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Contents of this Summary and Analysis

1. EHRC SWOT Analysis

1a. Strengths — Cooperation, harmonisation, international reputation, networking, working groups.
1b. Weaknesses — Limited resources, low visibility, weak lobbying, uneven participation.

1c. Opportunities —Sustainability, genomic selection, EU Green Deal, digitalisation.

1d. Threats — Geopolitical risks, global competition, divergent breeding objectives, declining young
farmer engagement.

2. National and Organisational Context

2a. Main political challenges — Bureaucracy, Al companies’ influence, generational change,
nitrate/emission limits.

2b. Political expectations for the future of agriculture — Sustainability, reduced bureaucracy,
resilience, climate goals.

2c. Position on new technologies (CRISPR, cloning, etc.) — Generally cautious, EU legislation followed,
some openness to research.

2d. Sources of scientific information — WHFF, ICAR, universities, national research institutes,
international publications.

3. Farmer-Facing Issues

3a. Animal welfare — High priority across most countries (average 4.5/5).

3b. Animal health — Very high priority (average close to 5/5).

3c. Ethical concerns — Moderate to high importance (average ~4/5).

3d. Farm biosecurity — Widely recognised as important, with some variation.

3e. Other issues — Generational renewal, market stability, consumer engagement, CAP bureaucracy,
ESG/deforestation rules.

4. Legislative Aspects (Regulation (EU) 2016/1012)

4a. Application of legislation — Mostly “Totally”, some “Mainly/Partially”.

4b. Responsibilities of breed societies — Variation in milk recording, BV calculation, type classification.
4c. Problems with application — Bureaucracy, unclear rules, inconsistent national implementation.
4d. Alignment of partners — Mixed; Al companies often seen as problematic.

4e. National legislation — Most countries add specific rules beyond EU baseline.

4f, Satisfaction with EU law — Valuable but overly complex.

4g. Representation at EU level — Larger states satisfied, smaller ones want stronger advocacy.

4h. Other comments — Calls for simplification, transparency, recognition of non-EU (Switzerland).

5. Core Activities

5a. Herd-book registration —Mostly stable.

5b. Milk recording —Stable or reducing.

5c¢. Functional type classification — Expanding.

5d. Genetic testing — Expanding strongly.

5e. Shows and exhibitions —Reducing.

5f. Accreditation (welfare, A2 herds, etc.) — Expanding in some countries.

5g. Other activities — Advisory services, education, young breeders, digital tools —generally
expanding.

6. EHRC Communication and Visibility

6a. International visibility — Generally considered insufficient.

6b. Use of EHRC website — Moderate; often used for information/contact.
6d. Use for contacts — Mixed usage.



6f. Facebook group — Low interest.

6g. In-person Secretary meetings — Yes, but with limitations.

6h. Digital Secretary meetings — High support.

6i. Online info evenings (e.g., EU regs, methane, single step) — High support.

7. EHRC Committee, Constitution, and Secretary General

7a. Satisfaction with Constitution — Generally “Yes”; some “Partly” (CZ, DE), “No” (CH).

7b. Comments — Concerns about clarity, legal seat, mission definition, transparency, provisional
members, accessibility of by-laws.

7c. Response from Committee & Secretary General — High satisfaction.

7d. Representation at EHRC level — Mostly positive; CH and CZ critical.

7e. Representation at WHFF level — Mostly positive; CH and CZ critical.

7f. Other comments — Calls for balanced representation (Hungary), regular updates (Czech Republic),
stronger inclusion of smaller members.

8. Additional Feedback
e Requests for survey summary and SWOT results (Czech Republic).
e Clarification of EHRC added value vs. WHFF/ICAR/Interbull.
e Delegation of responsibilities highlighted (Spain, France, Switzerland, Germany, CZ).
¢ National fragmentation noted (Lithuania, Spain, CZ).

e Broader challenges: breeder engagement, influence of Al companies, bureaucracy.



EHRC Members’ Survey 2025 — Summary and Analysis

European Holstein & Red Holstein Confederation

Introduction

This report presents the results of the EHRC Members’ Survey 2025, conducted among member
organisations across Europe. The survey was designed to collect structured feedback on legislative,
technical, organisational, and farmer-facing issues, as well as on EHRC'’s role and communication.

The analysis was supported by Al-based tools to:

Systematically compare responses across countries.

Generate heatmaps, diagrams, and summaries highlighting key differences and common
concerns.

Detect patterns and trends in core breeding functions (e.g., herdbook, genetic testing) and in
political/legislative feedback.

Summarise qualitative feedback into clear, structured insights.

This hybrid approach (member input + Al-assisted analysis) allowed the survey to be processed more
efficiently and presented in a transparent, data-driven format.

Methodology

Respondents: National and regional Holstein breed societies across Europe (EU and non-EU
members).

Format: Structured questionnaire covering eight thematic groups.

Scale: Some questions used a 1-5 importance scale (e.g., animal welfare), others required
gualitative responses.

Al Integration: Responses were compiled, analysed, and visualised using Al tools for data
comparison, thematic clustering, and graphical presentation.

Scope: Both practical breeding issues (recording, evaluation, classification) and
political/organisational perspectives (EU legislation, EHRC representation) were addressed.

Structure of the Report

New Technologies (CRISPR, cloning, regulation)

Sources of Scientific Information

Farmer-Facing Issues (welfare, health, ethics, biosecurity)

Legislative Aspects (application of EU legislation, national additions, representation)
Core Activities (registration, testing, shows, advisory services)

EHRC Communication & Visibility

EHRC Constitution, Committee & Representation

Additional Feedback from Members



Key Message

The survey confirms that EHRC plays an important role in connecting European Holstein
organisations but also highlights areas for improvement:

Simplification of EU legislative processes.
Balanced representation of small and large members.
Clearer communication of EHRC activities and added value compared to WHFF.

Use of Al tools can enhance future benchmarking, trend analysis, and faster reporting for
EHRC members.

Support for core breeding functions while addressing modern challenges such as
sustainability, genetics, and farmer engagement.



Summary of EHRC Strengths (from country responses)

1. Collaboration & Networking

e Brings together nearly all Holstein herdbooks in Europe (Spain, Hungary, Germany, Latvia).
e Provides a community of similar organisations and links to other countries (Ireland, Belgium).
¢ Platform for breeders and technical experts from different countries (Spain, Switzerland).

e Promotes European perspectives and unites members under a common mission
(Luxembourg, Sweden, Latvia).

2. Knowledge Exchange & Communication

o Effective platform for knowledge sharing (Hungary, Germany, Latvia, Netherlands).

e Multilingual and multi-national experience supports cross-border communication (Hungary,
Germany).

e Easy exchange of opinions and technical topics without high costs (Switzerland).

3. Standardisation & Harmonisation

e Harmonisation of herdbooks, linear and genetic evaluation (Slovakia).

e Jury/judge harmonisation and training (Netherlands, Germany, Latvia).

e Guidelines and standards for dairy shows and judging panels (Germany, Latvia).
¢ Alignment of zootechnical rules and ethics (France).

4. Reputation, Tradition & Credibility

e Long history and strong credibility in Europe (Hungary, Germany, Latvia).
¢ Recognised reputation in coordinating Holstein breeding across Europe (Hungary, Germany).
e Seen as a trusted umbrella organisation for national herdbooks (Germany, Latvia).

5. International Links & Representation

e Collaboration with Interbull, WHFF, ICAR, and breed societies outside Europe (Hungary,
Germany).

e Represents Holstein interests at European level, esp. in Brussels (Netherlands).
e Gives farmers a unified voice, independent of semen companies (Sweden).

6. Events, Working Groups & Activities

e Regular congresses and working groups on judging, young breeders, etc. (Hungary, Germany).
¢ Facilitates contact, exchange, and networking opportunities (Belgium, Latvia).

e Platform for building relationships between herdbooks and breeders (Latvia).

So instead of a long list of country-by-country answers, we can now see the main pillars of
strength the members identify:

(1) Collaboration, (2) Knowledge Exchange, (3) Standardisation, (4) Reputation, (5) International
Links, (6) Activities.



Summary of EHRC Weaknesses (from country responses)

Q1lb. Weaknesses answers: reorganize the country responses into main clusters/themes, then
compose a clear overview.

1. Limited Resources & Capacity

Financial and administrative resources are weak; EHRC relies on member contributions, not
commercial income (Hungary, Germany, Latvia).

