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PREFACE
These proceedings provide a summ ary of comm ents provided by each speaker. They are intended to
assist the reader in reviewing these opinions and organizational policy, and to obtain additional
information during the presentation or by contacting the speaker. Speaker contact information is provided
in Appendix A. The reader should contact the Co-Coordinators (Reynnells, Brubaker, Klippen or
Appleby) if there are questions, or if further information is required about the Future Trends in Animal
Agriculture organization or programs.
Richard Reynnells, USDA/CSREES/PAS
John Blake, A uburn Un iversity
Co-Editors
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Welcome
Alex Thiermann, USDA-APHIS
I find this a crucial moment for US Animal Agriculture interests to meet in order to address common
approaches and standards in food animal production. The world’s animal agriculture has evolved
significantly since the decade of the 50s where the effort has been on maximum efficiency of production.
During this period, US animal agriculture has unquestionably been the world leader, with its vertical
integration and intensive systems of production. It has provided the US consumers and consumers
worldwide with abundant, safe and nutritious food of animal origin at the lowest cost. However, today we
find ourselves with a new paradigm, with new challenges and opportunities. Improved standards of living
in many corners of the world, as well as recent food crises in different sectors have resulted in an
increased consumer involvement. Consumers are questioning the methods of food production, focusing
not only on food safety aspects, but also on the well-being of the animals within these systems.
There are many new opportunities in this new era of animal agriculture. On the one hand, we have among
the developed world, consumers wh o are w illing to pay higher prices for high quality food and specialty
products coming from niche markets. These demands are creating new opportunities for large and sm all
scale p roduction systems. On the other hand, pop ulation growth, urbanization and income-growth in
developing countries are fueling a massive global increase for food of animal origin. This demand comes
from the changes in the diets of billions of people. From the 1970s to the 1990s, meat consum ption in
developing coun tries has increased by more than three times the increase in the developed world, while
milk consumption has increased by more than twice as much. Meat consumption in the developing
countries is expected to double between 1993 and 2020 and global livestock production will be the most
important agricultural sector in term s of added value by 2020.
Among the challenges of this new era, a whole series of new biosafety questions will need to be
addressed. Higher concentration of livestock, increased transportation of live animals, and intensification
of animal production near urban areas will require a re-examination of potential food safety hazards,
incidence of zoonotic diseases, new anim al health hazard s, as well as environmentally sound waste
management approach es.
Using an animal health example, the immense losses ($3.5 to 6 billion) to the agriculture as well as the
tourism industry in the UK resulting form the 2001 FMD outbreak are attributed in great part to the
system of animal production and animal movements in the UK , and through out most of Europe.
On a slightly different topic, consumers are demanding that we pay closer attention to the well-being of
our anim als. I know we are all doing this, you have taken the lead in developing guidelines for adequate
production and transport and AP HIS has been an active participant in this dialogue at an international
level.
Another subject that needs to be considered is the introduction of alien species. The introduction of alien
species, particularly in fisheries an d aquaculture can have a major role in increased production; however,
these species are also recognized as one of the most significant threats to natural aquatic ecosystems. As
positive examples, Asia produces more of the African cichlid Tilapia than Africa (>700,000t versus
40,000 t). Chile is today, the world’s second largest salmon producer, employing over 30,000 people, and
in 1970 it did not have one salmon. The issue is not to ban alien species, nor to abandon regulations on
their movement, but to assess the risks and benefits associated with their responsible use.
This brings me to the topic of safeguardin g. National safeguarding system s mu st interface w ith
intern ational systems both proactively as well as reactively. In order to maintain an active and credible
trade, we need to show our trading partners that our sanitary infrastructure meets international standards,
and often has to meet even stricter national standards, and they function effectively. But we, as regulatory
agencies such as AP HIS must also be confiden t and provide assurances not only that the sanitary
infrastructure in the exporting country functions effectively, but that we have the ability to detect hazards
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the exporting country was not able to prevent. These could enter our country accidentally or through
intentional sabotage causing severe losses to our industry an d affecting our elite national anim al health
status. APH IS continues to be vigilant and continues to improve its monitoring and surveillance
capabilities. However, for us to have the safest system, it will require all of us to continue to work jointly
on this front.
In summary, in the near future, rather than strictly focusing on maximum production, we need to be
focusing on optimum production systems. We need to take a more holistic approach to animal
production, addressing food safety as a risk-based hazard analysis throughout the continuum from the
farm to the kitchen, as well as con sidering the animal well-being and their environment. This m ay result
at times in some cost increases, but it should also increase the safety, quality and overall acceptability of
the products. We have been the champions and the leaders in the field for decades, and there is no reason
to believe that in this new era we are not going to continue to serve as the example for the rest of the
world to follow.
These future challenges are complex, and to successfully meet them requires cooperation across sectors,
with optimal use of all our existing response capacities. There is a continued need at the national level for
dialogue between the private and public sectors and between agencies in the government, and at an
internation al level between standard-setting as well as technical assistance organizations.
I am proud to report that APHIS is committed to continue to serve as an active partner. APHIS has been
very active in participating in the national dialogue and in representing the US interests and views in
animal health as well as animal well-being discussions in international fora.
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INTRODUCTION
David B rubaker and Richard Reynnells
The purpose of this meeting is to foster dialogue between all people and organizations concerned about
the future of animal agriculture, particularly about how we might come together to support the
development of production standards that meet the needs of animals, society, as well as those of the
animal production industry. The production of food animals in a society in which most people are far
removed from the realities of agricu lture can be a controversial topic of discussion, and we hope to build
upon our previous ex periences in conducting “Future Trend s in A nimal Agriculture” conferences to
advance significant discussion that will help to inform policy.
In M arch of 19 89, a group of people gathered in Ocean City, M aryland to discuss ways to bring people
from various perspectives together to find com mon ground in discussing animal agriculture. These
individuals represented agribusiness associations, academia, governm ent, animal protection organizations,
and others. Th ey established a process for the develop ment of balanced programs to help each of us to
better understand the various perspectives about how and why we produce food animals.
Over the years, there have been six Future Trends conferences, and they have attracted a diverse set of
speakers and p articipants. At times, we may have generated more heat than light, but generally most
participan ts have felt that they came away from these meetings with a better understanding of how others
view the animal agriculture. One thing is certain: anim al agriculture is now a m ajor m edia and public
policy concern. More than ever we need a meeting of minds between producers of all size categories, the
food, restaurant and grocery industries, animal protection advocates, environmental organizations,
academia, policymakers and related personn el.
This symposium is a result of a series of discussions among individuals with differing views of the
present animal production system, but who share a common commitment to rational discussion, and the
establishment of production standards that benefit the animals, producers and society. It is our hope that
this meeting can contribute to the ongoing discussion, and that you will leave today with a better
understanding of the difficulties and opportunities of production standards.
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Impact and Importance of Standards: FMI-NCCR Animal Welfare Program
Jill Hollingsworth, Vice President Food Safety Programs
Food M arketin g Institute
This report gives an overview of the results of almost two years of effort by the retail community working
with an advisory panel of scientific experts in animal welfare to im prove the care and handling of an imals
used for food. Although we have made substantial progress, the efforts of the Food Marketin g Institute
(FM I), National Council of Chain Restaurants (NCC R), and the advisory panel are not complete. This
report is one in a series meant to communicate publicly the industry’s progress. This is not a stand-alone
document; it is to be used in conjunction with the animal welfare guidelines of the producer and processor
organizations identified within this report. Information on how to contact these organizations is attached.
The issues covered in this report are important and complicated. Some recommendations contained
within this report have economic implications. Some require an implementation timetable because they
cannot be accomplished im mediately. Som e areas are still being researched to confirm that changes will
enhance, not hinder, animal well-being. It is our intention to be straightforward about all of these issues
in this and future reports.
Retailers, animal welfare experts, animal welfare ad vocates, producers, processors, and the public share
the common goal that all anim als used in agricu ltural production be cared for in a manner that takes into
account their daily well-being and health. We believe this means that in addition to having ready access
to fresh water and feed and adequate shelter, animals in agricultural production must be kept in an
environ ment designed to protect them from physical, chem ical and thermal abuse, stress and distress.
Managers and those responsible for handling these animals must be thoroughly trained, skilled and
competent in anim al husbandry and welfare. A nimals must be transported in a safe and appropriate
manner. They must be processed hum anely.
FM I and NCC R have been working with independent, expert advisors and the producer/processor
community to promote “best practices” for each species that will ensure animal well-being throughout
production and processing. W e continue to consult regularly with ex perts in animal science, veterinary
medicine and agricultural production to obtain objective, measurable indices for desirable practices in the
rearing, handling and processing of an imals for food. We continue to urge ap propriate Federal and state
government agencies to strictly enforce animal welfare protection laws.
FM I and N CC R believe that our efforts to-date have made, and our future efforts will continue to make, a
significant contribution to enhancing the well-being of animals in agricultural production.
FMI-NCCR GOALS
FM I and NCC R merged efforts to further develop and support industry policies strengthening animal
welfare with the following specific goals in mind:
Con sistency across the US retail sector.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Implementation of practicable and attainable guidelines based on science.
A measurable audit process.
An ongoing advisory council of third party, independent animal welfare experts.
Improved communications across the supp ly chain on animal welfare issues.

THE FM I-NCCR PROCE SS
During the past 20 months, FMI and NCCR have been meeting in person and by conference call with our
respective retail member committees, our independent advisors and producer organizations. Ou r experts
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have reviewed existing prod ucer anim al welfare guidelines, identified gaps and recom mended sp ecific
changes, add itions and revisions.
Working with our expert advisors, we created three guidance documents that recommend the process,
guideline content and audit components necessary to develop mean ingful and effective anim al welfare
guidelines. W e developed these guidance docu ments to identify best practices and assess industry
standards across animal species.
In May of 2002, our independent expert advisors met to review the revised guidelines submitted by the
American Meat Institute, United Egg Producers, Milk and Dairy Beef Quality Assurance Center, National
Pork Board, National Chicken Council and National Turkey Federation. This report contains the
recommendations of our ad visors following that review process.
We want to point out that this is a work in progress. It is important to note that some segments of the
producer community are further along in this process than others. Some have been working on this issue
for quite some time, undertaking research, seeking counsel of outside experts and revising their guidelines
as new information becomes available. Some segm ents of the prod ucer community have begun their
efforts more recently. This work is motivated by the strong desire of retailers and restaurants to enhance
animal welfare.
THE GUIDELINES
Transportation and Slaughter Practices
Animals should be transported to processing facilities and unloaded in a manner that keeps them free
from injury and distress. Animals that are not capable of entering a transportation vehicle should not be
loaded onto the vehicle, and animals that cannot leave a vehicle on their own should be handled
appropriately. They must be processed humanely and in accordance with applicable Federal, state and
local laws. Animals must be completely insensible prior to any slaughter procedures (with the exception
of religious slaughter which w ill be handled separately).
NC CR and FMI support and recom mend to their members for use with their suppliers:
1.
2.
3.

The slaughter guid elines, training m aterials and audit documents of the Am erican Meat Institute
(AMI) for cattle, swine, sheep and goats. These guidelines are generally appropriate for the
slaughter of other mammals alth ough min or adjustments for specific species may be necessary.
The slaughter guidelines of the National Chicken Council (NCC) for broiler chickens.
The eu thanasia guidelines of the United Egg P roducers (UEP) for laying hens.

