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15th July 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FORMAL COMPLAINT BY COMPASSION IN WORLD FARMING - I RELAND TO THE 

EUROPEAN COMMISSION  

 

CONCERNING THE FAILURE OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY I N THE REPUBLIC OF 

IRELAND TO SECURE COMPLIANCE WITH  EU LEGISLATION T HAT REQUIRES THE 

PROVISION OF EFFECTIVE ENRICHMENT MATERIALS FOR PIG S AND THAT PROHIBITS 

THE ROUTINE TAIL DOCKING OF PIGS. 

 

 

Compassion in World Farming - Ireland (Compassion - Ireland) is hereby making a Formal Complaint 

concerning the failure of the Irish Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (the competent authority in 

the Republic of Ireland) to secure compliance by farmers with paragraphs 4 and 8 of Chapter I of the Annex to 

Council Directive 91/630/EEC laying down minimum standards for the protection of pigs (as amended 

by Commission Directive 2001/93/EC), which provide that:  

 

·  pigs must have permanent access to a sufficient quantity of material to enable proper investigation and 

manipulation activities; and 

 

·  routine tail docking of pigs is prohibited, and inadequate environmental conditions or management 

systems must be changed before non-routine tail docking can be carried out. 

 

(The Directive has recently been re-issued in a codified version as Council Directive 2008/120/EC.)  

 

Compassion - Ireland is content for this Formal Complaint to be dealt with on a non-confidential basis.  We 

are also content for it to be copied to the competent authority in the Republic of Ireland. 

 

Compassion - Ireland’s Formal Complaint is not concerned with the transposition of Council Directive 

91/630/EEC as amended.   

 

 

 
 

Compassion in World Farming 
 

P.O. Box 750, Togher, Cork, 
Republic of Ireland. 

 

Tel: +353 (0)21 4639038 
Email:  info@ciwf.ie 

Website: www.ciwf.ie 
 

Compassion in World Farming Ltd. Registered Office: Second Floor, River Court, Mill Lane, Godalming, Surrey GU7 1EZ, England. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

 

Tail docking is carried out in an effort to address abnormal tail biting behaviour in pigs.  However, scientific 

research shows that the majority of tail biting can be prevented by keeping pigs in good conditions; in 

particular, by giving them effective enrichment materials so that they can carry out their natural investigation 

and manipulation activities.   

 

Council Directive 91/630/EEC as amended1 provides that pigs must have permanent access to a sufficient 

quantity of material to enable proper investigation and manipulation activities, and prohibits the routine tail 

docking of pigs.  Before non-routine tail docking can be carried out, the Directive requires that inadequate 

environmental conditions or management systems must be changed. These provisions came into effect in 2003. 

 

In the Republic of Ireland, many pig farms are in breach of Council Directive 91/630 because (a) they are not 

providing effective enrichment materials, and (b) tail docking is carried out without first changing this 

inadequacy in the environmental conditions.    

 

This Formal Complaint concerns the failure of the Irish Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (the 

competent authority in the Republic of Ireland) to ensure compliance by Irish pig farms with the 

requirements in Council Directive 91/630 on enrichment materials and tail docking.   

 

 

 

2.0   PROVISIONS IN COUNCIL DIRECTIVE  91/630/EEC AS AMENDED ON ENRICHMENT  

 MATERIALS AND TAIL DOCKING  

 

2.1   Enrichment materials      

 

Paragraph 4 of Chapter I of the Annex to Council Directive 91/630 provides that: 

“… pigs must have permanent access to a sufficient quantity of material to enable proper 

investigation and manipulation activities, such as straw, hay, wood, sawdust, mushroom 

compost, peat or a mixture of such …”. 

 

It is important to note that this provision specifies that enrichment material must enable pigs to carry out 

proper investigation and manipulation activities.    

 

The enrichment materials provided do not have to be those specifically listed.  However, the material used 

must have the same outcome, i.e. it must enable proper investigation and manipulation activities. 

