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“Today [ farm] animals are often mass-produced in factory-like facilities, their bodies shaped in accordance with industrial needs. They pass their entire lives as cogs in a giant production line, and the
length and quality of their existence is determined by the profits and losses of business corporations.” 1
Yuval Noah Harari

1 Yuval Noah Harari (2014). Sapiens: a Brief History of Humankind
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INTRODUCTION
For more than 10,000 years, domesticated animals have lived alongside us. First dogs, then
goats, sheep and cattle: All have shared their life on Earth with humans for millennia.
These animals would now be unable to live freely in nature, because they are smaller than their
wild cousins, lacking claws and sometimes horns, not particularly fast or agile, unable to climb,
docile and tamed. But they have survived the inexorable natural selection process to become
much more numerous than their wild counterparts, because humans domesticated them, protected them, fed them and cared for them. Humanshelped them to survive in exchange for their
labor in the fields, for transport, for their wool to cover and warmth and their milk, eggs and
meat to eat. People selected them over time to be more productive, specialized and adapted to
specific local areas, preserving species and multiplying breeds.
Does this work of selection and protection allow us to consider domesticated animals our property? In other words, do animals have rights? And do humans have obligations towards animals,
irrespective of whether they have rights or not?
These are not simply rhetorical questions. Based on the responses that we give to these questions, we define the level of welfare that we are willing to grant domesticated animals, and justify (or not) their slaughter. These are questions that also concern wild animals, or the animals
we use for human entertainment, in the circuses, in the sports, though in a different way.
J.M. Coetzee, winner of the Nobel Prize for Literature and a strong advocate for animal rights,
gives these words to the character of his alter ego, Elizabeth Costello: “In the olden days the
voice of man, raised in reason, was confronted by the roar of the lion, the bellow of the bull.
Man went to war with the lion and the bull, and after many generations won that war definitely.
Today these creatures have no more power. Animals have only their silence left with which to
confront us.” 2 The silence of prisoners, she adds.
Prisoners. That’s the status we have given to harmless domesticated animals. Even wild animals,
even the most more reactive, face the same threat.
The word prisoners immediately brings to mind intensive factory farms, with thousands of animals, often shut in cages, deprived of any liberty and experiencing great suffering throughout
their lives. Millions of animals raised for our food live in conditions like this. Even though laws
have indisputably recognized that animals can feel emotions and have the right to be free of
suffering, fear, anxiety and hunger, in many farms around the world, animals have no rights.
Would it be better to completely stop animal farming?

Such a radical step would involve the extinction of entire species and breeds, which exist only
to serve human dietary and agricultural needs. Crop growing, inextricably linked to animal
farming, would have to be supported by an immense use of chemicals in order to be sufficiently
productive.
Territories grazed for centuries would lose biodiversity, because the richness of wild plant species, wild avian species and even the life in the subsoil is enriched by ruminants. The whole
ecosystem balance would be affected.
The cultural heritage and identity of many communities, in the West just as much as among
pastoral peoples in the global south, would be lost.

2 J.M.Coetzee (1999) The Lives of Animals
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Paradoxically, doing away with farmed animals would take us further away from nature, at a
time in history when we should instead be moving closer towards nature and reconciling with
it, giving it respect and care.
What we absolutely need to do now, however, is drastically reduce our consumption of meat.
We need to find a different way of farming livestock, based on a more acceptable relationship
with animals, ensuring that they have lives worth being lived, as close as possible to the original
conditions of their species, and giving them an unconscious death.
We must move on from the total indifference that for centuries humanity has showed towards
the condition of animals, and which is finally now crumbling in large swathes of the population.
A new feeling of unease is stirring deep in collective attitudes, united with a growing anxiety
about the animal world. We are talking only about a part of the population, but the paradigm
shift is nonetheless visible. Such a shift tends to grow.
This change needs to be promoted and supported by everyone who, like Slow Food, believes
that the living and farming conditions of animals destined for human consumption must radically improve.
It is time to give animals respect.
We prefer to use the word respect, which we think is more appropriate than “animal welfare,” a
misused term that often attributes animals with human feelings, observing their lives through
eyes that are inevitably alien.
Appeals and campaigns calling for stricter laws are not enough: We need to translate this growing unease into conscious awareness. We need to act, to make choices. The future for this
currently unsteady human-animal relationship within our civilization needs to be based not on
fundamentalist attitudes but a strong, shared approach, guided by respect and empathy. We
need to find the courage not to turn away and pretend not to know what happens every day to
the animals that we farm for our food.

				

Piero Sardo
President of the Slow Food Foundation for Biodiversity
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We have written this document to summarize the position of our movement on animal husbandry in its
many aspects and implications: environmental, health, social, ethical, regulatory, cultural, outlining
the practices in which we recognize ourselves and that we want to promote and safeguard with our
projects and the strength of our communication.
For the time being, we have not dealt with aspects related to the animal welfare of fish species and
bees which will be the subject of a future update of the document.

One Health, One Welfare
Although most countries around the world still raise animals in traditional ways and pastoral
systems are the foundation of many rural economies, most of the meat and milk consumed on
the planet are produced in industrialized countries under intensive systems.
The industrialized animal agriculture of the last seventy years, driven by the ever-increasing demand for meat and dairy products, has produced increasingly large and polluting farms. Cattle,
pigs, and poultry live short, unnatural lives in crowded barns, where stress and suffering can be
regular conditions.
Grazing is rarely possible and grass is increasingly integrated with industrially produced grainbased feeds andmaize silage. Breeding places have moved geographically away from the places
where cereals and legumes were cultivated for their feeding. Reproduction is nearly always
artificial and is based on seeds owned by a few multinationals. Meat and live animals are transported over long distances, often intercontinental.
A system that has overwhelmed small-scale farmers, many of whom live and work with great
difficulty in marginal territories, despite the fact that their work is indispensable for preserving
the balance of the territory and preserving quality agriculture.
Today, intensive industrialized livestock farming accounts for more than 70% of poultry meat,
50% of pork, 40% of beef 3 and 60% of the eggs produced in the world.
The number of animals raised has grown, both at the level of individual farms and at the global
level, driven by demand mainly from Western countries but now rapidly increasing also in emerging countries. The environmental consequences of the industrialized livestock system are serious. According to the FAO, livestock farming and monoculture agricultural systems, largely
linked, produce 14.5% of greenhouse gases globally. 4
Sixty percent of emerging infectious diseases are zoonotic, i.e., transmissible from animals to
humans-from the first case of avian flu, which occurred in 1878, to HIV, Ebola, and Covid-19and they have been on the rise for the past 80 years. The risk of zoonotic disease outbreaks has
increased in tropical areas where land use changes most rapidly and where wildlife .
more easily comes into contact with human communities.
Human pressure on pristine ecosystems and intensive animal husbandry (the most at risk are
intensive chicken or pig farms), with large numbers of animals of low genetic variability, are an
exceptionally effective combination for the emergence and rapid spread of zoonoses. 5
3 https://www.ciwf.org.uk/media/3640540/ciwf_strategic_plan_20132017.pdf
4 https://www.fao.org/3/CA2607EN/ca2607en.pdf
5 https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/18288193/
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A paradigm schift is needed that takes into account the fact that the well-being of farmed animals is closely linked to the health of people and the environment (Garcia Pinillos, 2018): the
farm, in its entirety and complexity, is in fact not only a key element to food production but also
to a positive solution to the challenges that humanity faces in regards to climate crisis, health
and biodiversity. (note : In this regard, the last United Nations Environment Assembly (UNEA) passed
a resolution recognising the link between the environment, sustainable development and animal welfare https://www.awresolution.org/read-the-resolution and committed to producing a report.
Can we imagine beautiful, healthy animals raised by frenetic, aggressive, alienated or inattentive people? How about satisfied, thriving and serene animals in a polluted and unpleasant
environment?
Taking into consideration all of the relationships and syneriges present in an ‘agroecosystem’,
which is the result of human intervention aimed
at agricultural and livestock production, is the only way to promote the physical and psychological wellbeing of humans, farmed livestock, and the balance of ecosystems.
For too long animal welfare has been considered an isolated issue, whereas in reality it can only
be considered in relation to other aspects, such as the health of ecosystems and also the welfare
of the people who farm and consume the products derived from farming.
The One Welfare approach (Garcia Pinillos et al., 2016), which is spreading among technicians,
researchers and breeders, strongly emphasises the need to work so that all these three variables are considered and each is given attention, care and respect, abandoning attitudes that
are sometimes anthropocentric and instead considering the animal world and its needs with a
sense of ethical responsibility. Humans, animals and ecosystems are all equally part of nature.
Health and well-being are therefore only possible if they are guaranteed for everyone.
Soustainable development itself is closely linked to the possibility of triggering parallel positive
mechanisms that are beneficial for people, animals and the ecosystems in which they coexist.
www.onewelfareworld.org
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A denied relationship
One specific consequence of the industrial livestock farming system has been little investigated:
the radical fracture it has generated between animals, humans and their environments.
Farming work, which used to always imply rearing animals as well as growing crops,has been
based on a relationship established with people, nature and animals since the Neolithic period,
domesticating them and raising them for food, labor and clothing, and represented a condition for survival 6, has become in industrial farming settings, aimed at generating an income.
Animals, transformed into means of production, are a cost to be supported in order to make a
profit, a mere tool, not much different from any other piece of farm machinery necessary for
production.
The animals’ relationship with the natural environment and with humans has been overturned.
The fragmentation of life stages, with animals often changing farms several several times over
their lifespan - from the shed where they are born to the farm where they are fattened until the
final stage, the slaughterhouse- does not allow for the establishment of an empathetic relationship between humans and animals. The very high numbers of animals being reared on modern
farms contributes to further distancing two worlds that used to be complementary.
According to some researchers (nota a fondo pagina di frontiers), the behavior of the workers
looking after the animals can have a significant impact on the animals’ state of well-being. The
people who look after animals should be able to anticipate problems, identify when they arise
and resolve them, as well as being able to identify, maintain and encourage a good state of
well-being in the animals.
The motivation and satisfaction of workers, work conditions, policies and organizational rules
are often ignored, aggravating an already increasingly difficult relationship with the animals.
Though good training for workers is essential, it is not always provided. Targeted cognitive-behavioral training should be given, so that workers looking after the animals can improve their
attitudes and behavior. This can lead to a consequent improvement in animal management,
animal well-being and productivity.

