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Today!

• Open Feedback Period – March - May 2020 

• LIA 1.0 Draft Consultation Periods: 

• May 5 - June 5, 2020 (LIA Farm Scope Benchmark Criteria, LIA Leather Production 

Benchmark Criteria, LIA Benchmark Approval Process, LIA Standard Assurance 

Criteria, LIA Verification Manual); 

• July 8 - August 8, 2020 (LIA Claims Framework) 

• June - September 2020 Feedback Review Period 

• Publication of the LIA 1.0 Feedback – September 21, 2020 

• LIA IWG Consultation webinar: October 8, 2020 

• LIA Revision and Second Draft of LIA 1.0: November 1, 2020 

• Open Consultation Period: November 1 - December 1, 2020 

• Final Revision and Presentation of LIA 1.0 at the RLRT Summit: December 15, 2020 

• Voting: December 15 - 22, 2020



Animal Welfare 

Benchmark



• 71 comments from NGOs, brands and other 
companies

• Some of the proposed amendments that were 
put forward were to make items that are 
currently recommendations into requirements 
now – as a benchmark rather than a standard 
this could restrict engagement with LIA

• Key topics included:

• Slatted flooring

• Isolation of animals

• Outdoor/pasture access

• Pain relief

• Handling

• Spaying

Feedback Summary - AW



Original requirement:

• Option 1: The standard shall require that lying areas must be bedded using dry, deformable soft materials, 
to a depth that provides comfort for the animals. [Note, this effectively prohibits fully slatted flooring at 
Option 1]

• Proposal for the Baseline: The standard shall prohibit fully slatted flooring. 

Key Feedback Points - AW

Proposed change:

• This topic had the most feedback of any within the AW benchmark. 

• Feedback was split between those that supported the proposal to include a prohibition on fully slatted 
flooring at the baseline level and those that were concerned that if the proposal was adopted it would 
exclude the vast majority of the veal/calf leather sector from any engagement in LIA 

Response:

• Slatted flooring will be permitted within LIA at Baseline, Option 1 and Option 2 and the requirement 

for deformable bedding is moved to option 3 – but note that additional prescriptions have been 

added that are relevant to systems using slatted flooring – see following slides



Original requirement:

• Option 1: The standard shall require that cattle, as herd animals, are only isolated when needed for 

short -term medical or safety interventions

Key Feedback Points - AW

Proposed change:

• That this should be moved to a baseline requirement

Response:

• Most certification programs are written on the assumption that beef cattle live in groups. While these 

certifications often cover the requirements of isolation pens for sick or injured animals they do not 

specifically state that isolation must only be used in those circumstances. Making this a baseline 

requirement would exclude many beef certifications.

• HOWEVER we recognize that in veal systems, confinement crates that do not permit the calf freedom of 

movement (sometimes tethering the calf in the crate) and isolate it from all contact with others are not a 

system that can be supported by LIA at Baseline or above and the revised benchmark will address this.



Original requirement:

• Option 2: The standard shall require that breeding cattle and their calves  have access to pasture at all times when their 
welfare would not otherwise be at risk. 

• Proposal for Option 1: The standard shall require that cattle have access to an outdoor exercise area for a set number 
of hours per day throughout their lives.

Key Feedback Points - AW

Proposed change:

• Cattle shall have at least limited daily access to outdoor loafing area throughout their lives

• Additional proposal at Option 2: All cattle have access to pasture/outdoor loafing area at all times of their 
lives when their welfare would not otherwise be at risk.

Response:

• Make daily outdoor access to an exercise area throughout the lives of all animals a recommendation for 

Option 1 – making it a requirement now would restrict engagement by certifications with the benchmark

• Add a requirement to option 2 so that the standard shall require that cows and calves have access to 

pasture and additionally all other cattle have access to either to pasture or outdoor loafing area

• Both of these would apply at times when the welfare of the animals would not otherwise be at risk.



Original requirement:

• Baseline: The standard shall have prescriptions for use of electric prods

Key Feedback Points - AW

Proposed change:

• The prescriptions for use must be clear: The standard shall allow electric prods to used only under the 
following conditions: 

• never applied to the face, genitals, udder or anal area 

• only  used when animal is mobile and there are no obstacles e.g. other animals.