Limited human resources and voluntary engagement reduce responsiveness and project
continuity (Hungary, Germany, Latvia).

Smaller or less developed breeding programs are underrepresented (Hungary, Germany).

2. Leadership, Strategy & Innovation Gaps

Not dealing with strategic issues or lacking a strong lobby (Spain, Germany).
Absence of coherent vision and inadequate leadership (Germany).
Lack of innovative services for members (Germany).

Member benefits not always clearly communicated (Latvia).

3. Visibility & Influence

Low visibility inside and outside the sector (Hungary, Czech Republic, Latvia).
No influence at national or EU level (Lithuania, Czech Republic, Hungary).
Difficult to maintain regular contact with members (Belgium).

Visibility limited to breeder circles, not reaching policymakers or consumers (Hungary,
Germany, Latvia).

4. Operational & Structural Issues

Dependence on physical meetings; digital tools underutilized (Hungary, Germany).
Platform not used enough; unclear processes for membership and elections (Switzerland).

Lack of commonality or collaboration with other international dairy initiatives (Germany,
Luxembourg).

Various national systems/regulations hinder harmonization (lreland, Netherlands).

5. External Challenges

Sanitary rules in Europe make organizing joint shows difficult (France).
Different breeding needs and systems across countries (Ireland).
Struggles to attract young people to participate (Sweden).

Lack of activity post-Covid, few events or online engagement (Czech Republic).

Condensed View:

The main weaknesses are limited resources (financial/human), lack of strategic direction and
innovation, weak visibility and influence at EU/national level, operational inefficiencies (over-
reliance on physical meetings, unclear governance), and external barriers (regulations, sanitary
rules, differing national systems).



Summary of EHRC Opportunities (from country responses)

1. Sustainability & Climate-Smart Breeding

e Increased focus on sustainable, low-CH,, and efficiency-related breeding traits (Hungary,
Germany).

e Publicinterest in animal welfare, biodiversity, and transparency gives EHRC a role as a
scientific and ethical voice (Hungary, Germany).

e EU Green Deal and CAP reform provide opportunities for funding and recognition (Hungary,
Germany).

2. Genomics, Data & Digitalisation

e Expansion of genomic selection and data exchange for stronger cooperation and
harmonisation (Hungary, Germany, Latvia).

e Development of EU-wide evaluations and harmonisation of linear and genetic scoring
(Belgium, Netherlands).

e Use of digital tools for education, training, communication, and certification (Hungary,
Germany, Latvia).

¢ Common digital solutions (apps, certificates) and standardisation of data collection
(Germany).

3. Harmonisation & Standardisation

e Strengthening harmonisation of herdbooks, procedures, and traits (Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Belgium).

¢ Development of common European breeding ethics (Germany).

¢ Coordination of international standards and EU-wide breeding positions (Germany, Czech
Republic).

4. Networking, Exchanges & Leadership
e More exchanges, meetings, and international contests (Switzerland).

e EHRC can act as a unified European voice in response to global challenges, e.g., North
American Al companies (France, Ireland, Czech Republic, Sweden).

e Improved leadership and engagement with a broader range of stakeholders (Germany).
¢ Opportunities for closer cooperation with ICAR, Interbull, ITBeef (Germany).

5. Generational Renewal & Education

e Addressing generational turnover and securing young breeders’ involvement (Spain, Latvia).
¢ Expand educational activities, webinars, and online training for youth (Latvia, Slovakia).
e Attracting and retaining the next generation of breeders (Spain, Latvia, Sweden).

6. Breed & Market Opportunities

e Growth of beef-on-dairy and global trade in Holsteins (Germany).
¢ Promotion of the breed’s obvious strengths across Europe (Czech Republic, Sweden).

e Traceability and food origin recognition under EU law strengthen Holstein positioning
(Germany).

10



Condensed View:

The main opportunities for EHRC are sustainability and climate-smart breeding, expansion of
genomic selection and digital tools, deeper harmonisation across Europe, acting as a strong and
unified European voice, generational renewal and youth engagement, and leveraging breed/market
opportunities such as beef-on-dairy and traceability.

11



Summary of EHRC Threats (from country responses)

1. External Competition & Power Shift

Stronger influence of global Al and breeding corporations, overshadowing herdbooks and
non-profit alliances (Hungary, Spain, Netherlands, Sweden, Germany).

Sanitary issues and competition with private breeding companies (Spain).

Duplication with WHFF increases costs and reduces clarity (Switzerland).

2. Geopolitical & Regulatory Pressures

Geopolitical instability and trade disruptions (war, sanctions, disease outbreaks) hinder
cooperation and exchange (Hungary, Germany).

Strict EU regulations on animal welfare, breeding, and biosecurity make organizing shows and
joint events difficult (France, Czech Republic, Latvia, Germany).

Regulatory burdens such as GDPR, zootechnical certificates, and protectionism of data limit
sharing and digital progress (Hungary, Germany).

3. Fragmentation & Declining Relevance

Divergence of national breeding objectives - reduced harmonisation, risk of fragmentation
(Hungary, Germany).

Parallel structures in international cooperations (EuroGenomics, EBE, etc.) reduce EHRC’s
unigue role (Germany).

Loss of relevance and importance of herdbooks and pedigree status (lreland, Czech Republic,
Germany).

Overlap with other organisations (Latvia, Switzerland).

4. Demographic & Social Challenges

Generational shift: declining interest among young farmers in herdbook activities (Hungary,
Germany, Latvia).

Declining breeder numbers and rural depopulation (Latvia, Lithuania).

Low participation/interest from members (Germany).

5. Financial & Organisational Risks

Financial sustainability concerns and reliance on member contributions (Latvia, Germany,
Belgium).

Increasing costs reduce motivation for herdbooks to organize international events (Germany).

Reduction of members as herdbooks evolve towards alignment with Al companies (Belgium).

6. Reputation & Strategic Risks

Risk of EHRC having “nothing to discuss” or losing a unified European voice against North
American interests (France).

Erosion of breeder control and pedigree value (Ireland).

12



Condensed View:

The main threats are external competition from global corporations and Al companies, increasing
regulatory and geopolitical pressures, risk of fragmentation and declining relevance of herdbooks,
demographic decline and loss of young farmer engagement, financial instability, and
reputational/strategic risks (duplication, overlap, loss of unity).

13



Consolidated SWOT table of all the EHRC survey responses, structured into clear categories.

EHRC SWOT Summary (Based on Member Country Responses)

Strengths Weaknesses

Collaboration & Networking: Brings together nearly all Holstein
herdbooks in Europe; platform for breeders, technical experts, and
international cooperation (Hungary, Spain, Germany, Latvia, Ireland,
Belgium).

Limited Resources: Financial and administrative weakness, reliance on member
contributions, voluntary board engagement limits continuity (Hungary, Germany,
Latvia). Smaller/less developed programs underrepresented.

Knowledge Exchange: Platform for harmonisation, exchange of expertise Leadership & Strategy Gaps: Lack of strategic focus, weak lobbying capacity,
(classification, genomics, breeding values), multilingual communication inadequate leadership, limited range of topics, few innovative services (Spain,
(Hungary, Germany, Switzerland, Netherlands, Latvia). Germany, Latvia).

Standardisation & Harmonisation: Guidelines for judging, linear scoring, Visibility & Influence: Low visibility beyond herdbook circles, weak influence at
genetic evaluation, zootechnical standards, European Judges Panel EU/national level, limited outreach to policymakers/consumers (Czech Republic,
(Slovakia, Germany, Netherlands, Latvia, France). Hungary, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania).

Operational Inefficiencies: Dependence on physical meetings, underutilised digital
tools, unclear governance/election processes, inconsistent harmonisation with
WHFF (Switzerland, Hungary, Germany, Luxembourg).

Reputation & Tradition: Long history and credibility in Europe,
recognised umbrella organisation (Hungary, Germany, Latvia).

External Challenges: Differing national systems, regulations, sanitary barriers,
difficulty organising European shows (France, Ireland, Czech Republic). Lack of
youth involvement (Sweden).

International Links: Close cooperation with Interbull, WHFF, ICAR,
ITBeef, and other global organisations (Hungary, Germany, Netherlands).

Events & Activities: Regular congresses, working groups, shows,
networking opportunities (Hungary, Germany, Latvia, Switzerland).