We are working on the development of measurable audit processes to assure that our suppliers follow the
guidelines made available to them.
Breeding and Rearing
Animal agriculture is changing significantly as it strives to satisfy the needs of the expanding US
population. There has been a shift over time toward vertical integration and intensive commercial
production. These changes have improved our ability to provide abundant, safe and nutritionally superior
food at the lowest cost to consumers of any nation in the world.
The shift toward intensive commercial production has changed the environment in which animals are bred
and raised. It also has led to a new focus on the im pact of modern food animal production on the well
being of animals and on how their environment can be mod ified to support animal well-being.
The most challenging area for guideline developm ent is the breed ing and rearing of animals for food. In
some cases, for example, a focus on animal welfare suggests that structural changes in physical facilities
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that include increases in space allocation may be needed. As we address these issues in the guidelines, we
identify the areas where we know research is underway and where phase-in periods m ay be necessary.
Laying Hens
FM I and NCC R recommend to their members the 2002 guidelines of the United Egg Producers (UEP ) for
use with their suppliers of eggs and egg products.
UE P developed a process specifically to ad dress anim al welfare concerns in 1999 and formulated their
guidelines with the input of a Scientific Advisory Committee. During the past twelve months, UEP has
made significant progress on a numb er of their most challenging issues, including beak trimming, induced
molting, space allocation, handling, transportation, handling and processing of spent hens, and euthan asia.
1.

2.

3.
4.

UEP recommends beak trimming only when necessary to prevent feather pecking and
cannibalism and only when carried out by properly trained personnel monitored regularly for
quality control. UEP recommends using genetic stocks that require little or no beak trimming as
the most desirable approach.
UEP has undertaken three research projects looking at the molting of laying hens without
withdrawing feed. The research is underway at the University of Illinois, the University of
Nebraska and North Carolina State University. Results are expected to be available by the end of
2002. NCCR and FMI commend UEP for this action and we are asking the industry to develop a
specific phase-out program for feed-withdrawal molting.
The UEP ph ase-in timetable for increasing the space allocation per bird (67 inches for W hite
Leghorn hens; 76 inches for Brown Egg Layers) has been significantly shortened and a minimum
standard has been add ed for all new and remodeled laying houses.
UEP has developed training ma terials to assist p roducers in m eeting the guidelines and to
prepare them for independ ent audit and certification programs.

For air quality in layer houses, FMI and NCCR recommend that UEP develop a guideline specifying 25
ppm as a maximum and 10 ppm as an ideal level for am mo nia. For lighting levels in laying houses, FMI
and NC CR recom mend that U EP develop a guideline specifying that light intensity should be 0.5 to 1
foot candle for all birds at feeding levels during production.
Da iry C attle
NCCR and FMI recommend to their members for use with their suppliers of milk and dairy beef the
animal care guidelines of the M ilk and Dairy Beef Quality Assurance C enter.
The M ilk and Dairy Beef Quality Assurance (DQ A) Program was developed in 1990 , featuring internal
audits and third party certification by DQA auditors. Their certification, registration and recognition
process was expanded to animal care in 1995. Their program has been developed with the input and
guidance of their Animal Well-Being Standards Committee made up of animal scientists, veterinarians
and producers. In 2002, DQ A agreed to revise its Caring for Dairy Animals – Reference Guide to
incorporate the recomm endations of the FMI-NCCR advisors.
DQ A revised their guidelines on several issues based on FMI and N CCR feedback, including but not
limited to:
1.
2.
3.

Adding a space allocation guideline for a “cow to free stall” ratio of 1.2.
Recomm ending that switch trimming be used rather than tail docking.
Specific guidelines for procedures that should be performed by a veterinarian and with the use of
anesthesia and analgesia, including approved methods and recommended ages for castration and
dehorning.

The DQA Center has developed a comprehensive training program and audit system.
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Swine
Working with an animal welfare comm ittee that includes anim al scientists, veterinarians and producers,
The National Pork Board (NPB ) is in the final stages of developing a comprehensive set of animal
welfare guidelines and a “swine welfare indexing system.” The ind ex will be a tool to assess the welfare
of the animal and will be applicable to all types of operations including all indoor and outdoor facilities
using stalls, pens, pastures and other forms of housing. The N PB is funding several animal welfare
research projects, including five on gestation sow housing.
Our independent, expert advisors have identified a number of issues they believe are im portant to address.
The NPB is in the process of addressing these issues, and work continues on the development of training
materials and an audit process.
One of the most challenging issues the pork industry faces is confinement of gestating sows. Current
pork industry guidelines include several enhancements regarding sow stalls, but our experts have
challenged the indu stry to go further.
As a short-term measure, the FMI and NCCR support enhanced pork industry guidelines regarding
individual housing systems, including:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The pregnant sow should be able to lie down on her side without her teats extending
into the adjacent stall.
Her head should not have to rest on a raised feeder.
Her rear quarters should not be in contact with the back of the stall.
The pregnant sow should be able to stand up unimpeded.

The FMI and NCCR wish to clarify that point #1 should not be achieved by compressing the udder with a
wall, bar or other barrier.
Our advisors have identified problems in both systems (individual and group) most commonly used for
housing pregnant sows. Most individual housing systems (stall, tethers) prevent normal movement such
as walking and turning. Many group housing systems have the potential to foster aggression and uneq ual
food intake. We challenge the swine industry to develop an action plan for implementing systems that
will improve the welfare of pregnant sows.
Broilers and Turkeys
We have been working with the National Chicken Council (NCC) and the National Turkey Federation
(NT F).
Earlier in this report we endorsed the slaughter guidelines of NCC .
Our independ ent, expert advisors have reviewed guidelines developed by both NC C and N TF and have
identified several areas where improvements can be m ade in the interest of animal well-being. Both
organizations have made progress during the past year and are in the process of reviewing the
recom mendations of our experts with their respective organizations’ com mittees. W e look forward to
reporting on their progress later this year.
Cattle – Ranch and Feedlot
The animal welfare committee of the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA) will review and
revise the guidelines developed in 1997. We look forward to working with them during this process.
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NEXT STEPS
The FM I-NCCR expert advisors will meet in late summer 2002 to review the progress of those producer
organizations that are still working on their guideline revisions. We also will be issuing guidelines for
religious processing.
NC CR and FM I are develop ing an audit system to be used by the industry so retailers will be able to
identify suppliers who are implementing animal welfare guideline recommend ations.
FMI and NCCR will issue another progress report in October 2002.
FMI and NCCR will begin to review guidelines for veal calves and ducks late in 2002.
To assist you in obtaining additional information abou t the various producer organizations and their
guidelines, the following contact information is provided:
Am erican Meat Institute
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1600
Arlington, VA 22209
P: 703-841-2400
F: 703-257-0938
www.meatami.com

National Cattlemen’s Beef Association
1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW , Suite 300
Washington, DC 20004
P: 202-347-0228
F: 202-638-0607
www.beef.org

Milk and Dairy Beef Quality Assurance
Center, Inc.
801 Shakespeare, Box 497
Stratford, Iowa 50249
P: 515-838-2793
F: 515-838-2788
www.dqacen ter.org

United Egg Prod ucers
1303 Hightower Trail, Suite 200
Atlanta, GA 30350
P: 770.587.5871
F: 770.587.0041
www.unitedegg.org

National Turkey Federation
1225 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005
P: 202-898-0100
F: 202-898-0203
www.eatturkey.com

National Pork Board
P. O. Box 9114
Des Moines, IA 50306
P: 515.223.2600
F: 515.223.2646
www.porkboard.org

National Chicken Council
1015 15 th Street, NW #930
Washington, DC 20005
P: 202-296-2622
F: 202-293-4005
www.eatchicken.com
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FMI-NCCR EXPERT ADVISORS
Adele Douglass
Executive Director
Farm An imal Services
David Fraser, PhD
Professor
Animal W elfare Program
Faculty of Agricultural Sciences
Un iversity of British Colum bia
Gail C. Golab, PhD, DVM
Assistant Director
Professional and Pu blic Affairs
American Veterinary Medical Association
Temple Grandin, PhD
Assistant Professor
Department of Animal Sciences
Colorado State University
Joy Mench, PhD
Professor
Animal Science Department
Un iversity of California-Davis
Joe Mac Regenstein, PhD
Professor of Food Science
Department of Food Science
Cornell U niversity
Janice Swanson, PhD
Associate Professor
Animal Sciences and Industry
Kansas State University
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Current Standards and Future Plans for Standards: Commodity Groups
Dairy
Robert Byrne
National Milk Producers Federation
The National Milk Producers Federation (NMPF ), headquartered in Arlington, VA, develops and carries
out policies that ad vance the well-being of U .S. dairy producers and the cooperatives they collectively
own. The members of NMPF’s 30 cooperatives produce the majority of the U.S. milk supply, making
NM PF the voice of 60,000 dairy producers on Capitol Hill and with governm ent agen cies.
An imal well being has always been a primary goal of dairy producers. Producers understand that a
healthy, comfortable cow produces abundant quantities of high quality milk. It is, therefore, in the best
interest of the producer to provide a clean and safe environment for their animals and to ensure that their
animals receive the utmost care. Research has shown the importance of cow comfort and the direct
relation ship to milk production and milk quality. When a dairy cow doesn’t prod uce her usual daily
amount of milk, the m anagement practices can be evaluated to determine where the problem lies.
NM PF has developed a comprehensive set of dairy animal care guidelines and will be working with the
Dairy Beef Quality Assurance Program (DQA ) to develop a producer-friendly manual. These guidelines
will be available to all U.S. dairy producers later this fall. The guidelines were developed based on the
five “freedoms”, which sum up how dairy animals should be treated. They are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Freedom
Freedom
Freedom
Freedom
Freedom

from hun ger and thirst
from discomfort
from pain, injury or disease
from fear or distress
to perform the normal patterns of behavior