• must not be used on animals that are clearly sick

• must not be used on calves under 6 months of age

Response:

• Agreed: The change will be reflected in the benchmark update



Original requirement:

• Option 1: The standard shall prohibit electro-immobilisation

• Baseline Proposal: The standard shall require that electro-immobilisation is prohibited 

Key Feedback Points - AW

Proposed change:

• Agree with proposal to prohibit the use of this handling technique at the baseline level. The 

technique is not widely used and has severe negative welfare impacts. 

Response:

• Agreed: The change will be reflected in the benchmark update



Original requirement:

• Option 1: The standard shall require that for all methods and ages at which castration and/or 

disbudding is carried out pain relief is used when available. 

Key Feedback Points - AW

Proposed change:

• Comment that in some countries where pain relief products are available, certification programs do not 

mandate their use, and retaining this requirement at Option 1 would mean they could only meet baseline. 

• Different comment that if pain relief is not available and required then the certification should not be able to 

benchmark above Baseline. Proposal to change option 1 to: the standard shall require that for all methods 

and ages at which castration is carried out pain relief is used

Response:

• No change. However LIA intends to engage with efforts to improve the licensing of pain-relieving drugs for cattle in 
different countries. If successful this would be taken into account in future reviews of the benchmark.



Original requirement:

• Option 1: The standard shall require that spaying and webbing are prohibited.

• Baseline Proposal: The standard shall require that spaying and webbing are prohibited

Key Feedback Points - AW

Proposed change:

• Some comments that the Baseline Proposal should be accepted

• It was also noted that setting this at baseline could exclude some cattle certifications that are 

otherwise promoting extensive, pasture based production

Response:

• The requirement for standards to prohibit spaying and webbing will remain at Option 1, but a 

Recommendation (a signpost that this will be a future requirement) will be introduced at the Baseline



DCF Protocol



Original requirement:

• Option 1: The standard shall require that lying areas must be bedded using dry, deformable soft materials, 
to a depth that provides comfort for the animals. [Note, this effectively prohibits fully slatted flooring at 
Option 1]

• Proposal for the Baseline: The standard shall prohibit fully slatted flooring. 

Key Feedback Points - AW

Proposed change:

• This topic had the most feedback of any within the AW benchmark. 

• Feedback was split between those that supported the proposal to include a prohibition on fully slatted 
flooring at the baseline level and those that were concerned that if the proposal was adopted it would 
exclude the vast majority of the veal/calf leather sector from any engagement in LIA 

Response:

• Slatted flooring will be permitted within LIA at Baseline, Option 1 and Option 2 and the requirement 

for deformable bedding is moved to option 3 – but note that additional prescriptions have been 

added that are relevant to systems using slatted flooring – see following slides



• Alignment with the Accountability Framework definitions, targets and verification 

requirements. 

• Zero Gross Deforestation or Conversion with Traceability

• Legal requirements must always be followed

• The cut-off date is January 1st 2020: regional dates will apply

• Each farm will be third party verified

• Minimal level of conversion: Maximum of 1 hectare per farm

• Applies to all land owned, controlled or managed by the farmer

DCF protocol
Birthing farms

Backgrounder 

farm Direct farm



Conversion

• “Change of a natural ecosystem to another land use or profound change in a natural 

ecosystem’s species composition, structure, or function”

• Encroachment (secondary growth) can be removed with justification

• Conversion > 1 ha possible only with verification that the area is not High 

Conservation Value or High Carbon Stock* 

*The purpose of this is to recognize the role that grazing plays in protecting grasslands and biodiversity



Verification

• Third party verification is required: group 

verification is possible

• Remote auditing using geospatial data is 

allowed

• Farm data will be third-party audited as well, 

including property ownership and boundaries

• Incentives will be registered by third-party 

auditor

• LIA has set qualification criteria for auditors

Verification Points:

• Ownership of the farm

• Location and boundaries of farm 

(farm polygon)

• Total area under conservation 

(amount of natural forests or land)