14



Opportunities Threats

Sustainability & Climate-Smart Breeding: Lead joint initiatives on low-CH,4, External Competition: Global Al and breeding corporations overshadow
efficiency traits; align with Green Deal/CAP reforms; position EHRC as a herdbooks; stronger role of semen companies; duplication with WHFF
scientific and ethical voice (Hungary, Germany). (Hungary, Spain, Netherlands, Sweden, Switzerland, Germany).

Genomics & Digitalisation: Expansion of genomic selection, data exchange,
harmonised EU evaluations; digital tools for education, networking,
certification, apps (Hungary, Germany, Latvia, Belgium, Netherlands,
Slovakia).

Geopolitical & Regulatory Pressures: War, sanctions, disease outbreaks, strict
EU animal welfare/biosecurity rules (Hungary, Germany, France, Czech Republic,
Latvia). Regulatory burdens (GDPR, zootechnical certificates) slow cooperation.

Harmonisation & Standards: Strengthen harmonisation of herdbooks,
traits, procedures, breeding ethics; develop common EU stance on new
breeding technologies (Luxembourg, Netherlands, Belgium, Germany,
Czech Republic).

Fragmentation & Declining Relevance: Diverging national objectives, loss of
relevance of herdbooks/pedigree, overlap with other organisations, parallel
structures (Germany, Czech Republic, Ireland, Latvia, Switzerland).

Networking & Leadership: More exchanges, shows, meetings; unified EU
response to North American/Al influence; stronger role in stakeholder
engagement (France, Ireland, Czech Republic, Germany, Switzerland,
Sweden).

Demographic & Social Decline: Declining breeder numbers, rural depopulation,
generational turnover, low interest of youth in herdbooks (Hungary, Germany,
Latvia, Lithuania).

Youth & Education: Educational programs for young breeders, generational Financial Risks: Declining membership, reliance on fees, rising costs reducing
renewal, digital training/webinars (Spain, Latvia, Slovakia, Sweden). motivation to organise events (Latvia, Belgium, Germany).

Breed & Market Growth: Beef-on-dairy expansion, global Holstein trade,
traceability and food origin recognition (Germany, Czech Republic,
Sweden).

Reputation Risks: Potential loss of unified voice in Europe; erosion of breeder
control and pedigree value (France, Ireland).

Executive Snapshot:
EHRC'’s strengths lie in its wide European coverage, tradition, harmonisation work, and international credibility. However, weaknesses include limited

resources, weak strategic focus, and low visibility. The opportunities are clear in sustainability, genomics, digitalisation, and youth engagement, but threats
from global corporations, regulatory burdens, demographic decline, and financial sustainability could undermine its relevance.

15



EHRC SWOT Matrix (Simplified for Presentation)

Strengths Weaknesses

e Strong European network of Holstein herdbooks and breeders ¢ Limited financial & human resources; reliance on member fees
¢ Longtradition, credibility, and international recognition (WHFF, ICAR, Interbull) ¢ Lack of strategic focus & lobbying capacity

e Platform for harmonisation (classification, genomics, breeding values) ¢ Low visibility outside breeder circles; weak EU influence

¢ Regular congresses, shows, and working groups (judging, young breeders) ¢ Dependence on physical meetings; underuse of digital tools
Opportunities Threats

e Sustainability & climate-smart breeding (low-CH,, efficiency traits, Green Deal) ¢ Growing power of Al companies & global breeding corporations

¢ Expansion of genomics, data sharing, and digital tools (apps, e-learning) ¢ Geopolitical instability, trade disruptions, and stricter EU rules
e Stronger harmonisation of herdbooks, breeding ethics, and standards ¢ Diverging national objectives - fragmentation & reduced relevance
¢ Youth education & generational renewal (training, contests, webinars) ¢ Declining breeder numbers, rural depopulation, rising costs of events

This format gives the Committee a quick, high-level overview they can use in PowerPoint or reports.

16



Summary of Associations’ Main Political Challenges (Q2a)

1. EU & National Agricultural Policy / Regulation

¢ Navigating EU agricultural policies and securing support for sustainable dairy production
(Hungary).

¢ EU zootechnical regulation gives responsibilities but no subsidies (France).
¢ Unclear government policy, pressure to reduce cattle numbers (Netherlands, Ireland).

e Strict environmental and animal welfare regulations: nitrates limits, moorland restoration,
live export restrictions (Ireland, Germany).

¢ High bureaucracy and shifting political orientation limiting expert influence (Germany).
2. Animal Welfare, Sanitary & Environmental Pressures

¢ Evolving animal welfare regulations affecting farm conditions (Hungary, Germany,
Switzerland).

e Sanitary/epizootic challenges in Europe (Switzerland).

e Societal demands: veganism, environmental protection, biosecurity (Czech Republic,
Germany).

3. Breed Recognition & Policy Priorities
e Holstein not a political priority; local breeds get stronger government support (Spain).
e Promotion of dairy and beef in sustainable way, but not politically central (Luxembourg).
¢ In Lithuania: 3 associations, fragmented programs, ineffective policy structure (Lithuania).
4. Financial Sustainability & Support
¢ Duration of public support for breeding and financing is uncertain (Czech Republic).
e Decreasing state support could weaken milk/conformation recording (Latvia).
e Long-term planning security for farms under pressure (Germany).
5. Organisational & Structural Issues

¢ Maintaining relevance and services (performance recording, genomic solutions, mating
advice) under political conditions (Belgium).

¢ Need for modern data management and skilled staff (Czech Republic).

e Legacy of Soviet-era mentality: overregulation, lack of farmer trust, dependence on state
(Latvia).

e Slovakia: Association sees itself as non-political, only service-providing.

e Sweden: reports no political challenges.

17



Condensed View:

Across countries, the main political challenges are:

1.

Regulatory pressure (EU environmental, animal welfare, nitrates, live export restrictions,
bureaucracy).

Policy priorities & recognition (Holstein often not politically prioritized; local breeds or
fragmented structures get more support).

Financial sustainability (declining state support, insecure public financing, pressure on herd-
book services).

Sanitary & societal pressures (biosecurity, veganism, epizootics).

Structural/legacy issues (fragmentation in some countries, Soviet-era bureaucracy in Latvia).

18



Summary of Political Expectations

Q2b. Political expectations for the future of agriculture responses, grouped into key themes.

1. Sustainability, Environment & Climate

Stronger support for sustainable and climate-friendly farming (Hungary).

Reduce carbon emissions by 25% by 2030 (Ireland).

Environmental regulations and ecological concerns (Netherlands, Switzerland, Germany).
Less environmental impact expected (Sweden, Lithuania “less cow more milk”).

Focus on methane reduction and emissions in agriculture (Switzerland, Germany).

2. Innovation, Technology & Modernisation

Funding for innovation, precision farming, genomics, and advanced breeding tools (Hungary).

Balanced regulations that uphold welfare and environment while not overburdening farmers
(Hungary, Latvia).

Demand for fair, science-based rules adapted to local conditions, not “one-size-fits-all” EU
measures (Latvia).

3. Food Security & Market Stability

Need to maintain food production for population (Spain, Czech Republic).
Enhanced market access and export support, especially for premium products (Hungary).
Policies to reduce rural depopulation and strengthen rural life (Spain, Latvia).

National food self-sufficiency and resilience as a key goal (Latvia).

4. Animal Welfare & Consumer Expectations

Higher standards in animal welfare (Hungary, Switzerland, Germany).
Breeders facing strong scrutiny during exhibitions and welfare checks (Switzerland).

France: fair market with correct, comparable data, but freedom not to accept certain
biotechnologies.

5. Policy & Subsidy Framework

Simplified, clear subsidy systems aligned with EU and national priorities (Hungary).
EU CAP reforms and future government reshaping of policy are critical (Czech Republic).
Strong expectation for fair compensation when restrictions are imposed (Latvia).

Slight bureaucracy reduction as a positive step in Spain.

Condensed View:

Across countries, the main expectations for agriculture are:

Greener and climate-smart farming (emissions reduction, sustainable practices).
Innovation and technology support (genomics, precision farming, digital tools).
Food security & rural vitality (maintaining milk/meat production, supporting rural areas).

Fair and science-based regulation (balanced welfare/environmental standards, local
adaptation).

