeding pigs and slaughter pigs
is less than one third of total floor area
No bedding on solid/drained floor in individual/relief pens
for pregnant sows and gilts
No continuous area with solid or drained floor and with bedding
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Table 12 (continued). Pigs 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare
inspections of at least 5 per cent of all pig herds in 2010

		
Enforcement
Police
Feed and water
Warnings
notices
reports
Feeding and watering do not meet physiological and health needs

0

1

1

No permanent access to water for pigs over two weeks old

2

0

1

Pregnant sows or gilts not given straw or filling feed

0

0

1

No free access to water for outdoor animals

2

1

0

0

1

0

11

0

1

2

0

0

46

16

3

Not all animals have access to feed suited to their age, weight,
behavioural and physiological needs
Surgical procedures
Pig tail docking procedure not followed
Pig castration procedure not followed
Records, etc.
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored
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Table 13. Sheep 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare inspections
of at least 5 per cent of all sheep flocks in 2010
SHEEP (2010)
Staff, management and supervision
Animals not treated properly

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices
0

Police
reports

1

0

Incorrect killing procedures

1

0

0

Sick/injured animals not given adequate treatment/care

2

2

0

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

8

3

0

1

0

0

Design or layout of animal barns and space conditions
Insufficient freedom of movement
Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment
No cover or shelter for outdoor animals

3

2

0

Rooms and areas not designed to meet the needs of animals

1

0

0

have sharp edges or pointed projections

0

2

0

Barn climate assessed to be harmful to animals

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Rooms, material and equipment may be harmful,

Feed and water			
Feeding and watering do not meet physiological and health needs

2

Surgical procedures			
Stump left after tail docking of lambs unable to cover anus and vulva

2

Records, etc.			
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored

10
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Table 14. Goats 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare inspections
of at least 5 per cent of all goat herds in 2010
goats (2010)
Staff, management and supervision

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices

Police
reports

Incorrect killing procedures

1

0

0

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

1

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment
Rooms, material and equipment may be harmful,
have sharp edges or pointed projections
Feed and water
Feeding and watering do not meet physiological and health needs
Records, etc.
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored
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Table 15. Horses 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare inspections
of at least 5 per cent of all horse flocks in 2010
horses (2010)
Staff, management and supervision

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices

Police
reports

Animals not treated properly

0

0

1

Sick/injured animals not given adequate treatment/care

0

1

0

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

0

2

0

Hooves not trimmed according to need

2

0

0

Horses not trained at an early age to be handled

1

0

0

Horses not turned out in paddocks or exercised for two hours five times a week

1

0

0

0

0

1

Insufficient freedom of movement

0

1

0

Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for shelter/stable

0

3

0

1

0

0

have sharp edges or pointed projections

1

1

1

Lying area not comfortable, clean and dry

0

3

0

No cover or shelter for outdoor animals

0

2

0

Insufficient ceiling height in stable

1

0

0

No light source other than natural light to allow horses to be carefully inspected

2

0

0

Stable volume per horse of less than 30 m3

1

0

0

Horse shelter not placed on sufficiently drained ground

0

1

0

Non-compliance with requirements for mechanical equipment (ventilation, alarm, etc.)

1

0

0

No free access to clean water

4

1

0

Feeding and watering do not meet physiological and health needs

0

2

0

51

7

0

Animals not treated with care
– not housed or cared for in accordance with their needs
Design or layout of animal barns and space conditions

Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment
Rooms and areas not designed to meet the needs of animals
Rooms, material and equipment may be harmful,

Feed and water

Records, etc.
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored
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Table 16. Fur animals 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare
inspections of fur farms in 2010*
Staff, management and supervision
Animals not treated properly

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices
0

Police
reports

2

11

Animals not treated with care
– not housed or cared for in accordance with their needs

0

3

12

Sick/injured animals not given adequate treatment/care

25

33

11

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

40

25

1

2

0

1

Not sufficient staff to care for animals
No daily inspection of animals
Incorrect killing procedures
No suitable measures taken at obvious changes in health/behaviour

3

2

1

66

28

4

7

1

5

45

11

1

4

2

0

Breeding females housed in adjacent cages
from mid-April until weaning
No reasonable measures taken to prevent animal escape
No secluded place for all animals

5

2

0

27

10

2

Mink not caught, handled or moved gently

2

0

0

Grouping of more than two juveniles not subject to extra supervision

5

6

2

and the risk of infection

1

1

0

Enclosures, buildings and cages not maintained to allow vermin control

9

0

0

No space available to isolate animals, if necessary

1

0

0

Kits/juveniles housed near the mother

3

0

0

Thorough inspection of all animals only possible with difficulty

1

0

0

Neck tongs used to catch foxes

0

1

0

until sexual maturity (chinchillas)