While specific practices may vary from region to region, dairy producers strive to provide all of these
basic freedoms” at all times.
The guidelines will cover all aspects of animal well-being such as nutrition, health care, facilities, milking
procedures, treating sick animals, transporting, handling procedures and employee training. The
guidelines will be in a check list format, highlighting quality control points.
Based on the concerns of the food industry and animal welfarists, several issues are specifically addressed
in the gu idelines in contrast to other animal care resources available to producers. These issues are
covered in detail to recomm end the most beneficial practice for the dairy anim al and to show that there
are humane practices available. Such topics as body condition scoring, care of newborn calves, nonambulatory anim als, and tail docking are included in detail in the NM PF/DQ A guidelines.
The intent of the guidelines is to explain the practices that are in the best interest of the animals, and
therefore in the best interest of the producers. The dairy animal care guidelines will serve as a resource
for producers and veterinarians to help to ensure animal well-being and improve their production
practices. The guidelines are also to be used as an educational resource to consumers about common
practices used in dairy production. The guidelines were developed using creditable resources and give
basic recommendations based on current scientific knowledge. Because some of the changes or
recommendations could be costly to producers, it is imperative to have concrete scientific data to back the
reasoning for the practices.
The NMPF/ DQ A guidelines will be available to producers by November 2002. The dairy industry will
continue to support new research in the animal well-being area. As new technologies and animal care
practices arise, they will be recommended to producers. Our hope is to have an industry-wide set of
standards that are workable for producers and beneficial to their animals.
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Beef
Leah W ilkinson
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association
Producer-directed and consumer-focused, the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA) is the trade
association of America’s cattle farmers and ranch ers, and the marketing organ ization for the largest
segment of the nation’s food and fiber industry.
Cattlemen have long recogn ized the need to properly care for their livestock. Sound animal husb andry
practices – based on research and decades of practical experience – are known to impact the well-being of
cattle, individual animal health and herd productivity.
Cattlemen are committed to employing proper practices for the care and well-being of their cattle. That
commitment started long before the last couple of years and will continue well into the future.
Cattle are produced using a variety of management systems, in very diverse environmental and
geographic locations in the United States. As such, there is not one specific set of production practices
that can be recommended for all cattle producers to implement. Personal experience, training, and
professional judgment are key factors in providing proper animal care. The guidelines we are developing
will provide the basis for cattlemen to evaluate their production practices and use the best available
science to continue their commitment to proper care and handling of our livestock.
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Pork
Paul Sundberg
National Pork Board
The National Pork Board has responsibility for Checkoff-funded research, promotion and consumer
information and for communicating with pork producers and the public. Through the delegates at the
annual Pork Forum and the National Pork Board organization and com mittee structure, the nation’s pork
producers have the opportunity to have input into the industry’s programs. One of the long-standing
committees is the Animal Welfare Committee, which uses producer Checkoff funds to review the science
of animal welfare, to relate that science to production practices and to inform the producer about the
latest, scientifically sound swine hu sbandry practices that can be implemented on the farm.
Pork producers are in the business of producing safe, high-quality food in a consistent manner. Producers
must use science as a basis for their animal husbandry practices. While we must recognize that science
evolves and that new welfare information may come to light, we also must rely on the relative stability of
the scientific process to formulate animal welfare policies. The current National Pork Board policy on the
development of animal welfare guidelines reads: “Animal welfare guidelines developed without a sound
scientific basis put the welfare of the animal and the sustainability of the producer’s operation at risk.
Therefore, the National Pork Board continues to support sound science as the only basis for animal
welfare guideline decision-making.”
The indu stry has a “Swine Care H andbook” to guide producers regarding animal care. The Swine Care
Handbook is based on the current scientific research and extension literature for animal science,
veterin ary medicine and agricu ltural engin eering. It includes detailed information about:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Pork Producers Code of Practice
Husbandry Systems
Management Practices
Environmental Management
Facilities and Equipment
Feeding and Nutrition
Herd Health Management

In addition, over the last two years, an international panel of animal welfare experts (U.S., Canada, U.K.
and the N etherland s) has been meeting with the National Pork Board An imal Welfare C ommittee to
develop a Swine Welfare Assurance Program SM . The program lists objective assessments of animal
welfare that producers can perform in their operations. These measures are organized into sections that
review the operation’s records relating to the welfare status of the animals, that observe and assess the
animals, and that assess the condition of the facilities.
By focusing on evaluating the welfare of the an imal, this program provides an ob jective welfare
assessment method that can apply to all production systems, independent of the type of housing or the
size of the operation. It can be com pleted periodically to provide producers with a way to objectively
track the welfare of their animals. Developing a producer-usable animal welfare assessment system that
is based on science will give the industry a tool to bring uniformity to answering the welfare expectations
of the market place.
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Broilers
Steve Pretanik
National Chicken Council
Animal welfare is, and has been, very important in the broiler chicken industry. The recent emphasis on
uniform written stand ards is fairly new, but the importance of proper treatm ent of anim als is not.
The reason for this is very simple. Our industry is in the business of selling products made from
chickens, and only top-quality chickens make top-quality products. Chickens that are undernourished, or
bruised, or otherwise lacking in quality, either cannot be sold for food or result in product dow ngrades,
which hit the bottom line. Even worse, chickens that die on the farm or during transportation are literally
a dead loss since they must be discarded.
Therefore, com panies have alw ays had a strong economic incentive to protect their bird s, to guard their
health, to feed them prop erly, and to handle and transport the birds in an appropriate manner. This
commitment to essential animal welfare has been in place for many years.
More recently, there has been an interest in uniform standards that define more precisely our commitment
to animal welfare. The broiler chicken industry was a leader in this field. We adopted our first set of
standards in February of 1999. Since then, largely at the behest of customers such as retail chains and
fast-food companies, we have refined these standards and provided specific metrics that will enable the
customer to determine if the standards are being met to the customer’s satisfaction.
The program is known as the Animal Welfare Guidelines and Audit Checklist. It is a voluntary program
within our ind ustry, and it is up to each com pany to decide whether to adopt these particular standards. In
some cases, customers have d eveloped their own standards that they expect their suppliers to adopt.
As far as I can tell, there is little difference in substance among the different animal welfare programs
adopted by either the National Chicken Council or by its mem ber companies’ cu stomers. They all seek to
verify the same thing, that animals are being treated in accordance with humane expectations. The
differences are largely at the margins.
Our program is divided into specific categories. These include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Education and training;
Hatchery operations;
Proper nutrition and feeding;
Appropriate comfort and shelter;
Health care, defined as the prevention of disease, or rapid diagnosis and treatment;
Ability to move about and display most normal patterns of behavior;
Best practices on the farm;
Catching and transportation;
Processing; and
Breeder operations (if the su bject op eration includes breeders).

Within each of these categories are specific standards and these, in turn, where appropriate are backed up
with specific metrics. For example, the very first standard is that any company that adopts the Guidelines
should have a person or management group in charge of promoting adherence to the guidelines. The
metric is to identify the specific person or management group in charge. The intent is clear: to ensure that
the company takes the program seriously and puts some specific person, or group if necessary in a large
company, in charge of making sure that the Guidelines are carried out. In other words, to institutionalize
the program and make it part of the company’s way of doing business.
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Some of the specific issues addressed in the guidelines include break trimming, which is not allowed in
broilers and is carefully regulated in breeder birds with whom aggression is more of a problem;
provisions for euthanasia where necessary; proper design of the diet; ventilation, control of the
atmosphere, and space allowance in the grow-out houses; availability of veterinary care; proper handling
in catching and transportation; and proper stunning to ensure that birds are insensible to pain when killed.
The guidelines are based on the best practices of the industry an d on scientific research where available
and relevant. W e put together a task force of the best industry exp erts, including P hD ’s, specialists in
poultry nutrition, and veterinarians, to provide meaningful and appropriate guidelines, and w e also
consu lted with mem bers of the academic comm unity.
We believe that our process has produced an effective and workable program for ensuring a high level of
animal welfare in the broiler chicken industry. We continue to work with interested parties, including the
Food Marketing Institute and National Council of Chain Restaurants, to address any remaining concerns
and arrive at a program that will satisfy customers and assure the public that animals are produced and
handled with proper concern for their welfare.
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Layers
Ken K lippen
United Egg Prod ucers
Supp lying the Dem ands of the Consum er
How do you produce a food that can supply 22% of your daily protein needs on less than $0.15 per day?
And do so for decades while enjoying a growing market share? The answer is to adopt new production
and processing technologies on a scale to maximize your efficiency wh ile minim izing your per un it cost.
It’s basic econom ics and that is how the com mercial egg industry has always respond ed to the needs of its
customers. In the 1940’s small backyard flocks supplied the egg needs of this nation, but demand for
eggs grew along with the population requiring eggs to be produced by chickens the year around utilizing
scientific principles in production practices.
Today, modern egg production complexes can produce hund reds of thousands of eggs daily that reach
your supermarket by the time you start cracking your morning eggs in the frying pan.
Consumer Demands Changing
The economies of production efficiencies are n ow resp onding to the social dem ands for improved welfare
practices. The egg industry has again responded.
United Egg Producers (UEP), the organization representing the majority of all egg producers, established
an independent scientific advisory committee that examined the scientific literature on the egg production
practices of housing and cage space, molting, beak trimming, transportation and handling. Their
recommendations were adopted in total by the UEP Board of Directors and later recommended by the
Food M arketin g Institute and the National Coun cil of Chain Restaurants following a review by their
scientific advisory panel.
What’s Changing?
UEP members have adopted and are following the most scientifically accepted set of production practices
known today. Each producer must com plete a monthly compliance report on their production practices in
anticipation of an annual audit by a 3 rd party. If beak trimming is performed, was it done by a trained
crew before the bird was 10 days of age? Alternatives to molting by withdrawing the feed is under
investigation with promising results. If the flock was molted, was it performed by withdrawing the feed,
and was feed re-introduced if severe stress was observed? The phase-in for increasing the space allocation
per chicken has been shorted to reaching the desired space of 67 square inches for White Leghorns and 76
square inches for the heavier brown egg layers. Maximum levels of ammonia are part of the guidelines as
well as minimums on the light intensity during production. The egg industry is follow ing science in
producing eggs under hum ane conditions for the chickens so as to meet the demands of its customers.
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Turkey
David L. Meeker
National Turkey Federation
The National Tu rkey Federation (NTF) is the only national trade association exclusively representing all
segments of the turkey industry. NTF represents over 98 percent of all production, processing and
marketing of turkeys in the U nited States, representing m ore than $8 billion dollars in sales at the retail
and food service levels.
A number one priority for the turkey industry is to provide the safest, highest quality products possible.
Therefore, it is essential for the industry to ensure the well being of the turkey it raises. Whether it is on
the farm or in the processing facility, the turkey industry acts responsibly in raising, breeding,
transporting and processing of all turkeys.
As new technology becomes available, the turkey industry will make further adjustments to the current
practices that will ensure the health and well being of turkeys. The turkey industry will continue to seek
science-based enhancements to changes in animal care practices.
As an industry, we recognize that pressure and unw arranted criticism from animal rights’ groups require
us to respond to the public’s concerns and explain our humane-care efforts in some detail. Therefore, we
believe it is in the best interests of all sectors of the food supply chain to agree on practical, respon sible
guidelines for the care of food producing animals.
The Food Marketing Institute/National Council of Chain Restaurants (FMI/NCCR ) process has the
potential to be the vehicle for addressing the public concerns while keeping the audit processes from
becoming too burdensome. The turkey industry expects a fair, open and comprehensive dialogue
between the FM I/NCC R com mittee and turkey industry experts.
After submitting guidelines updated and accepted by the N TF membership early in 2002, N TF is now in
the process of addressing issues brought up in an FM I/NCCR review of the NTF guidelines. Some things
can easily be changed, some can be done with considerable effort, and some cannot be done because of
economic feasibility or lack of scientific basis. We are w orking with the FM I/NC CR committee to
further develop our animal care guidelines and to address additional issues as new science is developed.
We encourage all of our members to adhere to the NTF animal care guidelines and believe virtually all of
the industry is in compliance.
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Sheep
Peter Orwick
American Sheep Industry Association
The American Sheep Industry Association (ASI) developed a “Sheep Industry Code of Practice” in 1991
with our S tate affiliates. The code of practice states our organization’s concern for and commitm ent to
the hum ane treatment and the well-being of the sheep that provide our livelihoods. It broadly covers:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Nutrition (based upon the NRC)
Health (routine management practices and treatments)
Handling (shearing, loading, transportation, marketing)
Management (physical environment, breed adaptability, depredation)

With that policy as a backd rop, we felt that we needed an educational document that specifically
described acceptable and recommended management practices. We then wrote and published our “Sheep
Care Guide”. In developing these guidelines, we looked at other published regulations and guidelines
from around the world an d focused on the scientific literature. It covers:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Stress
Facilities and Handling
Transportation
Reducing Predation
Nutrition
Flock H ealth
Shearing
Hoof Trimming
Reproduction Management
Lambing Care
Exhibition Practices

We have seen the Sheep Care Guide used as the basis for state publications and educational programs as
well as in other ASI initiatives such as the Sheep Safety and Quality Assurance Program and the Sheep
Production Han dbook (a college text on all aspects of sheep production and management).
We believe that our products and our husbandry practices must meet or exceed our customer’s
expectations. As we look forward, we welcome the opportunity to work with customers and others as we
continu e to examine and incorporate imp roved science-based approaches into modern sheep husbandry.
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Veal
Paul Slayton
American Veal Association
The American Veal Association (AVA) represents approximately 1,300 family veal farmers and affiliated
industries. Founded in 1984, its main purpose is to work with the veal industry to ensure that American
consumers have access to a safe, wholesome veal supply. To achieve this goal, the AV A is active on
several fronts including industry concerns in the legislative arena, issues management, and the industry’s
Veal Quality Assurance (VQA) Program.
In 1990, as part of the industry’s commitment to safe and wholesome veal, the AVA initiated the VQA
Program, a voluntary, self-regulating program that commits veal producers, feed comp anies and packers
to follow high standards of safety and conscientious animal husbandry. In 1995, the industry revised the
VQ A Program, building on the original program by adding a rigid producer certification program
monitored by designated veterinarians. The VQA Program ’s participants are highly dedicated to
improving the quality of veal, thus assuring consumers of the reputation and reliability of the American
veal supply.
The VQA Program is a three level program and includes a certification process for veal farmers, veal
industry suppliers, and veal service representatives. The producer certification program applies to veal
producers, i.e. those who raise veal calves and deliver the product to market. Under this program, veal
producers pledge to adopt a series of quality assurance practices including:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Establishment of a valid veterinarian-client-patient relationship;
Com pletion of calf health and treatment records;
Receipt and keeping a inventory list of all animal health care products; and
Use of high-quality supplies manufactured and distributed by reliable suppliers.

