AC 31

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

Minutes of meeting No 4 held at the Headquarters of the British Veterinary Association on 25 May 2011

Present:

Sheila Crispin (Chairman)

Lesley Bloomfield

Rachel Casey 

Lisa McCaulder

Cathryn Mellersh

Mike Radford

Clare Rusbridge

David Sargan

Also attending:

Heather Peck (Secretary)

And for Agenda Item 7:

Harvey Locke BVA

Claire Calder and James Yeates (RSPCA)

Lisa Jarvis (LANTRA)

Agenda Item 1

1. The Chairman welcomed all members to the meeting and extended the thanks of the Council to the BVA for their kind hospitality. Apologies for their absence had been received from Lisa Collins and Chris Laurence.

Agenda Item 2 – declarations of interest

1. Clare Rusbridge had sent an updated declaration of her interests which would be incorporated into AC 3 before the next meeting. There were no other new declarations of interest.







ACTION SECRETARY

Agenda Item 3 – minutes of the previous meeting

2. The minutes were accepted as an accurate record of the meeting. 

Agenda Item 4 – matters arising

3. CL’s draft programme for the proposed breed health coordinators seminar was noted and members invited to provide comments within 2 weeks of the date of the meeting. Some suggestions were made regarding potential speakers which were noted, as were suggestions as to the topics. LB undertook to provide suggestions on possible dates in November and feedback on developments regarding contact with health coordinators. LM offered her assistance with the organisation and logistics of the event.               ACTION ALL TO COMMENT, AND LB REGARDING DATE ETC

4. RC undertook to re-circulate her draft guidance on human directed dog aggression and all members were invited to comment.

                       ACTION RC AND ALL

5. DRS undertook to report back on the issue of EU research funding after the meeting scheduled for the following week.

6. It was agreed that the purpose of the Council should be clarified on the website front page by means of a summary of its terms of reference. It was also agreed that links with breed club websites should be sought.                                  ACTION THE SECRETARY TO DRAFT PURPOSE AND ALL TO PROVIDE RELEVANT LINKS.

7. On the subject of data collection, it was agreed that LC’s paper should be re-circulated (via the members page on the website) and comments invited. A discussion on the data collection project should be scheduled for the next meeting. 


ACTION SECRETARY 

8. DRS commented that he had been offered access to Swedish insurance data and it was agreed both that the Council would very much like data access and that further efforts should be made to access equivalent data from UK insurers. It was pointed out that improved understanding of the epidemiology of dog health problems would enable insurance companies to improve their data analysis, so the potential benefits were not just one way, even if the public good argument had no resonance with those companies.
ACTION DRS

Agenda Item 5 – Chairman’s Report

9. The Chairman’s report was noted. In discussion, it was agreed that the Council needed to revisit priorities for the remainder of the year, in order to focus immediate efforts on projects with a clear potential to deliver improved outcomes for dog welfare in the short to medium term. This discussion would be a key agenda item for the July meeting. ACTION SECRETARY

Agenda Item 6 – Financial Report 

10. The financial report was noted.

Agenda Item 7 – dog breeding assurance scheme

11. Paper AC 30 explained that any scheme which sought to provide assurance to purchasers that a product was, for example, healthy, safe and fit for the intended purpose, required two key components; ie
a.  An appropriate STANDARD, which scheme members undertook to meet; and
b. An appropriate means of MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT, to ensure that members were consistently meeting the required standard, and that if they fell short appropriate action was taken.
12. Therefore, in order for the Council to be able to endorse any dog breeding assurance scheme as providing assurance that all the dogs involved in the breeding programme were enjoying good standards of health and welfare and that the puppies were fit for their intended purpose (in most cases as pets) the Council would need to be satisfied that both the components listed in paragraph 13 were also fit for the purpose.
13. It was agreed that the Council did not see its role as the development and operation (by the Council itself) of a dog breeding assurance scheme. However, it did consider that it would be highly appropriate and beneficial for the Council to establish what the appropriate standard should be for any scheme which the Council would feel able to endorse as delivering good standards of health and welfare.
14. In a preliminary discussion of the key elements which a scheme should cover, the Council identified the following potential elements for further discussion: 
1. Breeder competence/ knowledge – What areas of expertise were necessary? How should levels of competence be assessed? Should training be specified? Should there be a requirement for updating, in essence, continuing professional development? 