0

1

0

Adult foxes housed together (other than breeding pairs)

0

1

0

Cages in improper condition

Outdoor animals not optimally protected from predators

Juveniles not grouped with their own litter from weaning

* All fur farms (100 per cent) were inspected in 2010.
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Table 16 (continued). Fur animals 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after
welfare inspections of fur farms in 2010
Design or layout of animal barns and space conditions
Insufficient freedom of movement
Nest box not available to all animals at the same time*
No access to heat-insulating nest box
Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for the housing of mink
Non-compliance with minimum area requirement for fox cages

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices

Police
reports

0

0

1

161

36

5

6

4

0

15

12

4

1

2

0

3

1

0

Enclosures and buildings do not give animals sufficient space to carry out
normal locomotor behaviour, grooming, etc., according to need
Non-compliance with area requirement of 600 cm2 extra when
more than two juveniles are housed together (chinchillas)

0

1

0

No available space to separate animals, if necessary

3

0

0

Size of cage openings inadequate for easy insertion and removal of animals

0

1

0

Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment
Rooms, material and equipment may be harmful,
have sharp edges or pointed projections

15

6

0

Inadequate cleaning of cages and areas in contact with animals

34

22

3

Nest boxes not regularly provided with ample quantities of straw

56

25

4

178

90

11

Foxes not given a possibility of gnawing

2

5

0

Lighting does not meet the behavioural or physiological needs of animals

8

0

2

Barn climate assessed to be harmful to animals

0

1

0

Rooms and areas not designed to meet the needs of animals

0

0

5

after weaning of juveniles (chinchillas)

3

1

0

Solid floor is less than 25 per cent of accommodation floor (chinchillas)

3

1

0

Shelf bottoms not made of solid material

2

0

0

No access to sand baths once a day (chinchillas)

0

1

0

No access to shelf or box (foxes)

1

2

0

of a non-transparent material

0

1

0

Insufficient nest material in the animals’ place of accommodation

0

1

0

No permanent access to straw or shelf/tube**

Lack of suitable platforms for locomotor activity

Shelves for foxes not screened by two adjoining sidewalls
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Table 16 (continued). Fur animals 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after
welfare inspections of fur farms in 2010
Feed and water

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices

Police
reports

Feeding and watering do not meet physiological and health needs

1

0

0

No free access to water for all animals

0

2

0

11

2

0

352

46

10

Insufficiently nutritious, hygienic and balanced feed
Records, etc.
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored

* The authorities consider the requirement of available floor area in nest boxes to have been met when all animals can lie down in the box without having to lie on
top of each other (section 21(1) of Executive Order No. 1734 of 22 December 2006 on the Protection of Fur Animals). At the end of October 2010, the DVFA
clarified the guidelines by announcing various minimum dimensions for nest boxes relative to number of animals. These dimensions can normally be used to assess
compliance with the provision. The DVFA also said that the animals may be so large in some cases that it may be necessary to make an individual assessment of the
adequacy of the floor area. It should be noted that the Minister for Food, Agriculture and Fisheries informed the Parliamentary Committee for Food, Agriculture
and Fisheries on 6 January 2011, when replying to question No. 114 (general questions), that at least 168 cases on nest box sizes had been determined prior to
the said clarification of the guidelines. Those cases are all included in the total figure stated above.
** In most of 2010, tubes with a diameter of less than 4 cm were considered not to comply with the occupational material requirement. A specific decision of 21
December 2010 established that the inspection authority was not allowed to specify minimum tube diameter requirements. Subsequently, it has been assessed in
the individual cases whether the tubes used could be considered adequate occupational material without referring to any guideline dimensions.
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Table 17. Broilers 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare
inspections of broiler flocks in 2010*
Staff, management and supervision
Birds not treated properly

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices

Police
reports

0

0

2

– not housed or cared for in accordance with needs

0

0

1

Birds not inspected at least twice a day

1

0

0

1

0

0

Insufficient freedom of movement

0

0

1

Non-compliance with maximum average stocking density

3

0

1

Non-compliance with required lighting programme during growing period

4

2

1

Litter to be improved to obtain a loose and dry surface

2

0

0

Barn climate assessed to be harmful to birds

1

0

0

1

0

0

Birds not treated with care

Dead birds not removed immediately, and sick,
injured or deformed birds not killed immediately
Design or layout of barns and space conditions

Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment

Records, etc.
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored
* Fifty flocks are inspected each year.
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Table 18. Laying hens in cages 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after
welfare inspections of flocks of laying hens in cages in 2010*
Staff, management and supervision

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices

Police
reports

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

5

0

0

No daily removal of dead birds

2

0

0

0

5

1

Barns, equipment and tools not kept sufficiently clean and hygienic

1

0

0

Lighting does not meet the needs of birds

1

0

0

Cages not provided with suitable claw shortening devices

3

0

0

Cage system not designed to prevent bird escape

1

0

0

No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored

1

0

0

Failure to renew licence to use cage system

0

1

0

Design or layout of barns and space conditions
Too many birds per cage
Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment

Records, etc.