Producers must identify and work with a qualified veterinarian to ensure the health and well-being of the
calves. The veterinarian’s duties include advising the producer on the calf health program; reviewing the
producer’s mandatory farm program self-assessment; and evaluation on a semi-annual basis the farm plan
and self-assessment with the producer. Participating producers are requ ired to become recertified every
two years.
The veal supplier and service representative programs were established to ensure that the entire veal
industry is committed to producing safe and wholesome meat from the start of the prod uction process to
the finish. In order for a supplier to be certified, the supplier must sign an agreement to follow a number
of strict guidelines including: specific stipulations on the purchasing and receiving of ingredients; the
labeling and accurate use of formula; the mixing, bagging, and shipping of products; and the usage of
correct labels and tags. Certified service representatives must be employed by a certified supplier and
take an examination on quality assurance and technical production questions.
American’s special-fed veal industry is comprised of family farmers operating principally in seven
producing states: Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. The
special-fed veal industry grew as a by-product of the dairy indu stry using primarily Holstein bull calves.
In addition to the calves, the special-fed veal industry uses milk protein by-products from the dairy
industry valued at over $120,000,000 each year. A lthough only about thirty years old, the industry
produces ap proximately 65 0,000 special-fed veal calves a year. Because veal farmers recognize that their
livelihood depends upon the health and well-being of their animals, the humane production of veal calves
is a top industry priority. Accordingly, veal farmers have implemented modern technology and animal
husbandry practices that were developed with the guidance of leading animal scientists and veterinary
organizations. The result is a nutritious, low-fat, delicious meat product, enjoyed by millions of
consum ers.
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Many people outside of the veal industry have expressed concerns about the feeding and housing of veal
calves. But animal scientists, veterinarians, and the Animal Health Committee of the Am erican
Veterinary Medical Association (AVM A) support industry practices based on their special understanding
of a calf’s nutritional needs and behavior and the propensity of young calves to develop disease.
Calf N utrition: A B alanced Diet
Veal calves receive a highly nutritious diet designed for optim um growth and good health. This diet is
based upon nu tritional standards established by a number of government agencies and professional
organizations, including the A VM A and the National Research Council. Veal producers feed calves a
special milk replacement formula designed to provide all the 40 essential nutrients they need, including
amino acids, carbohydrates, fats, min erals, and vitamins. V eal calves receive diets w ith sufficient iron to
meet the animals’ requirements for normal health and behavior. Producers are careful to provide
sufficient iron to their calves, recognizing that an early clinical symptom of anemia is poor appetite – a
calf that does not eat will not grow. The best evidence that veal calves are healthy is the ex cellent growth
rate and very low mortality of special-fed veal calves. The typical veal calf gains an average of 2.5
pounds per day. Further, based upon a report issued by the Council for Agriculture Science and
Technology, the calf mortality rate on veal farms is one of the lowest in animal agriculture.
Guidelines for Calf Housing
The AVM A, animal scientists and agricultural engineers have worked with the industry to develop
specific guidelines for veal calf care and production. These guidelines support the practice of raising
calves in individual stalls because it allows producers to carefully monitor and control the calf’s nutrition
and health status. Calves have a very strong nursing instinct and contact between calves greatly increases
the likelihood of contracting disease. In fact, studies show that calves raised in groups have from two to
14 times the disease rate of individually-penned calves.
Furthermore, recent research in Europe has confirmed that calves raised in group housing experience
higher levels of stress. Group housing encourages competition from “boss” calves and establishes a
“pecking order” among other animals. For this and other reasons – including ease of cleaning and
feeding – veal calves are housed individually in their ow n pens.
Each stall is constructed so that the calves will have adequate room to stand, stretch, step forward,
backward and from side-to-side, lie in a natural position and groom themselves. Slotted flooring is
provided for comfort and cleanliness. In addition, research conducted by Dr. Carolyn Stull, University of
California at Davis, the practice of tethering calves was not found to be stressful on calves. Modern veal
stalls allow the animals to have visual and physical interaction with their neighbors. This means that the
calves are not socially isolated but are assured of receiving their own feed, individual care, and attention.
Sum mary
The ultim ate goal of veal producers is to raise healthy calves in a humane manner. To achieve this goal,
producers and veterinarians use balanced diets and individual stalls to facilitate frequent observation and
careful management of the calf’s nutritional and health status. Veal producers are well aware of the fact
that quality production is no accident; it is result of quality care. Excellent care carries benefits during the
production process and even after the calves leave the farm. Producers have nothing to gain by providing
anything less than the best care for their livestock, which produces a prem ium product for the consumer.
The veal industry continues to support the dairy industry by offering an outlet for Holstein bull calves and
excessive milk protein by-products. Each year the veal industry accounts for approximately
$250,000,000 of revenue to the dairy industry. The AVA strives to help producers improve management
practices through their continuation of the VQA Program. By the continuation of the VQA Program, the
Am erican veal industry will remain strong by helping to ensure a safe, wholesome product for consum ers.
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Current Standards and Future Plans for Standards: Specialty Markets
Food Animal Concerns Trust
Richard Wood
Food Animal Concerns Trust (FACT) is a non-profit organization that advocates better farming practices
to improve the safety of meat, milk, and eggs. FACT is just completing an 18 year project to create a
viable market for eggs produced by uncaged hens, working with farmers who agree to follow stringent
humane and Salmonella enteritidis (SE) production standards on its NEST EGGS ® farms. FACT also has
used these farms for research on SE and for testing the viability of changes in farm management practices
related to layers.
I am delighted to report that the NEST EGGS ® project has successfully accomplished its goals. In 1984,
humanely produced eggs could only be found in occasional farmers markets and food co-ops. Today
eggs from uncaged hens can be found in most of the major grocery chains with at least two chains
carrying their own private label. Numerous egg producers have adopted hu mane egg management steps,
moving away from cages and providing increased floor space for their birds. As a result, they have seen
an increase in production. In terms of food safety, the NEST EGGS ® protocol for SE testing along with
other models from the industry have helped to set the stage for a nation-wide Salmo nella enteritidis
testing program for all egg farms.
The NEST EGGS ® protocol addressing humane standards includes the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Pullets and hens are kept without cages in a suitable building equipped w ith deep litter, feeders,
and drinkers. Layer houses include perches and nest boxes.
The stocking density is 1.5 square feet each for pullets at 18 weeks and 2.0 square feet each for
hens.
Litter must be at least 2 inches deep, clean, dry and of good quality. The houses are to be free of
ammonia fumes. Bales of hay are provided in the litter area.
Feeds are compounded without the use of meat meal, bone meal, or other animal products. No
medications may be added routinely to feeds.
If hens become ill, they may be medicated after diagnosis. Birds that are obviously sick or
injured are separated from the flock and maintained with food and water. (Should sick birds
require medication, eggs are not used for NEST EGGS ® during medication or for a period of at
least seven days following the withdrawal of m edication. No extra-label drug usage is allowed.)
Farm and processing buildings and equipment must be kept in a clean and sanitary condition at
all times and in good repair. Biosecurity steps must be followed.
All pullet and laying houses must be cleaned and disinfected between flocks.
On farm record keeping includes a daily record of egg production, mortality, and cooler
temperatures.
At the processor, cartons are imprinted with an identification number for each plant, the flock
numb er along with a date stamp, allowing for an informed trace-back.
Every effort is made to use competent crews for catching and moving birds. Rough handling is
not acceptable.
Careful debeaking is permitted. Force molting is not permitted.

The NEST EGGS ® SE testing protocol is as follows:
Pullets
1.
Empty: SE test of house before delivery. If SE is found, test again. If SE is still found, do not
use the house.
2.
Delivery: Chicks must be delivered certified SE free. Test chick box papers. If SE positive,
replace chicks. Disinfect house and test house again.
3.
5 to 15 D ays: If SE positive, retest. If still positive, replace chicks, disinfect house and test house
again.
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4.

10-15 Weeks: If SE positive, retest. If still positive, replace chicks, disinfect house and test
house again.

