AC 25

MINUTES OF THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON THE WELFARE ISSUES OF DOG BREEDING

Minutes of meeting No 3 held at the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons on 24 March 2011

Present from start:

Sheila Crispin (Chairman)

Lesley Bloomfield

Rachel Casey 
Lisa Collins

Chris Laurence

Lisa McCaulder

Cathryn Mellersh

Clare Rusbridge

David Sargan

From Agenda Item 7:

Mike Radford

Also attending:

Heather Peck (Secretary)

Agenda Item 1

1. The Chairman welcomed all members to the meeting and extended the thanks of the Council to the Royal College for their kind hospitality. Apologies for his absence at the start of the meeting had been received from Mike Radford.
Agenda Item 2 – declarations of interest

2. There were no new declarations of interest in addition to those recorded in paper AC 3.

Agenda Item 3 – minutes of the previous meeting

3. The minutes were accepted as an accurate record of the meeting and it was agreed they should be uploaded to the Council website.

ACTION SECRETARY
Agenda Item 4 – matters arising
4. In addition to progress reported in AC 16, the following points were noted:

a. Attention was drawn to the open letter from the RSPCA to the Kennel Club following Crufts and the subsequent exchange of letters with the Council Chairman. A copy of an article drafted by the Chairman giving an overview of Crufts was circulated during the lunch break and it was agreed that the Council should draft a short note expressing its views on the showing of dogs generally, rather than specifically on Crufts. 

ACTION SMC
b. Attention was drawn to the suggested ban in the Netherlands on the breeding of Cavalier King Charles Spaniels. The issue of how to address problems in specific breeds was discussed and it was recognised that although action on the welfare issues in some breeds was urgent, banning their breeding or de-registering a breed would tend to create hidden welfare problems. The view was expressed that a breed should not be banned, but rather the unacceptable welfare consequences should be specified.  For example, rather than banning the breeding of specific brachycephalic breeds, what should be banned was the breeding of any dogs with brachycephalic obstruction syndrome. This approach would also avoid the problem which had occurred in the context of the Dangerous Dogs Act; ie the difficulty of accurately identifying a breed, and would extend the improvement actions to cross-breeds as well as pure-bred dogs.
c. It was agreed that whatever measures were necessary to resolve a problem should be employed, including outcrossing to other breeds. It was also clearly recognised that recommendations and advice to breeders needed to be evidence based (hence the need for Council Projects 3 and 7); and that while there was more information available on registered pedigree dogs, these problems also occurred in F1 hybrids and other crosses. 

d. It was noted that a vital step in making improvements in pedigree breeding was to engage constructively with the breed clubs and the Council agreed to develop and run a seminar on health and welfare issues arising from breeding for breed health coordinators, probably in November 2011. The seminar would set out the scientific evidence for the problems, explain mechanisms of inheritance and the use of estimated breeding values, encourage interaction by posing a problem (eg brachycephalic syndrome) and invite ideas for solutions. A discussion forum would be included. ACTION CJL TO CIRCULATE A DRAFT PROGRAMME BY END APRIL AND TO APPROACH POSSIBLE SPONSORS DURING THE BSAVA CONGRESS.
e. With regard to a Council opinion on the permanent identification of dogs, a draft of advice given by the Chairman to Defra was circulated.

f. CM reported that that she had asked the Kennel Club if the Council could make use of a list of breed health coordinators but had been told such a list was not readily available and that she had been asked what the Council wanted it for. She would now enquire again, referring to the planned seminar.
ACTION CM

Agenda Item 5 – Chairman’s Report
5. The Chairman’s report was circulated. It was agreed that the Council should prepare guidance for Ministers on the subject of human directed dog aggression, in particular defining the problem and the data which need to be collected. ACTION RC TO DRAFT AND CIRCULATE TO MEMBERS BY THE END OF MARCH. 

6. The Chairman’s contributions to articles and TV programmes in the wake of Crufts were noted. 

7. The following points were made in discussion:

a. CR reported back on her attendance at a meeting hosted by the Wellcome Trust and noted that the BBSRC were about to launch a new PhD studentship scheme. The potential for Framework programme 7 funding from Europe was also noted and that there might be the possibility of an epidemiological slant in the 8th framework programme. DRS undertook to follow up.  ACTION DRS
b. The Chairman had also met with Dogs Trust with regard to assistance on the website, and it was agreed that the Secretary should liaise with Jacqui Darlow. It was also agreed that the list of council members should be made more accessible on the website with, if possible photos of themselves with their dogs. Other suggestions about the website should be sent to the Secretary, cc the Chairman.
ACTION ALL 

Agenda Item 6 – financial matters

8. The Secretary’s report (AC21/1) and the income and expenditure account for the year to date were noted. 
Agenda Item 7 – Project 1 (Guidance on how to buy a dog)