* In 2010, all flocks of laying hens (100 per cent) were inspected.
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Table 19. Laying hens in alternative systems 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports
issued after welfare inspections of laying hens in alternative systems in 2010*
	Enforcement
Warnings
notices

Staff, management and supervision
Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner
Unlawful means used to prevent feather pecking (spectacles, etc.)

Police
reports

11

2

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

Design or layout of barns and space conditions
Problems with capacity or position of exit openings
Non-compliance with maximum permitted stocking density per m of usable area

3

0

0

Less than 4 m2 of outdoor area per bird

2

0

0

1

0

0

of feed and water contamination

1

0

0

Non-compliance with required length or position of perches

4

1

0

(ventilation, alarm, etc.)

2

0

0

Inadequate length of semi-dark period when light is turned on or off

1

0

0

Outdoor areas not provided with shelters against wind and weather

1

0

0

Insufficient feed trough space

4

0

0

Insufficient drinking trough space

3

3

0

4

2

0

2

Buildings, material, cleaning and immediate environment
Insufficient access to litter
Design of feeding and watering equipment entails risk

Non-compliance with requirements for mechanical equipment

Feed and water

Records, etc.
No records of medical treatment and mortality kept or stored
* Fifty flocks are inspected each year.

Table 20. Other poultry 2010. Overview of warnings, enforcement notices and police reports issued after welfare
inspections of at least 5 per cent of flocks of other poultry (geese/ducks/turkeys) in 2010
Staff, management and supervision

	Enforcement
Warnings
notices

Police
reports

Sick/injured birds not given adequate treatment/care

0

1

0

Commercial livestock not inspected annually by veterinary practitioner

1

0

0
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Table 21. Transportation to slaughterhouses 2010a. Total number of warnings and police reports issued in connec
tion with transportation to slaughterhouses in 2010
Animal species
Cattle
Pigs

Warnings

Police reports

25

67

178

120

Broilers

5

0

Horses

0

0

Table 22. Transportation to slaughterhouses 2010b. Overview of infringements in connection with the transporta
tion of cattle, pigs and broilers to slaughterhouses in 2010 leading to warnings or police reports. Number of animals
affected has been included when infringements involved diseases or injuries
		

Warnings

Animals affected
(warnings)

Police
reports

Animals affected
(police reports)

Lameness, non-specified

1

Reluctant to put weight on leg – Arthritis

1

*

3

3

1

1

1

Reluctant to put weight on leg – Other
Lame and emaciated

1

1

3

3

1

1

0

0

Walks poorly

1

1

0

0

Overgrown claws

2

4

0

0

Dislocated hip

1

1

0

0

Ingrown horn

1

1

7

7

Failure to treat or kill animal injured during transport

1

1

1

1

Failure to treat or kill animal in herd

1

1

0

0

New calver transported

4

5

1

1

Highly pregnant cow transported

2

2

46

48

Jaw tumour

0

0

2

2

Prolapsed uterus

0

0

1

1

Lack of bedding

2		

1

Overload

4		0

Non-compatible animals transported together

3		

1

based on suspicion

0		

1

Lack of partitions to divide animals

0		

1

CATTLE – Diseases or injuries

Infringements other than diseases or injuries

Herd reported for future inspection visit

*No information on the number of animals affected.
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Table 22 (continued). Transportation to slaughterhouses 2010b. Overview of infringements in connection with
the transportation of cattle, pigs and broilers to slaughterhouses in 2010 leading to warnings or police reports. Number
of animals affected has been included when infringements involved diseases or injuries 		
Warnings

Animals affected
(warnings)

Police
reports

Animals affected
(police reports)

Bruises

53

>260

45

>376

Excessive use of tattoo hammer

42

>101

11

27

1

1

1

9

PIGS – Diseases or injuries

Bruises and excessive use of tattoo hammer
Marks from electric prodder
Hernia
Lameness, non-specified