Layers
1.
Empty: Clean and disinfect house. If SE is found, disinfect & test again. If still SE positive, use
alternative house or divert eggs and test at 22 weeks.
2.
30 weeks: If SE positive, divert eggs and retest. If positive a second time, depopulate the house.
3.
45 weeks: If SE positive, divert eggs and retest. If positive a second time depopulate.
Feed is also samp led and tested on a regular basis for Salmo nella.
FA CT has analyzed the SE data on its flocks. At the beginn ing of the SE control program in 1991, tests
of empty houses reported a 25% infection rate. From 1993 until 1996, the number of flocks with a
positive test was reduced to less than 15%, and from 1997 to 1999, the percentage of flocks with a
positive layer house test dropped to less than 5% . Since 199 9, we have had two layer house positives;
both were negative on succeeding tests. These SE reductions occurred even though the amount of
sampling for SE increased over the period of research.
Wh ile it is difficult to determine a cause and effect relationship between control measures and flock
contamination, these results suggest that humane housing combined with biosecurity measures and a
flock monitoring program can greatly reduce the risk of flock contamination by SE. Given the density of
poultry farms in Pennsylvania where the NEST EGGS ® flocks have been located, it may not be possible
to com pletely eliminate the threat of SE contamination in the flocks, but the program has shown that this
threat can be greatly reduced.
Standards do work. Hum ane standards improve the life of the birds and respond to a growing demand for
eggs from these birds. Food safety standards improve the overall health of the flock due to the
biosecurity steps taken, and help to protect human health from foodborne disease.
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The Free Farmed Labeling and Certification Program
The American Humane Association
Adele Douglass
The American Hu mane A ssociation (A HA ) was founded in 1877. Its mission “as a network of individ uals
and organizations, is to prevent cruelty, abuse, neglect and exploitation of children and anim als and to
assure that their interests and well-being are fully, effectively and humanely guaranteed by an aware and
caring society.”
The American Hu mane A ssociation w as form ed w hen local Societies for the Prevention of Cru elty to
An imals and Hu mane Societies came together to address the problem of the maltreatment of farm anim als
in transportation from the W est to the East for slaughter.
Over the years, the American Humane A ssociation has led the fight for humane slaughter, and many other
farm animal issues. This includes efforts to improve conditions at slaughterhouses, improving American
laws to provide additional protections for farm animals, and ultimately development of the Free Farmed
certification and labeling program.
Free Farmed Certification and Labeling Program
The Free Farmed program got its start when the American Humane Association was in contact with the
Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Anim als and learned about the Freedom Food s program.
In 19 99, members of the AHA Board of Directors, executive staff, and experts from its Scientific
Comm ittee met with the R SPCA and visited farms involved in the Freedom Food scheme. These visits
helped AH A develop the Free Farmed program and imp lement it in the United States. The RSP CA was
very generous with its time, advice, and assistance in helping AHA create the Free Farm ed Program.
Wh ile some of the Free Farmed program is based on the RSPCA’s scheme, there are differences between
the tw o program s. For example, the Free Farm ed program is a certification and labeling program that lets
consu mers know that a specific producer has met AH A’s rigid farm animal welfare standards. How ever,
the food is still sold under that producer’s brand. The Freedom Foods schem e allow s producers to sell
products under the Freedom Foods label/brand and competes in the market place with other “branded”
products.
AH A d ecided to undertake a certification and labeling program rather than one of branded products
because it felt it could cover more products in the marketplace if it wasn’t perceived as a marketplace
com petitor. AH A also did not want to take on the enormous marketing costs, like th ose spent by
Freedom F oods in marketing their brand.
Farm Anim al Services
To handle the certification, administration, and monitoring of this program, the American Humane
Association created Farm An imal Services, a separate non-profit organization. Am erican Hu mane is
responsible for the Animal Welfare Standards and Farm Animal Services is responsible for the
administration, insp ections, labeling, and marketing of the Free Farmed program and logo to producers
and retailers as well as the public. Farm Animal Services also liaisons with the United States Department
of Agriculture wh ich verifies the Free Farmed inspection and certification process.
The mission of Farm Animal Services is, “to improve the welfare of farm animals by providing viable,
credible duly monitored standards for humane food production and ensure consumers that certified
products meet these standards.”
The American Humane Association Farm Animal Welfare Standards
Each set of American Humane Association Farm Animal Welfare Standards are initially developed and
written by a Scientific Committee comprised of experts in the fields of farm animal welfare, animal
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behavior, animal and veterinary science, and food production. The standards are then approved by the
Am erican Hu mane A ssociation B oard of Directors. The AHA stand ards are based on S cientific materials
in addition to the RS PCA standards.
The Scientific Committee con sists of:
Dr. Joy M ench, U niversity of California at Davis
Dr. Janice Swanson, K ansas State University
Dr. Carolyn S tull, U niversity of California at Davis
Dr. Julie Morrow , Texas Tech U niversity
Dr. Pam H ullinger, C alifornia Dept. of Food and A griculture
Dr. B renda Coe, Penn State University, Farm Animal Services Staff
Dr. Bill Van Dresser, Retired Veterinarian
Dr. Temple Grand in Colorado S tate University
Dr. Ruth Newberry, Washington State University
Dr. Patricia Hester, Purdue U niversity
Dr. Joe Regenstein, Cornell U niversity
There are currently standards in place for Dairy Cows, Beef Cattle, Laying Hens, Broiler Chickens, Pigs
and Sheep. Th e Scientific Committee is currently developing standards for turkeys, which are expected
to be finalized later this year.
To keep up w ith new techniques in farming and production, the Scientific Comm ittee requests the Species
Comm ittees make recommendations for any changes to the standards. The Species Comm ittee includes
producers affected by the program, members of the Scientific Committee, AHA board members, and FAS
staff. The Species Committee recommendations are sent to the Scientific Committee which then reviews
the recommendations and approves, disapproves, or makes additional changes before forwarding the
standards to the AHA Board of Directors. The AHA Board of Directors then accepts or rejects the
recommended changes to provide an updated version of the standards.
The Free Farm ed Certification Process
Producers wishing to apply for the Free F armed label must follow a rigid certification process. A
producer or prod ucer group requesting information on the program and wan ting to participate is sent:
1.
2.
3.
4.

An application form;
Copies of the relevant American H uman e Association Farm Animal Welfare Standards;
Templates for records that producers are required to keep (such as health plan, etc.); and
A farm m anual, that needs to be completed and returned to the FAS office. The manual describes
animal housing, nutrition, husbandry practices, health plans, emergency procedures, casual
euthanasia policy, and other information that will help the Free Farmed assessors judge whether
the producer is compliant with AHA Animal W elfare Standards.

Once a producer subm its the relevant information to Farm Animal Services, the Director of Animal
Science Programs reviews it and arranges for an assessor to contact the producer and arrange for an
inspection. The assessor will also discuss the farm plan and other relevant m aterials with the producer to
ensure everything is in order and that all the records needed for review are available.
The assessor does the physical on-site insp ection of the applicant’s farm or ranch. D uring the on-site
inspection, the assessor conducts interviews with management personnel and employees, observes the
operation in process, and reviews written procedures and supporting docum entation. A ssessors will
itemize any significant findings of nonconformance with the AHA Farm Animal Welfare Standards, and
assign a tracking number to each nonconformance. The items will be classified either as a "continuous
improvement point/minor non-conformance," or a "hold point/major non-conformance."
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1.
2.

A major non-conformance is a situation where the well-being of an animal is at risk. A major
non-conformance must be corrected before the approval process can move forward.
A minor non-conformance concerns record keeping issues and other items that do not have a
significant impact on the well-being of the animal. These concerns do not prevent certification
but m ust be corrected in a timely manner.

Because major non-conformance p oints indicate findings that compromise the integrity of the animals,
certification may be denied or revoked until correction. The assessor also completes a review document
and a non-conformance document. T he assessor then writes a report about the insp ection, which is
submitted, along with all relevant documents to the Executive Director of Farm Animal Services. The
Executive Director reviews the assessment documents to determine if the producer meets program
requirements.
Applicants that meet all requirements as referenced in the AH A standards and instructions, will be issued
a certificate of approval valid for one year from the date of the approval letter. Farm Animal Services may
deny approval for failure to adequately address any documentation requirem ents; failure to demonstrate
the capability to meet the program requirements; failure to provide access to supplier’s facilities and
records; presenting false or misleading information; or for any evidence of noncompliance. Conditional
approval is given if there are non-conformances and permission to use the Free Farmed logo lasts for the
time it takes to rectify the non-conformance points, at which point the producer will be given full
approval certification in the program. The certificate allows the producer to use the Free Farmed logo for
one year (full approval certificate) or for the time specified (conditional approval).
Annual renewal inspections are also required. Participants are required to maintain approved programs as
described in their system documentation. Any changes to the approved system that may potentially affect
the integrity of the farm anim als must be sub mitted in writing to FAS and approved prior to
implementation. T he FAS office will contact each participant before the expiration of their approval.
Each participant m ust submit any revised copies of program documentation and be reassessed to m aintain
approved status. FAS may suspend the approval from any supplier who fails to follow the approved
policies and procedures, implements significant changes to approved systems without notification to FAS,
or for any deliberate misrepresentation. If a supplier’s approval is suspended, the entire process must be
re-initiated to be certified in the future.
Accred itation Procedures For A ssessors:
Assessors assigned to conduct document reviews and onsite audits must be qualified by Farm Animal
Services and have training, experience and education in animal science, veterinary medicine, or other
relevant backgrounds as deemed appropriate by Farm Animal Services. Requirements include:
1.
2.
3.

The assessor must have a Masters degree in Animal Science or comparable animal experience
and education.
The assessor must complete a training class, which includes review and testing on the standards.
The assessor must go on two apprentice inspections with an experienced assessor. The
experienced assessor must submit a review of the performance of the assessor “trainee.”

USDA Verification
The Free Farmed C ertification program is currently verified by the United States Department of
Agriculture/Agriculture Marketing Service. The USDA verifies the Farm Animal Service inspection and
certification process. This gives consum ers added assurance that the Free Farmed label is awarded to
only those producers who meet the rigid AH A Farm A nimals Welfare Standards. Farm An imal Services
is in the process of preparing to apply for ISO 65 Guide Certification. Farm Animal Services notifies the
Agricultural M arketin g Services of the US DA prior to insp ections. The USD A then arranges to
accom pany assessors on the assessm ent of the farms. The U SD A at this time covers abou t 25% of Farm
Animal Services inspections.
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Animal Welfare Institute
Diane Halverson
The Animal Welfare Institute (AW I) first developed humane on-farm pig husbandry standards and a label
to help consumers identify pork from humane, independent family farmers in 1989. The label was used
by a farm family in a pilot project based in Minnesota in which products from their farm received the
Animal Welfare Institute label and were sold by a mainstream Minneapolis grocery store chain. The
Animal Welfare Institute no longer uses that label, but does allow the organization’s name to be used by
marketers and farmers who fulfill Animal Welfare Institute standards and arrange for their farms’
endorsement by the Animal Welfare Institute. AW I is developing further standards for pigs and new
standards for other species of animals used for food.
An imal Welfare Institute standards are based on the natural behavior of the animal, requiring that anim als
be allowed to fulfill instinctive behaviors, and on the principle of fitting the system to the animal rather
than the animal to the system . This means, for example, that the confinem ent of pregnant sows in
individual crates without bedding, or by collars and chains tethered to the floor, or being prohibited from
behaving naturally or even walking or turning is forbidden. Sows and first litter-gilts must be given
appropriate materials, such as straw, with which to build nests at farrowing, and must be provided w ith
sufficient space, husbandry and feed ing arrangements to form and maintain a stable social hierarchy.
Young pigs must be given adequate space and appropriate materials in which to root, explore and play.
All animals must be provided a comfortable resting area that includes bedding. Piglets mu st be at least 5
weeks old before they are weaned. Routine use of low levels of antibiotics to maintain productivity or
promote growth is prohibited on farms adhering to the Animal Welfare Institute program. AW I’s
standard s can be read in full on the A nimal W elfare Institute’s website at ww w.aw ionline.org.
AW I’s program objective is to foster the revitalization of humane independent family farming in which
ethical principles and a feeling and eye for animals, not only a quest for profits, guide husb andry
decisions, and in which hu sbandry knowledge and skills can be passed on to future generations.
Although the standards were developed to preserve the welfare of pigs, they appeal to an array of
organizations with diverse interests. These groups recognize the importance of protecting pig welfare,
but they see additional merit in the standard s: protecting water quality, revitalizing a culture of traditional,
sustainable family farms and protecting the effectiveness of antibiotics in human and veterinary medicine.
In 20 02, the A nimal W elfare Institute’s standard s have been endorsed by Chef’s Collaborative, Earth
Pledge Foundation, Global Resource Action Center for the Environment, New England Livestock
Alliance, Public Citizen, Slow Food USA and W aterkeeper Alliance.
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Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) Process Verified Program
Jim Riva
The Agricultural M arketin g Program’s Process V erified Program provides the agricultural industry with
independent verification of their quality management systems, and a method to add value to and market
their products using specific value added claims. These claims were all but impossible to verify using
normal certification methods.
By using the Process Verified Program, farmers, producers, feeders, suppliers, and processors have a
method to assure to their customers that their procedures and processes which are designed to meet
specific quality standards, are verified by the USDA , and will provide consistent quality on a continual
basis. Customers gain confidence in the quality system due to the independent, third-party audits that
review, confirm, and verify a company’s documented quality management system. In this process AMS
verifies quality management systems, and upon approval allows com panies to ad vertise and market their
products as “US DA Process Verified.”
To evaluate quality systems AMS uses internationally recognized standards for quality management
systems. This ensures con sistent auditing practices and promotes international recognition of audit results.
Process Verification is a cost efficient alternative to traditional certification and product inspection. It is a
third party verification of any organization’s quality management system, large or small, regardless of
product, process or marketing goal.
AM S currently conducts quality systems audits for a num ber of Quality System Verification Programs.
These programs are posted on the AMS website at: http://ww w.ams.usda.gov/pro cess/. Through this
verification, USD A Process Verified suppliers are able to have “Process Verified P oints” such as breed,
feeding practices, or other raising and processing claims verified by the USDA and marketed as “USDA
Process Verified.”
The USDA Process Verified Program applies to livestock, meat, and agricultural products marketing
programs submitted to the AM S Program for verification and mon itoring. It is limited to programs or
portions of programs where process verified points are supported by a documented quality management
system. The extent of controls included in these programs may include all phases of production and
marketing from genetic development through retail distribution, or any portion as described in the scope
of the submitted program. Programs submitted in writing to AMS will be approved when it is determined
that they meet the AM S criteria and the program has successfully passed an onsite audit.
AM S quality auditors are fully trained on program requirements for each specific commodity group by
experienced lead auditors. Additionally, all lead auditors have passed an American National Standards
Institute (ANS I) Registrar A ccreditation Board (RAB ) lead auditors training class and are working toward
certified quality auditors status. Lead auditors must maintain this status with continuing education and
practical experience in the quality system auditing field. AMS auditors conduct audits according to ISO
10011-1:1990 Gu idelines for auditing quality systems, allowing international recognition of results
docum ented during the assessments.
The USDA Process Verified Program is user-fee funded. Applicants are charged an hourly fee for
documentation review , onsite audits, and for travel costs at the G overnment approved reim bursement rate.
Exact costs wou ld vary depending on the scope of the program being audited, the numb er of locations,
and other factors.
In the initial audit year of the program, applicants should expect to have a document review, a major
system wide audit, and at least one surveillance audit. AMS lead auditors will provide cost estimates prior
to providing service based on the scope and location of the program.
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Applicants must submit a letter requesting services and a complete copy of the applicant’s program
documentation along with:
1.
2.
3.

