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We are the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. We are responsible for 
improving and protecting the environment, growing the green economy, sustaining thriving 
rural communities and supporting our world-class food, farming and fishing industries.  

We work closely with our 33 agencies and arm’s length bodies on our ambition to make 
our air purer, our water cleaner, our land greener and our food more sustainable. Our 
mission is to restore and enhance the environment for the next generation, and to leave 
the environment in a better state than we found it. 

 

 

© Crown copyright 2024 

This information is licensed under the Open Government Licence v3.0. To view this 
licence, visit www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/  

This publication is available at www.gov.uk/government/publications   

Any enquiries regarding this publication should be sent to us at 
welfare.label@defra.gov.uk 

www.gov.uk/defra 
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Confidentiality and data protection 

Information provided in response to this consultation document, including personal 
information, will be shared with relevant policy officials in the Scottish Government, Welsh 
Government and the Northern Ireland Executive. 

A summary of responses to this consultation will be published on the government website. 
An annex to the consultation summary will list all organisations that responded but will not 
include personal names, addresses or other contact details.   

Defra may publish the content of your response to this consultation to make it available to 
the public without your personal name and private contact details (e.g. home address, 
email address, etc).   

If you choose ‘Yes’ in response to the question asking if you would like anything in your 
response to be kept confidential, you are asked to state clearly what information you would 
like to be kept as confidential and explain your reasons for confidentiality. The reason for 
this is that information in responses to this consultation may be subject to release to the 
public or other parties in accordance with the access to information law (these are 
primarily the Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIRs), the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000 (FOIA) and the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA)). We have 
obligations, mainly under the EIRs, FOIA and DPA, to disclose information to particular 
recipients or to the public in certain circumstances. In view of this, your explanation of your 
reasons for requesting confidentiality for all or part of your response would help us balance 
these obligations for disclosure against any obligation of confidentiality. If we receive a 
request for the information that you have provided in your response to this consultation, 
we will take full account of your reasons for requesting confidentiality of your response, but 
we cannot guarantee that confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances.  

If you choose ‘No’ in response to the question asking if you would like anything in your 
response to be kept confidential, we will be able to release the content of your response to 
the public, but we won’t make your personal name and private contact details publicly 
available.   

There may be occasions when Defra will share the information you provide in response to 
the consultation, including any personal data with external analysts. This is for the 
purposes of consultation response analysis and provision of a report of the summary of 
responses only. 

This consultation is being conducted in line with the Cabinet Office “Consultation 
Principles” and can be found at the government consultation principles webpage. 

Please find our latest privacy notice uploaded as a related document alongside our 
consultation document. 
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Method of Production Labelling 

Current situation 

Existing regulations related to providing information on how animals are reared are limited. 

There are two marketing standards in assimilated law that define methods of production. 
For shell eggs, such as those sold in egg boxes, they are mandatory and for unprocessed 
poultry meat they are voluntary. Beef, lamb, pork and dairy are not covered, nor are 
processed products or those sold through the food service sector for example, restaurants 
or catering services. 

The introduction of mandatory marketing standards for shell eggs has successfully 
demonstrated that where better information is available to consumers on how animals are 
reared, consumer demand patterns become clear, and the food industry responds. In this 
instance, increased volumes of higher welfare products were made available in response 
to this demand. In 2004 it became a requirement for eggs to be marked as either: caged 
hens, barn, free-range or organic. Many retailers promoted free-range eggs and amended 
their sourcing policies following increased consumer awareness of hen welfare. Since 
then, the market share of free-range eggs in retail has doubled from less than 30% in 2004 
to over 60% in 2023. 

Apart from eggs, there is no mandatory requirement to provide information on how animals 
have been reared. A range of industry-led voluntary labelling initiatives provide some 
information for consumers - such as farm assurance schemes, supermarket-specific 
commitments or standards and non-standardised marketing terms. Assurance schemes in 
place in the UK, such as Red Tractor, Quality Meat Scotland and RSPCA Assured, are 
well-known and play a significant role in domestic livestock production. However, they 
place variable emphasis on animal welfare and do not cover imported products. This is 
important because UK farmers adhere to higher welfare standards than many other 
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proposals presented in this consultation and provided evidence on how labelling could 
bring the biggest benefits to consumers, farmers and animals, the potential impacts of 
these on food businesses and farmers, and how these impacts could be mitigated through 
careful policy design. 

The majority of UK consumers (98%) value animal welfare and most (72 to 84%) state 
they are willing to pay more (around 20 to 30% more) for food from higher welfare 
production systems. However, this does not always translate into action at the point of 
purchase – this is known as the value-action gap. To make it easier for consumers to 
choose products that align with their values, information on these issues needs to be 
readily available and easily understandable. In addition, higher welfare products must be 
accessible, available and affordable.  