2

15

4

>18

19

30

8

9

3

8

1

1

Reluctant to put weight on leg				
Arthritis

6

6

6

6

Old fracture

2

2

4

4

Osteomyelitis

1

1

2

2

Other

3

3

4

4

Unable to stand on one of its legs				
Arthritis

1

1

0

0

Old fracture

0

0

2

2

Osteomyelitis

0

0

0

0

Other

0

0

0

0

Walks poorly

3

6

2

2

Fracture during transport/unloading

3

6

0

0

Paralysed hindquarters

0

0

1

1

Overgrown claws

2

3

1

1

Aural hematoma

6

6

2

2

Tail wounds

2

2

3

4

Shoulder ulcers

4

5

7

7

Wounds

2

2

5

5

Abscesses

1

1

0

0

Tumour

1

1

1

1

Prolapsed uterus

0

0

1

1

Prolapsed rectum

1

1

2

2

Tail docked by elastrator

0

0

1

1
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Table 22 (continued). Transportation to slaughterhouses 2010b. Overview of infringements in connection with
the transportation of cattle, pigs and broilers to slaughterhouses in 2010 leading to warnings or police reports. Number
of animals affected has been included when infringements involved diseases or injuries
		

PIGS – Diseases or injuries
Eczema/urine burns

Warnings
1

Animals affected
(warnings)
17

Police
reports
0

Animals affected
(police reports)
0

Emaciated

1

1

0

0

Mastitis

3

3

0

0

Ingrown canine

0

0

2

2

Squeezed/severed snout

0

0

1

1

Defective vehicle

5		

0

Negligent/improper unloading

4		

0

Non-compatible animals transported together

2		

0

Lack of bedding in vehicle

3		

1

Insufficient ventilation in vehicle

4		

0

Lack of ventilation and overload

1		

0

Overload of vehicle

5		

1

Lack of accompanying document

1		

1

0		

2

1		

0

Infringements other than diseases or injuries		

Herd reported for future inspection visit
based on suspicion
Lack of veterinary certification when transporting
pigs suffering from hernia

POULTRY – infringements				
Overload

1		0

Rough handling

1		

0

Soiled and wet birds

1		

0

Sunburn

1		0

Skin changes

1		

0
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Table 23. Transportation via assembly centres 2010a. Total number of warnings, enforcement notices and police
reports in connection with transportation via assembly centres in 2010
Animal species

Warnings	Enforcement notices

Cattle
Pigs

Police reports

3

0

1

15

4

14

Table 24. Transportation via assembly centres 2010b. Overview of infringements in connection with the transpor
tation of cattle and pigs to slaughterhouses via assembly centres in 2010 leading to warnings, enforcement notices or
police reports. Number of animals affected has been included when infringements involved diseases or injuries
		

CATTLE – Diseases or injuries

Warnings

Lameness

0

Animals affected	Enforcement
(warnings)
notices

0

0

Animals affected
(enforcement notices)

Police
reports

Animals affected
(police reports)

0

1

1

Infringements other than diseases or injuries
Calves under 14 days old transported

3	-	

0	-	

0	-

Overgrown claws

1

1

0

0

0

0

Umbilical hernia

1

5

0

0

4

8

Tail wounds

1

35

0

0

0

0

Animals not fit for transport

2

9

0

0

2

19

Ruptured udder ligament

0

0

0

0

1

1

Shoulder ulcers

0

0

0

0

2

2

2

PIGS – infringements

Infringements other than diseases or injuries
Errors or omissions in documents

2		

0		

Overload

1		

4		0

Excessive journey time

3		

0		

0

Use of electric prodder

1		

0		

0

Defective vehicle

1		

0		

0

Lack of ventilation during transport

1		

0		

0

Inadequate stunning

1		

0		

0

Delayed killing

1		

0		

0

Submission of incorrect information

1		

0		

1

Maximum time allowed at assembly
centre exceeded

0		

1		

1

Lack of feed and water for five days

0		

0		

1		
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Table 25. Exports 2010. Overview of infringements related to livestock exports in 2010 leading to warnings, enforce
ment notices or police reports
Infringements

Warnings	Enforcement notices

Police reports

Failure to treat or kill sick animals

3

1

0

Lack of feed and material for investigation and manipulation

1

0

0

Rough treatment of animals

1

0

0

Defective vehicle

1

0

0

Overload

1

2

0

Lack of water in vehicle

1

0

0

Incorrect information in logbook

1

0

0

No temperature alarm in driver’s cab

1

0

0

Failure to separate aggressive animals

1

0

0

Table 26. Welfare inspections of slaughterhouses and abattoirs 2010. Overview of infringements at slaughter
houses and abattoirs in 2010 leading to warnings or police reports
Infringements