Examples of all labels, tags, or other instrum ents used to identify animals or products.
Comp leted examples of all forms used in the program. These examples should be taken from
actual records.
Copies of letters from consulting veterinarians, feed manufacturers, tag manufacturers, etc., as
specified in the appropriate general requirement documents.
A copy of the m ost recent satisfactory internal audit report.
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National Organic Standards Board: Animal Agriculture
Keith Jones
USD A N ational Organic Program
After struggling to build market recognition and supply capacity for many decades, the organic farming
industry became one the fastest growing segments of U.S. agriculture during the last decade. Certified
organic cropland more than doub led in the U nited States betw een 1992 and 1997, and two organic
livestock sectors-eggs and dairy-grew even faster.
On December 21, 2000, the USD A p ublished the final regulation establishing the National Organic
Program (NOP) under the direction of the Agricultural Marketing Service. The program establishes
national standards for the production and handling of organically produced products.
The N OP’s livestock production standards reflect growing consumer interest in animal welfare issues,
particularly livestock living conditions. The extensive public comment process used in developing the
regulation showed many organ ic consumers are concerned with animal welfare issues. T hese comm enters
believe that while animal confinement is appropriate under certain conditions, access to the outdoors is a
fundamental tenant of organic livestock production. These consumers believe further that protection of
an animal’s welfare or soil and water are the only appropriate conditions for restricting access to the
outdoors.
Comm enters also maintained that the outdoor area must accommodate natural livestock behavior, such as
dust wallows for poultry and, in the case of ruminants, provide substantial nutrition. M any com menters
specifically opposed dry lots as an allowable outdoor environment. As a result of these comments, USDA
established access to the outdoors as a required element for all organically raised livestock. This
presentation will discuss the NOP standard development process and the resulting organic livestock
standards along with a discussion on future issues in organic livestock production.
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Reaction and Response to Use of Guidelines or Standards by Farmer
Representatives
R. W. Sauder, Inc.
Paul Sauder
The egg industry has changed the way eggs are going to be produced in the United States.
For the last 40 years we have produced eggs behind closed doors because we were all working to produce
at the lowest cost. Now we have a new way to prod uce eggs based on science. An independent scientific
advisory committee reviewed the treatment of egg producing hens and provided its recommendations for
industry standards. We now have standards that we can open up our operations and “show and tell” the
good news.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Increase cage space – less stress - better egg quality – cleaner eggs – safer eggs;
Standards for molting, based on the most current, verified scientific studies;
Standard trimming of chicks’ beaks;
Air qu ality;
Handling of birds – daily inspections;
More training to employee on care of birds.