2. What guidance should breeders give to new owners, and what post-sale follow up should there be?

3. The standard and maintenance of the physical environment

4. Health requirements, what tests are required and what the breeders’ response to the results should be, selection of parents (relationships, inbreeding etc), vaccinations, spotting health problems and knowing when to call in a veterinary surgeon.

5. Permanent Identification of the individual animal

6. Welfare of the breeding population including housing, socialisation etc

7. Care of the whelping bitch, AI etc. 

8. Care and socialisation of puppies.

15. The issues of inspections and monitoring requirements were discussed briefly. The Council noted that announced and unannounced inspections fill different roles; ie announced inspections measure the knowledge gap of the scheme member; unannounced inspection measure the compliance gap. Latter only applied to very poor performers. 

16. The Council regretted that the Kennel Club had not been able to field a representative to participate in the discussions, and took note of the documentation provided. A number of questions were identified which it was agreed would be forwarded to them.

17. Harvey Locke, President of the BVA, joined the meeting to discuss the issues raised in the paper submitted by the BVA and BSAVA (working jointly). He advised that the paper had been discussed at the BVA ethics and welfare group, and was also being discussed by the BSAVA. In preparing their paper they had set aside issues of costings and practicalities and set out what would constitute an ideal standard, looking at the welfare issues from the viewpoint of the puppy and of the whelping bitch. They had also taken note of the issues raised in the Bateson Report relating to the needs of the purchaser. Any scheme needed to robust and robustly policed.

18. In seeking to identify the appropriate standard they had started from the 5 Freedoms set out in the Animal Welfare Act, and they also took the view that the monitoring and policing issues should be addressed by any scheme being UKAS accredited. The following specific points were then the subject of discussion with the Council. 

a. Commercial dog breeders should be registered and pay fees, and the resulting funds should be ring fenced to finance eg spot checks. Commercial breeders should be defined by numbers of breeding bitches. 

b. Health screening tests were vital. The BVA had debated whether they should be compulsory (must) or advisory (should). The issue was that there were now many tests available and where there are a lot for a specific breed, consideration was needed to whether they were all necessary or even advisable. There was a need for an independent panel of experts to review what was available and advise which were essential or advisable for specific breeds. There were also issues of deliverability and quality control of the health screening tests themselves. 

c. The view was expressed that the need was to breed better than the mean for any health scheme. 

d. It was agreed that both temperament and conformation were important factors to be considered in selecting a breeding pair. 

e. Annual veterinary health checks should be performed on all breeding bitches. These could be done at the same time as vaccinations and need not be much more elaborate than the annual health checks which most veterinary surgeons carry out when vaccinating any dog. There was some discussion on whether the veterinary surgeon should take the initiative in advising the owner when the bitch is not fit to breed, and discuss the implications of breeding. Also, should a bitch routinely have a health check prior to mating, or should it be part of breeder knowledge to know when to seek veterinary advice.

f. It was agreed that puppies from a bitch which had had more than one caesarean section should not be bred from without taking veterinary advice. This was a subject that perhaps should be covered in the advice given to purchasers. 

g. The Council noted that the RSPCA and BVA hoped to complete discussions on the puppy contract and the associated puppy pack by the end of the year. 

h. Regarding standards for the physical environment and facilities, the BVA advised that the model licensing conditions used for local authority inspections should be adopted. 

i. A puppy heath check was strongly recommended, and it should consist of a basic clinical examination by a veterinary surgeon. A guideline should be provided on what the veterinary check should include - the veterinary examination required before purchase in horses might provide a good starting point. 