Warnings

Police reports

10

1

Lack of/insufficient stunning and/or killing

3

0

Rough driving

2

0

Marks from blows or rough handling in lairage

2

0

Defective equipment in lairage

1

0

No access to drinking water

4

0

No protection against the weather during transport

5

0

Failure to summon a Veterinary Officer on arrival of animals with slaughter certificate

1

0

Failure to milk cows within eight hours of arrival

1

0

Overstocking

3

0

Failure to feed animals remaining overnight

1

0

Lack of ventilation

1

0

Pigs suffering from hernia transported

1

0

Lack of bedding

1

0

Failure to bleed carcass
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APPENDIX 1
Activities of the Danish Centre for Animal Welfare in 2010

JANUARY
–
FEBRUARY
– Inauguration workshop of DCAW on 11 February
MARCH
– Dialogue meeting with the Danish Knowledge Centre for
Agriculture (Cattle) on 23 March

–
–

–

Selskab) on 6-7 May
Visit to the Veterinary Control Office in Ringsted on 11
May. Participation in welfare inspections of pig herds
Meeting of the DCAW Project Group on 12 May
Dialogue meeting with the Poultry and Organic Farming
Sections of the Danish Agriculture & Food Council (Land
brug & Fødevarer) on 17 May
Dialogue meeting with the Consultative Federation of Da
nish Animal Protection Organisations (DOSO) on 18 May
Participation in the workshop on ‘Citizens and Animal
Welfare: Methods, Findings and Policy Implications’ at
Aarhus University on 20 May
Dialogue meeting with the Danish Society for the Protec
tion of Animals (Dyrenes Beskyttelse) on 28 May

APRIL
– First meeting of the DCAW Steering Group on 7 April
– Press release on DCAW from the Ministry of Food, Ag
riculture and Fisheries entitled ‘Improved Surveillance of
Animal Welfare in Denmark’ issued on 22 April

–

MAY
– Participation in the Spring Conference of the Animal
Welfare Science, Ethics and Law Veterinary Association
(AWSELVA) in Bristol, the UK, on 5 May
– Presentation of DCAW at the congress of the Danish
Veterinary Hyology Society (Dansk Veterinær Hyologisk

JUNE
– Dialogue meeting with the Danish Veterinary Association
(Den Danske Dyrlægeforening) on 4 June
– Participation in the workshop on animal welfare standards
in killing for disease control purposes held by DG SANCO
in Italy on 7-11 June

–
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– Dialogue meeting with the Danish Trade Association of
International Transport (ITD) on 16 June
– Dialogue meeting with Kopenhagen Fur on 18 June
– Meeting with the Nordic Network Group on Animal Wel
fare (Nordisk Netværksgruppe for Dyrevelfærd) on 24 June
– Meeting of the DCAW Steering Group on 30 June

mal Welfare Control 2008-2009) on 15 October
–	News on the DVFA website entitled ‘Animal Welfare Con
trol Focuses on Problems’ on 15 October
– Participation in the 2010 Pig Congress of the Pig Research
Centre (Videncenter for Svineproduktion) in Herning on
26-27 October

JULY
–	Live on Radio 1 in the morning programme on animal
welfare: Louise Holm of the DVFA was interviewed for
the feature entitled ‘Centre Is to Improve Animal Welfare’
on 20 July

NOVEMBER
– Technical presentation to the Minister for Food, Agricul
ture and Fisheries and the Parliamentary Committee on
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries of the publication of ‘Kontrol af Dyrevelfærd 2008-2009’ (Animal Welfare Control
2008-2009) on 11 November
– Inaugural conference of DCAW at Clarion Hotel Copen
hagen on 18 November. Speakers included the Minister
for Food, Agriculture and Fisheries and the Minister of
Justice, and presentations were given by animal welfare
researchers of the University of Copenhagen and Aarhus
University and a veterinary officer of the DVFA Veterinary
Task Force
– Meeting of the DCAW Steering Group on 30 November

AUGUST
– Participation in the conference held by the International
Society for Applied Ethology (ISAE) in Uppsala, Sweden,
on 4-7 August. See http://www.applied-ethology.org/
index.htm
– Dialogue meeting with Organic Denmark (Økologisk
Landsforening) on 18 August
SEPTEMBER
– Meeting of the DCAW Project Group on 7 September
OCTOBER
– Dialogue meeting with the Danish Meat Research Institute
(DMRI) at the Danish Technological Institute on 11 October
– Article in Dansk Veterinærtidsskrift (the official magazine
of the Danish Veterinary Association) entitled ‘Greater
Focus on Animal Health in Denmark’ written by Lotte
Frandsen. The article was based on an interview with
Björn Forkman, Hans Houe and Hans Henrik Dietz of the
University of Copenhagen. Dansk Veterinærtidsskrift of
15 October 2010, volume 93, No. 20, pp. 6-7
– Publication of ‘Kontrol af Dyrevelfærd 2008-2009’ (Ani