 

The Irish transposition of the provision on enrichment materials contains similar wording (see Annex 1). 

 

Footnote 1:  Council Directive 91/630/EEC as amended is referred to as Council Directive 91/630 throughout this document. 
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2.2   Tail docking 

 

Paragraph 8 of Chapter I of the Annex to Council Directive 91/630 provides that: 

“Neither tail docking nor reduction of corner teeth must be carried out routinely but only where 

there is evidence that injuries to sows' teats or to other pigs' ears or tails have occurred. Before 

carrying out these procedures, other measures shall be taken to prevent tail biting and other 

vices taking into account environment and stocking densities.  For this reason inadequate 

environmental conditions or management systems must be changed.”   

 

This provision prohibits routine tail docking.  With regard to non-routine tail docking, it is important to note 

that the provision requires farmers, before carrying out tail docking, to take “other measures” to prevent tail 

biting and, in particular, to change “inadequate environmental conditions or management systems”.  

  

If effective enrichment materials are not provided - which is, in itself, a breach of Council Directive 91/630 - 

then the environment for the pigs is clearly inadequate.  Council Directive 91/630 specifies that inadequate 

environmental conditions must be changed before tail docking can be carried out.  Therefore, tail docking is 

not permitted in a situation where effective enrichment materials are absent.   

 

With regard to “other measures” that can lower the risk of tail biting, scientific research gives ample 

guidance regarding practical measures that can be taken.  In particular, research shows that the provision of 

effective enrichment materials is a key factor in lowering the risk of tail biting.  Other steps that reduce the 

risk of tail biting include, for example, ensuring pigs have adequate feed, avoiding overcrowding, and 

removing tail biters and victims from the group. (See Section 4.0 for a full discussion on the scientific 

research relating to tail biting).   

 

The Irish transposition of the tail docking provision in Council Directive 91/630 stipulates that a veterinarian 

must be involved in any decision to carry out non-routine tail docking.  The Irish legislation provides that the 

veterinarian can only advise the farmer to tail dock if - in the veterinarian’s opinion - the environment, stocking 

density or the management system on the farm would not facilitate tail biting behaviour.  Therefore, the effect 

of the Irish legislation (in line with Council Directive 91/630) is that a veterinarian should not advise a pig 

farmer to tail dock in a situation where pigs do not have access to effective enrichment materials.   

 

The Irish transposition of the provision on tail docking is shown in Annex 1. 
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3.0   BREACHES BY IRISH PIG FARMS OF COUNCIL DIRECT IVE 91/630/EEC AS AMENDED 

 REGARDING ENRICHMENT MATERIALS AND TAIL DOCKING    

 

3.1 Failure to provide effective enrichment materials 

 

Council Directive 91/630 requires pig farms to provide effective enrichment material to enable pigs to 

carry out proper investigation and manipulation activities.   Many pig farms in the Republic of Ireland are 

not providing this material and are therefore in breach of the Directive. 

 

It is widely accepted that many pig farms in the Republic of Ireland are not providing effective enrichment 

materials.  Compassion - Ireland has taken part in discussions with farmers’ representatives, veterinarians, 

and DAFF officials about this situation.  We note that the response to our letter to the Minister for 

Agriculture, Fisheries and Food - in which we outlined our concerns about the lack of provision of effective 

enrichment materials - does not discount our contention that many pig farms are failing to supply these 

materials.  (See Annex 2 for the DAFF’s reply.) 

   

Compassion - Ireland understands that the current situation is that some Irish pig farms provide no enrichment 

materials, whilst others provide ineffective materials that do not allow pigs to carry out proper investigation and 

manipulation activities.  In both cases, the farms are failing to comply with the requirement in Council 

Directive 91/630 on enrichment materials.    

