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Information Material 
An analysis of CE Delft’s Lice Cycle Assessment ‘The environmental impact of mink production’ (2011) 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Opponents to fur often cite a Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) produced by CE Delft, a Dutch research 

consultancy. The study ‘The environmental impact of mink fur production’ found that “Compared with 

textiles [including polyester, cotton, wool, and polyacrylic ‘fake furs’], fur has a higher impact on 17 of 

the 18 environmental themes, including climate change, eutrophication and toxic emissions.” 

 

Though the attempt assess the environmental impact of the fur sector seems genuine enough, CE Delft’s 

conclusions come out negative because of wrongful data input and a biased methodology. Likewise it is 

worth noticing that the CE Delft report is commissioned by three animal rights organisations with the 

political goal to ban fur farming1. 

 

 The calculation on feed intake is overestimated by 57%. The CE Delft report recognises the feed 

intake of mink to have the single-largest environmental impact. This distorts the report’s 

conclusion immensely. 

 Convenient to report’s purpose of discrediting the fur sector (and opposed to how life cycle 

analyses normally are made), this life cycle analysis ends with the production chain. Thus, the 

long-lasting capabilities of fur products are completely ignored. As opposed to cotton textiles 

which are subjects to a less environmental friendly ‘buy and throw away’-culture, fur products 

are easily used for 30-40 years. It yields an enormous environmental benefit when the 

environmental impact of a given product can be distributed over long time. 

 The reports offer no environmental credit for minks’ manure, which replace highly polluting 

synthetic fertilizers. 

 The report offer no environmental credit for mink farmers’ use of waste products from the 

human food production, in particular the fish- and chicken industries. 

 The CE Delft    report is not peer-reviewed. 

 

 
FEED CONSUMPTION OF MINK 

CE Delft sets out to compare 1 kilogram (kg) of mink fur with 1 kilogram of fake fur and other textiles. To 

this end, they propose that 11.4 mink pelts are needed to produce 1 kg of fur, and that each animal 

consumes close to 50 kg of feed (including a share for the mother). From these assumptions, CE Delft 

concludes that 563 kilograms of feed  are required to produce one kilogram of fur (49.4 kg of feed x 11.4 

pelts/kg of fur.), and this is the figure on which they base all their subsequent calculations of 

environmental impacts. 

                                                           
1 Bont voor Dieren, The Netherlands, GAIA (Global Action in the Interest of Animals), Belgium and LAV (Lega Anti Vivisezione), 

Italy. Whereas Bont voor Dieren is an abolitionist front group only focusing on fur, GAIA and LAV are motivated by the animal 
liberation philosophies and dedicate their activities to advocate for a vegan society, i.e. a society free of human use of animals.   

http://www.ce.nl/publicatie/the_environmental_impact_of_mink_fur_production/1131
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Data from both North American and European farmer associations as well as Faculty of Agricultural 

Science, Aarhus University2, Denmark, correct the figure to 38-45 kg – or an average of about 41.5 kg of 

feed to produce a mink pelt.   

 

Using the same methodology as CE Delft but with a large data set provided by European fur auctions, it 

turns out that 1 kg of fur represents about 7.75 pelts – not 11.4, as CE Delft proposes.  If an average of 

41.5 kg of feed is required to produce one mink pelt, multiplying this by 7.75 pelts indicates that 322 kg 

of feed would be required to produce 1 kg of fur – i.e., a little more than half (57%) the amount of feed 

used by CE Delft in their calculations. This discrepancy alone explains much of the higher environmental 

impact they attribute to real fur. 

 

CE Delft also assumes that mink food is comprised of 70% chicken waste and 30% fish offal. But feed 

composition varies according to local availability. Thus, in Denmark (which produces three times more 

mink than The Netherlands, the reference point of the CE Delft report) feed is more commonly 

composed of 80% fish offal and 20% chicken waste. The environmental cost of fish offal is much lower 

than that of chicken wastes. In fact, in a 2013 follow-up study, CE Delft acknowledged that a mink diet 

based on fish rather than chicken would lower environmental impacts by 30%. 

 

Most important of all however, other uses would have to be found for this meat and fish waste if mink 

were not eating it. It could therefore be argued that an environmental credit should be applied to mink 

food production, since the environmental costs of disposing of these meat and fish wastes are avoided.  

 

In summary:  Since mink feed is the predominant factor in 14 of the 18 environmental impacts that CE 

Delft considered, their assumptions raise serious questions about the credibility of their findings. 