Market & subsidy frameworks (clear EU/national subsidies, fair market rules, compensation
mechanisms).
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Comparison: Political Challenges vs. Political Expectations

Q2a (political challenges) and Q2b (political expectations) side by side. This way, you’ll see clearly how current obstacles compare with the political vision for

agriculture across countries.
Themes Main Political Challenges (Q2a)

- Navigating EU agricultural policies, bureaucracy, unclear policy
EU & National directions (Hungary, Netherlands, Germany). - Strict nitrate limits and
Policy / potential removal of derogation (Ireland). - Heavy bureaucracy &
Regulation unpredictable political shifts (Germany, Latvia). - CAP reforms
threatening livestock support (Czech Republic).

- Pressure from environmental and animal welfare regulations
(Hungary, Switzerland, Germany, Czech Republic). - Restrictions on live
exports, sanitary/epizootic risks (Switzerland, Germany).

Sustainability &
Environment

- Stricter animal welfare rules; Al companies pushing for control of
breeding evaluation/data (France, Switzerland, Germany). - Societal
pressures from veganism, welfare activism (Czech Republic, Germany).

Animal Welfare &
Societal Pressure

- Holstein not a political priority; local breeds get more support
(Spain). - Financial pressure on herdbooks and farms (Belgium, Latvia,
Germany). - Rural depopulation threatens viability (Latvia, Spain).

Food Security &
Market Stability

Main Political Expectations (Q2b)

- Simplified, clear subsidy systems aligned with EU/national
priorities (Hungary). - Fair, science-based, locally adapted EU
regulations (Latvia). - CAP reform to support livestock under fair
terms (Czech Republic). - Bureaucracy reduction already begun
(Spain).

- Stronger support for sustainable, climate-friendly farming
(Hungary). - Emission reduction targets (Ireland: —25% by 2030,
Germany: gas reductions). - Less environmental impact of
farming (Sweden, Lithuania). - Balanced regulations not to
overburden farmers (Hungary, Latvia).

- Higher welfare standards still expected (Hungary, Germany,
Switzerland). - Farmers want fair enforcement and no excessive
burden (Hungary, Latvia). - France: expectation of a fair market
without being forced into unwanted biotechnologies.

- Secure national food self-sufficiency and resilience (Latvia). -
Maintain milk/meat production despite CAP reforms (Czech
Republic, Spain). - Enhanced market access and exports for
premium dairy/livestock products (Hungary). - Policies to reduce
rural depopulation (Spain, Latvia).
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Themes Main Political Challenges (Q2a) Main Political Expectations (Q2b)

Organisational &
Structural

- Expectation for political decisions to be made in consultation
with farmers and associations (Latvia). - Stronger support for
innovation, precision farming, genomics, and advanced tools

(Hungary).

- Fragmentation of breed organisations (Lithuania). - Weak
membership engagement (Czech Republic, Latvia). - Dependence on
state support for milk recording (Latvia).

- Increased funding for innovation, research, and technology

Financial Support - Uncertainty of long-term public financing (Czech Republic, Latvia). - (Hungary). - Fair compensation when restrictions are imposed
& Stability Increasing financial pressure on farms (Germany). (Latvia). - Support for farmers facing extreme weather risks

(Latvia).

Key Comparison Insights

Challenges today = regulatory burden, bureaucracy, strict environmental and welfare rules, financial uncertainty, and weak prioritisation of
Holstein breeding.

Expectations for tomorrow = simplified rules, stronger sustainability support, funding for innovation, fairer enforcement, safeguarding food
security, and more consultation with farmers.

There is a clear tension: governments push for stricter environmental and welfare rules, while associations expect balanced, fair, and locally
adapted regulations that ensure sustainability without undermining viability.
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Political Challenges vs. Political Expectations in Agriculture

Challenges Expectations

* Heavy bureaucracy & unclear EU/national policies * Simplified, fair & locally adapted regulations

* Strict environmental & welfare regulations * Support for sustainable, climate-smart farming
» Financial uncertainty & declining state support * Increased funding for innovation & technology
¢ Rural depopulation & weak farmer engagement * Food security, market stability & rural vitality
* Fragmentation of breed organisations * Consultation with farmers & fair compensation
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Summary of Positions on New Technologies (2c)

Q2c responses (positions on new technologies: gene editing, CRISPR/Cas, cloning, etc.).
1. Legislation-Driven / EU Alignment

e Some countries emphasise compliance with existing EU legislation and have no independent
position:

0 Hungary: must respect restrictions, though this creates a disadvantage compared to other
regions.

o lIreland: will simply reflect EU rules.

o Spain: not directly involved; follows EFFAB/EU position.

o Netherlands: follow developments, align with EU law + national ethics committee.

o Latvia: follow EU approach, support research at lab level, cautious about production use.

2. Cautious & Conservative Stance

e Switzerland: very conservative, CRISPR could have advantages but must be tightly regulated;
cloning forbidden and should stay so.

e France: against use “for the moment”; if adopted, strict identification of animals concerned.
e Sweden: “Wedon’t do that.”

3. Open but Regulated Use

e Luxembourg: gene editing could be useful; cloning less acceptable.
e Slovakia: views new tech with hope, but stresses risk prevention.
e Belgium: open to research; universities should explore and master the technologies.

e Czech Republic: open to benefits (disease resistance, reduced antibiotic use); call for EU
consensus to avoid trade disruption, with EHRC involvement.

4. Proactive / Opportunity-Oriented

e Lithuania: considers it a big opportunity.

e Germany: sees NGTs (new genomic techniques) as inevitable = need for labelling, EU
common position, support for R&D. Warns cloning is a dead-end, controversial, and difficult
to market.

Condensed View:

e Majority: cautious, tied to EU legislation, willing to observe (Hungary, Spain, Ireland,
Netherlands, Latvia).

¢ Conservative/minimal acceptance: Switzerland, France, Sweden.

¢ Balanced openness: Luxembourg, Slovakia, Belgium, Czech Republic = support research,
highlight regulation & risk prevention.

e Progressive/proactive: Lithuania (“big opportunity”), Germany (NGTs inevitable, need EU
framework, but cloning rejected).
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Summary: Sources of Scientific Information (2d)

Q2d responses (where associations seek scientific answers on traits, disorders, etc.).
1. International Organisations & Platforms

e EHRC, WHFF (Hungary, Spain, Germany).

e ICAR, EuroGenomics (Spain).

e CDCB, VIT (Germany).

¢ International exchange platforms (Switzerland).

2. Universities & National Research Institutes

¢ INRAe (France).

e Research Institute of Animal Production & Slovak University of Agriculture (Slovakia).
e Belgian universities (Belgium).

e Stateresearch agencies and universities (Ireland).

e Universities via collaboration (Netherlands, Sweden).

3. Scientific Literature & Databases

e Scientific journals and specialised industry publications (Hungary, France, Germany).
e ScienceDirect / Elsevier peer-reviewed databases (Latvia).
¢ General online articles for easier explanations (Latvia, Luxembourg, Sweden).

4. Own or Internal Sources

e Collaboration within own company plus universities (Netherlands).
¢ Breeding organisations and internal data centres (Germany).

5. Farmer-Friendly & Practical Sources

e Online, farmer-friendly information (Latvia, Luxembourg, Sweden).

¢ Industry magazines (Sweden).

Condensed View:

Associations typically rely on a mix of international organisations (EHRC, WHFF, ICAR,
EuroGenomics, CDCB, VIT), national universities and institutes, and scientific literature/databases.
Some (Latvia, Sweden, Luxembourg) also mention farmer-oriented, easy-to-understand online
sources, highlighting the need for both practical and scientific communication.
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Q3a. Animal Welfare (Importance Ratings)

Now we have the first farmer-facing issue (3a: Animal welfare) with 1-5 ratings. Let’s summarise the
responses.
Ratings by country:

e 5 (veryimportant): Slovakia, Switzerland, France, Ireland, Czech Republic, Belgium, Latvia,
Sweden

e 4:Hungary, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Lithuania, Germany

e 3:Spain
e 1-2:None
Analysis

e Strong consensus: Animal welfare is seen as very important across nearly all associations.
¢ 8 countries (majority) gave the highest rating (5), showing a clear emphasis.

e 5 countries gave a 4, reinforcing that even if not the top score, it is still high.

e Only Spain gave a moderate importance (3).

¢ No country rated animal welfare as unimportant.

Average Score

Totalscore U vV T p 0O TMCQCMO QO
Number of responses p T
Average Q@ dp T T®

Conclusion:

Animal welfare is considered highlyimportant across EHRC members, with an average score of 4.5/5.
This indicates a strong farmer-facing priority and a key area for consensus.
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Farmer-Facing Issues (3a—3d). the full dataset analysis all four together.