Existing market failures mean that this is not the case: for example, there is strong 
evidence that consumers find welfare information inaccessible and cite a lack of 
transparency. The voluntary nature of existing labelling approaches means labels use 
inconsistent, complex language or imagery which may be confusing to or poorly 
understood by, consumers, or there is no information at all. Higher welfare products are 
often not available at all points of purchase, for example, in convenience stores, and can 
be significantly more expensive. For example, free-range chicken costs on average 115%1 
more per kg, which cannot solely be explained by higher production costs. 
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Our proposals  
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discrimination against non-domestic products and are not more trade restrictive than 
necessary. 

These proposals have been developed to work alongside and inform other potential food 
labelling reforms, feeding into broader work on improving the resilience of domestic food 
and farming systems. Where possible, we would align the implementation of labelling 
reforms to reduce the number of label changes needed and minimise burden on industry.  

Purpose of this consultation 

Building on the call for evidence, the purpose of this consultation is to seek views on the 
proposals set out in detail below from a wide range of stakeholders across the food 
industry, farmers, vets, academics, trading partners, consumer and animal welfare 
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Part A: Country of Origin Labelling 

Scope of consultation 

We are seeking views and evidence on possible interventions that may improve consumer 
understanding of the origin of certain foods, including how and where origin information is 
displayed, and on which products origin information should be mandatory.  

Some options we are seeking additional evidence on are. 

 mandatory origin labelling for the meat ingredient of minimally processed meat 
products 

 increased visibility of origin labelling 
 mandatory origin labelling for certain foods in the out of home sector 
 greater control of the use of national flags 

We are also seeking views more generally on how seafood is labelled. 

Consultation questions 

While certain foods (fresh and frozen, unprocessed prepacked meat or fish) have 
mandatory origin information, other foods for which the origin may also be of interest to the 
consumer, (minimally processed meats, such as bacon and ham, fish slices with a coating 
or raw seasoned chicken portions) do not. 

Processed products constitute almost two-thirds of all calories consumed by adults in the 
UK. Over three quarters of UK household pork expenditure goes to processed products. 
Minimally processed products - sausages, bacon and sliced cooked meats (for example, 
ham) - account for over 90% of all processed pork. 

Question 16 a) How important do you think it is that mandatory country of origin 
labelling rules be changed so that they apply to the meat used in minimally 
processed meat products as they do already to unprocessed meat?  
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would be to require origin indications on all meat products as defined in the Products 
Containing Meat Regulations 2014. 

We would like your views on which products to include, if country of origin labelling were 
expanded to include the meat used in minimally processed meat products.      

We could define which minimally processed meat products would be covered by country of 
origin labelling reforms, based on a defined list of products.  

Question 17. What five (minimally) processed meat products would be the most 
important to include?  

CTSI opinion is this will lead to issues around interpretation (see answer to Q16). 

Question 18. If we did not use a list approach, please describe any alternative 
approaches you would propose to define which minimally processed meat products 
are included? 

See answer to Q16 

Question 19 a) Do you think that the use of national flags on food requires more 
regulation than described above? 

[Yes / No / Don’t know] 

Question 19 b) If ‘yes’, how would you further regulate the use of national flags on 
food? 

The use of national flags on food is often taken by consumers to be an indication of origin. 
The existing food labelling rules mean that if a flag is attached to or displayed on a food, it 
must be made clear to a consumer if that food does not originate in the country of the flag, 
or if the primary ingredient of the food is from a different country or provenance. 

Free text box] 

Question 20. Should there be further controls on the use of flags on food labels? 

[Yes [please specify what further controls are needed] / No / Don’t know] 

The underlying requirement for mandatory information on food is for the height of a lower-
case ‘x’ to be 1.2mm or greater. There is no placement requirement for information, and it 
is often placed amongst other information on the back of the pack. Where origin 
information is required for the primary ingredient of food, being different to that of the food 
itself, it must be presented in text at least 75% of the size of the information on the food 
origin and in the same field of view, or as above, whichever is larger. 

Question 21. Should there be an additional requirement that mandatory origin 
information should be on the front of the pack? 
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Part B: Method of Production Labelling  

Summary of labelling proposals 

In this section we are seeking views on proposals to provide clearer information to 
consumers about the production system in which animals were reared. The responses to 
the consultation will help us finalise the future shape of policy in this area.  

 
Our core policy proposal is summarised as:  
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Implementation period 

In the call for evidence, we asked about the costs which businesses may incur as a result 
of labelling changes, and how these costs could be reduced. 