Where animal welfare begins
Everything starts from the soil
The role of soils is crucial to producing healthy food. The presence of bacteria,viruses, fungi,
worms, arthropods and many other microscopic living beings in the first 10 inches (25 centimeters) of the earth is closely connected to the farming of healthy animals (Aksoy et al., 2017).
In a healthy soil, the weight of the organisms living in the subsoil can be up to three-quarters
greater than that of the animals living above ground (Preuschen, 1983), while in impoverished
soil fertilizers must be used to constantly compensate for the lack of organic matter. Soil that
contains less than 2% organic matter, as it often occurs in Western countries, is poor, lacking
in structure and degraded, the results of decades of intensive farming based on monocultures
and synthetic products. Today 33% of the Earth’s soils are degraded and over 90% could become
degraded by 2050. 7
Any farm, even the most industrialized, needs soil. All animals eat plants, whether grass and hay
from pastures or grain grown on a field. However, too often feed contains residues of pesticides
6 Mendras, H. (1967), La fin des paysans
7 FAO and ITPS, 2015; IPBES, 2018 https://www.fao.org/about/meetings/soil-erosion-symposium/key-messages/en/
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like weed killers used to facilitate intensive growing practices and monocultures.
The amount of pesticides used worldwide has doubled since 1990. Some of the countries that
use the most, like the USA, Brazil and Argentina, are also the biggest producers of soy and corn
for animal feed. These three countries consume 70% of all the herbicides produced in the world.
In Brazil, 52% of pesticides are used in soybean fields, six times more than in 1990. The amount
of pesticides now being sprayed is nine times higher than 30 years ago. Around half the pesticides used for soy and corn are highly dangerous for human health and detrimental for the environment. The most popular is glyphosate, classified by the International Agency for Research
on Cancer (IARC) as “probably carcinogenic.” The pesticide named “Paraquat”, developed in
1955, has been banned in over 50 countries, but Syngenta and other companies continue to sell
it in countries where regulations and checks are weaker.
Even if the residues in crops do not exceed the indicated danger threshold for daily consumption, the effect of the accumulation of residues in the human body over time is of great concern.
Many studies have highlighted the risks for humans, animals and the ecosystem caused by consumption of or contact with the pesticides used in agriculture. 8
Herbicides and other synthetic chemicals are also responsible for the devastating die-offs of
honeybees 9 , bumblebees, wasps, butterflies and other insects , which we need to pollinate
three-quarters of the leading global food crops. 10
Industrialized agriculture, which underpins the modern livestock farming system, is responsible
for the erosion, desertification and salinization of much of the land used to grow grains and
legumes used for feed. The extensive construction of large farm buildings also reduces the soil’s
drainage.

8 https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214750021001104
9 https://link.springer.com/journal/11356/22/1/page/1, https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25063858/
10 Klein et al. (2007) “Importance of pollinators in changing landscapes for world crops”.
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Animal cities
For many years, the global trend has been an increase in the number of animals and a reduction
in the number of farms. China is at the forefront of concentration in this sector, with 25% of its
dairy farms having more than 30,000 cows, and 50% between 1,000 and 3,000.
In 2013 in the European Union, almost three-quarters (72.2%) of livestock were reared on very
large farms (in nota i.e. higher than a European valuation standard based on the production
value of €100,000). Between 2005 and 2013 the number of livestock units reared in very large
farms increased by almost 10 million to reach 94 million. nota Eurostat data reported on
https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-eu-unit-stateless/2019/02/83254ee1-190212feeding-the-problem-dangerous-intensification-of-animal-farming-in-europe.pdf
In the United States, the number of farms with more than 1,000 cattle increased by 47% , and
there are currently over 8,000. 11
There is no direct relationship between the number of animals being farmed and their well-being. Very large facilities can offer comfortable conditions, and small farms, where in theory it
should be easier to give the animals respect, can instead have unsuitable set-ups that cause
stress and suffering to the animals.
The higher the number of animals, the greater the farm’s impact on the surrounding environment, thanks mostly to gas emissions and excrements.
The production of dung varies depending on the animal species, diet and age. According to a
study by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the amount of excrement that a farm with
1,000 cattle must dispose of is around 9,500 tons a year, the same as a city of over 164,500
inhabitants. A farm with 2,500 dairy cows produces as much feces as a city with a population of
411,000. A 1,000-turkey farm produces the same excrement as a city of 87,700. 12
This excrement, commonly spread on fields, contains nitrogen and phosphorus, which contribute heavily to the pollution of surface water and groundwater. The feces often contain residues
of antimicrobial products (like antibiotics), increasing the health risks for the communities who
live around the farm.
The European Union has issued a directive to try to curb nitrogen pollution (676/1991), which
specifies, that for dairy cattle—the specie with most impact—for every 20 quintals of live
weight, a farm must have a hectare of agricultural land (if the farm is organic, or in a particularly
vulnerable area, it must guarantee for example to bovines one hectare for every two animals). A
farm with a thousand dairy cows must therefore have at least 250 hectares available. But local
regulations allow for the land to be spread out, even dozens of kilometers away, making the
control of dung disposal operations very complicated.
The nitrogen that comes from excrement also pollutes the air surrounding the farm and the
fields on which it is spread. As it decomposes, it releases methane (CH4), ammonia (NH3) and
nitrous oxide (N2O). 13
Ruminants also produce methane through the microorganisms involved in their digestive process.
Though it does not have a direct effect on human health, methane has a global warming potential over 100 years that is 28 times greater than carbon dioxide, while nitrous oxide is 265 times
11 https://bit.ly/3emLzCR
12 https://bit.ly/3emLzCR
13 https://www.ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/ghgp/Global-Warming-Potential-Values%20%28Feb%2016%202016%29_1.pdf
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greater than CO 2 . 14 Over the last 30 years the production of methane in the dairy cow sector has
increased by 27% in the EU. 15

AVERAGE METHANE (CH4 )
EMISSIONS FACTORS
FOR ENTERIC FERMENTATION
(KG CH4 /HEAD/YEAR 2019)
DAIRY CATTLE

130,2
NON DAIRY CATTLE

48,1

SHEEP

7,2
GOATS

5
SWINE

1,5

One of the most serious threats to the health of the communities living in areas with a high
density of intensive livestock farms comes from atmospheric particulate matter (PM).
Recent research carried out in the Po plain in northern Italy, one of the areas of Europe with the
highest density of animals per square kilometer, showed that 95% of secondary atmospheric
particulate forms when the ammonia from the farms reacts to contact with other compounds in
the air. Particulate matter is made up of fibers, carbon particles, metals, silica, liquid and solid
pollutants that end up in the atmosphere due to natural causes or human activities. The most
dangerous have a diameter of less than 10 micrometers (PM10). These include PM2.5, the lightest, which stays longer in the atmosphere before falling to the soil, meaning we breathe in more
of them. Entering deep into our lungs, they increase the risk of asthma, bronchitis, emphysema,
allergies, cancer and heart and circulation problems. 16
14 ibidem
15 https://www.isprambiente.gov.it/files2021/pubblicazioni/rapporti/nir2021_italy_14apr_completo.pdf (pag.206)
16 In Lombardy and Emilia Romagna, the regions with the most polluted air in Italy, more than half of the total deaths in Italy from SARS-CoV-2 have occurred. A research identifies high levels of
PM as a co-additional factor causing lethality of the disease, seei: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749120320601
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PM 2.5 is considered the leading environmental risk factor for health , reportedly causing between
3 million to 4 million premature deaths worldwide each year. 17
Buildings (stables, pots, livestock related constructions...) seal the soil. The covering of the soil
affects the life of microorganisms contained in the soil making it almost sterile. It is very difficult to recover the vitality of a soil that has been sealed for years.
There is another aspect that calls into doubt the possibility of ensuring animal welfare on largescale farms. The larger and more technologically advanced the farm, the less need there is for
workers. The relationship between farmers and animals, a crucial element of animal welfare, is
reduced to the minimum. In these hyper-technological contexts, workers are essentially managing automated machinery that distributes feed and cleans the spaces, and they cannot dedicate
enough time to interacting with the animals, observing them and understanding if they are
stressed, if they are limping, if they are struggling with behavioral or social problems. Contact
with the animals is mediated by sensors, and it is sensors that decide when intervention is
needed.
If the alternative is to have the animals handled by poorly trained and insensitive staff, probably
underpaid and therefore not very motivated, it is better to rely on machinery for certain functions (such as automatic milking machines). But these solutions are very expensive - and therefore not accessible to all - and above all are functional to a production system that, as already
mentioned above, has as its sole objective to increase production and lower costs.
Back to grazing
well-managed pastures are essential both to sustainable animal farming and to ecosystem
management. They represent a crucial element for the care of mountain areas and the regeneration of plains. Without animal farming, the woods would reconquer the space previously
won by human communities in the highlands. The work of herders—which includes tidying the
woods, maintaining streambeds and repairing hydraulic works, like drainage channels and embankments—can be vital to the prevention of wildfires and landslides. Correct grazing practices
can prevent the formation of layers of dry grass, which can facilitate the slipping of snow and
lead to dangerous avalanches in the winter, as well as reducing the penetration of water into the
ground, making it less available in the summer in downstream populated places.
Dry grasses can contribute to the development of fires: this applies to both meadows and undergrowth. Taking good care of the pastures also means rotating animals there according to the
availability of space and the seasons.
The animals’ grazing and excretion generate greater biodiversity and more abundant vegetation, with the former controlling invasive plants and the latter fertilizing the ground.
The dung contributes to the replenishment of the organic substance and of the elements of the
soil that are indispensable for plant growth (nitrogen above all).
Pastures at higher altitudes, where it would be complicated if not impossible to grow crops
for human consumption, limit food competition between animals and humans and ensure the
well-being of meadows and woods thanks to the presence of the farmed animals.

17 https://www.thelancet.com/action/showPdf?pii=S2542-5196%2821%2900350-8
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Permanent pastures in the plains, which sadly have become quite rare, not only have a significant value in terms of landscape but also support a very high level of biodiversity, both vegetal
and animal (pollinating insects, small mammals, birds) and represent important protection for
the groundwater. They are not tilled so as to encourage the natural development of wild plants
without any human input like sowing seeds or applying weedkillers, pesticides or fertilizers.
Farm animals should not be a burden on the earth, but should graze in natural environments,
enrich the agricultural landscape by becoming a symbol of its identity and tangible proof of the
possibility of producing food in an ethically correct way. The adjective “anthropic” is often used
negatively, but in 1961 Emilio Sereni wrote that “all landscapes of vast extent are produced by
farming, herding and forest-tending people,” (NOTA IN FONDO Sereni E. (1961). History of
the Italian Agricultural Landscape) people able to combine the “beautiful” and the “good” for
the production of food through a dynamic conservation of the land. (Nota https://www.fondazioneslowfood.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/cb1854en.pdf).
Let’s save the permanent meadows and pastures
In the last 60 years the amount of land dedicated to pasture in the world has been declining,
after reaching a peak between the end of the 20th century and the start of the 21st. Globally, we
have lost a surface area of pasture equal to the size of Indonesia (more than 8 million square
kilometers or 3 million square miles). In some areas the reduction of pastures has been more
evident: in the last 60 years, permanent pastures have declined in Europe, losing 16% of their
total area, the equivalent of Bulgaria, while in Australia, one of the countries suffering the most
from desertification and climate change, pasture areas have fallen by 32%. 18
All this has been happening in a context of constant increase of animal production. Between
2000 and 2013, the global production of meat and milk from cows, buffalos, goats and sheep
increased by 13% (meat) and 32% (milk). 19 The production of foods of animal origin has become
decoupled from the presence of pastures. 20 In Europe, the reduction of pasture has benefitted
reforestation, which increased by 8% between 1990 and 2015, and monocultures in the plains.
Over time, however, the advancement of the woods (which is proceeding at a rate of 0.6% a
year 21) brings more woody varieties, less suited to feeding livestock, and increases the overall
loss of plant biodiversity. This phenomenon is also aggravated by the effects of climate change,
which in many areas tends to further reduce the quality of pasture. In the Alps there has been
an increase in pastures where hardier grasses grow, less interesting from a livestock perspective. The loss of pastures also threatens wild animal biodiversity, as permanent pastures offer a
refuge for many species of wild animals. Birds for ex. build their nests there (birds are of great
importance because they feed on insects, indirectly protecting crops and our health, as well as
spreading seeds) while pollinating insects need the great variety of flowers found in permanent
pastures.