 

 
MINK PRODUCTION AND RECYCLING  

The second major source of environmental impacts identified by CE Delft is emissions associated 

with mink manure and other farm wastes. Here again, CE Delft ignores the subsequent use of this 

manure and the environmental credits that should be associated with reducing the need for artificial 

fertilizers when mink manure and other wastes (soiled straw bedding) are properly managed and 

applied to local agricultural lands.  

 

Likewise not properly attributed with environmental credits, European mink carcasses are processed at 

bio plants and used to produce second generation bio fuels, in the production of cement and cosmetics 

products, and for green energy heating purposes, thereby reducing the need for fossil fuels. 

 

  
LIFE CYCLE ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

                                                           
2 Hanne D. Poulsen, ‘Livestock Manure Standards 2013’, 31 
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Finally, the way in which CE Delft framed the scope of their study has skewed their findings: CE 

Delft did not do a complete (‘cradle-to-grave’) Life Cycle Assessment in their 2011 study. Instead, they 

did a partial (‘cradle-to-gate’) analysis which included the environmental costs of raising of the mink on 

the farm, pelting, transportation, auction sale, and processing (dressing) – but stopped at the point 

when the fur would be made into a garment.    

 

CE Delft therefore completely ignored one of the most important environmental attributes of fur 

apparel, i.e. that it is much longer-lasting than most other clothing materials. Clearly, it matters whether 

the environmental costs of production are amortized over 5-10 years (fake fur coats) or 30, 40 or more 

years (real fur coats). 

 

To address this methodological flaw, CE Delft published a follow-up study in June 2013 (‘Natural mink 

fur and faux fur products, an environmental comparison’).  This study completed the life cycle by 

assessing the manufacture, use/maintenance and ultimate disposal of real and fake (polyacrylic) furs – 

but again concluded that real fur apparel has a greater environmental cost than fakes. The premise of 

the study however, remains wrong. 

 

 The new study used the same assumptions and calculations about mink feed production and 

manure management that were presented in the first study — and these two elements still 

accounted for most of the environmental impacts. 

 

 Furthermore, to blur the environmental advantages of fur apparel lasting much longer than 

fakes, CE Delft proposed several ‘scenarios’.  They acknowledge that real fur may last as much as 

five times longer than fake, for example 30 years against 6, as proposed in an LCA prepared for 

the International Fur Trade Federation [DSS, 2011).  But then they backtrack, suggesting that “it 

is conceivable that the lifespan is determined by the change in fashion; in this case the lifespan 

of a natural fur coat and a faux fur coat could be equal.” This statement ignores that fur apparel 

can be taken apart and completely reassembled (re-modelled) as fashions change. This is one of 

fur’s important environmental attributes; no one throws away a fur coat because styles change. 

In fact, with the current revival of fur in fashion, retailers are busy re-modelling coats their 

customers bought during the last fur boom, in the 1970s and 1980s, i.e. coats that are already 

30-40 years old. 

 

 CE Delft also claims that the longevity of real fur coats may be off-set by the environmental 

costs of cold storage during the off-season. They suggest that 30 years of seasonal cold storage 

would have more impact on climate change, for example, than the entire process of raising the 

mink, processing the pelts and producing the coat. However, it is a false assumption that furs 

are kept in cold storage vaults. People simply keep theirs furs in the wardrobe together with 

their other clothing items, and summer storage is almost non-existent in Europe. In short, the 

consumption of energy due to cold storage suggested by CE Delft has no basis in European 

consumer behaviour. 
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The energy costs of fur storage as estimated by CE Delft, however, are considerably higher than 

figures collected from real fur storage facilities. More to the point, most fur coats are simply not 

kept in special cold-storage vaults, especially now that many homes are air-conditioned through 

the summer months. Furthermore, off-season storage of furs has always been less common in 

Europe than in North America, and is almost non-existent in Russia and the booming new 

markets of Asia. 

 

In summary, the CE Delft studies commissioned by animal rights organisation dedicated to ban fur and 

other animal practices is based on a number of serious errors, that completely change the report’s 

conclusions in favour of the anti-fur lobby. Seeing that CE Delft’s studies are being used as ‘scientific 

evidence’ in political lobbying against fur farming across Europe it is rather relevant to also point out 

that these studies have not been internationally published and peer-reviewed.  

 

It needs to be acknowledged though, that CE Delft indeed is cautious in how they present their findings, 

especially in their 2013 study where they provide a number of different scenarios to account for the 

uncertainties they acknowledge. Activists however, show no such caution when they cite these findings. 
 

By Alan Herscovici, Fur Council of Canada 