• Regional cut-off dates that apply, if 

any

• Confirm that area has been under 

conservation since the applicable 

cut-off date

• Traceability system

• Number of incentives that can be 

registered

• Farm data



Traceability

To participate in LIA, farms must be working with a traceability system to track where their cattle are 

coming from, and where they are sold to.  Any system that reliably ensures the identity of the 

individual cattle and keeps record of their purchase and sale will be accepted, including:

Identification

• Ear tags 

• RFID ear tags

• Branding (not encouraged due to animal welfare and hide quality)

• Other*:

Tracking

• Paper documentation of purchases and sales, with individual cow identities

• Technological tracking systems (provide link to the list) 

• Other*: 
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Leather Production Benchmark

• The Leather Production Benchmark is not a standard.

• Recognition of complexities geographically and from a 

manufacturing perspective.

• Early commitment to form a platform that would recognise the 

existing compliance and certification programmes to avoid 

duplication of resource and audit fatigue.

• The Leather Production Benchmark sits alongside the other 

elements within the LIA to offer brands a way to include their 

different approaches when using tools and programmes already in 

use.

• Having identified the standard benchmark, organisations that meet 

the requirements of those standards can ask for recognition within 

LIA through a benchmarking approval system.



Leather Production Benchmark

2019
Creation of  Leather 

Production Committee

Chaired by Nicole 

Lambert

1st Quarter 2020

Creation of first draft of the 
Benchmark and 

publication for review and 
feedback

2nd & 3rd Quarters 2020

Feedback review and 
refinement to publish 

second draft to 
stakeholders

1st Quarter 2021

Release and 

Implementation

4th Quarter 2020

Final review of feedback 

and second draft to 

stakeholders

• Review of existing solutions / certification programmes

• Mapping of common / shared principles and consideration of base level of benchmark for leather production

• Currently the LWG Bronze Award is broadly recognised as the base level of expectation for the 

benchmark. Other organisations can be approved if they meet the same minimum criteria



Snapshot

• Generally the Leather Production Benchmark was well received, with only 6 organisations 

suggesting amendments. Of those:

3 were standard owners

2 were suppliers to the industry

1 was an educational institute

• The feedback was constructive and well considered.



Original requirement

4.08 The standard shall verify that internal audits are undertaken at defined intervals by competent 

personnel. As a minimum internal audits shall be undertaken at least twice a year, by nominated and trained 

internal auditors.

Key Feedback Points

Proposed change

4.08 The standard shall verify that internal audits are undertaken at defined intervals by competent personnel. As 
a minimum internal audits shall be undertaken once a year, by nominated and trained internal auditors.

Comment: Please consider audits, even internal audits, as effort in addition to the usual business. Companies are 
already suffering under audit fatigue, either from external parties, from authorities or now due to internal auditing 
requirements. ISO regulations have also only "once a year" as requirement.

Response

Yes, change (slight modification). New wording: The standard shall verify that internal audits are undertaken at 
defined intervals by competent personnel. As a minimum internal audits shall be undertaken once a year, by a 
nominated and trained person.  

Comment:  Goal is to see that the EMS is active and that there are continuous improvement efforts. Internal 
assessments are an important part of this process. 



Original requirement

5.02 The standard shall require the production site complies with customer restricted substances 

requirements.

Key Feedback Points

Proposed change

5.02 The standard shall require the production site complies with customer restricted substances 
requirements. The standard shall fail any production site that cannot provide objective evidence of 
compliance.

Comment: There is a need for strong incentives. To date, many LWG member brands are frustrated 
with high failure rates of the tanneries

Response

No change. The wording of this requirement already indicates that this must be a mandatory 

action. We are trying not to be too prescriptive, given that this is a benchmark.



Original requirement

5.13 The standard shall review the percentage/amount of supplied material that has been verified to 

meet the RSL.

Key Feedback Points

Proposed change

5.13 Do not require amount or percentages .

Comment: At least in the Brazilian standard the quantities are not specified in the NBR (criteria for the 

entire standard)

Response

No change. It is important to be able to evaluate the amount of testing vs. the amount of material 

produced for responsibility (i.e. not one test per year only with millions of sq ft of material being 

produced).  Leave as original.