j. The standard advice currently offered to purchasers was that they should take the puppy to a veterinary surgeon within 3 days of purchase for a check up. Also if there is a long delay between purchase and the check up, the breeder can argue the puppy was fine when it left them. An early check up also gives the veterinary surgeon an opportunity to give advice on diet etc. It was noted that these issues needed to be covered in the puppy contract. 

k. Advice on the need for and timing of vaccinations was noted. The Council also noted that the date at which a puppy left the bitch also required clarification. Eight weeks should be a required minimum, and the advice needed to make it clear that this should apply whether there was a change in ownership of the puppy or not. The Council noted most vaccines were licensed for use from 6 weeks and there was therefore no reason why the course could not commence before the puppy left the mother. However, it was also noted that if the veterinary surgery of the new owner used a different type of vaccine, then completing a course of vaccinations in accordance with the product licence might result in more vaccinations than was optimal.

l. It was essential that the potential new owner should see the litter with their dam.

m. All puppies must be permanently identified, currently by microchipping, before transfer to a new owner. BSAVA was content that there was not a welfare issue in micro-chipping the young puppies of small breeds. The key issue was the training and competence of the operator. 

n. Insurance – ideally a puppy should be on a temporary cover note when it leaves the breeder.

o. The age of a bitch at first breeding was discussed and it was agreed that it was not possible to be prescriptive as bitches mature at different ages. The same consideration applies at the other end of a breeding life re stopping breeding. These issues should be discussed with an owner during the annual veterinary health check. It was noted however that the legal limit for litters in one lifetime was 6, and the majority view in the BVA was that it should be limited to 4. 

p. The challenge of controlling sire genetic input into a population was also discussed. Perhaps the use of sires should be limited? It was noted that the “Mate Select” tool should help; however late onset conditions would still present a problem until genetic tests were available. It was agreed that the Council should consult Sarah Blott on how soon it was planned that Mate Select would upgrade to go beyond the inbreeding issue and include the impact of DNA test results. 

q. Mr Locke was asked whether the BVA had a position regarding the passing of puppies on to a third party before final sale. Mr Locke advised that the BVA did not have a formal position, but his personal view was that it was not in the best interest of the puppy or the purchaser. 

r. He was also asked if there was a client confidentiality issue regarding veterinary inspections of puppies prior to sale. The advice was that the RCVS would support breaking client confidentiality if there was a welfare issue at stake. 

s. It was noted that sires should also have health checks, as well as bitches and puppies.

19. The Chairman thanked Mr Locke for all his advice and for participating in the discussion. She also expressed the Council’s gratitude for the use of their meeting room.

20. Claire Calder and James Yeates from the RSPCA then joined the meeting. They noted the wide range of issues which the Council had identified as possible candidates for inclusion within a standard, and stated that the RSPCA believed that the standard should go as broadly as possible and should certainly cover all the five Freedoms. Behaviour and welfare aspects should definitely be covered as well as health and health screening requirements should be specified. Asked how specific they considered such requirements should be for each breed they responded that s standard should cover some generic health screens like the veterinary health check and also set out specific requirements tailored for different breeds. It was very important that a dog breeding standard promoted the welfare of both puppies and the breeding populations.

21. They were of the view that attention needed to be paid both to the standard itself and also to how standards are enforced. For the RSPCA to support a scheme, both issues would need to be addressed satisfactorily. They suggested that annual unannounced inspections should be a minimum and that the training of the inspectors need to be addressed. Standards should be reviewed regularly eg there was a need to review health screening requirements as new tests became available. 

22. They agreed that a good assurance scheme for dog breeding had a role in improving welfare but would not solve everything. Other actions need to be taken as part of a package of measures. 