DECEMBER
– Participation in the first meeting of the Welfare Quality®
Network in Schiphol, the Netherlands, on 1 December.
The person representing DCAW in the network was Björn
Forkman of the University of Copenhagen
– Meeting on 8 December with Christina Nygaard of the
Danish Agriculture & Food Council (Poultry) regarding
DCAW projects in 2010-2011
– Press release from the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and
Fisheries entitled ‘Minister Will Inspect Animal Welfare in
Pig Farms’ issued on 28 December. The press release was
about a baseline study on animal welfare in Danish pig
farms to be initiated by DCAW in 2011
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APPENDIX 2
Essential legislation on animal welfare of relevance to DVFA inspections

GENERAL LEGISLATION, SEVERAL SPECIES
– Consolidation Act No. 1343 of 4 December 2007 on the
Protection of Animals
– Executive Order No. 707 of 18 July 2000 on Minimum
Standards for the Protection of Animals Kept for Farming
Purposes
– Executive Order No. 324 of 6 May 2003 on Tail Docking
and Castration of Animals
– Executive Order No. 828 of 7 November 1997 on Live
stock Disbudding and Dehorning
– Executive Order No. 1358 of 15 December 2009 on Ran
dom Inspections of the Welfare of Animals Kept for Farm
ing Purposes and Horses
– Executive Order No. 607 of 25 June 2009 on a Ban on
the Use of Certain Devices, Collars, etc., for Animals
– Executive Order No. 763 of 24 June 2010 on Farmers‘
Own Checks (Own Control) of Animal Welfare
SPECIES SPECIFIC LEGISLATION
PIGS

– Act No. 404 of 26 June 1998 on Indoor Keeping of Preg
nant Sows or Gilts

– Act No. 104 of 14 February 2000 on Indoor Keeping of
Weaners, Breeding Pigs and Slaughter Pigs
– Act No. 173 of 19 March 2001 on Outdoor Keeping of
Pigs
– Executive Order No. 323 of 6 May 2003 on the Protection
of Pigs (as amended)
CATTLE

– Act No. 520 of 26 May 2010 on the Keeping of Dairy
Cattle and Dairy Cow Offspring
– Executive Order No. 756 of 23 June 2010 on the Keeping
of Dairy Cattle and Dairy Cow Offspring
– Executive Order No. 999 of 14 December 1993 on the
Protection of Calves (as amended)
HORSES

– Act No. 528 of 6 June 2007 on the Keeping of Horses
– Executive Order No. 1016 of 21 October 2008 on Ceiling
Height in Stables
– Executive Order No. 1005 of 9 October 2008 on Outdoor
Horses
– Executive Order No. 125 of 2 February 2010 Prohibiting
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Hot Iron Branding of Horses
– Executive Order No. 643 of 25 June 2008 on Public
Liability Insurance for Outdoor Horses
FUR ANIMALS

– Executive Order No. 1734 of 22 December 2006 on the
Protection of Fur Animals
– Act No. 466 of 12 June 2009 on a Ban on Fox Farming
LAYING HENS

– Executive Order No. 533 of 17 June 2002 on the Protec
tion of Laying Hens
BROILERS

– Consolidation Act No. 687 of 22 June 2011 on the Keep
ing of Broilers
– Executive Order No. 757 of 23 June 2010 on the Keeping
of Broilers and the Production of Brood Eggs
– Executive Order No. 245 of 16 March 2010 on Training in
and Qualifications for Keeping Broilers

TRANSPORTATION OF ANIMALS
– Council Regulation (EC) No. 1/2005 of 22 December 2004
on the protection of animals during transport and related
operations (Animal Welfare During Transport Regulation)
– Executive Order No. 1729 of 21 December 2006 on the
Protection of Animals during Transport
– Executive Order No. 674 of 14 July 2003 on the Protection
of Animals at Assembly Centres
– Executive Order No. 1728 of 21 December 2006 on Train
ing in the Transportation of Animals
– Guidelines No. 145 of 21 December 2006 on Council
Regulation (EC) No. 1/2005 of 22 December 2004 on
the protection of animals during transport and related
operations
STUNNING, SLAUGHTER AND KILLING
– Executive Order No. 583 of 6 June 2007 on the Slaughter
and Killing of Animals
– Act No. 269 of 21 April 2004 on a Ban on the Slaughter
and Killing of Pregnant Animals Kept for Farming Purposes
and Horses during the last One Tenth of their Pregnancy
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APPENDIX 3
Sources and links for Chapters 1-8