Farmer-Facing Issues (Scores 1-5)

Average Scores (all 14 countries) Overall Ranking of Priorities
¢ 3a. Animal welfare: 4.5 e Animal health (4.9) - absolute top
e 3b. Animal health: 4.9 priority.
e Animal welfare (4.5) - very high

¢ 3c. Ethical concerns: 3.9 .
importance.

3d. Farm biosecurity: 4.2
* v e Farm biosecurity (4.2) - important,

practical issue.

e Ethical concerns (3.9) - relevant, but less
central for farmers/associations.

Detailed Findings

3a. Animal welfare

¢ Veryimportant (5): 8 countries (Slovakia, Switzerland, France, Ireland, Czech Republic,
Belgium, Latvia, Sweden).

e Important (4): 5 countries (Hungary, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Lithuania, Germany).

¢ Moderate (3): Spain.
Consensus: strongly important (avg. 4.5).

3b. Animal health

¢ All countries rated 4 or 5.
e 11 countries gave 5.

e  Only Latvia, Luxembourg gave 4.
Most important issue overall (avg. 4.9).

3c. Ethical concerns

e Scores more mixed.

¢ High (5): Ireland, Sweden.

¢ Mostly 3—4: Slovakia, Czech Republic (3); majority 4 (Hungary, Luxembourg, Switzerland,
France, Belgium, Netherlands, Lithuania, Germany, Latvia).

¢ Low (2): Spain.
Seen as relevant but secondary priority (avg. 3.9).

3d. Farm biosecurity
e Veryimportant (5): Spain, Slovakia, France, Czech Republic, Lithuania.

¢ Important (4): Hungary, Luxembourg, Switzerland, Ireland, Belgium, Netherlands, Germany,
Sweden.

e Moderate (3): Latvia.
Considered important but not as high as health/welfare (avg. 4.2).
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Conclusions from Q3a-Q3d
1. Animal Welfare (Q3a-avg. 4.5/5)

e Widely regarded as very important across all members.
¢ 8 out of 14 countries gave the maximum score (5).
e Spain was the only country rating it moderately (3).

¢ Conclusion: Animal welfare is a shared top priority, reflecting consumer expectations,
societal pressure, and breeding standards.

2. Animal Health (Q3b —avg. 4.86/5)
e The highest-rated issue overall.
e 12 out of 14 countries gave the maximum score (5).
¢ Only Latvia and Luxembourg rated it slightly lower (4).

e Conclusion: Animal health is seen as the fundamental cornerstone of sustainable dairy
farming, directly linked to productivity, welfare, and public trust.

3. Ethical Concerns (Q3c - avg. 3.86/5)
e More varied and lower scores compared to welfare/health.
¢ Ireland and Sweden gave the highest (5), but Spain gave only (2).
e Most other countries stayed around 3—4.

e Conclusion: Ethical concerns are acknowledged but viewed as secondary to practical issues.
They are often driven by societal debate and consumer perception, rather than farmer-led
priorities.

4. Farm Biosecurity (Q3d —avg. 4.21/5)
e Strong recognition of importance, though slightly below welfare and health.
¢ Countries like Spain, Slovakia, France, Czech Republic, and Lithuania gave it maximum (5).
e A few (Hungary, Latvia) rated it only moderately (3).

e Conclusion: Biosecurity is understood as critical to disease prevention and herd stability, but
its perceived urgency varies by national context and recent experiences with disease
outbreaks.
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Overall Picture

e Top consensus issues:

1. Animal health - essential, near-universal priority.

2. Animal welfare - very high importance, closely following health.
e Important but varied:

o Farm biosecurity - significant but context-dependent.

o Ethical concerns - acknowledged, but less central for breeders themselves.

Key insight: Farmer-facing priorities are rooted in practical herd management (health, welfare,
biosecurity), while ethical concerns reflect external pressure from consumers, policymakers, and
society.

Other Issues (3e, qualitative themes)
¢ Generational renewal & labour shortage (Spain, Latvia, Hungary).
¢ Market/economic sustainability (Hungary: volatility, Latvia: milk prices).
o Biodiversity (Slovakia).
o Efficiency (Netherlands).
e Administrative burden & CAP bureaucracy (Czech Republic).
¢ Freedom of farmer decision-making (France).

o Export markets & skilled workers (Ireland).

These indicate systemic farmer challenges beyond the 1-5 ratings: demographics, economics,
regulation, and sustainability.
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Farmer-Facing Issues (Q3a—Q3e) — Conclusions
1. Animal Welfare (Q3a-avg. 4.5/5)

e Almost all members rate welfare as very important.
¢ Highest scores (5) from 8 countries, including France, Ireland, Belgium, Latvia, Sweden.

e Spain (3) was the only moderate rating.

Consensus: Animal welfare is a high priority across EHRC, reflecting both consumer
expectations and breeding responsibilities.

2. Animal Health (Q3b —avg. 4.9/5)
¢ Highest-ranked farmer issue overall.
e 12 of 14 countries gave the maximum score (5).

¢ Seen as the foundation of productivity, welfare, and public trust.

Consensus: Animal health is the cornerstone of sustainable dairy production,
unanimously valued across Europe.

3. Ethical Concerns (Q3c - avg. 3.9/5)
e More mixed responses.
¢ Some countries (Ireland, Sweden) gave it the highest importance (5).

e Spain rated it low (2); most others gave 3—4.

Consensus: Ethical concerns are acknowledged but secondary, seen more as
societal/political expectations than as direct farmer priorities.

4. Farm Biosecurity (Q3d —avg. 4.2/5)
e Widely considered important, though with some variation.
e High importance (5) in Spain, Slovakia, France, Czech Republic, Lithuania.

¢ Moderate (3) in Hungary and Latvia.

Consensus: Biosecurity is a key but context-dependent issue, often shaped by recent
national disease challenges.
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5. Other Issues (Q3e — qualitative themes)

The open responses highlight structural and long-term farmer concerns beyond
welfare/health/biosecurity:

e Generational renewal & labour shortage

o Highlighted in Spain, Latvia, Hungary - difficulty attracting young farmers, rural
depopulation.

e Economic sustainability & market stability
o Latvia: stable milk prices.
o Hungary: resilience to volatility, transparency in supply chains.
o Netherlands: efficiency.
e Regulation & bureaucracy
o Czech Republic: CAP paperwork, deforestation rules, ESG reporting.
o France: farmer freedom of choice vs semen company influence.
e Sustainability & biodiversity

o Slovakia: biodiversity marked as “very important.”

o Hungary: transparency, consumer trust, adapting animal shows for sustainability.

e Export & trade access
o lIreland: cattle numbers, export market access, skilled employees.
Consensus: Farmers face structural pressures that go beyond health/welfare:
e Demographics (generational shift, rural depopulation)
¢ Economics (sustainability, efficiency, price stability)
¢ Regulatory load (CAP bureaucracy, ESG, trade rules)

¢ Sustainability (biodiversity, consumer trust, climate pressures)
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Overall Synthesis

e Top priorities (scoring):
1. Animal health (4.9)
2. Animal welfare (4.5)
3. Farm biosecurity (4.2)
4. Ethical concerns (3.9)
e Underlying challenges (qualitative):
0 Generational renewal & labour shortages.
o Market and price stability.
o Bureaucracy and regulatory burden.
o Sustainability, biodiversity, and consumer trust.
o Maintaining farmer autonomy and freedom of decision.
Conclusion:

EHRC members show strong alignment on core herd-level issues (health, welfare, biosecurity), but
also highlight systemic challenges (demographics, economics, regulations, sustainability) that will
shape the future of European dairy farming.
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Q4. EU Zootechnical Legislation (Regulation (EU) 2016/1012)

Now we’re moving into the technical & legislative questions (Q4).
4a. Application in each country

e Totally applied: Hungary, Spain, France, Czech Republic, Belgium, Netherlands, Germany,
Latvia & 8 countries.

e Mainly applied: Luxembourg, Slovakia, Ireland, Sweden = 4 countries.
e Partially applied: Switzerland, Lithuania = 2 countries.

e Marginally applied: none.

Conclusion: Most countries (8/14) report full application, but there is variability
(especially in Switzerland & Lithuania).