18 FAO. FAOSTAT data 2019.
19 Fao, 2019
20 Poore J.A.C. (2016). Call for conservation: Abandoned pasture. Vol 351, Issue 6269: 132.
21 Garbarino M. et al. (2020). Contrasting land use legacy effects on forest landscape dynamics in the Italian Alps and the Apennines. Landscape Ecology volume 35: 2679–2694
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Slow Food is laying the foundations of a project which aims to save permanent grasslands by
acting in two directions: on the one hand, lowland farmers, encouraged to convert their land
exploited by monocultures to multi-crop meadows and pastures, and on the other, highland
farmers, who look after the grasslands at higher altitudes, in the mountains, on the plateaus,
in the hills, in the most marginal areas, recognizing and valuing their precious work of environmental conservation. The Slow Food network is called upon to support them by researching and
paying a fair price for their produce.
A solution to climate change
Grazing on permanent pastures also has an important environmental value because it can facilitate the storage of carbon, in some cases even more so than forests (Hopkins & Del Prado,
2007). 22 Animal farming that uses and values these areas can therefore be part of the solution
to climate change. Soil is the greatest carbon sink on earth; its storage capacity is around three
times greater than the atmosphere, four times greater than all anthropogenic emissions and up
to 250 times greater than annual fossil fuel emissions. 23
Forests store carbon in leaves and wood. Fires, which are unfortunately becoming increasingly frequent in various parts of the world, quickly release the sequestered carbon into the air.
Grasslands and pastures store carbon in the soil, in their root systems: even if they burn, they
do not release carbon.
If all grasslands were converted to conventionally cultivated agricultural land (with deep tilling
of the soil and the use of synthetic fertilizers and weed killers, causing a significant reduction
over time of organic matter), carbon stocks in the soil would diminish by about 60%. 24 So-called
“conservative” agricultural practices, aimed at maintaining organic matter in the soil (around
58% of which is organic carbon), can be included in strategies for restoring the health of the
soil, reducing environmental degradation and desertification and increasing the resilience of
agricultural ecosystems to climate change (FAO, 2107). The research by now seems to confirm
that grazing landscapes have the potential to contribute to achieving carbon neutrality. Pastures
seem to compensate for the emissions produced by the animals that graze on them, thanks to
the sequestration of CO 2 in the subsoil (carbon sink). 25
Focusing on grazing obviously also means reconsidering the genetics of the animals raised. Not
all cattle breeds are suitable for grazing. The original Dutch Friesian breed was, while the current Holstein, the result of selections aimed at increasing its productivity, could not do without
feed supplements.

22 Kerlin K. (2018). Grasslands More Reliable Carbon Sink Than Trees. UCDavis, en.ucdavis.edu
23 Bellieni M. et al. (2017). Il contributo dello stoccaggio di carbonio nei suoli agricoli alla mitigazione del cambiamento climatico. Ingegneria dell’Ambiente (The contribution of carbon stocks in
agricultural soils for climate change mitigation). Vol. 4 n. 2: 161-176.
24 Paustian K, Collins H.P., Paul E.A. (1997). Management Controls on Soil Carbon. Chapter in Soil Organic Matter in Temperate Agroecosystems. CRC Press.; Guo L.B. & Gifford R.M. (2002). Soil
carbon stocks and land use change: a meta analysis. Global Change Biology, 8: 345-360.
25 Schuman G.E., Herrick J.E., Janzen H.H. (2000). The dynamics of soil carbon in rangelands. Chapter on The Potential of U.S. Grazing Lands to Sequester Carbon and Mitigate the Greenhouse
Effect. CRC Press
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Presidia store carbon
With the scientific support of INDACO, an environmental consultancy and communication company launched as a spin-off from the University of Siena, Slow Food has carried out environmental analyses of small-scale Slow Food Presidium farms in order to measure their carbon
footprint and environmental impact. The impact of sustainable animal farming, with grazing
on permanent pastures, was compared with the impact of similar production in industrialized
farming systems. Emissions from the production processes were measured through a Life Cycle
Assessment, and their impact (carbon footprint) was calculated in terms of carbon dioxide
(CO 2 eq). The differences shown by the study were significant, with savings of emissions of between 30% and 83%. 26

CO2 EMISSIONS OF EXTENSIVE FARMS COMPARED TO SIMILAR PRODUCTIONS CARRIED OUT IN A CONVENTIONAL
WAY IN INTENSIVE FARMS *.

HAY MILK
LESACH VALLEY
(AUSTRIA)
CHEESE
MOUNTAIN PASTURE
CHEESE MACAGN
PIEDMONT
CATTLE BREED
MAREMMANA
TUSCANY
EGGS FROM HENS
RAISED IN THE OPEN AIR
TO THE PASTURE

EMISSIONS
ANNUAL

CO2 SAVINGS
PER YEAR**

ABSORPTION
ECOSYSTEM
BUSINESS

ANNUAL
COMPENSATION

48 tCO2
year

46.000
km

239
tCO2/year

190
tCO2/year

-31%

126 tCO2
year

154.100
km

1161
tCO2/year

1035
tCO2/year

-83%

180 tCO2
year

36.200
km

748
tCO2/year

568
tCO2/year

-30%

20 tCO2
year

30.200
km

63
tCO2/year

43
tCO2/year

-35%

CO2 SAVINGS
COMPARED TO SIMILAR
PRODUCTION
“CONVENTIONAL” PRODUCTION

*from: Good for the Planet, Good for Our Health (Slow Food/Indaco2, 2018) https://www.slowfood.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/ITA_Indaco_schede-1.pdf
**compared to the GHG production of a similar intensive/conventional farm (to produce the same amount of product) is expressed by converting to emissions of a car
driving a given n. of km					
26 https://www.slowfood.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/ING_Indaco_schede-1.pdf