These six items will help the egg industry get a better image with our customer and will help us sell more
eggs. By improving the care of the chicken we are going to get better eggs and this can be communicated
to our customers to increase the demand for eggs. We at Sauders have housed one flock at the 67 sq.
inches in July 1, 2002 to find out the total benefits we will get when all our flocks will be at the new
standards. This is a giant step for egg producers to go from a low cost production based system to a
science based system that gives consumer con fiden ce in our p roduct.
“It’s the right thing to do”.
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Premium Standard Farms
Charlie Arnot
Premium Standard Farms supports the position of the National Pork Board (N PB) and Nation al Pork
Producers C oun cil as it relates to welfare standards and guidelines. We view this as an issue that will
impact all producers. The NPB has dedicated significant resources to research on animal welfare and we
look to our industry association to provide guidance and direction on this and other industry-wide issues.
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Niman Ranch Pork Company
Pau l Willis
On our farm, pigs have always been living on pastures and in well-bedded barns, with room to exhibit
natural behaviors such as rooting, exploring, playing and building nests. Therefore, bringing our farm
into compliance with the Animal Welfare Institute’s (AW I) Humane On-Farm Pig Husbandry Standards
required few changes in the way we raised pigs. For example, our sow s have always farrow ed on pasture
from Spring through Fall and in straw-bedded barns during the winter. In these settings the sows have
sufficient space to establish a stable social hierarchy, to exercise, and enjoy life. Piglets have ample room
to root, explore and play. We have always provided ample bedding when sows are about to deliver
piglets and for comfort and for rooting at all other times. The princip le changes we made to com ply with
AW I standards were 1) discontinuing docking the tails of piglets and 2) removing the low levels of
antibiotics that were routinely placed in pig feeds by feed manufacturers. We found that, as the Animal
Welfare Institute suggested, there was no need for the routine use of antibiotics or tail-docking when we
provide appropriate environm ents and good husbandry.
We have set up the pasture and adjacent fields in a 5 year crop rotation consisting of alfalfa/clover, small
grains, corn, soybeans and hog pastu re. Sh aring sunlight and fresh air with anim als on pastu re leads to
fertile groun d for crops in following years. This rotation has restored the health of the soil, contributes to
high yields without pesticides or chemical fertilizer, so that our crops are now certified organ ic.
Marketing to California-based Niman R anch required additional refinements of our methods. For
exam ple, Niman Ranch will not accept pigs wh o have been treated with antibiotics at either a
subtherapeutic or therapeutic level. Niman Ranch forbids the use of animal by-products in the feed, as
does the Animal Welfare Institute. Providing the proper environment, feed and husbandry –including an
absolute minimum weaning age of 5 weeks- and following a suitab le vaccination program has proven to
be a sound way of avoiding the n eed for therapeutic and non-therapeutic antibiotic treatments.
Over 200 independent farm families have joined the Niman Ranch Pork Company. Some of these have
made changes similar to those we made, others have made more extensive changes in order to serve the
needs of animals and serve the needs of consumers nationwide who are demanding flavorful meat from
animals who have lived as they were meant to live.
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United Dairymen of Arizona
Paul Rovey
As a dairy farmer, a top priority of mine is taking care of my herd by providing them with a nutritious
diet, good medical care and healthy living conditions, so from a producer standpoint, the implementation
and use of animal care guidelines are not a huge surprise. Nor is it going to change how I operate very
much. Dairy producers have used and are currently using many of these practices recommended in the
guidelines. Producers know that their cows must be healthy, happy and well cared for in order to produce
high quantities of pure, wholesome milk.
The majority of U.S. producers already carry out many of the recommended proced ures in the guidelines.
For instance, the dairy animal care guidelines recommend proper training for employees. Many
producers already have this in progress at their farm s. For example, at my operation I work closely with
my herd veterinarian. The vet visits the farm three to four times a month an d usu ally stays the entire day.
Oth er than checking the anim als and perform ing routine health proced ures, the vet also w orks closely
with the employees. The vet takes tim e to train employees about proper techniques for treating animals
and proper animal handling procedu res to prevent injuries.
As a dairy producer, I app reciate the idea of these science-based guidelines. When a new technology or a
new way of doing things arises, I find it beneficial to see solid proof that this will work for my operation
and anim als. Providing scientifically defend able guidelines is a definite must. An example of this is
dehorning, which is a subject covered in the guidelines. The sp ecific recommendations will be workable
for producers; however, they are workable because they are based on scientific data. Th e guidelines will
be implemented on farms as long as they are based on science.
Another reason it is crucial to have science-based guidelines is cost. Some systems can be costly to set
up, but if they will benefit the cows, then the initial cost will be worth it in the long run. As new,
innovative technologies have come up, many producers have put these practices to use. An exam ple of
this is the type of cooling system I use. Arizona is know n for its heat in the summertime. This requires a
very good cooling system to keep my cows happy and healthy. My cooling system is a comp utercontrolled state of the art system incorporated into the existing shades, injecting atomized water into a
turbulent air stream . This system helps drop the temperature 30 to 40 degrees depending on the humidity,
while not getting the bedding for the cows wet. These systems can cost upwards of $400 per cow. Many
producers use sprinklers and fans to cool their animals and while the systems may be expensive to set up,
they greatly improve cow comfort and help the cows produce a greater abundance of high quality milk.
An other example of this is imp roved types of bedding for the animals. Providing bedding that is
comfortable and clean has definite benefits for cows. There are a multitude of types of bedding, each one
suited for that region of the country. All of them are designed and maintained to give the maximum
amount of comfort to the cows.
The guidelines will be a useful source to see a compilation of the availab le procedures and practices. I,
along with other dairy producers strive to do the best for our animals, so that is why coming together on
an industry-wide project of animal well-being is so beneficial. We hop e these guidelines will also serve
as a tool for consumers to help them better understand where their milk/ dairy products come from, why
we op erate they way we do, and how committed w e are to the w ell-being of our animals.
Dairy farming is a way of life, not just a business. We welcome this chance to educate the public and
share our practices with them.
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Professional and Commodity Organizations: Programs and Observations
Federation of Animal Science Societies
Barbara P. Glenn
FA SS supports the hum ane care of ag ricultural animals. FASS is a federation of livestock and
poultry scientists serving society through animal agriculture. FASS com prises three memb er societies:
the American Dairy Science Association, the Am erican Society of Animal Science, and Poultry Science
Association. We represent over 10,000 scientists, in academia, industry and government. Animal
scientists are leaders in farm animal well being. We are also experts in farm animal husbandry, breeding
and genetics, egg production and prod ucts, genomics, molecular biology, growth, lactation, milk and milk
products, meat science, nutrition, physiology, growth, and lactation. We have published the Ag Guide
(FASS , 1999) which details care and use of farm animals in research and teaching, and is recognized as
authoritative by the US D epartment of Agriculture (Federal Register, 2000), the Public Health Service (as
PHS endorses guidelines of the Institute of Laboratory Animal Resources, ILAR, 1996) and AAALAC
International (ww w.aaalac.org). In addition, the Ag Guide is used by the Institutional Animal Care and
Use Com mittees (IACU C) of m ost universities that conduct agricultural research with farm animals.
Recently, we have expanded our efforts to developing criteria for on-farm animal care.
FASS supports the use of sound science to develop practices for the care and hand ling of farm
anim als. Standards for on-farm food animal production are an important assurance to farmers, food
suppliers and consum ers. M ost livestock and poultry prod ucers are doing a good job in raising their
animals, but standards provide an excellent check. Right now most buyers want to work with standards
and systems developed and imp lemented by producers, but they see a strong need to be able to assure
consu mers that these systems are scientifically soun d and that animals raised in accordance w ith them are
“well cared for.” Therefore, standards are being developed by both food suppliers and species
organizations, each in collaboration with scientific experts. Such processes are intended to be able to
provide a “seal of approval” for producer programs in which the buyers will have confidence.
FA SS and the American R egistry for P rofessional An imal Scientists (ARP AS ) were com petitively
awarded a p roject by the Animal Agriculture Alliance (AAA) to develop criteria and a process for the
evaluation of species-specific farm animal well-being guidelines to assess their compliance with AAA
An imal Care Principles and that these are based on the best science available. O ver 40 scientist ex perts
(Ph.D.’s and veterinarians) have been developing criteria for on-farm animal care, and a process for
evaluation, for nine different species. The species include: beef, broilers, dairy, ducks, layers, sheep,
swine, turkeys, and veal. W e are building an evaluation process that is scientifically sound, and we are
working independently to that end. We want a process that is believable, and one that will meet
consu mer an d buyer expectations as well as yours.
In order to have science-based standards, the role for the scientists of ADSA, ASAS, and PSA
(FASS) is to be the interface to the state of the science. We have developed an over-arching set of
science-based criteria that were used to finalize species-specific criteria. Species criteria will be used in
an evaluation process in comparison to the guidelines of the member organizations of AAA. What we
expect to have is an evaluation process that is science-based and covers each species in a similar manner.
Consumers are assured that we are evaluating the care of all species, and we are doing it in a com parable
manner. Buyers have identification of quantifiable m easures so that there will be consistency in
assessments that are eventually made in terms of your member organization and your third party audits.
Producers know the criteria used in evaluations are based on the best science currently available and also
on the knowledge of current production systems. Importantly, the process we have used to develop
criteria is one which confers sustainability, or the ability to update and improve, as we learn of new
scientific discoveries in animal well being. The role of FASS will continue to be inclusion of a sound
scientific basis for animal care, both in research program s and on the farm.
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Animal Agriculture Alliance
Kay Johnson
The Animal Agriculture A lliance is a national um brella organization through w hich prod ucers of all
animal species, feed sup pliers, anim al health comp anies and other allied industries, distributors, retailers
and restaurants can work together to develop programs and messages to reach consumers to enhance their
und erstanding and appreciation for food animal production.
The Alliance works proactively to provide consumers with the assurance that the meat, milk & eggs they
buy are from farmers and ranchers who care about their animals and provide for their overall well-being,
while producing the most wholesome, abundant and affordable food in the world.
The Alliance’s mission is to sup port and promote animal agriculture practices that provide for farm
anim al well-being, through sound science and public education. As such , the A lliance is working to
ensure all sectors of animal agriculture have in place consistent, science-based animal care guidelines that
meet its Principles for Animal Care, that are species-appropriate and that are accepted throughout the food
chain.
The Alliance is also working with producer groups, as well as the restaurant and retailer groups to
develop an independent audit process to certify that producers are in compliance with the guidelines
developed for their particular species.
The main im petus for the creation of the A lliance was the constant bombard ment of m essages to
consumers about how farm animals are raised. Often the information was incorrect or misleading, and
sometimes conflicting - depending on who delivered the message. Consumers ask, “What should I
believe?” and “W ho should I believe?” with so m any mixed m essages being presented. Consumers
needed to have a credible source for accurate, science-based information they could understand to answer
their questions and concerns.
In order to provide that, the members of the Alliance board of directors determined the first step had to be
to ensure producer groups’ animal care guidelines were scientifically sound and consistent in providing
for appropriate animal care. A set of Principles for Animal Care for all guidelines needed to be
established, and then criteria for those Prin ciples should be determined based on science for each specific
species group. Second, producers should make sure they have implemented those recommended practices
to ensure they are providing appropriate care for their anim als.
With these two factors in place, the Alliance then serves as the voice to consum ers to promote these
measures, providing consumers the assurance they need to understand that the food they eat and they
products they use comes from animals who were cared for appropriately.
Every stakeholder in the food ch ain – from those w ho raise animals, to the farm/ranch sup pliers, to those
who transport the animals, to those who sell food prod ucts to consum ers – has as a com mon goal to
maintain the pu blic’s confidence in our food production system. As such, it is in every stakeholders’ best
interest to ensure recomm endations for the care of animals are based on sound science and are practical.
Working together and speaking with a un ified voice to promote the efforts and achievements of all those
who are dedicated to providing for farm animal well-being, while continuing to provide the safest, most
wholesome and most afford able food prod ucts in the world, is the optimum way to earn and maintain
consum er confidence in A merica’s food and its producers.
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American Veterinary Medical Association
Gail C. Golab
Veterinarians are recognized as advocates for and experts in animal health, w elfare, comfort, and well
being; as such they are often called upon to determine wh at are and are not humane practices in
agricultural production. As part of their professional ethic, veterinarians are expected to balance the needs
of individual animals, groups of animals, and their clients (livestock producers and consum ers). For these
reasons, veterinarians represent the archetypal third-party expert when it comes to ensuring animal
welfare in food animal production.
Most of a veterinarian’s education and training is devoted to disease diagnosis, treatment, and prevention.
Likewise, these activities comprise the bulk of a veterinarian’s professional services. Because the success
of disease preven tion and treatment is intimately tied to animal production practices that reduce exposure
to disease, minimize injury and stress, and maximize positive physiologic responses, veterinarians
welcome the development of standards that positively impact animal welfare.
A science- and performance-based approach to appropriate modification of agricultural practices is the
only way to ensure that changes made are those that will actually result in health and welfare benefits for
animals. Our training as veterinarians tells us that the scientific assessment necessary to ensure animal
welfare must go beyond simple evaluation of production parameters to encompass physiologic and
behavioral metrics. Veterinarians also recognize that guidelines established for anim al welfare must
consider various ethical perspectives, including traditional ethics, popular ethics, religious ethics, and
legal ethics. Appropriate evaluation of all of these indices requires a multi-disciplinary approach
reflecting input from animal scientists, animal behaviorists, ethicists, producers, and veterinarians.
As per this framework, the American Veterinary Medical Association has developed animal welfare
policies and elected to participate in an imal welfare assurance programs that it believes reflect a
commitment to careful evaluation and application of related scientific data as well as a recognition of
mankind’s ethical obligations to those species it raises for food. Adhering to best practices in food animal
production not only helps ensure that anim als are treated appropriately and remain healthy, but also
benefits livestock prod ucers and consumers because adherence to best practices generally results in
improved production indices and quality of product.
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Land Grant Universities
Edmond A. Pajor
HISTORY
Land grant universities were established by the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 18 90. Land grant universities
are not just colleges and universities; they represen t a unique system of education, research and extension.
The original mission of land grant universities was to teach agriculture and the mechanic arts. Two key
components of the land grant system are the Agricultural Experiment Station and the Cooperative
Extension Service.
The Hatch Act in 1887 authorized direct payment of federal grant funds to each state to establish and
operate an Agricultural Experiment Station. The main purpose of the A gricultural E xperiment Station is
to carry out agricultural research in connection with the land-grant university. Another key component
of the land grant systems is the Cooperative Extension Service established by the Smith-Lever Act of
1917. Each state extension service is administrated through the state’s land grant un iversity. The pu rpose
of extension is to “disseminate useful and practical information” to the public and was designed to link
the land grant’s academic and research programs to societal needs.
The mission of the land grant university as conceived by Morrill encompasses three major m issions:
objective or unbiased research (done by the Experiment Stations), non-formal education and information
dissemination (carried out by the Extension Services), and classroom or college instruction (taught at each
land grant cam pus).
It is within this original three-fold mission that land grant universities are addressing the issue of animal
welfare and the development of production standards that meet the needs of animals, society as well as
those of the animal production industry.
TEACHING
Un iversities are first and forem ost institutions of learning. A goal of any university is to prepare its
students for the opportunities and challenges they will experience after graduation. There are few issues
in animal agriculture that pose as substantial a challenge as animal welfare. Few, but not nearly enough,
land grant universities have hired animal behavior/animal welfare scientists to develop courses in animal
welfare. Courses have been developed at the undergraduate and graduate level. The recent PurdueMichigan State effort in distance education resulted in the first long distance course in animal welfare at
the graduate level. Educational opportunities in animal welfare should not be limited to only formal
courses. The recent Michigan State – Purdue initiative in developing animal welfare livestock judging
teams and competitions builds on a traditional education tool (livestock judging) found at most land grant
universities. Animal welfare judging teams show great promise as an educational experience for our
undergraduates. These two programs are just a few examples of activities that are occurring at other land
grant institutions across the country.
RESEARCH
Land grant universities are key sources for unbiased scientific inform ation about animal welfare issues.
Land grant scientists research animal welfare issues on all of the major agricultural species. Approaches
include measuring health, behavior, physiology, and production. Standards, guidelines as well as general
animal husbandry practices need to be based on the best science available. A serious limitation in animal
welfare research is simply that there are few scientists trained in this area. During the development of the
guidelines and stand ards described today, clear gap s in our knowledge ab out specific animal welfare
issues have been identified. These gaps need to be filled. Greater emphasis on anim al welfare research is
needed in terms of a) funding opportunities for both basic and applied research and b) land grant
institutions in terms of faculty hires.
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EXTENSION
Extension has been the main m echanism by which faculty at land grant institutions have contributed to
the development of standard s. Activities in clude direct involvem ent on numerous national and state
committees for a variety of organizations developing animal welfare standards. These include com modity
organization, retailers, and anim al activists groups many of w hich have outlined their programs at this
conference. In addition faculty an d county exten sion agents work at the local level to update and educate
the clientele through workshops, newsletters, websites and other means of technology transfer. For
example, the information presented at the recent pork academy symposium on sow housing, sponsored by
USDA -CSR EES is being made available to extension faculty through printed proceedings, audiotapes,
videotapes, and compact discs. Extension faculty at land grant universities will share this information
with county extension agents and with the state and local com modity groups with whom they interact.
ANIMAL WELL-BEING CENTERS
The importance and multi-disciplinary aspects of animal welfare are being captured at land grant
institutions through the developm ent of university enters for animal welfare. C enters for animal welfare
exist at the University of California at Davis, Purdue University and Washington State University to name
but a few. The centers vary somewhat in scope and mission but all address animal welfare issues and
serve as primary sources of information for the public. Centers encourage multi-disciplinary approaches
within each of the three main missions of a land grant university, teaching, research and extension. In
addition to these institutionally based centers for animal welfare, mechanisms by which centers can
interact with one another need to be considered. Furthermore, the development of m ulti-state
consortiums on animal welfare between land grant universities should be considered and encouraged.
CONCLUSIONS
Faculty at land grant universities are heavily involved with the development of animal welfare standards
and programs. In fact, many of the organizations that have been presented at this conference, from
retailers to com modity groups, from anim al activists to agricultural lobbyists to profession al scientific
organizations, have drawn on the expertise found at land grant universities to develop their programs.
Although faculty at land grant universities have been extremely active in the developm ent of standards, a
significant limitation for the future is the low number of land grant institutions that have faculty
specializing in animal welfare science. Given the importance of the animal welfare issue to the
agricultural industry, retailers and the general public; and the obvious need for additional teaching,
research and extension on animal welfare. Land grant institutions should be encouraged to show further
leadership in this area by training and hiring additional faculty that will be able to address the increasing
need for information on this issue.
Although there is a historic and traditional relationship between land grant universities and agriculture,
land grant universities are also public universities and must work well and properly for the benefit of all
the citizens of a given state. The land grant is a unique education system focused on providing practical
knowledge and information, based on unbiased scientific research, to rural and urban citizens and to the
full range of organizations concerned and interested in agriculture
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Sustainable Agriculture
Martha Noble
A sustainable agriculture and food system is one that is ecologically sound, socially responsible, and
economically viable. All three of these goals are crucial to meet the needs of the commu nities in which
food is grown, raised, processed, and/or consumed. Another key to sustainable agriculture and food
systems is that these goals are considered jointly
For member organizations of the Sustainable Agriculture Coalition, attention to animal welfare is an
integral issue. For example, the National Catholic Rural Life Conference has initiated an Ethics of Eating
campaign that includes animal welfare concerns. T he position on animal welfare states: The w eb of life is
one. The way we treat animals is of moral significance. We cannot casually inflict pain on them or treat
them as if they were inert beings or stones. Their modes of living deserve study and appreciation. They do
not deserve wholesale destruction and obliteration. A nimal welfare should be a moral concern.
Another example is the hog production initiative of the Land Stewardship Project's Sustainable Livestock
Systems Project, with a primary message that " … production and marketing systems must be integrated.
An d, an excellent place to start that integration is with the consum er desire for tasty pork that's raised with
high regard for the farm's natural environment and the hog's nature." Many of the farmers in this project
agreed with Jim Van Der Pol, a western Minnesota farmer who raised hogs using confined farrowing
crates before switching to hoop house - pastured based production, when he said, "The best day of my
life is when I took the Bobcat loader and pushed that junk [the crates] out through the end of the
building." He found the stress imposed on his animals from the confinement system also increased the
stress on him as a farmer with the direct responsibility for the welfare of his animals.
Alternatives to Industrialized Animal Production System s
The concentration and industrialization of animal production in large-scale confinement facilities has
drawn increasing public attention to the issue of animal welfare, as well as the issues of environmental
degradation, threats to public health, impacts on the economic structure of local commu nities, worker
health and safety, and the fairness of production contracts to producers. The public is now being called
upon to pay the price for years of neglect and denial of these problems by government agencies, land
grant universities and other institutions, many of which promoted large-scale confinement systems.
With regard to anim al welfare, research budgets include the development of m ore pharm aceutical inputs
and other "quick fix" style solutions to cope with the problems of stressed and biologically uniform,
vuln erable domestic animal populations. Some efforts focus on assessing the effects of minor adjustm ents
such as incremental increases in hen battery cage size. Other measures, such as increased ventilation of
confinement systems may exacerbate other problems such as discharge of air pollutants.
Many sustainable agriculture organizations are involved in projects, some with land grant partners and
other researchers, to estab lish and maintain more humane and sustainable animal production systems.
Projects include on-farm research of alternative production systems, including assessments of the health,
well-being, and productivity of the animals, the profitability of the production systems, and
environ mental impacts. Efforts also include marketing initiatives and consumer education and outreach.
A number of these projects have received funding from the USD A's Sustainable Education and Research
Program.
Mo re Interdisciplinary Research N eeded for an Integrated and S ustainable Agriculture
In testimony to Congress in 1996, Margaret Mellon of the Union of Con cerned Scientists noted the need
for increased interdisciplinary agricultural research. She used as an example the proliferation of largescale confined hog operations. These systems were promoted by land grant universities because of a
narrow focus on productivity without an assessment of environmental and public health costs to the
public and long-term costs, both to the public and the production sector, of measures needed to maintain
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basic animal health. Mellon pointed out that if researchers were looking for the hog production system
that best join tly addressed prod uctivity, profitability, improved efficiency, and environmental protection it
is doubtful that they would come up with enormous confinement facilities.
Now , USD A and the land grant universities have researchers addressing the multiple problems of these
confined animal production systems, including the negative impacts on animal health and well-being, but
much of this research is still being conducted in a piecem eal, disjointed fashion. W hat is needed to
develop sustainable agricultural production systems is a research agen da that includes more
interd isciplinary research and farm er involvem ent in designing and carrying out research projects. This
research agenda sh ould include elements of social responsibility, including responsibility for the well
being of the animals in the production system and the well-being of the people charged with the care of
the animals.
Imp act in the U.S. of Foo d An imal Production Standards in Other Countries
The development and implementation in other countries of standards for food animal production that
reflect concern for animal well-being may have significant impact here in the United States. One
example is the "five-freedoms" promoted by the Farm Animal Welfare Council in the United Kingdom,
which includes the freedom of the animals to express normal behavior by providing sufficient space,
proper facilities and the company of the animal's own kind. The general acceptance of this normative
criterion has led to the prohibitions in the United Kingdom on veal crates, sow stalls, and tethers. Other
European nations have also prohibited various practices. In 1999, European governments agreed in the
Treaty of Amsterdam to a stipulation that animals be regarded as "sentient beings", rather than as units of
production. The European Union is now poised to phase out sow tethers, sow stalls, veal crates, and
battery cage production of eggs throughout the Union over the next decade, conditioned on WTO
negotiations to secure protection for European farmers from imports of cheap battery eggs.
These increased standards in other nations provide models for U.S. food animal production that can be
influential in a number of contexts. For example, many of the U.S. farmers who have adopted hoop
hou se - pasture systems for hog production have used systems developed in Sweden as their model, with
some of the farmers traveling to Europe to see on-farm demonstrations of these systems. Some
sustainable agriculture organizations and farmers have also traveled to France to learn about the
production and marketing of range produced chicken under the Label Rouge certification program. These
models also lend credence to ongoing efforts in the U.S. to convince food retailers to adopt standards and
guidelines for the humane treatment of food animals. The existence in other countries of higher standards
and production systems with measures to increase animal well-being also defuses the contention that U.S.
producers will not be able to compete if U.S. animal welfare standards are raised.
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APPENDIX A
Future Trends in Animal Agriculture
Standards for Food Animal Production:
Status, Well-Being, and Social Responsibility