4b. Breed society responsibilities

4b1. Milk recording
e Yes: Hungary, Luxembourg, Switzerland, France, Belgium, Netherlands = 6 countries.
e Partly responsibility: Spain, Germany = 2 countries.

e No: Slovakia, Ireland, Czech Republic, Lithuania, Latvia, Sweden - 6 countries.

Split responsibility: ~half the countries delegate milk recording to herd-books, half do
not.

4b2. Orientation of breed selection
e Yes: Hungary, Luxembourg, Switzerland, France, Belgium, Netherlands = 6.

e Partly: Spain, Ireland, Czech Republic, Lithuania, Germany, Sweden = 6.

¢ No: Slovakia, Latvia = 2.
Orientation of selection is shared in many countries; rarely excluded.

4b3. Calculating Breeding Values
e Yes: Hungary, France, Belgium, Netherlands - 4.
e Partly: Switzerland, Czech Republic, Germany - 3.
¢ No: Slovakia, Ireland, Lithuania, Sweden, Latvia - 5.

e Spain: “Partly responsibility”.
Only a minority (4 countries) calculate breeding values fully within the breed society.

4bA4. Functional Type Classification

e Yes: Hungary, Spain, Slovakia, Switzerland, France, Ireland, Belgium, Netherlands, Lithuania,
Latvia, Sweden - 11.

e  Partly: Czech Republic, Germany - 2.
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e No: Luxembourg - 1.

Almost all breed societies are responsible for type classification.

4b5. Validation of official documents (pedigrees, zootechnical certificates)

e Yes: Hungary, Spain, Switzerland, France, Ireland, Czech Republic, Belgium, Netherlands,
Lithuania, Latvia - 10.

e Partly: Germany, Sweden - 2.

¢ No: Luxembourg, Slovakia = 2.
Strong consensus: validation of pedigrees & certificates is a core responsibility of herd-

books.

Key Takeaways

1. Application:

(0]

(0]

Majority (8/14) report full compliance with Regulation (EU) 2016/1012.

Switzerland & Lithuania only partially apply the regulation.

2. Responsibilities:

(]

(0]

Milk recording is the most fragmented responsibility (split 50-50).

Orientation of breed selection is often shared between herd-books and other
institutions.

Breeding values are rarely fully calculated by herd-books (mostly done by external
national evaluation centers).

Type classification is overwhelmingly in herd-book hands.

Validation of documents is almost always the responsibility of herd-books.
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Visual heatmap breed society responsibilities under EU Zootechnical Legislation:

Green =Yes (breed society fully responsible);
Yellow = Partly (shared responsibility);
Red = No (not under breed society control)

Breed Society Responsibilities under EU Zootechnical Legislation

Hungary Yes
Luxembourg Yes
Slovakia No No
Switzerland Yes
France Yes
Ireland No
Belgium Yes Yes

Netherlands Yes Yes
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Main Problems with the Application of EU Legislation (4c)

e Complexity & Bureaucracy:

o Hungary, Luxembourg, Czech Republic, Latvia, Germany = point to excessive
documentation, unclear interpretation, and heavy administrative burden.

0 Belgium - pedigree (ZC) info incomplete, need for additional requests.
e Conflicts with national systems:

o France - multiple breed societies + single national DB cause inconsistency.

o Ireland - historical herd-book rules sometimes conflict.

o Spain - difficulties controlling imported genetics.

o Sweden - confusion between herdbook certificates and zootechnical certificates.
¢ Implementation gaps:

o Slovakia = outdated breeding law (1998).

o Lithuania = unclear processes, “post-Soviet mindset.”

o Germany - uneven interpretation across federal states; inconsistent compliance
across EU countries.

e Switzerland: not directly bound, but finds EU legislation overly complicated.

Accordance with Breed Society Missions (4d)
e Yes: Luxembourg, Spain, Switzerland, Belgium, Netherlands, Czech Republic (mostly aligned).

e Partly: Hungary, Slovakia, Ireland, Germany, Sweden - conflicts with partners, overlapping
roles, or inconsistencies.

¢ No: France (conflict with Al companies), Latvia (private companies run herdbooks, not
breeder-led).

National vs. EU Legislation (4e)
e Both EU + additional national rules:

o Hungary (welfare, breeding standards, data reporting), Belgium (details for semen
import), Czech Republic (support schemes, welfare), Germany (Tierzuchtgesetz),
Latvia (Cabinet regulations on nearly all aspects).

e Mainly EU-based, few extras: Luxembourg, Ireland, Netherlands, Sweden.
o Still outdated national law: Slovakia (1998), Lithuania (unclear, still transitional).

e Non-EU: Switzerland has its own legislation, equivalent system.
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Satisfaction with EU Agricultural Legislation (4f)

Not satisfied: Hungary, Switzerland, Latvia (bureaucracy, complexity, over-regulation).

Partly satisfied: Slovakia, Czech Republic, Belgium, Netherlands, Lithuania, Germany, Sweden
(acknowledge value but see bureaucracy/interpretation issues).

Satisfied: Luxembourg, Spain, France, Ireland.

Representation at EU Level (4g)

Not satisfied / weak: Hungary (needs stronger advocacy), France (Al company dominance),
Switzerland (not represented), Germany (inactive ministry), Latvia (small voice,
overshadowed by bigger countries).

Partly satisfied: Slovakia, Czech Republic, Belgium, Ireland, Lithuania, Sweden.

Satisfied: Luxembourg, Spain, Netherlands.

Other Comments (4h)

Hungary: Need clearer communication and simpler processes.

Spain: Call for EHRC to identify common concerns.

Switzerland: Want stronger EU inclusion despite being outside.

France: Balance Al company influence with HerdBooks lobbying.

Czech Republic: Bureaucratic burden must be reduced.

Germany: Frustration at weak ministry presence in EU.

Latvia: Over-regulation, IT systems complicating instead of simplifying; CAP concerns.

Sweden: Confusion between certificate types.

Patterns emerging:

1.

2.

Bureaucracy & over-regulation are the top concerns (at least 8 countries).

Conflicts of responsibility (Al companies, private herdbooks, multiple societies) undermine
EU’s goals.

National additions often complicate matters more than simplify (Hungary, Latvia, Germany).

Representation gap: smaller states (Latvia, Slovakia, Sweden) feel underrepresented; larger
states (France, Germany) see Al/ministry dominance as a problem.
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Conclusion — Legislative Aspects

The application of EU Zootechnical Legislation (Regulation 2016/1012) varies across Europe: some
countries (e.g. France, Belgium, Netherlands, Hungary) apply it fully, while others (Slovakia, Lithuania,
Switzerland) still rely partly on older or parallel national frameworks.

The main problems identified are:

e Excessive bureaucracy and administrative burden, with inconsistent interpretation between
member states (Hungary, Czech Republic, Latvia, Germany).

¢ Documentation and complexity (Luxembourg, Switzerland, Belgium).
e  Conflicts with existing national herdbook rules or legacy laws (Slovakia, Ireland).

¢ Concerns about Al company influence and insufficient neutrality in data handling (France,
Spain).

Regarding additional national legislation, most countries combine EU law with extra national rules on
animal welfare, breeding standards, or zootechnical certification, sometimes creating duplication and
over-regulation (Hungary, Latvia, Germany).

On satisfaction with EU legislation, only a few countries report being fully satisfied; most rate it as
“partly”, citing rigidity, bureaucracy, and lack of flexibility at herdbook level.

On representation at EU level, the majority feel only partly represented. Small countries in particular
(Latvia, Slovakia, Lithuania) underline the need for stronger European coordination so that their voice
is not overshadowed. France and Hungary stress the need for more active lobbying by herdbooks to
balance the influence of commercial players.

Overall, the picture shows that while EU legislation provides a useful framework, it is often seen as
too complex, unevenly applied, and insufficiently responsive to breeders’ practical realities. There
is a broad call for simplification, harmonisation, and stronger collective advocacy of herdbook
interests at EU level.
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Executive Summary — Legislative Aspects (EU Zootechnical Regulation 2016/1012)
1. Application of EU Legislation

e Full application: Hungary, France, Belgium, Netherlands, Spain, Czech Republic.

o Partial/limited application: Slovakia (outdated national law from 1998), Lithuania,
Switzerland (non-EU, equivalent system), Germany (federal differences), Latvia (strong
additional national rules).

2. Main Problems Identified

¢ Excessive bureaucracy and administrative burden (Hungary, Czech Republic, Latvia,
Germany).