16

The Animals
Animal Biodiversity
In Europe and North America, local breeds have almost completely disappeared and survive
mainly thanks to small-scale or amateur farmers.
A process which has accelerated in recent decades and which has caused a serious loss of biodiversity. For instance, in the United States, 60% of the cattle raised on large industrial farms,
mainly for meat, now come from just three breeds: Simmental, Hereford and Angus. More than
90% of American dairy cows are Friesian. In Italy they are 74% (doubled in the last 30 years).
Of the 7,745 local animal breeds surveyed by the FAO in 2019, selected by farming communities
around the world over the centuries to ensure the best possible yields in relation to the characteristics of the territories, 594 were already extinct and 26% of the extant local breeds were
classified as being at risk of extinction, with less than 1,000 animals remaining. The situation
is unknown for 67%, almost all from less-developed countries, while only 7% seem not to be at
risk. As of 2010, 25% of poultry breeds, 83% of cattle breeds, 44% of sheep and goat breeds
and 50% of pig breeds were classified as threatened, the category immediately preceding extinction. 27
Today the animals used in intensive breeding are from no more than thirty breeds.
A process accelerated in recent decades that has caused a serious loss of biodiversity.
“Industrial” breeds produce more milk or more meat, and intensive management allows for less
labor: this is the main factor that caused the abandonment of local breeds. The United States
- the second largest milk producer after India 28 - produces 60% more milk with 30% fewer cows
than in the 1960s. That’s because cows give 2.5 times more milk than they did 50 years ago 29 .
Another element that has contributed to the loss of many native breeds or to their weakening,
has been the abandonment of mountain and country areas.
The other drivers behind the loss of local breeds are indiscriminate crossbreeding, a rise in
consanguinity or inbreeding, the introduction of exotic breeds, the lack of public conservation
policies, poor competitiveness with commercial breed yields. Imported breeds often replace
local ones, considered less productive, but then struggle to adapt to the new environment. They
end up being kept in anonymous sheds, often treated with invasive drugs that are dangerous to
the environment and our health. They also tend to need a high input of imported feed, as they
would not survive outdoors and need standardized diets.
Saving local breeds is important for many reasons: economic and environmental, social and cultural. Over the millennia, animal breeds have adapted to different climates and environments
and to hostile conditions (arid, cold, swampy, etc.) and marginal areas, where the presence of
humans can actually help protect the environment. More genetically diverse animal populations
also seem to be less susceptible to large-scale epidemics. Local breeds—more resistant, hardy,
fertile and long-lived, used to getting the most out of poor pastures for millennia—improve
producers’ chances of surviving climate change and allow animals to live a satisfying life outdoors.
Favoring local breeds, which have adapted to a specific geographic area over time, helps preserve biodiversity and demands farming practices that are more respectful of animal welfare .
27 https://www.fao.org/3/CA3129EN/CA3129EN.pdf
28 https://agriprofocus.com/upload/post/CAROLINE-EMOND-min_(1)1573130127.pdf
29 https://extension.umn.edu/dairy-news/dairy-industry-50-years
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The Importance of Choice
If animals graze, this gives them back the possibility of choice, often taken away from them. For
decades intensive livestock farming has been focused on the standardization and repeatability
in time and space of the practices and resources being used. One example is the TMR (total
mixed ration), used in particular for cattle in intensive systems. This single feed contains forages, concentrates, by-products, protein supplements, minerals and water .
In a sustainable animal farming system, however, the biodiversity-rich environment allows the
animal to select the foods they prefer and where to browse, peck or root. Their behavioral needs
are met and they can act differently depending on their age, physiological and emotional state
and the season (Provenza, 2018). This kind of management is closely linked to the use of local
breeds or populations, which have co-evolved genetically with humans and the environment,
creating unparalleled synergies—and efficiency. Hyper-specialized breeds, on the other hand,
selected to live indoors and eat a diet based on protein- feed, would struggle to survive if they
were farmed in an extensive way. Native breeds and extensive farms and/or pastoralism are
therefore closely linked and can generate important advantages, including to the ecosystem,
but they cannot guarantee large quantities of low-cost food.
Social Animals
All farmed animals are “social animals”: Life in a group represents an ethological need and ensures their well-being, satisfaction and joy. Activities like playing and grooming (reciprocal coat
cleaning, brushing away flies or licking each other) are fundamental for learning about social
relationships in a herd and living a secure, healthy life outdoors (Phillips, 2007).
Reproduction should also ideally take place naturally, rather than through artificial insemination. The adult male plays a key role in a herd, giving hierarchical stability and protection. When
this is not possible (due to the use of breeds with limited numbers and few available breeders,
the high risk of inbreeding, the difficulty of managing a male within a herd ), then artificial insemination can be used, to avoid these problems as well as disease transmission.
This “animal society” needs reciprocal, stable relationships and harmonious, on-going interactions between animals and humans. Farmers must win the trust of the herd as well as individual animals through actions and attention able to satisfy their various needs on a daily basis.
For example, the repetition of behavior that produces gratification and satisfies the needs of the
animals is important, because these actions provide constant positive reinforcement.
Instead, on intensive farms, metal, cement and an excessive use of technology define the spaces,
mark the daily rhythms and guide the needs of the animals, debasing the very nature of animal
farming and distancing people from the management of the animals.
At times animals raised extensively seem to act with a level of activity greater than what would
be considered the norm at any given moment. This behavior is called “agency” and is actually
the consequence of an increased level of competency in the animal. Making the most of environmental resources, avoiding dangers and learning from the observation of members of the
same species and the consequences of one’s own behavior are fundamental learning capacities,
necessary for living in a rich and complex environment such as that found on an extensive farm.
It seems as though the ability to express agency produces a positive emotional state in the animals: cows that have learned to open a gate to reach their food have shown an increase in their
heart rate specifically in relation to this learning process (Hagen & Broom, 2004). This positive
emotional activation seems to indicate an awareness of the mastered skill, and therefore an
excitement about this result.
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Mutilations
The adoption of standardized mutilation practices is another characteristic of intensive livestock farms. Keeping large numbers of animals in confined spaces can lead to frustration often
culminating in aggression and certainly causes boredom in animals who are not being stimulated by their surrounding environment. These factors lead to behavior like feather pecking in
chickens, tail and ear biting in pigs and cattle and other ruminants causing injuries with their
horns to assert dominance during feeding or milking. For all species, the management of estrus
becomes a problem in small, confined spaces.
The solution adopted by industrial farming to these issues has been to trim beaks, dock tails
(theoretically forbidden in the EU but actually widely practiced), castrate males and remove
horns, cutting off the parts of the body that can be wounded and those that can cause harm.
While beak trimming in poultry and tail docking and teeth grinding in piglets are practiced
only on industrial farms, it is often possible to find other types of mutilation on outdoor farms
too. These include the castration of pigs and cattle, so that mixed groups of animals that would
otherwise be hard to control can be allowed to graze together, and the nose ringing of pigs, to
stop them rooting and allowing them to be left longer in a field without excessively damaging
the turf. Dehorning is also frequently carried out to reduce the farmer’s risk of injury.
Mutilations in general should be avoided, and extensive farming means they should not be
needed. But avoiding mutilations on intensive farms means carefully revising many other aspects (like the density of the animals, the width of the feeding trough, the internal structure
of enclosures, the homogeneity of the group, etc.), as otherwise there is a paradoxical risk of
worsening the animals’ quality of life.
In the case of pigs, not docking their tails can lead to more attacks and injuries if they are not
given sufficient space to live comfortably and for all animals to access the feeding troughs.
Animal-friendly husbandry should presume that mutilations, if performed, are gradually replaced by a type of management that eliminates the need for them. NOTES EU legislation on
the welfare of pigs (EU Directive 2008/120) requires that caudectomy be restricted as far as
possible (only the veterinarian may authorise it).
Several complex issues surrounding castration must be taken into account. In some countries,
like Italy and Spain, pigs and sometimes also cattle are kept for longer periods of time so that
they reach a greater weight, because their meat is used for traditional charcuterie.
Regardless of the type of farming being practiced, if they are not castrated their hormones
could give the meat in some pig males an unpleasant smell (boar taint), an offensive odor and
flavor perceived when cooking and eating the meat, compromising also the flavor of the processed products. Most high-quality products require large quantities of unsaturated fat, which
are more readily obtained from castrates .
This smell is caused by the production of androstenone and skatole accumulated in the adipose
tissue of growing animals in relation to pubertal development.
Currently, castration (removal of the testicles) is a solution that, if it is performed by properly
trained personnel, using the necessary anesthetics and pain killers, does not have serious consequences on the state of the animal. 75% of male pigs are still surgically castrated in the EU .
Castration might also have positive aspects regarding animal welfare. Indeed, it avoids the
expression of mounting and aggressive behaviors observed in the more restless entire males,
resulting in long-lasting reduced welfare for the dominated animals that are harassed by their
dominant pen mates.
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The administration of the hormone progesterone is instead to be avoided, and in the EU is prohibited by law.
Immunocastration is emerging as an alternative strongly used in Netherlands, Australia, New
Zealand and South America (in particularly Brazil). It consists of the injection of a vaccine containing substances inhibiting the action of male hormones. It is not yet clear what consequences
it may create for consumers over time. At here could be risks for human fertility. Immunocastration also poses a risk to those administering the vaccine because injections have to be repeated
over time, even in adult males that are difficult to handle (the difficult handling of animals could
lead to the vaccine being accidentally injected into the body of the person who is doing the
injecting). 30
Horns are needed
Horns serve various purposes; they are used to defend against predators, establish hierarchies
in the herd, open gaps in the forest undergrowth to find shelter or a place to give birth safely
and regulate body temperature thanks to their dense network of blood vessels and cavities
through which air passes with every nasal inhalation (Neff et al., 2016). This latter reason is why
we find animals with large horns mostly in hot, drought-prone environments, like central Italy
(e.g. Maremmana and Podolica cattle, both Slow Food Presidia) or Rwanda (e.g. Watusi cattle,
an Ark of Taste breed).
Dehorning is commonly practiced even on extensive farms.
Therefore alternatives should be sought to dehorning, and when these are not feasible, the
animals should be bred to be polled (a dominant genetic characteristic, useful for selecting
acorn animals). If dehorning can really not be avoided, it should be carried out by trained and
expert veterinary staff and only in the animals’ first weeks of life, as soon as the horn buds have
formed, using anesthetic and analgesics.
Cooler is Better
Animals must always be able to maintain the right body temperature in all seasons: While nebulizers, fans and forced air circulation systems are necessary in sheds, an extensive farm must
use other cheap, low-input systems that include biodiversity as a resource. Forests or trees
scattered around a field can provide sufficient shade in the summer, while hedges and groves
of trees can provide protection from the wind and other bad weather in the winter. A short, pale
coat increases the ability to transfer heat away from the body, while a dark, thick coat will help
keep in the heat in the colder seasons. The animals’ activity can also be taken into account: Pigs’
poor capacity for thermoregulation (they cannot sweat) can be compensated for by their rooting
activities, which can create a mud hole in which they can roll to mitigate the summer heat and
even control the number of parasites that can attach to their skin.

30 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6912452/

20

Long Live the Animals
The longevity of farmed animals is closely, though indirectly, linked to the quality of life that the
farmer can give them. This makes it an important indicator of a farm’s animal welfare (Bruijnis et
al., 2013). Selling foods of animal origin very cheaply generates economies of scale that oblige
the farmer to send to slaughter increasingly young animals, potentially still productive, but not
with the yields demanded by the economic system of intensive livestock farming. Adult cows can
be important members of a herd, able to rebalance behavior, maintain stable hierarchies and
pass on essential skills (Beilharz & Zeeb, 1982) like recognizing different plants in a pasture and
defending against predators, while giving birth with great autonomy and maintaining a strong
maternal instinct.
A cow from a breed specialized in milk production, fed on an energy-rich diet based on feed,
can produce up to 20 times the amount of milk needed naturally for the health of their calf. This
exploitation means their average lifespan on a farm is just four years. The selection for greater
and greater productivity has increased the size of udders, which can cause walking problems.
Back problems are also often aggravated by paving inside a shed, which can be too hard and
made of smooth and slippery cement. What’s more, dairy cows in intensive farms often never
leave the shed, except for a couple of months when they are in their dry period (when they
cannot be milked and are preparing to give birth) and then often are only allowed in an outdoor paddock where they can move around, rather than being able to graze on a grassy turf
with nutritional value. Meanwhile cows from a non-specialized breed, reared using respectful,
extensive methods, can live for 8 to 14 years.
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THE LIFE EXPECTANCY OF FARM ANIMALS*
NATURAL LIFE
EXPECTANCY

ACTUAL LIFE

Cattle
20 Years

NATURAL LIFE
EXPECTANCY

Dairy cow
5.5 Years

Breeding bull
3 Years

Beef cattle
18-24
Months

Calf (beef)
8 Months

ACTUAL LIFE

Pig
20 Years

Sow
3 Years

NATURAL LIFE
EXPECTANCY

Milk sheep
5 Years

Breeding sheep/ram
3 Years

Lamb intensively
fattened
3-4 Months

Wool sheep
7 Years

Fattening pigs
6-7 Months

Boar
2 Years

ACTUAL LIFE

Sheep
20 Years

NATURAL LIFE
EXPECTANCY

Chicken
8-15 Years

ACTUAL LIFE
Laying hen
20 Month

Broiler
40 Days

Male chicks
1 Day

* Taken from: https://www.four-paws.org/campaigns-topics/topics/farm-animals/age-of-farm-animals

Down with Cages
Over 300 million animals in the European Union still spend all or most of their life imprisoned
in cages, whether sows in farrowing crates, egg-laying hens in so-called “enriched” cages, only
slightly larger than battery cages, or calves confined in individual small enclosures, far from the
rest of the herd, for the first eight weeks of their life. While the European Commission has at
least decided to revise its regulations and ban the use of cages by 2027, the situation in the rest
of the world is still dismal. In Russia, China and Turkey, for example, cages are still commonly
used, while in India, the third-largest producer of eggs in the world, egg-laying hens are kept
primarily in cages in which the space available for each chicken is much less than European
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or American standards 31. In the United States, the world second-largest egg producer, 73% of
egg-laying hens are still reared on battery farms (320 million birds). There are some signs of
change, however: in the last 15 years, free-range egg-laying chickens in the United States have
risen from 3% to 27% of the total. 32
Cages should not be used, even for only one phase of the animal’s life, such as farrowing crates
for sows. As much as genetic selection has sought to create animals that can survive in cages,
we are all well aware that there are no cages, no matter how well managed, that can ensure a
satisfactory level of animal welfare. The ability to move around is vital to ensuring that animals
have a life worth being lived. 33
Young Animals
On intensive livestock farms, calves, lambs and kids are removed from their mothers just a few
hours after birth to avoid them establishing a bond through suckling and early maternal care
and the baby taking milk away from the farm’s production. In dairy farms they are taken away
and placed in individual cages where they are fed on powdered milk or, in the best cases, with
natural milk administered through teat feeders or, rarely, nurse cows. A calf ’s natural need is
to suckle milk eight to twelve times a day, but away from the mother this is not possible. The
separation and loneliness in individual cages generates trauma in calves, further weakening
their delicate immune system: their first weeks of life are often characterized by heavy diarrhea.
After the first two months alone in a singular cage the calves are weaned.and moved to pens
with other calves of the same age. . Males are usually sold first, to be slaughtered or fattened
elsewhere. As for dairy lines, male calves are sold as soon as possible to be used for the production of “white meat calves”.
On beef farms the calves generally remain with their mother for 6 months.
The fate of male lambs is similar to that of dairy calves. They are often slaughtered when they
are still sucking their mother’s milk, at little more than 30 days of life, and sold as “suckling
lambs”, and this definition is used as a synonym of meat quality. Undoubtedly meat at this stage
of development is very tender but certainly not tastier than that of a lamb of at least 3 months
old that has been able to graze and develop more mature meat.
Farmers should pay great attention to the management of young animals, whether calves,
lambs, kid goats or piglets. These are social animals, with a strong need for community and visual and aural connections; the use of individual cages should therefore be avoided. Instead, the
young animals should be kept in enclosures with others of the same age and size, where they
can develop psychologically and emotionally (Neff et al., 2015). Giving the babies colostrum
within 6 hours of birth is essential to the well-being of the animals, as it passes on maternal
immunity, and this should be done as early as possible. The use of milk from the same species,
rather than artificial powdered milk, is preferable, and using wet-nurse animals can help reach
this objective. Muzzles should be avoided(nota in fondo EU does not allow muzzles according
Dir. 2008/119/CE), because reciprocal licking among peers and free access to water and forage
can help ensure a good quality of life during the growing phase.
31 Bracke M.B.M. (2009). Animal Welfare in a Global Perspective - A Survey of Foreign Agricultural Services and case studies on poultry, aquaculture and wildlife. Rapport 240. Wageningen UR
Livestock Research Pub.
32 USDA (2020). Egg Markets Overview. USDA AMS Agricultural Analytics Division
33 D.Van de Veer, Interspecific Justice and Animal Slaughter, 1983
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In the egg industry, approximately 7 billion day-old male chicks are culled worldwide every year
as they do not produce eggs and they do not grow fast enough to be profitable for the meat
market. 34 They are usually killed by suffocation or by being minced alive, then their bodies are
ground up and used to feed other animals.
Selection aimed at increasing productivity means that every hen produces between 250 and 300
eggs a year, maintaining an economically useful trend for just under two years. After this the
number of eggs laid begins to decline, so they are normally killed.
A hen from a native chicken breed will produce around 150 to 180 eggs and only in certain periods of the year (production falls or stops altogether when it is too cold or too hot, when there
are fewer hours of light and during molting, between September and October).
One solution could be the choice of hybrids where the male does put on weight more quickly,
even though this means lower egg productivity for the females. Another option is the use of
tools such as spectroscopes for egg sexing that can tell which eggs contain males before they
hatch.
All Animals are Equal
Oftentimes, different animals will be managed in very different ways on the same farm, leading
to a wide range of levels of quality of life. Beef cattle are pastured while veal calves are fattened
in bare earth cages. On a dairy farm, young or non-lactating cows might be kept outdoors while
those being milked live indoors and are fed unifeed. Often the individuals destined for food
production are managed in a more intensive way, profoundly disconnected from the ecosystem.
We cannot talk about animal welfare if respectful treatment is not guaranteed to all animals on
a farm and during all their different physiological and productive phases.
Nourishment
Most farmed ruminants are now reared in stalls. Fresh grass has mostly disappeared from their
diet and hay is only administered in reduced quantities (between 30% and 50% of dry matter,
whereas a good diet should consist of at least 70% of fresh forage or hay). The rest of the
daily ratio is made up of feed based on mixes of grains and legumes and industrial processing
by-products (meals, bran, tubers, various oils and fats, distillery residues, etc.) and supplemented by mineral salts and other substances.
Animals are often fed corn or grass silage (grass or other green fodder compacted and stored
in airtight conditions, typically in a silo, without first being dried, and used as animal feed in