ACTIVITIES OF THE DANISH CENTRE FOR ANIMAL
WELFARE
–	Link to DCAW at the website of the DVFA: http://www.
foedevarestyrelsen.dk/Dyr/Dyrevelfaerd/Videncenter_for_
dyrevelfaerd
– ‘Kontrol af Dyrevelfærd 2008-2009’ (Animal Welfare Con
trol 2008-2009). Report of the Danish Centre for Animal
Welfare, DVFA, October 2009. Read the report (in Da
nish) at http://www.fodevarestyrelsen.dk/Publikationer/
Alle_publikationer/2010/001.aspx
DEFINITIONS OF AND ATTITUDES TO ANIMAL
WELFARE
–	Lassen, J, P Sandøe and B Forkman: ‘Happy pigs are dirty!
– conflicting perspectives on animal welfare’, Livestock
Science, 2006, 103: 221-230
– Sandøe, P and SB Christiansen: ‘Ethics of animal use’,
Blackwell Publishing, 2008
– Christensen, T, J Dejgård Jensen, HO Hansen and P
Sandøe: ‘Hvordan kan økonomer bidrage til forståelsen
af dyrevelfærd’ (How Can Economists Contribute to the
Understanding of Animal Welfare), Chapter 3 of ‘Landbrugets økonomi 2009’ (Economy of Agriculture 2009),
Published by the Institute of Food and Resource Econom
ics at the University of Copenhagen
–	Link to the website of Welfare Quality®: www.welfare
quality.net

WELFARE ASSESSMENT AND WELFARE CONTROL
– Appleby, MC, and P Sandøe: ‘A philosophical debate on
the nature of well-being: Implications for animal welfare’,
Animal Welfare, 2002, 11: 283-294
– Boissy, A, G Manteuffel, MB Jensen, RO Moe, B Spruijt, LJ
Keeling, C Winckler, B Forkman, I Dimitrov, J Langbein, M
Bakken, I Veissier and A Aubert: ‘Assessment of positive
emotions in animals to improve their welfare’, Physiology
and Behaviour, 2007, 92: 375-397
– Ingemann, R, P Sandøe, P Enemark and B Forkman:
‘Conflicting goals of welfare assessment schemes: a case
study’, Animal Welfare, 2009, 18(4): 487-495
– Keeling, L: ‘An Overview of the Development of the Wel
fare Quality® Project Assessment Systems’, Welfare Qual
ity® Reports No. 12, Cardiff, the UK, 2009
–	Link to the website of Welfare Quality®: www.welfare
quality.net
THE DIFFICULT ENCOUNTER BETWEEN INSPECTOR
AND FARMER
– Read more about Inger Anneberg’s PhD project at http://
pure.au.dk/portal/da/ingera.jacobsen@agrsci.dk
– ‘Dyrevelfærd skal kunne måles’ (Animal Welfare Must Be
Measurable). Interview with Jan Tind Sørensen, Dansk
Veterinærtidsskrift (the official magazine of the Danish
Veterinary Association), 15 March 2010
– ‘Antropolog udforsker samspillet mellem landmand og
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myndighed’ (Anthropologist Investigates the Interaction
between Farmers and Authorities). Interview with Inger
Anneberg, Dansk Veterinærtidsskrift, 1 April 2010
– ‘Små steder, store spørgsmål, innføring i sosialantropologien’ (Small Places, Large Questions, Introduction
to Social Anthropology). Thomas Hylland Eriksen, Oslo
University Publishing, 3rd impression, 2004
OFFICIAL CONTROL OF ANIMAL WELFARE
– Read more about the official control of animal welfare
at the website of the DVFA at http://www.foedevaresty
relsen.dk/Dyr/Dyrevelfaerd/Velfaerdkontrol
– ‘Kontrol af Dyrevelfærd 2008-2009’ (Animal Welfare Con
trol 2008-2009). Report of the Danish Centre for Animal
Welfare, DVFA, October 2009. Read the report (in Dan
ish) at http://www.fodevarestyrelsen.dk/Publikationer/
Alle_publikationer/2010/001.aspx
INCREASED WELFARE CONTROL OF FUR ANIMALS
– ‘Arbejdsgruppen til udarbejdelse af initiativer til øget
kontrol af dyresundhed og dyrevelfærd hos pelsdyravlere’ (Working Group Preparing Initiatives to Increase the
Control of Animal Health and Animal Welfare with Fur
Farmers). Working group report, DVFA, 2010
– Read the working group report (in Danish) at http://www.
foedevarestyrelsen.dk/Dyr/Dyresundhed_og_dyresyg
domme/Sundhedsraadgivning/Mink/