Based on these responses, we propose an 18-month implementation period following 
introduction of any legislation, so that labelling changes could be incorporated into 
existing business cycles, helping to largely mitigate labelling costs. If taken forward, we 
would also align implementation with other relevant labelling reforms as far as possible to 
remove the need for multiple labelling changes. Our impact assessment demonstrates, on 
a partial assessment of impacts at this stage, that, although mandatory labelling creates 
additional costs compared to a voluntary approach, the estimated increase in costs is 
outweighed by the benefits to domestic businesses. Please refer to the accompanying 
Impact Assessment for further information.   
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supermarkets, butchers, market stalls or food service venues such as hospitals, schools or 
restaurants).  

Following the assimilated regulation on the provision of food information to consumers, we 
define labelling as “any words, particulars, trademarks, brand name, pictorial matter or 
symbol relating to a food and placed on any packaging, document, notice, label, ring or 
collar accompanying or referring to such food”. This means that “labelling” could refer to 
several kinds of food information, depending on the context. For example, it might refer to 
a physical label attached to a packet of ham, or to a sign accompanying a cut of pork in a 
butcher’s shop. 

The following sections outline the potential scope of our labelling proposals across these 
different areas. 

Scope: species 
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Question 38 b) Please explain your answer. 
CTSI agree that labelling should focus only on these three species initially, for the reasons 
given in the consultation of ‘these products having the greatest difference in systems of 
production; are consumed in the greatest volume in the UK; have the simplest supply 
chains; and have the greatest level of consensus on what constitutes good welfare’. Also, 
this should be led by consumer expectations. It will be an opportunity to assess how 
effective the legislation is in regulating the market. 
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Prepacked for direct sale:
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Unless the aim is to reach consumers in all settings, CTSI believe that smaller mass 
catering establishments, such as restaurants and cafes, should be exempt from this 
requirement.  This would be in line with the exemption in the Calorie Labelling (Out of 
Home Sector) Regulations, which exempts businesses with less than 250 employees, 
from the requirement to provide calorie information. 

Scope: food service sector 

A number of restaurant chains and mass caterers already source products from assured 
farms, or to higher welfare standards, and advertise this information on their websites or 
menus. However, there is currently less method of production information typically 
available to consumers on products sold through the food service sector (such as cafés 
and restaurants) than through the retail sector. Food and drink consumed via the food 
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batches of animals were assessed as meeting different standards, and there would be 
implications for cost and additional compliance burden. We sought information on this in 
our call for evidence but were not made aware of any labelling scheme worldwide which 
achieves this. 

We would seek to review the metrics and standards on a regular basis and to continue to 
explore the possibility of incorporating outcomes into the standards in the future, subject to 
further consultation.  

Whilst we feel that incorporating individual outcomes metrics into the label tiers is not 
currently feasible, we do recognise the value of performing welfare outcomes 
assessments and the potential welfare benefits they afford at farm-level.  

As such, we propose that welfare outcomes assessments must be carried out on 
farms supplying pork, chicken or egg for products labelled with the middle tier (for 
example, tier 3) and above: 

 the outcomes assessment should be carried out by a suitably qualified third-party 
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Tail docking (and other procedures) 
 

Laying hens 

Proposed priority metrics 
Stocking density 
Enrichment 
Outdoor access 
Assessment and management of welfare outcomes 
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For pigs [Yes, it is the right length of time / No, it is too long / No, it is too short / Don’t 
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Question 55 a) Which of the following would be most effective for presenting the tier 
of the product on a label? Please select one of the following: 
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Question 57 b) Please explain your answer or detail alternative options.  

If applying a label it should be welfare level only and kept simple to avoid confusion with 
other labelling. 

Question 58. Please share any comments on label terminology options based on the 
draft standards in Annex B. This may include individual terms you feel should, or should 
not, be used. Please provide supporting evidence where available. 

Method of production term CTSI offer no comment. 

Level of welfare term CTSI offer no comment. 

Question 59. If you have proposed alternative production standards in your 
responses to previous questions, please provide suggestions for accompanying 
label terminology to match your proposals. 

CTSI offer no comment. 

On (d) a picture illustrating method of production: 

Question 60 a) To what extent do you support the inclusion of a picture illustrating 
the method of production? 

[Strongly Support / Support / Neutral / Oppose / Strongly Oppose / Don’t know] 

Question 60 b) please explain your answer. 

It is not clear what the illustrated pictures of the method of production would look like, 
whether this would assist the consumer and how much space this would take up on a label 
to be sufficiently clear. 