34 https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0032579119310636?via%3Dihub
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the winter). The silage process stabilizes the bacterial flora, preserving the plant material and
increasing its nutritional potential, but also its acidity,if this feed is not well managed could
causes acidosis in the animals. Silage can give the meat or cheese unpleasant, bitter notes, and
if not produced correctly it can also develop dangerous aflatoxins, molds that are carcinogenic
to humans.
Broilers (chickens bred for meat) fed a high-energy, soy-based diet to make them grow fast and
put on weight will have very fatty meat. According to analyses carried out on chicken breasts
sold in British supermarkets, their fat content was up to three times higher than it was in chicken 40 years ago. 35 Often the fat exceeds the energy provided by protein. 36
Meat and milk yields have risen by 29% and 22% in the last 60 years.
Feed efficiency, in other words the quantity of product that an animal can produce per unit of
food ingested, has also risen constantly, with productivity particularly high in higher-income
countries (beef yields in Africa, Brazil and China, for example, are respectively 40%, 12% and
46% lower than those of Australia).
A good diet must start from proper agronomic management of the land where hay, grains and
legumes are cultivated, as well as pastures. Only a low-input system can ensure good nutritional
value, the absence of chemical residues and the maintenance—or improvement—of soil health.
Animals must be able to access pasture that is appropriately rotated (alternating the grazing
animals with rest periods). They must also be given a proper ration administered based on age
(growing animals require greater concentrations of protein compared to those being fattened
or maintained) and physiological state (for example, breeding males and females after the first
third of their pregnancy need correctly formulated supplementation). Lastly, it is important to
provide the right ratio between forage and concentrated feed provided as a supplement (70%
should be dry matter). These factors can help prevent digestive, metabolic and behavioral disorders. When animals are being kept indoors, the number of daily feedings is vital (the ration
should be divided into multiple distributions), as is suitable feeding through access that allows
homogeneous and constant feeding for all the animals and gradual changes from one type of
diet to another. Lastly, regular access to fresh, clean water throughout the year is an essential
prerequisite to maintaining a good quality of life for farmed animals.
Grass Matters
Though it can vary based on the season and geographical area, generally ruminants must primarily feed on grass in order to live healthy, happy lives. Depriving them of the possibility to
ruminate and graze, to autonomously move from pasture to pasture and to live together with
other herd members outdoors, satisfying the ethological requirements specific to their breed
and species, would mean to condemn them to a truly unnatural life.
As well as ensuring physiological and behavioral advantages, pasturing is also of great nutritional relevance. The grasses found in pastures, particularly permanent ones, are a unique dietary resource for the animals, a living food, unlike preserved forage (hay and silage) and grains,
primarily constituted of dead cells (Molle & Decandia, 2001). Grass, is made of vital, living cells
throughout the growing season, meaning it provides an excellent source of nutrients with a
high biological value: sugars, amino acids, digestible fiber, minerals and vitamins. Friesians
35 The Guardian, It's supposed to be lean cuisine. So why is this chicken fatter than it looks?(2005)
36 Wang Y, Lehane C., Ghebremeskel K., Crawford M.A. (2010). Modern organic and broiler chickens sold for human consumption provide more energy from fat than protein. Public Health Nutrition: 13(3), 400–408.
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reared conventionally indoors, fed conventional feed and silage, will normally be slaughtered
after an average of one and a half births, because they can no longer guarantee a milk yield
sufficient for the farm’s profitability. If instead they are pastured, they produce less milk but
of higher quality, remain strong and active, get sick less and can have as many as seven births.
The hay given to farmed animals rarely comes from multi-species meadows or permanent pastures, but from single-species lowland fields (planted with just one species, usually ryegrass or
alfalfa), and is lacking in nutritional and aromatic substances. It contains protein and carbohydrates, but it does not give particularly intense flavors to the resulting products and has a
less-interesting content of CLA (conjugated linoleic acid) and omega fatty acids .
Permanent pastures, on the other hand, are rich in biodiversity, with anywhere from a few dozen
up to a hundred botanical species, depending on the altitude and the area. The animals who
feed on these plants produce milk rich in aromas, antioxidants like beta-carotene and vitamin E
and more “good” fatty acids—omega-3 s and CLA—than would be found in the milk or cheese
commonly sold in supermarkets. CLA is a polyunsaturated fatty acid that forms in the rumen
of animals and whose anti-carcinogenic, anti-inflammatory and antioxidant properties are well
proven. Omega-3s and omega-6s are polyunsaturated fatty acids that our body cannot produce
on its own but which must come from the diet. They are essential to the composition of our
membranes and vital to the metabolism of cholesterol. Our diets are often unbalanced, with
too much omega-6s, and this tends to be compensated by supplementing foods with omega-3s,
generally derived from fish oil.
A milk with a ratio between omega-6 and omega-3 polyunsaturated fatty acids (n-6 PUFAs/n-3
PUFAs) of between 1:1 and 4:1 can have positive nutritional and health benefits. If the animals
eat fresh grass from permanent mountain pastures, the ratio can even be less than 1:1. 37
No Forced Feeding
In some countries it is allowed to force feed geese and ducks through a process known as “gavage”, in order to produce the iconic “foie gras”. The practice involves inserting a metal tube 8
to 12 inches (20 to 30 centimeters) long into the throat in order to reach the stomach and filling
it with up to 16 ounces (450 grams) of food, an operation that is repeated up to two or three
times a day during the finishing period. The birds’ liver fattens (hepatic steatosis) as a result.
The average weight of the liver of a normally fed duck is 2.7 ounces (76 grams), with a fat content of 6.6%, while the average weight of a force-fed duck ranges from 19 to 35 ounces (550 to
982 grams), with a fat content of 55.8%. Various studies on animal behavior have shown that
this practice causes aversion, discomfort and suffering for the animals 38, but it is still common
in many countries, not just in the EU (where 90% of the world’s production is concentrated)
but also in China, the United States and Canada. 39 Around 37 million ducks and 700,000 geese
are raised for the production of foie gras in the EU alone. 40 Many countries have banned the
production or sale of foie gras, while many organizations and individuals are turning against its
production and consumption.

37 Simopoulos A.P. (2011). Importance of the omega-6/omega-3 balance in health and disease: evolutionary aspects of diet. In: Simopoulos A.P. (Ed.), “Healthy Agriculture, Healthy Nutrition, Healthy
People”. Karger, Washington, D.C., pp. 10-21.
38 https://ec.europa.eu/food/system/files/2020-12/sci-com_scah_out17_en.pdf
39 https://www.eurofoiegras.com/en/the-production/
40 ibidem
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In 2002 the FAO sided against the practice of gavage, stating that the production of foie gras
“raises serious animal welfare issues.” 41 Force feeding to produce foie gras has been banned in
all 29 countries that have ratified the European Convention for the Protection of Animals kept
for Farming Purposes, except those “where it is current practice” 42 (France, Spain, Bulgaria,
Hungary and Belgium).
Slow Food in 2015 opposed the force-feeding of animals and decided not to promote products
made with these practices.
Animal Health
Veterinarians should become co-farmers, providing not only an expert external eye but also
taking a proactive role on the farm, helping farmers to manage the animals and stopping possible imbalances and mistakes to develop into pathologies. Obviously, sick or wounded animals
should be promptly cured and cared for, but the use of non-conventional medicines instead of
veterinary drugs derived from synthetic chemicals should be encouraged (for example, probiotics, prebiotics, symbiotics, essential oils, plant or algae extracts, etc.). Antibiotics and anti-parasite treatments should only be used under veterinary supervision and only when absolutely necessary, never preventatively. Withdrawal periods for drugs should be double what is specified
by law. Animals that graze on permanent pasture are able to select from among the available
biodiversity the plants that they feel can help re-establish their equilibrium, with preventative,
curative and nutritional effects (Engel, 2002). The activity of grazing on multi-species meadows
can therefore be seen as a source of well-being for animals.

Animal Health is our Health
Antibiotic Treatments
Of all the antibiotics used in the world, 73% are used in livestock farming. They are administered
not just to treat illness in animals, but also to prevent it. Intensive farms that house thousands
of animals in confined spaces offer the ideal environment for the rapid spread of pathogens.
In some countries antibiotics are used to encourage weight gain 43 (the first studies that showed
that animals put on weight when given antibiotics date from the 1950s) or to reduce risks linked
to poor hygiene on the farm. The excessive use of antibiotics on the farm—often given in the
feed to the whole herd and not just sick animals—is a major global problem, particularly for
zoonoses, diseases that can be transmitted between humans and animals. Bacteria (E. coli,
Staphylococcus aureus, salmonella, campylobacter) are constantly adapting to new conditions,
developing resistant genes that pass to other bacteria and from species to species. Resistance
transfers from animals to humans because the molecules used in antibiotic drugs are the same.
This means that antibiotics become increasingly less effective in treating infections. According
to a report by the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) 44, the number of pathogens resistant
to more than one antibiotic (multidrug resistance) is constantly growing.

