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

Minutes of meeting No 6 held at Blue Cross Hospital, Victoria on 28 September 2011
Present:

Sheila Crispin (Chairman)

Lesley Bloomfield

Rachel Casey
Chris Laurence 
Lisa McCaulder

Cathryn Mellersh
Mike Radford

Clare Rusbridge

David Sargan

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 Blue Cross for their kind hospitality. Apologies for her absence because of illness had been received from Lisa Collins.
Agenda Item 2 – declarations of interest

2. There were no new declarations of interest.







Agenda Item 3 – minutes of the previous meeting

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

Agenda Item 4 – matters arising
4. The completed actions listed in paper AC 41 were noted. In addition the following progress was reported:

· A draft paper on separation anxiety was circulated at the meeting. With regard to the 7 priority problems identified by the Council, it was agreed that, as the first step, each lead drafter would produce a short paper articulating the nature of the problem, its health/welfare impact, and some recommendations for solutions. The draft circulated by SMC was to be taken as a template.

· It was noted that issues and lead drafters were as follows (* indicates Council member):

Brachycephalic airway obstruction syndrome - Prof Dan Brockman
Limb defects (including hip and elbow dysplasia) - Prof John Innes 
Ocular disease secondary to conformational problems – Prof Sheila Crispin*

Heart disease of known or suspected inherited basis - Dr Jo Dukes McEwen 
Separation related behavioural problems – Dr Rachel Casey*

Syringomyelia – Dr Clare Rusbridge*
Epilepsy – Dr Clare Rusbridge*
5. It was agreed that all draft papers would be circulated to members and the Expert Panel before the November meeting. 



ACTION ALL
6. It was noted that the Chairman and Secretary had been asked to a meeting with Lord Henley, but following his move to the Home Office were now awaiting a meeting date with his replacement, Lord Taylor.

7. Attention was drawn to articles in the special edition of the Veterinary Journal (Canine Genetics) relating to data collection schemes, and it was agreed that the diffuse collection of data, by different methods, in different forms and by different groups was a sub-optimal solution. It was agreed that DS would draft a project proposal relating to a 1 year project by a Post-Doc, to carry out a meta-analysis of both projected and historical data. Once agreed by the Council, funding would be sought from relevant stakeholders and appropriate academic institutions consulted. 
ACTION DS
8. Action on the web-tool was still outstanding and would be followed up before the next meeting.





ACTION DS
9. Regarding the seminar, it was agreed that the potential of running the seminar in partnership with the Kennel Club would be explored.






ACTION SECRETARY
10. The issue of the reporting of surgical procedures to correct conformation was discussed and it was agreed that the Chairman should write to the RCVS making the case for strengthening the requirement on veterinary surgeons to report such cases. It was also agreed that the Council should contact the Kennel Club to explore what action they take when such cases are reported.  
ACTION SECRETARY AND CHAIRMAN
Agenda Item 5 – Chairman’s Report

11. The Chairman’s report was noted. The Chairman also drew the Council’s attention to a letter from Mark Watts, CEO of the RSPCA. The RSPCA had unfortunately been unable to field anyone to attend the meeting with Patrons that was to follow the Council meeting. As the letter had been received only shortly before the meeting, as hard copy only, copies were handed out at the meeting.

12. One of the issues which was highlighted in discussion was the major challenge of how to coordinate different efforts of different stakeholders. All too often it appeared that stakeholders identified the same problems and embarked on developing similar solutions (for example, the RSPCA had queried why Council Project 1 looked at guidance for the public on how to buy a dog, in view of their own work on “Get Puppy Smart”. In reality, the Council had embarked on the “How to buy a dog project” before the RSPCA campaign was developed. This was a good example of where stakeholders working together with a shared concern for dog welfare might both save resource and add greater value.
13. Regarding a regulatory requirement for the permanent identification of dogs, the Council noted that Northern Ireland had already created such a requirement, Scotland and Wales were both in favour and only England appeared to be resistant. It was agreed that the Council should seek membership of the Microchip Alliance. 
ACTION CHAIRMAN
14. A number of correspondents had raised concerns about recent Local Authority decisions in Wales which impacted on puppy farming. The point was made that the Council was by no means opposed to diversification on farms, but it was necessary to make the point that there were very important distinctions between livestock farming and the breeding of puppies or kittens; for example their relative immaturity at birth, and the need to address socialisation. There was unease at the apparent disconnect between a planning department and a licensing department, such that permission for a unit could be given on planning grounds without any regard for whether the unit could meet the standards for a license, including meeting the requirements of the Animal Welfare Act (2006). It was agreed that the Council should write to officials of the Welsh Assembly. 
ACTION SECRETARY AND CHAIRMAN
Agenda Item 6 – Finances

15.  The Council noted the statement of expenditure, year to date, and the remaining balance. Thanks to a frugal approach, the Council was well within budget on running costs but would need to seek funding for specific projects (as noted above).  
Agenda Item 7 – Review of Legislation

16. MR introduced a discussion designed to tease out the Council’s precise objectives and the intended extent of the review. It was noted that ultimately the key issue was the supply of dogs and that the review should embrace the full spectrum of controls over the breeding and supply of dogs. Important factors to be considered included:

· What were the existing statutory provisions?
· How were they enforced?

· Where did the gaps lie between the Council’s aspirations for welfare and the effect of the existing provisions?
· What could be dealt with by voluntary action and what required regulation?
· It was also necessary to bear in mind issues of the Human Rights Act and proportionality.
17. The Council noted that the existing legislation covering dog breeding and the sale of dogs was old and outdated. Having completed the analysis outlined above and noting clearly that dog owning is a public good, the Council would aim to produce a specification for new regulations under the Animal Welfare Act which could replace both the old Acts.

ACTION MR TO DRAFT A DISCUSSION PAPER BEFORE THE NOVEMBER MEETING
Agenda Item 8 – preparing a draft standard

18. CL introduced his redraft by explaining that it addressed the 5 needs (rather than 5 freedoms), and that the left hand column contained requirements (musts) against which an inspector could check compliance, and the right hand column relevant guidance on how to achieve the standard.
19. The Council noted what appeared to be conflicting advice from BSI concerning the process for developing a PAS and agreed that clarification should be sought. 
ACTION SECRETARY
20. Detailed comments included:

· Page 1 it was noted that “permanent ID” included microchipping;
· Page 2 - “SOP” - Standard Operating Procedures - should be defined in full, socialisation should read “social contact” throughout;
· Page 9 there should be a requirement to change toys regularly;
· Page 14 – the guidance should enlarge on what is meant by temperament, re health testing add in “and re-tested as appropriate”, and make it clear that breeding decisions must have regard to the results of the tests. The guidance could then advise consulting on genetic counselling;
· A set of definitions was required;
· At least 4 people should be involved in providing social contact;
· There should be a requirement to specify who was designated the responsible person;
· The training section could usefully provide more guidance. 
21. It was agreed that further detailed comments should be provided to CL within 2 weeks, and CL would then re-circulate the draft. 


ACTION ALL
Any Other Business
22. All members were asked to send LMcC comments on the fund raising document she had circulated.
23. The Council meeting closed at 1400 and was followed by a meeting with Patrons.

Date of next meeting (to be held in public)
30 November 2011 at the Defra offices, London.
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