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Abstract

The Welfare of Farmed Animals (England) Regulations (2007) make it an offence to allow unnecessary suffering to animals, high-
lighting that farmers have a duty of care for their livestock. Despite this, the current global mean prevalence of lameness in sheep in
England is 5%; ie ~750,000 lame adult sheep at any time. To investigate farmers’ attitudes to sanctions and rewards as drivers to
reduce the prevalence of lameness in sheep, farmers’ attitudes to external inspections, acceptable prevalence of lameness and
attitudes on outcomes from inspections were investigated using a self-administered questionnaire. A total of 43/102 convenience-
selected English sheep farmers responded to the questionnaire. Their median flock size was 500 ewes with a geometric mean preva-
lence of lameness of 2.8%. Few farmers selected correct descriptions of the legislation for treatment and transport of lame sheep.
Participants considered 5–7.5% prevalence of lameness acceptable and were least tolerant of farmers who rarely treated lameness
and most tolerant of farmers experiencing an incident out of their control, eg disease outbreak. Participants consider sanctions and
rewards would help to control lameness on sheep farms in England. Sanctions (prosecution, reduction in payment from the single
[basic] payment scheme or suspension from a farm assurance scheme) were considered ‘fair’ when lameness was ≥ 10% and
rewards ‘fair’ when lameness was ≤ 2%. If these farmers’ attitudes are applied to 1,300 randomly selected flocks with a mean
prevalence of lameness of 3.5%, 24.6% of flocks that had  ≥  10% lameness would be sanctioned and 32.5% of flocks that
had ≤ 2% lameness would be rewarded.
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Introduction
The control of lameness is covered by legislation and codes
of practice on the welfare of livestock. The Welfare of
Farmed Animals (England) Regulations (2007) came into
force on 1st October 2007 under the Animal Welfare Act of
2006. The Act sets down minimum standards for the protec-
tion of all farmed livestock, making it an offence to cause or
allow unnecessary suffering to any animal. This, therefore,
introduced a duty of care for all animals, setting out
minimum standards for accommodation, feeding and
watering, maintenance of equipment used with livestock,
and regularity of inspection. This is to ensure that animals
are in a state of good well-being. The Welfare of Farmed
Animals (England) Regulation 4 (2)(d) requires that a
person responsible for a farmed animal “must have regard
to its physiological and ethological needs in accordance
with good practice and scientific knowledge.” Sheep
farmers must also comply with the Council Regulation (EC)
No 1/2005 on the protection of animals during transport and
related operations. In addition, the Welfare of Animals
(Transport) (England) Order (2006) bans the transport of

unfit animals, including those that are injured or present
physiological weaknesses or pathological processes, and
those unable to move independently without pain. The
legislation is written to cover all farmed animals or all
animals, respectively, so the wording is generic and the
style of language is complex.
Other than legislation, codes on welfare are available that are
species-specific, these provide guidance on how to care for
animals and how to comply with the Act and any regulations
issued under the Act. Breaching a code, in itself, is not an
offence but could be used by a court to establish or negate
liability. Approximately 1% of sheep farms in Great Britain
(GB) are inspected annually by the Animal and Plant Health
Agency (APHA) to investigate compliance with welfare
legislation and code (KilBride et al 2012; Clark et al 2016).
In addition to the above, there are statutory management
requirements (SMRs) which farmers must comply with
under cross-compliance with the EU to qualify for full
payment under the direct payments schemes. These offer a
layer of income support to farmers as well as targeting
specific types of beneficiaries funded in the EU; there are a
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