41 FAO (2002) Goose Production. FAO animal production and health paper 154, chapter 11. Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations. https://www.fao.org/3/y4359e/y4359e0d.htm#bm13
42 https://web.archive.org/web/20090401220339/http://www.coe.int/t/e/legal_affairs/legal_co-operation/biological_safety%2C_use_of_animals/farming/Rec%20Muscovy%20ducks%20E%20
1999.asp
43 The use to improve the performance of farm animals is allowed in Brazil, while in the EU it is prohibited.
44 EFSA (2020). The European Union Summary Report on Antimicrobial Resistance in zoonotic and indicator bacteria from humans, animals and food in 2017/2018. EFSA Journal, 18(3).
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Antimicrobial resistance (AMR) is predicted to become the leading cause of death for humans
by 2050, able to kill 10 million people a year. 45
Antibiotic-resistant pathogens have been found in 51% of samples of poultry sold by the biggest
producers in five European countries SOURCE. In 35% of cases, bacteria were found that were
resistant even to what are considered “last-resort” drugs, classified as HP-CIAs (highest-priority
critically important antibiotics), those used when more common antibiotics are not working.
A report from the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) in the United States shows that
American farmers use 42% of all the medically important antibiotics, those used for humans, on
animals, and administer them between three and six times more frequently than many of their
European counterparts. Cargill, JBS, Tyson Foods and National Beef control over 80% of the beef
market in the USA. Not one of these multinationals has adopted practices aimed at avoiding the
routine use of antibiotics. 46
The greatest concern linked to animal health is the widespread treatment of animals with antibiotics that are of crucial importance to humans, like third-generation cephalosporins and
fluoroquinolones, and the long-term use in feed of antibiotics of medical importance, like colistin, tetracyclines and macrolides. Drugs are regularly administered to animals to prevent diseases that are often caused by an incorrect diet, insufficient space and genetic selection aimed
at high productivity rather than hardiness. Globally, agriculture uses quantities of antibiotics
that are four times higher than those used for humans. A better training in the use of antimicrobials would be necessary. In addition, good management practices, could avoid misuse
not only of drugs.
Resistant microbes can end up inside humans not only from eating meat and other animal products that contain them and foods that have come into contact with animal excretions, but also
from working with meat or being in environments where the meat has released them, or from
being in contact with the animals’ urine, feces, saliva, mucus or blood, or even with insects or
parasites that have been on the animals (fleas, ticks, mosquitoes). The risk of contracting antibiotic-resistant pathogens is a hundred times higher for veterinarians, slaughterhouse workers,
farmers and those living close to farms. If the groundwater becomes contaminated, then even
a glass of water can be a source of transmission. 47 The genes that cause resistance can live on
in the stomach of the person who has ingested them, rendering future treatments ineffective.
Every year 700,000 people around the world die because of bacterial infections that could not
be treated due to the resistance developed to antibiotics. If we cannot rely on the effectiveness
of these drugs in the future, it will become increasingly harder to fight serious illness. At the
same time, many patents have expired and this will facilitate the release of more antibiotics
onto the market at lower prices.
Researchers predict that without governmental controls, there will be an increase in the use of
antibiotics in the livestock industry of 67% between 2010 and 2030, and that consumption will
double in the poultry and pig sectors. 48 Antibiotic resistance is highest on farms in India and
China, but is also growing quickly in Brazil and Kenya, mainly due to excessive or inappropriate
use of antimicrobials.
On January 28, 2022, the EU will ban the use of antibiotics for farmed animals when they are not
sick, 49 meaning the ban will cover mass preventive treatments.
45 O'Neill J. (2014). Antimicrobial Resistance: Tackling a crisis for the health and wealth of nations. The Review on Antimicrobial Resistance. UK Prime Minister Press.
46 https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/better-burgers-antibiotics-ib.pdf
47 https://www.cdc.gov/onehealth/basics/zoonotic-diseases.html
48 http://www.fao.org/antimicrobial-resistance/key-sectors/animal-production/en/
49 https://www.efsa.europa.eu/it/news/use-antibiotics-animals-decreasing
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The EU has already seen a fall in the use of antibiotics on European farms, and this will be an
important step towards the regulation of antibiotics in the bloc.
Hormones
In some countries, farmed animals are given hormones. Already in the 1950s 50, the US Food
and Drug Administration (FDA) approved a series of steroid hormone drugs for use in beef cattle
and sheep, including natural estrogens, progesterone, testosterone and their synthetic versions. These drugs boost the growth rate of animals and the efficiency with which they convert
their food into meat, with obvious reductions in production costs. In the USA they can be bought
without a prescription and used without veterinary oversight and there are no set withdrawal
periods prior to the consumption of the final products. They are not allowed for dairy cattle,
poultry and pigs and cannot be given to calves.
A study from the University of Iowa showed that, depending on the type of implant and the age
and sex of the animal, these growth promotants will improve growth rates from 10% to 20% and
decrease the cost of beef production by 5% to 10% 51.
The EU has banned 52 the use of hormones in beef based on studies that have shown the carcinogenic nature of some hormones, the possibility of effects on the human reproductive system and
the persistent questions surrounding the link between the consumption of hormones in animal
products and early puberty, not to mention the possible effects of ecosystem contamination.
Japan, Canada, Australia and New Zealand do not allow synthetic hormones known as rBGH (recombinant bovine growth hormones) because they can cause an increase of a hormone called
IGF-1 in cow’s milk, which numerous studies have shown is an important risk factor in the
growth of breast, prostate and colon tumors. 53
As we wait for the world’s governments to wake up to the risks for humans and animals of using
antibiotics and hormones and to impose legislation that can safeguard their health, it should
be remembered that many animal pathologies can be effectively cured using natural treatments
or vaccinations.

Slaughtering
A farm that cares about maintaining a high level of animal welfare must take into careful consideration all of the phases that precede slaughter, particularly when hardy local breeds are
farmed extensively. The ethological needs of these animals are very different from those farmed
intensively: Due to their genetics and a life spent outdoors, they are not used to mechanized
restraint and transport systems. This is why the processes of loading, unloading and slaughter
must be organized differently. In general, it is best to always choose slaughterhouses close to
the farm, where it is possible to have more control over operations. Slaughtering should be
carried out using appropriate means and by trained workers, able to use tools and procedures
that do not cause unnecessary suffering, stress or fear. The animals should be stunned before
killing.
The closure of small local slaughterhouses and their replacement by a few large slaughtering
hubs is one of the main reasons behind the reduction of small-scale livestock farms and an
50 Antimicrob Resist Infect Control. 21 ottobre 2019; 8: 158
51 https://www.iowabeefcenter.org/information/IBC48.pdf
52 https://ec.europa.eu/food/safety/chemical-safety/hormones-meat_en
53 https://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/issues/1044/rbgh/about-rbgh

29

obstacle to the preservation of native breeds and the development of extensive, grass-fed livestock farming. This trend can be seen in many countries.
In the United Kingdom, the number of slaughterhouses fell from 1,900 in 1971 to 249 in 2018. 54
There are 1,362 55 slaughterhouses active in Italy now, essentially private and concentrated in
the northern regions. In 1982, a network of 1,900 communal slaughterhouses guaranteed a
service that was well spread around the country, but by 1999 their numbers had fallen to just
376 56. In subsequent years the need for restructuring to meet EU regulations led to a growing
concentration, with the closure of many small facilities with limited capacity.
Ideally, the animals would be slaughtered directly on the farm, thanks to mobile slaughter houses, an essential measure to meet animal welfare needs particularly on small-scale, extensive
farms, with the carcass then possibly transported to the slaughterhouse, whether owned by the
farm or local.

Transport
The number of animals sold alive has progressively increased, and in 2017 over 2 million animals were transported over long distances, including intercontinentally. In general over the
last 30 years the distances travelled by animals in order to be sold at markets or simply to be
slaughtered have doubled. 57
Poultry are the most commonly sold, but other species are too; pigs are primarily destined for
the United States and Poland, while the majority of cows, sheep and goats are sold on the market in Arab countries.
In the EU, around 70% of animals are moved from one member state to another, with each
country managing a different phase of the value chain. Piglets born in Denmark, for example,
are often brought to Poland to be fattened at a lower cost.
1.037 billion farm animals are transported within the EU every year, including a billion chickens
and other poultry species and 37 million cows, pigs, sheep, goats and horses. Of these, 8 million
must undergo journeys of over 8 hours, and travel times of 30 hours or more are not uncommon. In some cases they could even be as long as 96 hours. 58
Transport by land is limited to a maximum of 8 hours a day, which is still a long time. In what is
one of the world’s biggest meat markets, the time that animals spend traveling to the slaughterhouse or to be sold is constantly increasing. The reasons are various and include the fall in the
number of local slaughterhouses and the cheaper costs of fattening animals in other countries.
For animals transported by sea, there is no time limit. Their journeys could last weeks (and
sometimes end in tragedy, like the New Zealand ship which sank due to a typhoon in 2020 with
a load of 5,800 cattle on their way to China or the Romanian cargo vessel which sank in the
same year in the Black Sea with 14,000 sheep on board ) 59. China is the destination for a third
of global live-animal imports.

54 https://sustainablefoodtrust.org/articles/why-britain-needs-small-abattoirs/
55 https://www.salute.gov.it/consultazioneStabilimenti/ConsultazioneStabilimentiServlet?ACTION=gestioneSingolaCategoria&idNormativa=2&idCategoria=1
56 https://www.isprambiente.gov.it/files/ippc/lg-mtd-macelli-carcasse-12settembre2005.pdf
57 FAO (2006) http://www.fao.org/docrep/010/a0701e/a0701e00.HTM
58 https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2020/646170/EPRS_ATA(2020)646170_EN.pdf
59 https://euobserver.com/world/151394
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Transport and connected operations can be a considerable source of stress and suffering for
animals. This is why animals should be farmed and slaughtered close to their place of birth (FVE,
2008).
Transport over long distances should be avoided, especially of unweaned animals, as it is very
difficult to ensure the animals’ comfort and well-being during the journey.

Labeling animal welfare
The regulations of organic and biodynamic agriculture provide for better breeding conditions:
larger spaces, the possibility to exercise outdoors, prohibition of mutilations, slaughter of older
animals, GMO-free food.
On the other hand, there are not many experiences of labeling regulations aimed at making
consumers aware of farming conditions.
The positive experience of the European regulation on eggs that imposed a code on the egg
shell to make immediately identifiable the type of farming (0=organic, 1=outdoors, 2=on the
ground and 3=in cage) does not seem be easily replicable for meat, due to different national
schemes and sensitivities on the issue.
In the Netherlands, for example, there is the BeterLeven label with three levels of quality represented by stars (3 stars=bio), chosen by 70 to 81% of consumers. In France there is the Label
Rouge for chicken meat produced on small-scale animal-friendly farms. In Denmark there is
Bedre Dyrevelfaerd with hearts as a symbol (1 heart, the lowest level, however provides for high
standards such as no cages, higher than the basic regulation).
In Italy, in 2020 CIWF and Legambiente presented a labeling proposal that identifies with icons
5 farming methods (organic, free-range, 2 semi-intensive indoor, intensive) for pigs and dairy
cows, but for the moment it has not yet been approved.
Voluntary animal welfare labels, on the other hand, must be based on clear parameters for
assessing the level of welfare. There is a real risk that control schemes that are suitable for assessing large-scale intensive farms are also applied to extensive or small-scale farms and end
up penalizing the latters. Many of the checklists commonly used are based on the verification of
structural or biosecurity aspects of facilities, rather than on animal-based indicators. 60
Since 2011 Slow Food has been promoting and implementing the Narrative Label, with the aim
to tell the full story about the product and build a stronger connection and trust between the
producer and the consumer. Such a label portrays information describing the local area where
the product is produced, as well as sensory properties, the cultivation or farming practices, the
processing techniques. For example, the label of a cheese describes the breed of animal from
which the milk comes, the type of farming and feeding of the animals (and whether the fodder
and feed are produced by the producer or certified GM free), the area of grazing, the practices
that guarantee the welfare of the animals, the processing and characteristics, the place and
time of maturing).