  

3.2 Carrying out tail docking without first changing inadequate environmental conditions 

 

Council Directive 91/630 only permits non-routine tail docking of pigs after inadequate environmental 

conditions or management systems have been changed.  Many Irish pig farms are tail docking without fir st 

changing inadequate environmental conditions and are therefore in breach of the Directive.   

 

Tail docking of pigs is widely carried out in the Republic of Ireland.  A Scientific Report by the European Food 

Safety Authority (EFSA) on tail biting in pigs (2007) [1]2 shows that 95% of pigs in Ireland are tail docked.  This 

figure probably represents virtually all of the intensively reared pigs in the Republic of Ireland.   

 

Tail docking is primarily carried out in an effort to address tail biting behaviour.  However, Council Directive 

91/630 only permits non-routine tail docking after other measures have been taken to reduce tail biting.  In 

particular, inadequate environmental conditions (or management systems) must be changed before tail docking 

can be carried out.  Scientific research shows that the environmental condition most likely to lead to tail biting is 

lack of effective enrichment materials.  Therefore, an important change to an inadequate environment is to provide 

effective enrichment materials.  Many pig farms in the Republic of Ireland do not provide these materials, and yet 

carry out tail docking.  This is in breach of the requirement in Council Directive 91/630 on tail docking. 
 

Footnote 2:  References throughout this document (shown in square brackets) are listed in Section 7.0 
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As explained in Section 2.2, the Irish transposition of Council Directive 91/630 requires veterinary involvement in 

any decision to tail dock.  The effect of the Irish transposition is that a veterinarian should not advise a pig farmer 

to tail dock when effective enrichment materials are absent.  However, the high rate of tail docking on pig farms 

in the Republic of Ireland, combined with the high proportion of pigs that do not have access to effective 

enrichment materials, indicates that veterinary advice is not always in line with the requirements of the Irish 

legislation OR that tail docking is being carried out in the absence of the legally-required veterinary advice.    

 

 

  

4.0    SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH  ON TAIL BITING AND ENRI CHMENT MATERIALS  

 

4.1   Tail biting 

 

Scientific research shows that the majority of tail biting can be prevented by keeping pigs in good conditions: 

in particular, by giving them straw or some other manipulable material to enable them to perform their 

natural investigation and manipulation behaviours.  Other steps which should be taken to prevent tail biting 

include: ensuring each pig has adequate feed intake and access to clean drinking water, avoiding heat or cold 

stress and high airspeed, avoiding overcrowding, ensuring pigs have good health and removing tail-biters 

and victims from the group. [See the EFSA Scientific Opinion on tail biting in pigs (2007) [2].) 

 

Scientific research shows that provision of effective enrichment materials is very important with regard to 

lowering the risk of tail biting behaviour.  The risk assessment in the EFSA Scientific Opinion on tail biting 

(2007) [2] concludes that:  “Within the current pig population (docked and undocked), the largest risk for 

being tail bitten is the lack of appropriate enrichment.”  According to the EFSA Scientific Opinion on 

fattening pigs (2007) [3]:  “When suitable rooting and manipulation materials are not available, pigs are 

likely to direct tactile behaviour towards companions, e.g. anal massage or tail-biting, or to show increased 

aggression. These are among the major causes of poor welfare in pigs.” 

 

The EFSA Scientific Opinion on tail biting (2007) [2] says that tail biting is considered as an abnormal 

behaviour, and that the need to perform exploration and foraging behaviour is a major underlying motivation.  

The Opinion concludes that important factors likely to lead to tail biting are absence of straw, the presence of 

slatted floors and a barren environment, and says that:  “Absence of straw is an important hazard for tail 

biting” and “Absence of a particulate, rootable substrate is a significant hazard for tail biting.”  

 

4.2  Effective enrichment materials 

 

Council Directive 91/630 sets out a list of suggested suitable enrichment materials (“straw, hay, wood, 

sawdust, mushroom compost, peat or a mixture of such” ) and states that the material must “enable proper 
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investigation and manipulation activities”.  Therefore, farmers must use one or more of the materials listed, 

or they must use an alternative material that is as effective in enabling proper investigation and manipulation 

activities as the materials listed.  