– ‘Stadig plads til forbedringer i udvalgte minkbesætninger’
(Still Room for Improvement at Selected Mink Farms). Press
release from the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries
on 16 March 2011 regarding the inspection campaign of
the Veterinary Task Force at 78 mink farms in 2010
VETERINARY TASK FORCE CAMPAIGNS FOR ANIMAL
WELFARE IN 2010
– Read more about the Veterinary Task Force at the website
of the DVFA at http://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/Dyr/
Dyrevelfaerd/Veterinærrejseholdet/
RESULTS OF ANIMAL WELFARE INSPECTIONS IN 2010
– Read more about the results of previous years’ animal
welfare inspections (in Danish) at the website of the DVFA
at http://www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/Dyr/Dyrevelfaerd/
Velfaerdkontrol/
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APPENDIX 4
Contact details of animal welfare authorities and institutions

DANISH MINISTRY OF FOOD,
AGRICULTURE AND FISHERIES
The Department
Slotsholmsgade 12
DK-1260 Copenhagen V
Denmark
Tel.: +45 33 92 33 01
Fax: +45 33 14 50 42
Email: fvm@fvm.dk
www.fvm.dk
DANISH VETERINARY AND FOOD
ADMINISTRATION
Per Henriksen, Chief Veterinary Officer
Mørkhøj Bygade 19
DK-2860 Søborg
Denmark
Tel.: +45 72 27 69 00
Fax: +45 72 27 65 01
Email: fvst@fvst.dk
www.fvst.dk (in Danish)
www.uk.foedevarestyrelsen.dk

DANISH CENTRE FOR ANIMAL WELFARE
Division for Animal Welfare and Veterinary Medicines
Danish Veterinary and Food Administration
Mørkhøj Bygade 19
DK-2860 Søborg
Denmark
Tel.: +45 72 27 69 00
Email: fvst@fvst.dk
www.fvst.dk/Dyr/Dyrevelfaerd/Videncenter_for_dyrevelfaerd/Sider/
Forside.aspx (in Danish)
www.uk.foedevarestyrelsen.dk/AnimalWelfare/DCAW/Forside.htm
DANISH VETERINARY AND FOOD ADMINISTRATION
REGION WEST
Sønderskovvej 5
DK-8520 Lystrup
Denmark
DANISH VETERINARY AND FOOD ADMINISTRATION
REGION EAST
Søndervang 4
DK-4100 Ringsted
Denmark
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DANISH VETERINARY AND FOOD ADMINISTRATION
MEAT INSPECTION UNIT
Tysklandsvej 7
DK-7100 Vejle
Denmark
DANISH AGRIFISH AGENCY
Nyropsgade 30
DK-1780 Copenhagen V
Denmark
Tel.: +45 33 95 80 00
Fax: +45 33 95 80 80
Email: mail@naturerhverv.dk
www.naturerhverv.dk

UNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN
Hans Henrik Dietz, Head of Department
Department of Large Animal Sciences
Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences
Højbakkegård Allé 5
DK-2630 Taastrup
Denmark
Tel.: +45 35 33 29 38
Fax: +45 35 33 29 44
Email: life@life.ku.dk
AARHUS UNIVERSITY
Klaus Lønne Ingvartsen, Head of Department
Department of Animal Science
Blichers Allé 20
P.O. Box 50
DK-8830 Tjele
Denmark
Tel.: +45 89 99 19 00
Fax: +45 89 99 19 19
Email: djf@agrsci.dk
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Danish Centre for Animal Welfare (DCAW)
in brief
Danish Veterinary
and Food
Administration
Danish
Veterinary
Mørkhøj
Bygade
19
and Food
Administration
DK-2860 Bygade
Søborg 19
Mørkhøj
Denmark
DK-2860 Søborg
Tel.: +45
72 27
Phone:
(+45)
3369
9500
60 00
fvst@fvst.dk
fvst@fvst.dk
www.fvst.dk
www.dvfa.dk

DCAW is a knowledge hub that focuses on providing an overall view of animal
welfare in Denmark. DCAW will enable politicians, industry and other stakeholders
to decide on initiatives to improve animal welfare.
The objective of DCAW is to contribute towards improving animal welfare in
Denmark by:
– Documenting the animal welfare status in Denmark by combining data collected
by authorities with research-based knowledge and activities and data processed
by industry
– Comparing animal welfare conditions in Denmark with those of other European
countries
– Communicating knowledge on animal welfare to relevant stakeholders
– Initiating projects addressing identified problems associated with animal welfare
DCAW is a joint venture between:
– Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries
– Danish Veterinary and Food Administration
– University of Copenhagen
– Aarhus University
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