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Discussions

The meeting was only dedicatedto restraining and stunning equipment. The Commission presented slides to
each sectionof the discussion. In parallel,a member of the group preparedslides that will be available on the
digital tool as an additional input for the discussion.

1. Problem definition
The group agreed with the list of problems presented by the Commission. However, some members
added the following points:
Some animal welfare problems occur because equipment is not used as it was originally designed.
Slaughterhouses increase the throughput or use equipment foranimals of different categories, increasing
risk of inadequate animal welfare outcomes.



The development of equipment are mainlyinitiated by manufacturers without much involvement of other
stakeholdersincreasing the risk of neglecting the welfare aspects against otheraspects like the speed of
the slaughter line or meat quality.
Electrical equipment are particularly exposed to bad welfare outcomes because they are complex and
difficultto assess. Some equipment needsto be adapted to different species and would need validation
and calibration before being used. The technical knowledge of veterinary officials is oftentoo limited to
investigate such issue (and they also lack time).
Slaughterhouse operators often neglect maintenance and calibration by ignoringit or assigning the task
to unqualified personnel to save money.
While these problemsof calibration and maintenance are particularacute for electrical equipment, they
are also valid for mechanical stunning equipment too.
Members confirmed that:
- authorities have difficulty to correct equipment defects because manufacturers are notbasedin
the countries where equipmentisinstalled.
- manufacturers often ignore to comply with the provisions of Article 8 of Regulation 1099/2009.
- wheninstructions are available, they are not always available in the national language where the
equipmentis used.
In absence of commonrequirements for valid equipment, standards on animal welfare performances vary
considerablydepending on the price.

The baseline

The group agreed that without EU action, problemswill not evolve positivelyfor the welfare of animals.
Discrepancies between Member States will continue and the market will tend to favour cheap equipment
against well designed ones.

However, some membersbelieve that for new equipmentand in some countries the situation evolve
positively as slaughterhouse operators are more aware of consumers demand on animal welfare. Other
memberstend to disagree and consider that sellers claim compliance to the welfare legislation without
performing any seriousscientificassessment.

There are also conflicting demands between animal welfare and otheraspects like meat quality. Electrical
head to body for cattle isalmost not used in the EU because it affects the quality of the carcass.

Finally the pressure of consumers is not only limited geographically. Consumers are reluctant to be
interestedin the stunning/slaughter process because theyfeel uncomfortable about the principle of killing
animals for meat. The pressure forimprovementis therefore unlikelyto be sufficientagainst economic
interests pushing for afaster processand better meat quality.

Pre-approval at Member State level

Description

A member wanted to clarify meaning of the wording “pre-approval” against “approval”. In its reply the
Commission proposedto understand that the system, whateverthe wording, would work like a certificate
as it isrequested for personnel. The obligation will remainon the slaughterhouseto provideacertificate
of approval established by the national scientificsupport. This obligationwould be created because the
present legislation (which create direct obligation to manufacturers) does not work in practice.
Slaughterhouse operators will then represent a simple point of control. However, it will indirectly create
an obligation for sellers and manufacturers to comply through the grant of a certificate.

The question that remains undefined for now would be the scope, the timing and the minimum
requirements to granta certificate.

In term of scope, various possibilities may be envisaged like covering all pieces of equipmentinstalled or
rather some kind of “type approval” (similar to vehicles), applicableto allor only new equipment and
renovatedones.

In terms of timing, the requirement for certificate couldapply first to newly installed equipmentand then
to all of them after atransitional period.

In terms of requirements, the minimum should be an assessment on the criteria laid down by the point of
Article 8 of Regulation 1099/2009 and possibly more (like training programme or easiness to use for
operators).
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Impacton the problem




The group agreed that such option would certainly have positive impacts to solve the problem. It should
have a positive impact for animals and ease the workof local inspectors.

However, the magnitude of the impacts will largely depend on various factors:

- Thelevel of competence of the national scientificsupport,

- Thescope (bigger scope = bigger impact)

- Thelevel of details of the requirements (more details = more positive impact).

However, the positiveimpact might be limited by the practicalfeasibility of such measure.

Other impacts
Some members of the group pointed out that a wide scope might create excessive administrative

burden, increase the costs for manufacturers and especially affect negatively SMEs, which will have not
enough resources to carry out such assessment.

It mightalso hamper innovation due to time consuming proceduresand the necessary adaptationdue to
local context.

A system of “type approval” certificate will not solve the improper use of equipment, the possible changes
made locally and the necessaryneed forfollow up (training and maintenance).

Some members would be more inclinedto supportarequirement for certified sellers or manufacturers.
The effectiveness of the measure will also depend on the national resources and today there are
discrepanciesin that regard between Member States.

The debate is also the extent to which itis possible to checkalready installed equipment and the ones
that are locally modified. Some members would consider more feasible to only requireapproval for new
equipment, excluding ones already installed or locally modified. Other members objectedbe cause most
of the problem today lies with existing equipment locally modified without proper consideration for
welfare.

Other members arguedthatthereis for cattle aneedfor local adaptationas the type of animals may vary
considerablybetweenregions.

Pre-approval at EU level

Description

The option is similar to the previous one but the certificate would be delivered by the Commission after
assessmentby the relevant EU reference centres.

One of the member considered that the present setting of EU centres by species is not adequate for
slaughter equipment because some of them are commonbetweenspecies and the issueis verytechnical.
In that context, the member suggested to create a specificEU centre dedicated to slaughter and killing
issues.

Impacton the problem

The impact of this option is rather similar to the previous one with one additional advantage. With an EU
approval system, there will be amore harmonised approach, avoiding manufacturers to apply to the least
requiring Member States for getting a certificate.

Otherimpacts

Similar to the previous option. However, a centralised EU system might face additional administrative
burden and lengthy procedures, making the effect on SMEs and innovation even more negative.

Refining the options

One of the member suggestedthata certificate of approval couldbe granted at Member Stateslevel but
with much more EU detailed rules (or guidelines prepared by the EU reference centres) so thatthe scope
remain wide without facing the risk of complicatedand long procedures.

Another member suggested that only new installation of equipment would be submitted to an EU
certification, while existing ones would be subject to a Member State approval (to be clarified).

It was also suggested that the certificate of approval could only be required for electrical stunning
equipment whereissues of maintenance and calibrationare the most problematic.



Calendar for the next meetings and assignments of tasks

The next meeting on 20June will be dedicated to the options on electrical prods and will be prepared by
one member of the group. The Commission asks to receive the presentationat least one weekin advance.

Waterbath stunning will be presented at the meeting of 30 May with the possibility to invite AVEC forthe
presentation (one member of the group will contact them). Another membe rwill presentan alternative

system of head-only for poultry (“Dutchvision”).



Annex
List of topics to be explored
SUBGROUP ON ANIMAL WELFARE AT THE TIME OF KILLING

Structure of each topic to present the debate

e What is the problem to be addressed by the option?
e What is the content of the options?

e  Which alternatives have been implemented?

e What arethe possible main impacts?

e How to mitigate negative impacts?

e Other options to address the problem?

Options to be discussed

. Pre-approval for restraining and stunning equipment (EU or national)
. Electrical prods

. Simplification of small slaughterhouses

. Carbondioxide at high concentration for pigs

. Waterbath stunning for poultry

. Farmfish

. Prohibiting the killing of day old chicks
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. Other options [if any proposed]