 

The EFSA Scientific Report on fattening pigs (2007) [4] says that:  “All pigs are motivated to explore by 

digging and manipulating with their nose and mouth”, and that research has indicated that enrichment 

materials should be “complex, changeable and destructible”.  The Report lists materials that are highly 

valued as enrichment materials for pigs, including:  whole straw with chopped beet roots, maize silage, a 

bale of straw, long straw with fir branches, straw with forest bark and branches, peat and mushroom 

compost.  The EFSA Scientific Opinion on fattening pigs (2007) [3] concludes that:  “Appropriate 

substrates are earth for rooting and destructible materials such as straw or twigs for manipulation.”   

 

If large amounts of straw are not available, then scientific research indicates that smaller quantities are still 

helpful.  For example, the EFSA Scientific Opinion on fattening pigs (2007) [3] concludes that:  “Substantial 

quantities of straw or similar material are the most preferred but smaller quantities receive much usage.” 

 

Van de Weerd et al. (2006) [5] looked at a variety of types of enrichment and concluded that:  “When it is 

not possible to supply a full bed of straw, point source enrichment objects such as substrate or feed 

dispensers are a good substitute, because these are well-used and allow  pigs to root and forage.” 

 

4.3  Ineffective enrichment materials 

 

Council Directive 91/630 requires that enrichment materials must enable pigs to carry out “proper 

investigation and manipulation activities”.  Therefore, providing enrichment in the form of objects that have 

been shown by the science to be ineffective (because they do not enable pigs to carry out such activities) is not 

in compliance with the Directive. 

 

The EFSA Scientific Opinion on fattening pigs (2007) [3] says that: “indestructible objects such as chains or 

tyres are not sufficient to provide for the manipulatory need of pigs”; and that such items: “may be used as a 

supplement to destructible and rooting materials but not as a substitute for them.”  

 

The effectiveness of enrichment materials can be judged by their success at reducing the risk of tail biting.  In this 

respect, the EFSA Scientific Opinion on tail biting (2007) [2] concludes that:  “there is little evidence that 

provision of toys such as chains, chewing sticks and balls can reduce the risk of tail biting.”  According to the 

EFSA Scientific Report on tail biting (2007) [1], suspended plastic objects, such as “helicopter” toys or 

commercial equivalents, e.g. the Bite Rite toy, “ appear to be relatively ineffective at preventing tail biting”. 
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5.0   COMPASSION IN WORLD FARMING - IRELAND’S COMMU NICATION WITH 

 THE IRISH COMPETENT AUTHORITY  

 

In January 2009, Compassion - Ireland wrote to Minister Brendan Smith, the Irish Minister for Agriculture, 

Fisheries and Food, detailing our concerns about the breaches of EU and Irish legislation by many pig farms 

in the Republic of Ireland with regard to enrichment materials and tail docking. 

 

In April, we received a reply from the Minister’s Private Secretary (see Annex 2).   This says that DAFF 

officials are “actively progressing” pig welfare and participating in a number of initiatives, including the 

drawing up of a Code of Practice for the Welfare of Pigs by the Farm Animal Welfare Advisory Council.   

 

These initiatives are welcome as long as they lead to full compliance with the enrichment and tail 

docking requirements of Council Directive 91/630.   

 

In particular, it is important that a Code of Practice: 

1. Clearly lays out the legal requirements of Council Directive 91/630 regarding the provision of 

effective enrichment materials, and indicates the types of materials that have been shown by 

scientific research to be effective, and those that have been shown to be ineffective; and   

2. Details the limited circumstances in which tail docking can be carried out and the steps that must be 

taken by the farmer before resorting to tail docking, i.e. inadequate environmental conditions or 

management systems must be changed.  It should be stated that scientific research indicates that an 

important change is to provide effective enrichment materials.   