On (e) space for an assurance scheme logo to be voluntarily included: 

In responses to the call for evidence, there was consistent recognition of the important role 
assurance schemes play in giving consumers confidence on products they buy.  However, 
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Question 61 a) Do you feel that the label should include a space for an assurance 
scheme logo? 

[Yes – the assurance logo should be part of the label / Maybe – it would depend on 
assurance scheme / No – the assurance logo should be separate to the label / Don’t know] 

Question 61 b) Do you think it is important that the label tells a consumer whether 
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Options for providing additional information online: 

Respondents to the call for evidence noted that the terms on the label should be simple 
and accessible to all consumers, but some consumers may wish to seek further 
information online. To facilitate consumer transparency, we would expect to publish further 
detail on the standards that underpin each label tier on gov.uk. The information provided 
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estimated 95% of pigs and meat chickens, and 90% of laying hens, reared in the UK are 
on farms that are already members of assurance schemes. 

FBOs could also meet their responsibility to apply accurate labelling, by demonstrating 
that a product originates from a country whose baseline legislation meets the standards for 
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Question 67 a) To what extent do you support or oppose the proposal to use 
guidance to recognise bodies in other countries to help support label verification 
for the UK market? 
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Question 71 a) In cases where a Food Business Operator has not met their 
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Question 72 b) Please explain your answer and share any relevant supporting 
evidence.  

CTSI understand this as regulating the industry regulator. Currently, they are farm 
assurance inspectors undertaking inspections and no-one is auditing the auditor.  It is 
accepted that the standards for assurance schemes are robust but there have been 
concerns over the years that some assured premises do not meet minimal industry 
standards and this raises concerns over the standard of the assurance body inspection.  
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GB goods moving to NI could choose to comply with GB method of production labelling 
requirements instead of EU marketing standards if moved under the NI Retail Movement 
Scheme; however, any GB goods not moved under this scheme would need to comply 
with relevant EU food law, such as marketing standards. 

Question 74 a) Do you agree or disagree that our proposed method of production 
labelling requirements should apply on a UK-wide basis? 

[Strongly agree / Agree / Neither agree nor disagree / Disagree / Strongly disagree / Don’t 
know] 

Question 74 b) Please provide any evidence to support your view. 

CTSI believe this will avoid any divergence in the market. 

Question 75 a) What differential impacts would these proposals have on you and/or 
your business if mandatory method of production labelling requirements were to 
apply on a GB-wide basis only, and the principles of the UKIM Act continued to 
apply, so that qualifying NI goods moving from NI to GB not meeting the method of 
production labelling requirements could be sold on the GB market? 

[Free text box] 

Question 75 b) How would your business manage these impacts if method of 
production labelling requirements were to apply on a GB-wide basis? 

[Free text box] 

Question 76 a) What differential impacts would these proposals have on you and/or 
your business if mandatory method of production labelling requirements were to 
apply on a GB-wide basis only, with respect to the movement of goods from GB to 
NI? 

[Free text box] 

Question 76 b) How would your business manage these impacts if method of 
production labelling requirements were to apply on a GB-wide basis? 

[Free text box] 

Small and medium businesses 

We want to support SMEs through any transition into expanded mandatory labelling. We 
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Following the exemptions set out in the assimilated regulations on the provision of food 
information to consumers, we are considering exempting from mandatory labelling 
requirements “food directly supplied by the manufacturer of small quantities of products to 
the final consumer or to local retail establishments directly supplying the final consumer”. 

In line with existing exemptions on nutrition labelling (in the assimilated regulations on the 
provision of food information to consumers, Annex V, 19) we propose that “manufacturer 
of small quantities” refers to manufacturers with fewer than 10 employees and a balance 
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Direct costs and benefits 
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Question 81 b) Please provide any evidence to support your response. 

[Free text box] 

Traceability and auditing 
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 race including colour, nationality, ethnic or national origin 

 religion or belief 

 sex 

 sexual orientation 
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Annex A - Glossary of terms 

Below are a set of definitions that are used throughout this consultation. Legal definitions 
have been used where possible, including a link to the relevant legal text. In some cases, 
we have defined terms solely for this consultation to provide clarity and to minimise 
differing interpretations of the questions as much as possible. These definitions are 
indicated by an asterisk ‘*’. If any labelling reforms were introduced, we would need to 
define such terms in law. 