¢ Unclear or inconsistent interpretation between member states = uneven implementation.
¢ Documentation overload and rigidity (Luxembourg, Switzerland, Belgium).
¢ Conflicts with existing herdbook systems (Slovakia, Ireland, France).
e Al company influence undermining neutrality of breed society work (France, Spain).
3. National vs. EU Frameworks
e Many countries add stricter national rules (Hungary, Latvia, Germany).
e Topics most affected: animal welfare, breeding standards, certification, and data reporting.
e This often creates duplication and over-regulation, raising costs for breeders and herdbooks.
4. Satisfaction with EU Legislation
e Positive (Yes): France, Spain, Luxembourg.

e Partly satisfied: Most others — highlight rigidity, complexity, lack of flexibility for practical
herdbook work.

¢ Notsatisfied (No): Hungary, Switzerland, Latvia — call for simplification and clearer rules.
5. Representation at EU Level

o Well represented: Netherlands, Spain, Luxembourg.

e Partly represented: Majority —feel herdbook voices are weaker than commercial actors.

e Poorly represented: Hungary, France, Switzerland, Latvia — request stronger EHRC/European
advocacy to balance Al companies and large member states.

6. Key Messages

e TheEU legal framework is useful but too complex and not always aligned with on-farm
realities.

¢ Harmonisation and simplification are widely requested.
e Small countries fear their voice is overlooked, calling for stronger collective representation.

e Breeders want clearer, more practical rules and less bureaucracy, while still supporting high
standards of welfare and traceability.
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Structured analysis of the “Core Activities” (Q5a—g) responses across countries:

Summary of Core Activities

5a. Herd-book Registration

Stable in most countries: Hungary, Luxembourg, Spain, Slovakia, Switzerland, Ireland, Czech
Republic, Belgium, Netherlands, Lithuania, Latvia, Sweden.

Reducing: France, Germany.

Interpretation: Herd-book activity remains a core and stable service, but some larger
countries (France, Germany) face declining registrations, possibly linked to farmer numbers
or consolidation.

5b. Milk Recording

Stable: Majority (Hungary, Luxembourg, Slovakia, Switzerland, Netherlands, Lithuania,
Latvia).

Reducing: Spain, France, Belgium, Germany.
Interpretation: Milk recording is under pressure in Western Europe, where farmers
question its value vs. costs; still stable in Central & Eastern countries.

5c¢. Functional Type Classification

Expanding: Hungary, Luxembourg, Ireland, Czech Republic (slightly).

Stable: Most others (Spain, Slovakia, Switzerland, Belgium, Netherlands, Lithuania, Latvia,
Sweden).

Reducing: France.

Interpretation: Interest in classification is steady or growing, except in France where
costs and Al company competition affect demand.

5d. Genetic Testing

Expanding: Hungary, Luxembourg, France, Czech Republic, Belgium, Lithuania, Germany,
Latvia.

Stable: Spain, Slovakia, Switzerland, Netherlands.
Interpretation: Strong growth area across Europe, showing genomic selection is now
central to breeding programs.

5e. Shows & Exhibitions

Stable: Hungary, Luxembourg, France, Ireland, Czech Republic, Switzerland, Belgium.
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Reducing: Spain, Slovakia, Netherlands, Lithuania, Germany, Latvia, Sweden.

Interpretation: Traditional shows are declining in many countries, especially post-COVID
and due to costs, but still valued in a few places (esp. Central Europe).

5f. Accreditation (welfare, A2 herds, etc.)

Expanding: Hungary, Switzerland, France, Ireland, Lithuania, Germany.

Stable/Not mentioned: Many others (Spain, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Belgium, Netherlands,
Latvia, Sweden).

Interpretation: Accreditation and welfare schemes are growing in importance, aligned
with consumer and retailer demands.

5g. Other Activities

Expanding demand for advisory services & education: Hungary, Luxembourg, France, Czech
Republic (youth programs), Belgium (mating plans), Lithuania, Germany, Latvia, Sweden.

Stable: Spain, Slovakia, Switzerland, Netherlands.

Interpretation: Advisory and educational services are becoming more important,
especially to support generational renewal and knowledge transfer.

Key Conclusions

1.

2.

Genomics is the fastest-growing activity — almost all countries report expansion.
Milk recording and shows are under pressure, with many reporting reductions.
Functional classification remains stable or is expanding, confirming its relevance.

Accreditation and welfare programs are gaining ground, showing alignment with market
expectations.

Other services (advisory, education, mating plans) are increasingly important for breeder
engagement, especially among young farmers.

There is a clear East-West divide:

o Western countries (France, Germany, Spain) = more reduction in traditional services
(milk recording, shows).

o Central & Eastern Europe - stability or expansion in core herd-book activities, but
resource limitations hinder growth.
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Heatmap of core activity trends across the associations:

¢ Green =Expanding, Yellow = Stable, Red = Reducing.

e It clearly shows where growth (genetic testing, accreditation) contrasts with decline (shows,
milk recording in some countries).

Hungary
Luxembourg
Spain
Slovakia
Switzerland
France
Ireland
Czech Republic
Belgium
Netherlands
Lithuania
Germany
Latvia

Sweden

Stable

Stable

Expanding

Stable

Stable

Stable

Stable

Reducing

Stable

Expanding

Stable

Expanding

Expanding

Stable

Stable

Stable

Stable

Reducing

F Stable

Stable

Reducing

None

Stable

Stable

Reducing

Expanding

Stable

Stable

Expanding

Expanding

None

Expanding

t Stable Reducing Expanding
L stabe Stable Stable
L Stable Stable Stable Expanding
Reducing Reducing Expanding
t Stable Stable Stable Expanding
F Stable None Stable
! ! .
So¢ d\(\q wo® G0
X M ) )
& 3 &Y R
e A & &
W o) o™
Activities

Core Activities Trends Across Countries

Reducing

Stable

Reducing

Expanding

Reducing

Reducing Reducing
Expanding
Stable
Stable None

Reducing

Reducing

Reducing

Reducing

Reducing

f-}‘°®c}

Expanding

Expanding

41



Summary of the EHRC communication and visibility responses:
1. Visibility (6a)

e Most countries (Hungary, Luxembourg, Spain, Switzerland, France, Ireland, Czech Republic,
Belgium, Germany, Latvia, Sweden) answered “No”, indicating that EHRC is not visible
enough internationally.

e Only Slovakia, Netherlands, and Lithuania felt EHRC is sufficiently visible.

5 Conclusion: EHRC has a visibility gap — only a minority perceive it as internationally recognized.

2. Website Use (6b, 6d)

¢ Most countries visitthe EHRC website for information (Yes: Hungary, Spain, Slovakia, France,
Ireland, Czech Republic, Belgium, Netherlands, Lithuania, Germany, Latvia, Sweden).

e Some exceptions: Luxembourg and Switzerland do not use it for general information.

¢ For contact information (6d): majority use it, but several countries (Luxembourg, Ireland,
Czech Republic, Belgium, Germany) answered No.

5 Conclusion: The website is used, but contact info is not trusted/complete enough.

3. Facebook Group (6f)
e Mixed opinions: Only Switzerland, Ireland, Belgium, Germany, Latvia, and Sweden said Yes.

e Majority (Hungary, Luxembourg, Spain, Slovakia, France, Netherlands, Lithuania) said No.

5 Conclusion: Social media (Facebook) is not widely accepted as a communication channel among
associations.

4. Secretary Meetings (6g, 6h)

¢ In-person Secretary Meetings (6g): Broad support — almost all said Yes, except Slovakia and
Switzerland.

o Digital Secretary Meetings (6h): Nearly all said Yes, indicating high acceptance for online
formats.

5 Conclusion: Hybrid model works — online is highly valued, physical meetings also welcome,
though slightly fewer participants.

5. Online Information Evenings (6i)

e Very strong support: All respondents except Switzerland said Yes.

8 Conclusion: There is clear demand for online thematic evenings (e.g., EU regulations, methane
emissions, single-step genomics).
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Overall Conclusions:

EHRC needs to improve its international visibility and external profile.
The website is useful but could be improved (esp. contact details, more up-to-date content).

Facebook/social media has limited appeal, so communication should focus on the website
and email-based updates.

Secretary meetings remain important — in-person for networking, digital for accessibility.