Program and Speaker Contact Information
Moderator:

Richard Reynnells, USDA/CSREES/PAS
800 9 th Street SW, Room 3130 Waterfront Centre
Washington, DC 20250

9:00

Welcome
Alex Thiermann, Senior International Organizations Coordinator
USD A/APH IS/IS
Room 312-E Jamie Whitten Building
Washington, DC 20250

9:10

Introduction
Dave Brubaker
145 Sou th Spruce Street
Lititz, PA 17543

9:25

Impact and Importance of Standards
Jill Hollingsworth, Vice President Food Safety Programs
Food M arketin g Institute
655 15 th Street, NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20005

9:45

Panel: Current Standards and Future Plans for Standards: Commodity Groups
Dairy
Rob ert Byrne, Vice P resident of Regulatory Affairs
National Milk Producers Federation
2101 Wilson Blvd., Suite 400
Arlington, VA 22201
Beef
Leah Becker, Associate Director, Food Policy
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association
1301 Pennsylvania Ave., NW , Suite 300
Washington, DC 20004
Pork
Paul Sundberg
Assistant Vice President, Veterinary Issues
National Pork Board
P.O. Box 9114
Des Moines, IA 50306
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Broilers
Steve Pretanik, Director of Science and Technology
National Chicken Council
1015 15 th Street, NW, Suite 930
Washington, DC 20005-2605
Layers
Ken K lippen
Vice President and Executive Director of Government Relations
United Egg Prod ucers
One Massachusetts Avenue, NW , Suite 800
Washington, DC 20001
Turkey
David M eeker
Vice President, Scientific and Regulatory Affairs
National Turkey Federation
1225 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005
Sheep
Peter Orwick, Executive Director
American Sheep Industry Association
6911 S outh Yosemite Street
Centennial, CO 80112
Veal
Paul Slayton, Executive Director
American Veal Association
1500 F ulling Mill Road
Middletown, PA 17057
10:45

Panel: Current Standards and Future P lans for Standards: Specialty M arkets
Food Animal Concerns Trust (FACT)
Richard Wood, Executive Director
Food Animal Concerns Trust
P.O. Box 14599
Chicago, IL 60614
Free Farmed, American Humane Association (AHA)
Adele Douglass, Executive Director
Farm An imal Services
943 Sou th George Mason D rive
Arlington, VA 22204
Animal Welfare Institute (AW I)
Diane Halverson, Farm Animal Advisor
PO Box 3650
Washington, DC 20007
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United States Departmen t of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service
(USD A/AM S) Process Verified
Jim Riva, Agricultural Marketing S pecialist
USD A/AM S/Audit, Review and Compliance
Room 2634 South Building
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250
National Organic Standards Board (NOSB)
Keith Jones, Director of Program Development
USDA/AMS
1400 Independence Avenue, Room 4008
Washington, DC 20250
Du ckling C ouncil
Dan H arper
Maple Leaf Farms, Inc.
P.O. Box 308
Milford, IN 46542
11:45 - 1:15

LUNCH (on your own)

Moderator:

Michael Appleby
Vice President, Farm A nimals and Sustainable Agriculture
The Humane Society of the United States
2100 L Street, NW
Washington, DC 20037

1:15

Reaction and Respo nse to Use of G uidelines or Standards by Farm er
Representatives
Paul Sauder
R. W. Sauder, Inc.
P. O. Box 427
Lititz, PA 17543
Ch arlie Arnot
Vice President, Comm unications and Public Affairs
Premium Standard Farms
423 W est 8 th Street, Suite 200
Kansas City, MO 64105
Paul W illis
Farmer/Manager, Niman Ranch Pork Company of Iowa
2228 Eagle Avenue
Thornton, IA 50479
Paul R ovey
Vice President, United Dairymen of Arizona
7711 W . Northern Ave.
Glendale, AZ 85303
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2:00

Professional and Comm odity Organizations: Programs and Observations
Federation of Animal Science Societies (FASS)
Barbara Glenn
Executive Vice President, Scientific Liaison
Federation of Animal Science Societies
9650 R ockville Pike
Bethesda, MD 20814
Animal Agriculture Alliance (AAA)
Kay Johnson, Vice President
1501 Wilson Blvd., Suite 1100
Arlington, VA 22209
American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA)
Gail Golab, Assistant Director of Public Relations
American Veterinary Medical Association
1931 North Meacham Road, Suite 100
Schaumburg, IL 60173
Land Grant University
Ed Pajor
Department of Animal Sciences
1026 Poultry Building, Room 207
Purdue University
West Lafayette, IN 47907
Sustainable Agriculture
Martha Noble
Senior Policy Analyst, Sustainable Agriculture Coalition
110 Maryland Ave, NE Suite 211
Washington, DC 20002

2:45

Discussion with all speakers, led by Moderator, Michael Appleby

3:30

Wrap-up, David Brubaker

Co-Editors:
Richard Reynnells
USDA/CSREES/PAS
Washington, DC 20250-2220
John Blake
Poultry Science Department
Auburn University, AL 36849-5416
Co-Coordinators:
Richard Reynnells, USDA/CSREES/PAS
David Brubaker, Agri-business Consultant
Ken Klippen, United Egg Prod ucers
Michael App leby, Hum ane Society of the United States
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