9. Members expressed their thanks and congratulations to Lesley Bloomfield for all the work she had put into developing the draft and to Lisa Mccaulder for her work on developing the flowcharts. The following next steps were agreed:

a. When the final draft goes on to the Council website, the work carried out by other stakeholders should be acknowledged;

b. The Northern Ireland Assembly should be invited to add a link. ACTION SECRETARY

c.  All final comments on the draft to be provided to LB by mid-April  ACTION ALL

d. LB and LMc to liaise as the draft develops and LMc to convert the flow charts into decision trees. ACTION LB AND LMc
e. The Council accepted with thanks the kind offer of Mr McCaulder to quality assure the draft decision trees.

f. The final versions to be passed to DRS for conversion to web pages. ACTION DRS
10. The Council considered whether a recommendation for a pre-purchase veterinary inspection should be added. It was agreed that the veterinary members of council should consider the draft, with assistance from MR to check the legality of the wording.
11. It was agreed that the draft web pages would be reviewed at the May Council meeting and that advice should be taken on how best to launch the final product to the media.  The formal launch might be at the seminar for breed health coordinators. 
ACTION SECRETARY

Agenda Item 8 – Project 2 (a breeder assurance scheme)
12. Progress reported in AC 23 was noted and it was agreed that Joy Venturi Rose should be invited to give evidence to the Council and that a response from Wales should be chased. 
ACTION SECRETARY

13. It was suggested that the dog Training Council should be invited to contribute and RC undertook to provide contact details. ACTION RC 
14. The possibility of developing the concept of a puppy “log book” or “dog log” to accompany a dog at every change of ownership was discussed. 

Agenda Item 9 – Project 7 (conditions which cause the worst welfare problems) 

15. It was noted that the working group had not yet met but planned to do so at the close of the Council meeting. RC agreed to undertake the role of convener. 
Agenda Item 10 – Project 3 (specification of data to be collected) 

16. LC had circulated a draft paper and had set up a meeting with Prof Paul McGreevy. Comments were invited from all members by mid April. ACTION ALL 
17. With regard to insurance data it was noted that its inclusion might skew the data because it related only to dogs that are insured. DRS reported that he had obtained a list of the relevant contacts and his next step was to follow them up. 
ACTION DRS

Agenda Item 11 – engagement with stakeholders

18. The information in AC 18 with regard to the stakeholders willing to engage with specific areas of concern was noted; and the following key contacts in the Council agreed:

a. Surveillance, research and development – Lisa Collins

b. Legislation and regulation – Mike Radford

c. Education and Publicity – the chairman to write to Andrew Ash (BSAVA).  
d. Breeding Strategies – Cathryn Mellersh

Agenda Item 12 – feedback from Crufts

19. Those members who had attended the show were invited to comment. Points made included:

a. The show appeared to be more dog friendly and the breeding section was less prominent.

b. The TV presentation probably did not attract a large general audience but rather those who were already interested in dogs.

c. It was a shame that there had been an obviously lame dog in the gundog group.

d. The criticisms of the conformation of the German Shepherd Dog winner were noted. It was a pity that the selection had fallen on a dog with so sloping a back, albeit that it had apparently passed all the relevant health tests. 

e. The constant repetition of statements implying that all dogs were now healthy was misleading and unfortunate.

f. The Mate Select area had been very busy with considerably increased interest in DNA test kits.

g. The change in emphasis, with the Kennel Club emphasising health and genetic testing, was noted. 
Agenda Item 13 – Any Other Business

20. With regard to existing Health Screening Schemes in the UK it was noted that under the British Veterinary Association/Kennel Club/International Sheep Dog Society Eye Scheme, dogs needed to be permanently identified by means of microchip or tattoo, before eye examination took place. Some problems with micro-chipping were noted, largely or wholly due to inexpert application.  It was noted that there was advice and guidance on the BSAVA (www.bsava.com) and BVA (www.bva.co.uk) websites.
21. Members were reminded to involve the Expert Panel in relevant projects and the Secretary was asked to circulate the email addresses. ACTION SECRETARY 
22. With the regard to the possibility of developing an ‘app’ on how select and buy a dog, the paper circulated by Clare Rusbridge was noted.  It was agreed that once the web guidance and associated decision trees were complete the Council would look for funding to develop an app. 
23. Mike Radford reported that he had begun work on the diagrammatic relationships between different dog issues.  The issues were complex but ultimately everything came back to the breeder and supplier. 
24. CL offered to obtain passes for the Bath Dog Show on May 27, 28 and 29 for members who might be interested.
25. It was reported that the Microchip Alliance were still trying to persuade government to  make the microchipping of dogs compulsory and it was noted that Northern Ireland will have such legislation in place from Feb 2012.  The government had originally argued that primary legislation would be necessary but a QC opinion had concluded that was not the case. 
26. The Welsh assembly regulations were reportedly delayed owing to representations made by breeders who had misunderstood the draft proposals. Members were invited to provide comments to the Secretary, copied to the Chairman, in order that Council advice could be prepared.  ACTION ALL

27. The Welsh Assembly officials should also be asked what assistance they would welcome.  ACTION CJ
The meeting closed at 1515.
Date of next meeting: 25 May 2011.