23. The following issues were then discussed:

a. How should such a scheme be funded? In an ideal world they thought such a scheme should be funded through fees, the costs of which breeders would pass on to purchasers.  

b. What parameters would they advise for annual inspections?  They thought that Inspectors should check animals against specific standards and ideally would look at outcomes rather than process. Objective behavioural tests could be applied.

c. It was noted that in the event of an inspection identifying problems, consideration would need to be given to what action was necessary to correct the failures of compliance; ie was it a knowledge gap, or a failure of willingness? There was support for the concept of risk-based inspection following on from annual inspections. But even for those doing really well, they argued there was a need to set some level of inspection. One trigger factor might be when there was a change in personnel. 

d. They supported the principle of microchipping prior to change in ownership except for underweight or sick puppies, which should not be sold anyway.  

e. They agreed the importance of education of breeders and thought there should be clear standards both for the education of breeders and for inspectors. 

f. Finally, they considered that a lot of thought needed to go into the development of appropriate standards and that the best way was to start by consulting with independent experts then consult with practical breeders. They offered the RSPCA document reporting a review of the Breeding and Sale of Dogs Act, held as an expert workshop in April 2010, as a starting point. 

24. The Chairman thanked Ms Calder and Mr Yeates for their contribution to the discussion.

25. Lisa Jarvis from LANTRA then joined the meeting and introduced the papers she had provided before the meeting. She explained that the training standards used to be linked to NVQs but were now somewhat removed from the qualifications. They were drawn up in consultation with industry and could be used in connection with a qualification but could also be used for other purposes, eg the development of role specifications. The first of the examples she had placed before the Council sat within Level 4 and had originally been developed to specify the competences required of those caring for production animals. They were now looking to broaden it to take into account non-production animals. LANTRA standards were not usually narrowed down to species, the sole exception being horses. However, if a particular industry or interest group wanted a specialised section, they could submit a request and LANTRA would develop one. The Council’s comments and criticisms on the standards were invited.

26. Ms Jarvis was asked what level 4 training involved in terms of commitment. She replied that the standards were used to develop units of assessment and how those were delivered depended on how the training provider aligned training modules. As an example, the Breeding Programmes standard would typically equate to 50 learning hours but not all of those would be guided training hours.

27. The Council noted the need to define different competence requirements for different job roles; eg what was needed for someone carrying out prescribed tasks under some degree of supervision was different from what was required for the person making the breeding decisions.

28. The issue of how competence could be tested was discussed. It need not, for example, require an examination. As an example, Lantra Awards has a falconry certificate which tests competence by the individual recording evidence in a work book; ie self certification backed up by an assessor. The Council noted that it might be possible to identify a suitable process for dog breeders with assistance from Lantra Awards.

29. The Council also noted that, in practical terms, it might be necessary to phase in compliance with such standards over time. Classically, when such standards were introduced they were applied first to those where the impact was greatest, eg to the larger commercial breeders, and subsequently to smaller breeders. 
30. The Chairman thanked Ms Jarvis for her very helpful participation in the discussion and the documents she provided. 

31. A paper from the ABTA was tabled and noted by the Council.

32. Regarding next steps, the Council agreed to draft an outline standard for further discussion, together with a draft timeline and a list of stakeholders to be consulted. In addition to those who had already participated this should include, eg pet food manufacturers and the Petcare Trust. It was also agreed that as the draft standard was elaborated, the practicalities of introduction, enforcement and likely take-up should be taken into account.



ACTION SECRETARY

Agenda Item 8 – Review of draft on how to buy a dog

33. The advice already available from other organisations such as the RSPCA and Dogs Trust was noted. However, the Council considered that the Council versions would add value, particularly when linked to the other sites. It was agreed that the web pages should be produced and shared with the RSPCA and Dogs Trust in the first instance, offering links to their pages and inviting comments. 

Agenda Item 9 – Any other business

34. None

Date of next meeting 

35. It was noted that the next meeting would be held on 13 July at Battersea Cat and Dogs Home. Key items on the agenda would be:

a.  Prioritisation of action for the remainder of the year 

b.  Data projects and next steps – and the possibility of developing a research proposal

c. The outline draft assurance standard

d. Sign off web pages

36. It was agreed that the review of legislation would be discussed at the September meeting

The meeting closed at 15.15