60 Animal-based indicators refer to a physical indicator (e.g., a high percentage of animals in the barn exhibiting lameness or a state of excessive fear of the animal when approaching a person)
that is an incontrovertible sign of physical discomfort or suffering.
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Animal Welfare Policy in the European Union:
Where Are We Now and Where Are We Heading?
Since the late 1970s, the European Union has been setting rules for animal welfare as it is an
issue of growing importance to European citizens. Ethical and environmental concerns related
to the exploitation of animals in an industrialized food system have also shed light on the need
to regulate the ways animals are farmed. In addition, better animals’ welfare means fewer
medical treatments for animals, and a lower risk of diseases. Since the 70s, the legislation has
developed and expanded its coverage in response to political, market, and citizens’ demands as
well as scientific and ethical developments.
The first legislation (1974) regulated the slaughter of animals. It was progressively extended
to the transport of animals and different types of animal production. A major step was done
when under article 13 of the Treaty of the Functioning European Union (Lisbon 2009), animals
were recognised as sentient beings, and in consequence, the EU and the Member States must
pay due regard to the welfare requirements of animals when preparing and implementing EU
policies.
Today, legislation on the protection of farm animals covers all the different steps of production
from farming itself, to transport and killing. Farming activities are covered by five directives
which impose minimum standards while the transport and the killing of animals are covered by
regulations which set up similar requirements for all Member States.
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These directives and regulations are:
• Directive 98/58: All farmed animals
The earliest and most important directive, which regulates the protection of animals kept for
farming purposes providing general rules for the protection of animals of all species kept for
the production of food, wool, skin or fur or for other farming purposes.
These rules reflect the so-called ‘Five Freedoms’: based on the European Convention for the
Protection of Animals kept for Farming Purposes
• Freedom from hunger and thirst
•Freedom from discomfort
• Freedom from pain, injury and disease
• Freedom to express normal behaviour
• Freedom from fear and distress
Other directives and regulations are more specific to either a species, or to a phase of animal
farming.
• Directive 2008/119: Calves
• Directive 2007/43: Chickens kept for meat production
• Directive 1999/74: Laying hens
●

Directive 2008/120: Pigs

●

Regulation 1/2005: Animal transport

●

Regulation 1099/2009: Killing of animals

The European Union’s Strategy for the Protection and Welfare of Animals published in 2012
outlined the EU’s vision for animal welfare until 2015 (the Commission is currently working on a
new strategy; since 2015 there is a strategy gap which is also a signal of the low political priority
that has been given so fare to the topic). While the Strategy demonstrated the EU’s commitment to the issue, many areas were not addressed (for example, long-distance animal transport, labelling, well-being of dairy cows, use of antibiotics), as also highlighted by an external
evaluation published in 2021. It was found that the majority of problems and drivers of poor
animal welfare conditions identified by the strategy as relevant in 2012 remain relevant today.
The evaluation highlights lack of compliance to EU laws among Member States, the excessive
complexity of animal welfare rules, the missing synergies with the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) and other policy areas such as fisheries, trade, environment, and transport, as well as
the legislative gaps regarding the protection of certain animal species for which no rule exists
at EU level (for example, fish). Furthermore, the evaluation found that consumers have limited
information concerning animal welfare when buying products.
In the meantime, some steps have been achieved over the years: barren battery cages for hens
have been outlawed from 2012, as have sow stalls (after the first few weeks of pregnancy), and
the tethering of sows and veal crates allowing the animals to move around and interact socially
with others. Also, the recent citizens’ demand for phasing out the use of cages in animal farming
has been welcomed by the European Commission and European Parliament, giving hope that
new legislation will be enacted to finally put an end to the use of cages in the EU.
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However, much remains to be done and at the heart of the problem lay a dominant industrial
agriculture model which in most cases treats farms as factories and food as commodities. In
addition, issues of enforcement and implementation of EU rules at the Member State level.
More broadly, the support given to industrial food systems which operate with very intensive
standards exploiting animals as if they were commodities and production machines, embedded
in the Common Agricultural Policy (through hectare-based subsidies that favour intensification
and industrial methods), represents a strong barrier to a truly sustainable animal farming model that respect animals, humans, and the planet This implies as well a need for clear political
commitments and targets to reduce the production and consumption of meat, dairy and eggs,
as to shift towards a different model of production for animal products. As long as productivism
as main goal for EU agricultural policy is not seriously called into question, changes to animal
welfare rules will continue to fall short of significantly improve animal lives.
For the EU to transition towards sustainable food systems, animal welfare must be placed at the
core of any future food or farming policy, starting with the EU Farm to Fork Strategy.
Below are the most relevant and recent developments in the area of animal welfare in the European Union.
The EU Farm to Fork Strategy – a strong commitment for 2020-2030
With the arrival of Ursula von der Leyen’s European Commission in 2019, animal welfare has
found a central space in EU food policy commitments and is finally considered one of the core
elements of the necessary transition towards sustainable food systems. In December 2019,
the European Commission presented its flagship European Green Deal, an umbrella strategy
to make the EU’s economy sustainable by turning climate and environmental challenges into
opportunities and making the transition just and inclusive for all.
The EU Green Deal is composed of several regulations and strategies addressing interconnected
policy sectors, two of which will play a significant role in transforming our food systems: the EU
Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 and the Farm to Fork Strategy published on 20 May 2020 which
Slow Food has analysed in detail in its policy brief “What do the new EU Farm to Fork and Biodiversity Strategies mean for Slow Food?”.
The Farm to Fork Strategy is a 10-year plan to accelerate the transition to a sustainable food
system by taking an integrated approach and addresses the environmental, agricultural, and
public health aspects of food. It lists 27 measures in its Action Plan which it says will pave the
way for greener food production, healthier and more sustainable diets, and less food waste.
Among the measures, several pertain to improving animal welfare conditions and animal farming in general.
Importantly, the Commission has shown concrete commitment to the issue by announcing an
evaluation and revision of the existing animal welfare legislation (including on animal transport
and slaughter of animals) due for 2023, and will consider options for the animal welfare labelling, which today remains voluntary and largely unregulated, leaving companies to use unclear
claims, and Member states developing their own voluntary schemes.
More generally the EU Farm to Fork Strategy states that “there is an urgent need to reduce dependency on pesticides and antimicrobials, reduce excess fertilisation, increase organic farming, improve animal welfare, and reverse biodiversity loss.”
With these words, the European Commission is making a clear pledge for animal welfare in the
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EU. However, the commitments under EU Farm to Fork Strategy, whilst going in the right direction, need to be translated into legislation and adopted by the European Parliament and Council
of the EU in order to become binding; the coming months and years will be crucial to influence
this process and to make sure that the revised animal welfare legislation (expected for 2023) is
equipped to face the challenges of food sustainability as well as ethical issues.
ECI End of Cage Age- the power of citizens to demand policy change
The ‘End the Cage Age’ European Citizens Initiative (ECI - a tool proposed by the European
Commission to enhance citizens’ direct participation in policy making) was launched on 11 September 2018 by a coalition of NGO with the goal of collecting 1 million EU citizen signatures
within a year. The ECI (which takes the form of a public petition), had one clear demand: to ban
the use of cages in animal farming across the EU, as cages have been demonstrated to seriously
impede on farmed animals’ wellbeing and natural behaviours. With the support of over 170
organisations, among which Slow Food, the ECI exceeded its goal and reached over 1.4 million
validated signatures in 12 months, demonstrating EU citizens’ desire for animal-friendly food.
Specifically, the “End the Cage Age” ECI   called on the European Commission to propose legislation to prohibit:
• the use of cages for laying hens, rabbits, pullets, broiler breeders, layer breeders, quail,
ducks, and geese;
• farrowing crates for sows;
• sow stalls, where not already prohibited;
• individual calf pens, where not already prohibited.
As a response to this strong citizen mobilization, in the summer 2021 the European Commission
announced its intention to put forward a legislative proposal to “phase out and finally prohibit
the use of cages for all the animal species and categories referred to in the initiative” by 2023:
The initiative also aimed to address imported products, meaning that the same rule on the use
of cages should be applied to products imported to the European Union. This proposal will have
to gain the approval of the European Parliament and Member States before coming into effect.
This response is a clear sign that the European Commission sees animal welfare as a central
aspect of sustainable food systems. In addition, this ECI has demonstrated that public pressure
and coordinated action among civil society organisations can lead to great policy changes and
represents a successful example of democratic and collective action in changing the food system towards more sustainable and ethical/fair practices.
Animal Welfare Labelling - potential and limitations
Slow Food defends citizens’ right to know how the food on their plate is produced, where it
comes from, and under which conditions; yet resistance from food and agriculture industries to
be transparent about this information continues to make it difficult for citizens to be properly
informed. The lack of a robust and transparent labelling system prevents consumers from making conscious food choices and does not properly reward farmers that choose more animal-welfare friendly systems.
Currently, little information regarding animal’s lives is required in the EU, and only for a limited
number of products: an indication of origin (place of birth, rearing and slaughter) has been
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mandatory for unprocessed meat from cattle, pigs, sheep and goats and poultry, but the same
does not apply for processed products. The same indications only apply to processed products
in the case of pork cured meats and there are exemptions for minced meat; derogations are in
place for minced meat. In addition, this indication does not give information about welfare,
but only about origin. At present, there is only one EU-wide compulsory system of labelling on
animal welfare, which applies to table eggs and defines different production methods (cages,
free range, barn, etc.)
Member States have the possibility to go beyond the EU standards, and impose further requirements. Denmark, for instance, has implemented an animal welfare label for fresh pork products
in 2017 (which expanded to beef and poultry in 2019). Private labels and certifications currently
have a leading role in providing information to consumers, but often risk providing partial and/
or unclear information.
The current lack of legislative harmonisation on animal welfare labelling (which poses serious
limits for the right of consumers to know how their food is produced and allows for the development of different schemes with different rules across the EU), might change in the coming years. In its Farm to Fork Strategy, the EU Commission referred to labelling as “a central
instrument to provide consumers high-quality information, regarding the sustainability level of
food production, the nutritional value of food items, as well as consumer information related to
animal welfare”.
Following mounting pressure from civil society, the European Commission has established a
working group dedicated to developing options for animal welfare labelling within the EU Animal Welfare Platform (Slow Food has been member of the Platform since 2017).
The working group on animal welfare labelling presented the main conclusions of their work
in June 2021: it identified animal welfare labelling as an important information for consumers, which allows to differentiate businesses which follow higher standards. The group rightly
identified the whole cycle of production as scope for labelling, but called for a voluntary rather
than mandatory approach, citing the reluctance of Member States as the strongest barrier to a
compulsory one.
Labels that aim to inform consumers about their food, including on animal welfare, face considerable challenges to inform in a systematic and exhaustive way. It is very complicated to
strike the right balance between providing clear and simple information to consumers to make
choices easier and informing them properly about the implications of their food choices.
Slow Food believes that:
• Animal welfare labelling should go beyond informing on the farming method (such as outdoor/indoors, grazing vs fed) but should rather aim to include all aspects of the animal’s life
cycle, like transport and slaughter conditions, as well as information regarding feed type and
origin, living conditions, animal density, etc.
• Animal welfare labelling systems must be designed in a way that push producers to go beyond
the minimum legal requirements; they should avoid that basic compliance with the minimum
legal requirements regarding animal welfare to be used to promote the increased consumption
of animal products.
Live Animal Transport – lagging behind?
Every year, millions of live animals are transported within and outside European Union territory.
Animals transport occurs for transporting animals for slaughter, for breeding purposes, from
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one farm to another, for fattening, etc and it is often the result of the high specialisation of production cycles: for example, a region is specialized in breeding, another one in fattening, and
another one in slaughtering and processing. In other cases, the reason is trade: on the market
animals are expected to be sold alive.
Approximately 3.5 million sheep and goats, 4.3 million head of cattle, 33.4 million pigs, and
1 000 million poultry were traded alive between EU countries in 2018 according to the EPRS |
European Parliamentary Research Service, while for extra EU transport it is less of 10% of these
numbers. As reported in the Meat Atlas 2021, on a global level, live animal transport has been
rising steadily, with almost 2 billion animals traded in 2017. And while in the EU land transport
has a limit of 8 hours a day, there is no time limit for waterways travels: their journey may last
for weeks.
Inevitably, every journey cause sufferance. The main concerns relating to live animal transport
pertains to: stress (animals are sentient beings, and are not used to be moved on vehicles),
overcrowding (animals are normally crammed in small spaces for the travels), exhaustion and
dehydration (especially in the hottest summer months); unexpected situation can cause a prolongment of the trip, incidents can occur where animals lose their lives. In addition, live animal
transport favours the spread of illnesses and diseases.
EU legislation regulates the protection of animals during transport, with a set of good principles, such as avoiding long journeys whenever possible, avoid injuries and undue suffering,
and making not only the transporter, but all actors involved (farmers, traders, slaughterhouses)
accountable for the travel conditions. However, investigations through the years have shed
light on the horrible conditions in which animals are transported and raise ethical concerns and
doubts on whether the regulation is fit for purpose.
As a reaction, in 2020 the European Parliament has set up a “Committee of inquiry on animal
transport” to investigate “alleged violations in the application of European Union law on the
protection of animals during transport and related operations within and outside the EU” .
The move, which was very welcomed by Slow Food and animal welfare organisations, has generated a momentum and Member States and the European Commission are now taking steps to
change the status quo, by a potential revision of the animal transport legislation as part of the
Farm to Fork Strategy.
The EU must commit to drastically limiting live-animal transport to distant slaughterhouses
and long journeys by supporting the availability of facilities in the proximity of farms and by
strengthening staff skills and competencies also by simplifying paper-based procedures and
structural requirements. Well-managed mobile slaughterhouses and on-farm slaughter should
be developed as they considerably improve EU animal welfare standards and avoid long journeys to slaughterhouses
An immediate result would be the strengthening local food systems in a way that they become
more resilient; farmers would be more connected to their territories and consumers more aware
of where their meat comes from.
Political Demands:
In light of the analysis of the political developments in the field of animal welfare, and in line
with the philosophy that encompasses all Slow Food projects with farmers, producers, activists,
experts, cooks, etc, who are part of the Slow Food international movement, below are the main
political demands that we are going to advocate for in the oncoming years.
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Slow food calls on the European Union to:
• Explicitly acknowledge that overproduction and overconsumption of animal products, and
intensive animal farming are at the root of poor animal welfare, and that a system change is
needed in order to transition towards agroecological farming, for a healthier, more sustainable
and more animal friendly food systems. Less and better to remain the guiding principle.
• Build better synergies between animal welfare legislation and other European policies such
as the Common Agricultural Policy, the Green Deal through the Farm to Fork and Biodiversity
Strategies, Trade Agreements, Fit for 55 Climate Package, Europe Beating Cancer Plan, etc
• On the longer term, aim for a Common Food Policy that includes animal welfare as central and
systemic issue to also address related challenges (climate change, biodiversity loss, soil health,
rural development, just to mention some)
• Adopt the one welfare approach as guiding principle for animal welfare policies.
• Acknowledge domesticated animals’ biodiversity essential role for better animal welfare and
preserve and support the farming of locally adapted and biodiverse breeds, as also referred to
in the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2030.
• Facilitate the establishment and uptake of small-scale and/or mobile slaughterhouses to avoid
suffering of animals during transport and end of life stress.
• Support farmers in the transition to agroecology and animal friendly practices
• Provide better information to consumers on the different stages of the animal’s lives, including living conditions and feed origin.
• Phase out the use of cages in animal farming.
• Use appropriately technology as the key for improved animal welfare and sustainability
• Include fish in the animal welfare legislation.
• End of live animal exports outside the EU and stricter rules for intra EU transport (reduce
transport time, space allowances, prohibition of transport of unweaned animals)
• Impose these same standards on products coming from abroad, through a revision of the General Farming Directive 98/58 for imports coming into the EU to adhere to the same standards,
so as to protect farmers from unfair competition, avoid incoherencies with what is being done
in the EU and contribute to improve animal welfare conditions and sustainable food systems
globally. Importantly, Trade Deals should reflect these standards.

