1. Introduction

SWC strategies aim to treat animals only when necessary, using scientific evidence such as
diagnostic data and epidemiological indicators to guide decisions. Numerous SWC
approaches have been studied and evaluated extensively. At the same time, findings from
the stakeholder focus group meeting/interview conducted in Task 2.1 highlighted that the
economic impact of SWC practices is a key determinant of their feasibility and adoption at
the farm level.

However, most existing studies focus primarily on the parasitological outcomes of SWC
interventions, with limited emphasis on their direct effects on productivity, such as weight
gain or milk yield. This creates a significant gap that complicates field-level implementation.
As a result, farmers and other stakeholders are often left with uncertainty and mixed
perceptions about which SWC strategies are most suitable for sustainable, long-term use on
their farms.

To address this gap and improve our understanding of the economic feasibility of SWC
practices, we adopted two complementary research approaches. First, we conducted a
systematic literature review using databases such as Google Scholar and PubMed,
identifying European studies and experiments that applied SWC practices to grazing
ruminants while also evaluated their impact on animal productivity or farm economics.
Second, we carried out a stakeholder survey to capture farmers’ and veterinarians’
perceptions of the cost-effectiveness of various SWC methods. These efforts were guided by
two central research questions:

e What are the economic costs or burdens associated with implementing
sustainable worm control practices on farms?

e How do farmers and veterinarians perceive the economic value and feasibility
of sustainable worm control strategies?

Farmers' personalities and attitudes are associated both directly and indirectly to the
livestock health and welfare, productivity, and management. To understand the
stakeholders’ perception of the economic feasibility of SWCs, an online survey questionnaire
was developed by the SPARC Team. Following the results of the focus group meeting in Task
2.2, several meetings were held among the SPARC partners to define the scope and identify
the key questions to include. The survey questions were formulated to understand the
respondents’ opinion on various SWCs as well as their views on the economic challenges in
the implementation phases. It was translated into 11 different languages across 13 different
countries, including three satellite countries - Latvia, Lithuania, and Turkije - that used their
own budgets to participate in SPARC activities. Notably, the SPARC network has recently
expanded to Tirkiye, with University of Afyon Kocatepe joining a new associated partner.
The translations were done in English, Dutch, French, Italian, Spanish, Polish, Greek, Latvian,
Lithuanian and Turkish. To maximize stakeholder outreach, a dissemination campaign was
carried out across all SPARC countries using a wide range of channels, including SPARC
WhatsApp groups, social media, farmer events, and the SPARC EU webinar



2. Methods

A total of 932 responses were collected across the 13 participating countries as of 22 March
2025. As a new associated partner of SPARC, and with this being the first time their
stakeholders participated in such a survey, Tirkiye achieved the highest number of
responses, with 292. Italy had 147 responses followed by Belgium with 119 responses.

Most participants were farmers (420) followed by veterinarians (378), researchers (76),
livestock advisors (29) and technicians (8). Younger stakeholders showed more interests in
answering the survey, with 29.8% participants being 18-30 years of age and 27.5% were
31-40 years of age.

To explore regional differences in responses, countries were grouped into broader
geographical regions based on their location:

° Western Europe: France, United Kingdom, Ireland, Belgium, Netherlands
° Eastern Europe: Poland, Latvia, Lithuania
° Southern Europe: Italy, Spain, Greece
° Turkiye
3. Results

3.1 Economic perception of worm control and diagnostic costs

As shown in Figure 1, a significant number of respondents indicated that SWC constitutes a
notable portion of their animal health budget. This is particularly evident in Southern
Europe, where 37% of respondents reported spending more than 25% of their total animal
health budget on parasite control.



What proportion do costs related to worm control take out of your animal health budget?
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Figure 1. Perceived proportion of animal health budget spent on worm control costs across
different regions. (NA= non answered).

When asked whether the costs of diagnostic testing for worm infections outweigh the
benefits, the responses were mixed (Figure 2). Overall, 32% of participants agreed with the
statement, especially in Turkiye (47%), indicating concerns about the affordability of
diagnostics in current practices. In contrast, responses to another question - ‘I feel that
Sustainable Worm Control practices can improve the profitability in farms’ - showed
that vast majority of participants (93.8%) believed that SWC practices can improve the
on-farm profitability.



| feel the costs/expenses of diagnostic testing for worm infections are higher than the benefits.
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Figure 2. Stakeholder responses to the question: 'l feel the expense of diagnostic testing for
worm infections is higher than the benefits," across different regions.

3.2 Economic perception on seven major SWC practices

Participants were asked to evaluate the potential economic benefits of various SWC
strategies. The most widely recognized method was the sustainable use of anthelmintics,
with agreement from 87% of veterinarians and 83% of farmers (Figure 3). This was closely
followed by grazing management, supported by 84% of veterinarians and 80% of farmers,
reflecting strong confidence in these practices across both stakeholder groups.

In addition to these methods, other strategies also received significant support. Quarantine
and strategic screening were considered economically beneficial by a substantial majority,
with support from 80% of veterinarians and 75% of farmers. Selective breeding was also
highly regarded, with agreement from 82% of veterinarians and 78% of farmers. Bioactive
feed supplements had moderate support, with 68% of veterinarians and 62% of farmers
considering them beneficial. Multispecies/bioactive pastures were seen as beneficial by 72%
of veterinarians and 68% of farmers.

In contrast, vaccination was the least supported strategy, with only 64% of veterinarians and
58% of farmers considering it economically beneficial.



Do you think the following methods could be an economically beneficial way to control worm
infections in the farm?
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Figure 3. Summary of the stakeholder economic perception on different SWC strategies.

Overall, most stakeholders agreed that applying SWC practices would have a positive impact
on economic returns. This trend was consistent between farmers and veterinarians,
reflecting a shared confidence in the value of these practices. However, a notably higher
number of farmers selected "I don’t know" (as shown in Figure 4), suggesting a potential
knowledge gap regarding SWC methods. This uncertainty was especially pronounced among
respondents from Southern and Western Europe.
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Figure 4. Total number of responses by farmers and veterinarians across all SWC practices.

Below are the region-specific answers to the question:

Do you think the following methods could be an economically beneficial way to control
worm infections on the farm?
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Quarantine and strategic parasite screening for new livestock arrivals.
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Grazing management (e.g rotational grazing, mixed grazing with different
animal species, pasture mowing).
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Feed supplements based on bioactive plants with anthelmintic properties.
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Selective breeding for making animals less susceptible to worms.
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Use of pastures with multispecies swards or seeded with bioactive plants
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