Original requirement:

6.04 The standard shall set an energy consumption limit for total energy consumption (including the 

subcontractor share).

Key Feedback Points

Proposed change:

6.04 Delete requirement.

Comment: A Standard can not simply set energy consumption limits. Even for specific sectors or facility 

types this is difficult. What should be the basis for such limits? The Standard should rather check the 

environmental goals of the facility and check if they can set goals in this regard

Response:

Slight Amendment: The standard shall provide recommended metrics on energy consumption (including 

subcontractors) by which to assess the environmental efficiency of the leather production.

LWG has tables of energy consumption which are indicative of "audited", "bronze", "silver", "gold" standard in 

efficiency. It's important that there is a set of limits at least for minimum acceptable consumption depending on the 

type of production



Key Feedback Points

✓ Other suggestions centred around nomenclature i.e. appropriate use of “should” or “shall” within 

context of the requirement and appropriate use of the word “audit” or “assessment” depending 

on the requirement.

✓ All feedback and outcomes can be viewed on the website.

✓ The Leather Production Benchmark is setting the criteria against which the standard providers’ 

tools are assessed therefore it is not the job of the benchmark to quantify the limits or metrics 

but it is the job of the benchmark to ensure that those organisations that do audit and certify the 

facilities are setting limits and metrics in order to validate compliance.

✓ It is not enough to say for example “energy is measured” – it could be measured without any 

intent to mitigate, reduce or adopt renewable sources.



Claims 

Framework



• 17 comments from NGOs, brands and other companies

• Many proposed changes centered around improving the accuracy of 

statements or specific terms, such as:

• We support → [We]/[Organization Name]

• issues → criteria

• Key topics included:

• Optional language for allowed claims (especially for AW)

• Labeling on product

Feedback Summary - Claims



So what changes will be made?

LIA Claims Framework



1. Remove scripted ‘optional add-ons’

• Feedback showed this language was problematic

• Too long and confusing

• Too detailed or technical

• Could be misleading

• Solution: remove scripted ‘optional language’ and leave only the ‘allowed 

language’, with a caveat for supplemental language

• New guidance now denotes:

• “Any supplemental language must be accurate and true and is subject to 

approval by Textile Exchange. Examples include: Details on DCF cut-off 

date, specific animal welfare criteria, etc.”



2. Align with Standards Claims Policy

• Align closely with the soon to be released 

Textile Exchange Standards Claims 

Policy

• This means:

• Streamlined guidance on making 

claims

• Better assurance mechanisms for 

approving and monitoring claims

• Clear and cohesive policy for users of 

Textile Exchange Standards as well as 

LIA or Impact Incentives



What still needs to be discussed?

LIA Claims Framework



Allowing claims on product hangtags

• Right now, the framework does not allow it

• We DO NOT want to mislead consumers

1. Could this be allowed if a brand purchases a certain amount of impact 

incentives?

2. What would the claim look like?

• E.g. LIA Animal Welfare: Baseline - allowed language

• [We]/[Organization name] are using Impact Incentives to support cattle 

farms that meet a baseline level of criteria for animal welfare [set by 

LIA].



Standards 

management & 

Benchmark 

approval process



Standards Management

Certification Assessment Tool
Sustainability Benchmarking Good 

Practice Guide



Next Steps

October 26, 2020

• Impact Incentives Launch webinar

• Survey about Impact Incentives potential -

https://www.jotform.com/TextileExchange/iseal-survey

November 1, 2020

• LIA Revision and Second Draft of LIA 1.0

November 1 - December 1, 2020

• Open Consultation Period

December 15, 2020

• Final Revision and Presentation of LIA 1.0 at the RLRT Summit 

December 15 - 22, 2020

• Voting

2021 – LIA Launch!



Thank you!

Email us at LIA@TextileExchange.org

Visit LIA website:

https://textileexchange.org/LeatherImpactAccelerator/

mailto:LIA@TextileExchange.org
https://textileexchange.org/LeatherImpactaccelerator/
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