Slow Food Projects
Ark of Taste
Since starting the Ark of Taste project in 1996, Slow Food has been publicizing the risk of
extinction of thousands of animal breeds and varieties of fruits, vegetables and legumes, as
well as cheeses, breads, traditional sweets and all the artisanal knowledge required for their
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production. Already two decades ago, Slow Food was aware of the environmental, cultural and
economic value of this extraordinary heritage and the need to preserve it and transform it into
an opportunity for local communities. Thanks to the collaboration of 12,000 nominators, who
have interviewed farmers, cooks, artisans, cheesemakers, bakers and many more and compiled
nomination forms, over 5,400 products from 150 countries have been welcomed into the Ark.
The nominations are evaluated by technical commissions, involving a total of 130 agronomists,
veterinarians, gastronomic historians, journalists and university lecturers, including teachers
and researchers from the University of Gastronomic Sciences in Pollenzo. Behind this cataloguing lies the work of over 100,000 small-scale food producers, custodians of biodiversity.
Slow Food’s Ark of Taste has catalogued more than 600 native animal breeds selected and raised
by local communities in over 148 countries around the world. Over time, 500 cheeses and dairy
products have been made from their milk, and 295 cured meats and other by-products have
been produced from their meat. Thanks to their wool and their support in agricultural work, it
has been possible to live and earn a living in often marginal and difficult locations.
Everyone can nominate a product here:
https://www.fondazioneslowfood.com/en/what-we-do/the-ark-of-taste/nominations-fromaround-the-world/nominate-a-product/
Slow Food Presidia
Based on the nominations received by the Ark of Taste, Slow Food has launched the Presidia
project, whose objective is provide concrete assistance to producers who preserve biodiversity,
add value to their local areas, revive traditional crafts and techniques and save from extinction
not just native breeds and fruit and vegetable varieties but also rural landscapes and ecosystems, promoting sustainable farming and fishing systems. To support the producers from
its 600 Presidia, Slow Food organizes training activities, promotes products at events and fairs,
networks them with other actors (cooks, experts, universities, journalists), encourages direct
sales (through buying groups or Earth Markets) and tells the stories of products, producers and
places through all of Slow Food’s communication channels and thanks to narrative labels. Attached to Presidia products, these provide in-depth information about the production process,
ingredients, place of origin and farms or producers. Various studies of the results obtained by
the Presidia, carried out in collaboration with the universities of Turin and Palermo and based
on over 50 quantitative and qualitative indicators, have shown how Slow Food’s activities have
had extremely positive economic, environmental, social and cultural impacts.
Slow Food has set up 68 Presidia in over 20 years to safeguard native animal breeds.
In the Presidia guidelines, Slow Food has included rules on farming practices that respect animals.
We highlight the most important ones
• guaranteeing open-air grazing for a good part of the year, and whenever weather conditions
allow;
• provide adequate, spacious and comfortable housing without cages;
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• as a supplement to grazing, feeding only quality cereals and pulses;
• allow cubs to stay close to their mother for as long as necessary;
• avoid mutilation (the only accepted practice is castration under anaesthetic during the first
two weeks of life);
• treating animals with natural remedies (homeopathy and phytotherapy) and using antibiotics
only when absolutely necessary (with twice the withdrawal time as required by law);
• slaughtering the animals in abattoirs located a few dozen kilometres from the farm;
• establish frequent contacts with the animals. Presidia farmers have small farms where it is
possible to establish a strong relationship with the animals. The farmer is a present figure, who
comes into contact with the animals several times a day to feed and care for them.
Slow Farming
The fight for sustainable farming that respects animals is one of the focal points of the Slow
Farmingcampaign: a campaign launched by Slow Food to denounce a farming and meat consumption model that has become unsustainable for the planet and to raise awareness among
producers, consumers, cooks, technicians and institutions of the need to change our approach
to meat.
Meat production has increased fivefold since the Second World War and is set to increase
further. The countries that consume the most meat are the industrialized countries, led by the
United States (around 90 kg per capita), with European countries (around 80 kg per capita) next
in line, but forecasts point to China’s powerful growth, while consumption in developing countries will increase fourfold by 2028, despite their lower per capita consumption, as a result of
greater population growth in these areas of the world. 61
Slow Food Cooks’ Alliance
The Slow Food Cooks’ Alliance brings together a thousand cooks from all kinds of restaurants,
from Michelin-starred fine-dining establishments to taverns and pizzerias, not to mention food
trucks and street-food stalls, who are working to support small-scale producers, the guardians
of biodiversity, by using Presidia, Ark of Taste products and Slow Meat network producers and
breeders in their kitchens every day as well as locally produced fruits, vegetables, cheeses and
more. Alliance cooks commit to listing the names of their supplying producers in their menus, in
order to give recognition and visibility to their work. Over time the Cooks’ Alliance has evolved
into an extensive network of chefs who travel, meet, participate in events, cook together and
organize initiatives to support sustainable farming and Slow Meat producers.
Earth Markets
These collectively managed farmers’ markets are places for gathering, socializing and taste education. The Earth Markets offer a wide variety of fresh produce, preserves, meat, dairy products,
eggs, honey, sweets, bread, oil, wine and many other foods. The producers are local and only
sell their products. They are selected based on quality criteria that reflect the Slow Food principles of good, clean and fair. The Earth Markets regularly host educational activities, tastings
with producers, themed events and local promotion initiatives.
61 https://eu.boell.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/MeatAtlas2021_final_web.pdf?dimension1=ecology
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