 

The DAFF’s letter says that the issue of environmental enrichment is an “evolving area with different 

perspectives being applied across the EU”, and goes on to say that:  “While it is the responsibility of 

herdowners to comply with relevant animal welfare legislation for all farm animals and have environmental 

enriched material available to pigs, it is nevertheless generally accepted that there is a need for more 

research into enrichment and on what suitable enrichment material is available in Ireland.”   

 

Whilst we understand that that the issue of environmental enrichment is an evolving area, we would point 

out that there is already available a wealth of high quality scientific research on environmental enrichment 

and tail biting.  In particular, the two EFSA Scientific Reports/Opinions (see references [1] to [4] in Section 

7.0) provide an excellent overview of the research that has been carried out in recent years, and contain a 

great deal of practical information on enrichment materials and lowering the risk of tail biting.  Additional 

research in this area will, of course, be useful, but Compassion - Ireland believes that further delay in failing 

to enforce Council Directive 91/630 cannot be justified by arguing that there is a need for more research.      

 

It is Compassion - Ireland’s view that DAFF should, without any further delay, act with determination to 

enforce the enrichment and tail docking provisions of Council Directive 91/630.   
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6.0   CONCLUSION 

 

Lack of provision of effective environmental enrichment materials, that enable pigs to carry out proper 

investigation and manipulation activities, is a breach of Council Directive 91/630. 

 

Tail biting behaviour can be an indication that the environment on the farm is inadequate.  Carrying out tail 

docking without first changing inadequate environmental conditions or management systems is in breach of 

Council Directive 91/630. 

 

Compassion - Ireland urges the Commission to act to ensure that the situation in the Republic of Ireland, 

where many pigs do not have access to effective enrichment materials, and most pigs are tail docked, is not 

allowed to continue. 
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ANNEX 1 

 

IRISH PIG WELFARE LEGISLATION REGARDING ENRICHMENT MATERIALS AND   
TAIL DOCKING  

 

 

GENERAL  

 

The Irish legislation that transposes Council Directive 91/630/EEC as amended into national law is  

S.I. No. 14 of 2008, European Communities (Welfare of Farmed Animals) Regulations 2008.  [Previously 

it was: S.I. No. 48 of 2003, European Communities (Welfare of Calves and Pigs) Regulations 2003.]      

 

 

IRISH LEGISLATION REGARDING ENRICHMENT MATERIALS  

 

The relevant section of S.I. No. 14 of 2008 is Schedule 3, Part 3, Chapter I, paragraph 8.  Chapter I, in full, 

says (emphasis added to show the relevant paragraph): 

 
 

Part 3 
Specific Provisions for Various Categories of Pigs 

 
Chapter I. 

 
ALL PIGS 

 
1. Subject to Regulation 14, accommodation for pigs shall be constructed in such a way as to allow each 
pig lie down, rest, and stand up without difficulty. Each pig shall have a clean place in which to rest and 
shall, unless isolated for veterinary reasons, be able to see other pigs. 
 
Each pig shall have access to a clean lying area that is physically and thermally comfortable, adequately 
drained and that is of sufficient area to allow each pig lie down at the same time. 
  
2. If pigs are kept together, measures shall be taken to prevent fighting that goes beyond normal behaviour 
and to investigate the causes of fighting. If possible, measures, including provision of plentiful straw or 
other materials, shall be put in place. Pigs which show persistent aggression towards others or are victims 
of aggression shall be isolated or kept separate from the group. 
 
3. All pigs shall be provided with an appropriate diet adapted to their age, weight and behavioural and 
physiological needs, to promote good health and welfare. 
 
4. All pigs shall be fed at least once a day. Where pigs are housed in groups and not fed ad libitum or by 
an automatic feeding system, each pig shall have access to the food at the same time as the others in the 
group. 
 