Strong interest in online thematic webinars, which could become a key tool for engagement
and visibility.
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Summary of the EHRC Committee, Constitution, and Secretary General responses:

1. Satisfaction with Constitution (7a + 7b)

¢ Yes (majority, without comment): Hungary, Luxembourg, Spain, Slovakia, France, Ireland,
Belgium, Netherlands, Lithuania, Latvia, Sweden.
- These countries are satisfied and did not raise detailed issues.

¢ Yes +additional conditions:

0o Hungary: Emphasises balanced representation; smaller/developing Herd-Books
(CEE/Southern Europe) should have guaranteed seats.

¢ No:
o Switzerland: Constitution is unclear and not visible, activities also lack transparency.
o Partly:
o0 Czech Republic: Raised detailed legal and structural criticisms:
A Legal seat not defined.
A Official language missing.

A Mission of EHRC too vague; should be expanded to cover products (milk) and
societal issues.

“Regional Committee of WHFF” wording weakens EHRC’s independence.
“Secretaries’ meetings” term unclear.

Membership status (e.g., provisional members) undefined.

> > > >

By-laws should be permanently accessible online.

o Germany: Couldn’t find the Constitution = transparency/accessibility problem.

I Conclusion: Most are satisfied, but Czech Republic and Switzerland point to fundamental
weaknesses in legal clarity, mission, and transparency. Hungary stresses representation fairness.

2. Responsiveness of EHRC Committee (7c)

¢ Yes (unanimous, except no negatives): All countries answered Yes.
- EHRC Committee and Secretary General are viewed as helpful and responsive.

3. Representation at EHRC level (7d)

¢ Yes (majority): Hungary, Luxembourg, Spain, Slovakia, France, Ireland, Belgium, Netherlands,
Lithuania, Germany, Latvia, Sweden.

¢ No: Switzerland.
¢ Unclear: Czech Republic (commented but left blank - doubts about representation).
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4. Representation at WHFF level (7e)

¢ Yes (majority): Hungary, Luxembourg, Spain, Slovakia, France, Ireland, Belgium, Netherlands,
Lithuania, Germany, Latvia, Sweden.

e No: Switzerland, Czech Republic.

5. Other Comments (7f)
e Hungary: Balanced representation is key = smaller countries should be structurally included.

e Czech Republic: Requests more regular updates (biannual newsletter); raises ambiguity in
representation definitions.

e Switzerland: Negative — Constitution unclear, EHRC activities not visible.

¢ Germany: No additional comments.

Overall Conclusion:

e General satisfaction with Constitution, Committee, and Representation.
e Concerns cluster around three points:

1. Transparency & clarity (Czech Republic, Switzerland, Germany): Lack of legal seat,
language, and mission clarity; Constitution and by-laws not easily accessible.

2. Representation fairness (Hungary, Czech Republic): Smaller countries want
guaranteed representation, not dominance by larger associations.

3. Visibility & communication (Switzerland, Czech Republic): EHRC is seen as unclear in
structure and not communicating enough.
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Q8. Additional Feedback — Key Themes

1. Requests for EHRC improvements
e Czech Republic:
o Wants a summary of survey results shared with members (e.g., SWOT analysis).

o Suggests EHRC must address current societal and breeder challenges to remain
relevant.

0 Asks for clarity on added value of EHRC vs. WHFF, especially since members pay fees
to both.

o Suggests benchmarking EHRC services against ICAR, Interbull.

Theme: Greater transparency, feedback loop, and proof of EHRC’s added value.

2. Organisational responsibilities
e Spain:

o Milk recording is decentralised, handled by regional structures and Holstein
Associations.

o CONAFE works with 4 breeding companies, which are also Holstein breeders.
o CONAFE handles genetic evaluations, approved by Spanish authorities.
e Switzerland:
o Breeding programmes and orientation discussed within Swissgenetics.
o Qualitas is responsible for BV calculations.
o LINEAR handles type classification.
e France:

o Officially responsible but delegates milk recording, BV calculation, and classification
to other organisations (e.g., GenEval, Prim’Holstein France).

o National database centralises all results.
e Czech Republic:
o Legal delegation defined by law:
A 10approved organisations; main cooperative co-owned by Holstein breeders.

A Association sets breeding goals, breeding programme, and harmonises type
classification.

A BV calculations outsourced to a third-party co-owned body, but the
association defines methodology.
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Germany:

o BRS coordinates regional organisations, sets guidelines and model breeding
programmes.

o0 BV estimation methodology discussed centrally, executed by vit.

o Classification training and new traits coordinated by BRS, but classifiers employed by
breeding organisations.

0 Export certificates provided by BRS when needed.

Theme: Responsibility for core breeding functions is often shared or delegated between
associations, state-approved bodies, and third-party organisations.

3. National challenges

Slovakia: Mentions breeding values for type.

Ireland: Notes that breeding companies have a big impact, even though breeders remain
ultimately responsible.

Belgium: States they follow global Holstein population evolution in practice, despite EU
legislation.

Lithuania: Mentions difficulty managing 3 Holstein associations.

Theme: Fragmentation and multi-actor systems complicate consistency in some countries.

4. Silent countries

Hungary, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Latvia, Sweden: No additional feedback provided.

Summary Conclusions (Q8)

Transparency & Feedback: Members (notably Czech Republic) want clearer communication
of outcomes (survey results, SWOT analysis) and clarification of EHRC’s added value versus
WHFF.

Delegation of Responsibilities: Many countries (Spain, France, Switzerland, Czech Republic,
Germany) highlight that while associations are officially responsible, key tasks (milk
recording, BV estimation, type classification) are often delegated to specialised
organisations.

Fragmentation & Complexity: Countries like Lithuania, Spain, and Czech Republic describe
fragmented systems with multiple associations or shared responsibilities, making governance
complex.

Practical realities vs. legislation: Belgium notes that despite EU law, in practice, global
breeding (semen imports) shapes their reality.

Overall tone: Most responses show pragmatism: acknowledging shared or delegated
responsibilities, while calling for stronger EHRC leadership and clarity in its role compared to
WHFF.
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General Conclusion

The EHRC Members’ Survey 2025 has provided a comprehensive overview of the current strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats faced by European Holstein and Red Holstein organisations,
while also reflecting on legislative frameworks, farmer-facing challenges, and the evolving role of
EHRC itself.

Several key findings stand out:

1.

EHRC’s Core Role:

EHRC is widely valued as a platform for cooperation, harmonisation, and knowledge
exchange, but members also see the need for clearer visibility, stronger communication, and
more active engagement in European policy.

Legislative Complexity:

The implementation of EU Zootechnical Regulation (2016/1012) and related legislation
remains uneven and burdensome. Many countries face excessive bureaucracy, inconsistent
interpretation, and overlap with national laws, which complicates daily herdbook and
breeding operations. Members consistently call for simplification, stability, and more
practical alignment with the realities of cattle breeding.

Farmer-Facing Issues:

Across Europe, members place high importance on animal health, welfare, biosecurity, and
ethical concerns. These are seen not only as technical challenges but also as public
expectations that directly influence the future of dairy farming and breeding.

Core Activities:

While herdbook registration and milk recording remain stable, there is clear expansion in
genetic testing, advisory services, and educational activities, reflecting both breeder
demand and technological progress. In contrast, shows and exhibitions are declining, partly
due to cost, regulation, and changing societal attitudes.

Representation & Governance:

Satisfaction with the EHRC Committee and Secretary General is generally high, but several
members (especially smaller or newer associations) emphasise the importance of balanced
representation. Concerns were also raised about the clarity of the Constitution,
transparency of decision-making, and regular communication.

Future Orientation:

Members underline the need for EHRC to engage with modern challenges such as
sustainability, methane reduction, genomic tools, and digitalisation. At the same time, many
highlight the risk of losing relevance if EHRC does not clearly demonstrate its added value
compared to WHFF, ICAR, Interbull, or Al companies.

Final Remark

The survey makes it clear that EHRC remains an important and respected organisation for European
Holstein breeders. However, to remain relevant, inclusive, and forward-looking, EHRC must:

Strengthen visibility and advocacy at EU and international level.

Ensure balanced representation for both large and small member organisations.
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e Reduce complexity by working for simplified legislation and clearer processes.
¢ Invest in digital tools, genomic innovation, and sustainability-driven breeding.
e Provide more transparent, regular communication and a stronger sense of added value.

If these steps are taken, EHRC will not only continue its historic role of coordination and
standardisation but also emerge as a modern, influential, and trusted voice for European Holstein
and Red Holstein breeders in the years ahead.

—The End -
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