  *Baseline UK welfare regulations: The standards for animal welfare set out in UK 
legislation, which include standards relating to animal welfare on-farm and at 
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  Food business: any undertaking, whether for profit or not and whether public or 
private, carrying out any of the activities related to any stage of production, 
processing and distribution of food (definition: Assimilated Regulation 178/2002) 

  Food information: information concerning a food and made available to the final 
consumer by means of a label, other accompanying material, or any other means 
including modern technology tools or verbal communication (definition: Assimilated 
Regulation 1169/2011 on the Provision of Food Information to Consumers)  

  Labelling: Any words, particulars, trade marks, brand name, pictorial matter or 
symbol relating to a food and placed on any packaging, document, notice, label, 
v萀



  

 

  

 

Annex B - Draft production standards 

The tables below set out draft standards indicating possible requirements to be met for each tier. 

Pigs 

Metric 
Lowest 

tier    Highest tier 

Stocking 
density 

Not 
specified 

The unobstructed floor 
area available to each 
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(c)0.30 m² for each pig 
where the average weight 
of the pigs in the group is 
more than 20 kg but less 
than or equal to 30 kg; 

(d)0.40 m² for each pig 
where the average weight 
of the pigs in the group is 
more than 30 kg but less 
than or equal to 50 kg; 

(e)0.55 m² for each pig 
where the average weight 
of the pigs in the group is 
more than 50 kg but less 
than or equal to 85 kg; 

(f)0.65 m² for each pig 
where the average weight 
of the pigs in the group is 
more than 85 kg but less 
than or equal to 110 kg; 
and 

(g)1.00 m² for each pig 
where the average weight 
of the pigs in the group is 
more than 110 kg. 

  
Growing/finishing 
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The unobstructed floor 
area available to each gilt 
after service and to each 
sow when gilts and/or 
sows are kept in groups 
must be at least 1.64 m² 
and 2.25 m² respectively. 
When these animals are 
kept in groups of six or 
fewer individuals, the 
unobstructed floor area 
must be increased by 
10%. When these animals 
are kept in groups of 40 or 
more individuals, the 
unobstructed floor area 
may be decreased by 
10%.  

 

The accommodation used 
for pigs must be 
constructed in such a way 
as to allow each pig to— 

- stand up, lie down and 
rest without difficulty; 
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- have a clean, 
comfortable and 
adequately drained place 
in which it can rest; 

- see other pigs, except— 
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days before the predicted 
day of farrowing and the 
day on which the weaning 
of piglets is complete. 

 

The dimensions of any 
stall or pen used for 
holding individual pigs 
must be such that the 
internal area is not less 
than the square of the 
length of the pig, and no 
internal side is less than 
75% of the length of the 
pig, the length of the pig in 
each case being 
measured from the tip of 
its snout to the base of its 
tail while it is standing with 
its back straight. This does 
not apply to a female pig 
from seven days before 
predicted farrowing until 
weaning of her piglets or 
to a pig being held in a 
stall: 
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Enrichment Not 
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Welfare 
outcome 
assessment/ 

management 
(independently 
assessed) 

Not 
required 

Not required Required Required Required 
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pigs to lie down 
comfortably at the 
same time 

Farrowing 
system 

Not 
specified 

Farrowing crates allowed Temporary crating 
allowed (for 5 days 
or less) 

No confinement 
allowed 

No confinement 
allowed 

Tail docking 
(and other 
procedures: 
teeth reduction, 
castration, 
nose-ringing) 

Allowed Tail docking and teeth 
reduction not allowed 
routinely 

Castration allowed 

Nose ringing allowed on 
animals not kept 
continuously in an indoor 
husbandry system 

Castration not 
allowed 

All other mutilations 
not allowed 
routinely. 

Not allowed Not allowed 

 

Laying hens 

Welfare 
standard 

Lowest 
tier  �

�Q�R�V����HZ����Qð���L�`��
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Covered area/veranda 
provided from 2030. 

within 20m of pop-holes. 
Access from 12 weeks.   

 

Covered area/veranda 
provided. 

Beak trimming Allowed Allowed in order 
to prevent 



  

 

69 of 71 

Enrichmen
t 

Not 
specified 

Not specified 2m perch space or 0.3m2 
platform space and 2 pecking 
objects per 1000 birds  

 

1.5 straw bales, 2m 
perch space or 0.3m2 
platform space and 2 
pecking objects per 1000 
birds   

1.5 straw bales, 2m 
perch space or 0.3m2 
platform space and 2 
pecking objects per 
500 birds 

Outdoor 
access/ 

range 
access 

Not 
required 

Not required Not required Required 

Birds have had during at 
least half their lifetime 
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Breed 
growth 
rate 

Not 
specified 

Not specified Slow growing/ 

intermediate growth. 

Acceptable breeds are: – 
Hubbard Redbro, JA757, 
787, 957, or 987. – Rambler 
Ranger, Ranger Classic and 
Ranger Gold. 

– Other breeds that pass a 