5. All pigs over 2 weeks of age shall have permanent access to a sufficient quantity of fresh water. 
 
6. In addition to measures normally taken to prevent tail-biting and other vices and in order to enable them 
to satisfy their behavioural needs, all pigs, taking into account environmental conditions, management 
systems and stocking densities, shall be able to obtain straw or any other suitable material or object. 
 
7. Subject to Regulation 14(2), the owner or person in charge shall take all necessary measures to ensure 
that pigs are not subject to constant or sudden noise. 
 
8. A pig shall have permanent access to a sufficien t quantity of suitable material, such as straw, 
hay, wood, peat or mushroom compost to enable prope r investigation and manipulation activities, 
that does not compromise the health of the pig. 

 
(A similar requirement was contained in the previous Irish legislation, S.I. No. 48 of 2003.)   



 10 

IRISH LEGISLATION REGARDING TAIL DOCKING  

 

The relevant section of S.I. No. 14 of 2008 is Regulation 17.  This reads, in full, as follows (emphasis added 

to show relevant paragraphs and sub-paragraphs): 

 
Restriction on certain procedures 
17. (1) Subject to paragraph (2), a person shall not carry out or cause or permit ano ther person to 
carry out a procedure (other than for therapeutic o r diagnostic purposes) on a pig that is likely to 
result in damage to, or loss of a sensitive part of  the body or the alteration of the bone structure o f, 
a pig other than— 
 
 (a) non-routine, uniform reduction of corner teeth of piglets, by grinding or clipping, no later than 7 days 
   after birth, leaving an intact smooth surface where injury has occurred to a sow’s  teats or to the tails or  
   ears of another pig, 
 
 (b) reduction in length of boars tusks where necessary to prevent injury to other animals or for safety  
    reasons, 
 
 (c) non-routine docking of part of the tail where inj ury has occurred to the tail or ear of a pig, 
 
 (d) castration of male pigs by means that do not involve tearing tissue, or 
 
 (e) nose ringing when the pig is kept in an outdoor husbandry system. 
 
(2)(a) Subject to paragraph (3), a procedure outlined in paragraph (1) may only be carried out under 
hygienic conditions by a registered veterinary practitioner or a person who has competence relating to, and 
experience of, the procedure. 
 
 (b) A person shall only carry out a procedure specifi ed in paragraph (1) (a) or (c) if the 
 environment, stocking density or the management sy stem in which a pig is reared would not,   
   in the opinion of a registered veterinary practi tioner who is familiar with the premises, and 
   has been consulted in a professional capacity re garding the necessity of carrying out the  
   procedure, facilitate injury to the pig. 
 
(3) A person, other than a registered veterinary practitioner, shall not castrate or dock the tail of  
     a pig older than 7 days. 
 
(4) A registered veterinary practitioner shall not castrate or dock the tail of a pig older than 7  days   
     unless the pig is under anaesthetic and additional prolonged analgesia administered by that  
     registered veterinary practitioner. 
  

 

Compassion in World Farming - Ireland explanatory note on the Irish tail docking legislation: 

 

The wording of Regulation 17 means that, before any non-routine tail docking is carried out by a farmer, a 

veterinarian must decide that the farm conditions (i.e. “the environment, stocking density or the management 

system in which a pig is reared”) are such that they do not facilitate tail biting (i.e. “facilitate injury to the 

pig” ).    

 

 

(Similar requirements were contained in the previous Irish legislation, S.I. No. 48 of 2003.) 
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ANNEX 2 

 

LETTER FROM THE IRISH COMPETENT AUTHORITY IN REPLY TO COMPASSION IN 
WORLD FARMING - IRELAND’S CONCERNS ABOUT BREACHES O F COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 
91/630/EEC AS AMENDED REGARDING ENRICHMENT MATERIAL S AND TAIL DOCKING  

 

 

 

*  

   Compassion in World Farming - Ireland received a previous letter from the Irish Department of Agriculture, Fisheries  
   and Food that simply acknowledged receipt of our original letter of 28th January 2009.  

 

*  


