Summary Notes of Meeting with the Kennel Club 17 August 2011
Present:
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Steve Dean





Rosemary Smart





Bill Lambert


Council

Lesley Bloomfield





Rachel Casey





Lisa McCaulder





Heather Peck

1. We began by setting the scene for the meeting, explaining that the Council had absolutely no ambitions to develop and run a dog breeding assurance scheme of its own. On the contrary, the Council’s aim was to establish the standard which it would wish to see any assurance scheme meet, in order to be endorsed by the Council, and to this end was proposing to work with the BSI to develop a Publicly Available Specification (PAS). We were therefore interested in exploring with the Kennel Club both the standards to which their Assured Breeders Scheme (the scheme) works and the enforcement and monitoring processes. 
2. In order to help the Council appreciate the effort it was putting into the ABS, the KC had supplied written answers to the questions we had sent them earlier. This allowed us to concentrate our discussions on the specific aspects of standards and enforcement and monitoring processes.
3. Rosemary stressed the importance of attracting and retaining members for the scheme in a non-statutory environment. The KC was working hard to encourage those breeders who do not find it necessary to be assured breeders (some of whom already consider they are doing all the right things), to at least support the principle of the scheme and by so doing help to set an example that will encourage others to do the same. 
4. The KC stated that the major reason for ABS members leaving the scheme was because they had fallen foul of the needs for health testing. In the past, there had been some evidence that a number of breeders with lower husbandry and breeding standards had joined the scheme in order to gain credibility, but the KC ABS monitoring processes, which have continued to develop, had ensured that many of these breeders have been removed. Every litter bred by a KC ABS member is checked for compliance, and many new applicants to the scheme are now visited prior to acceptance therefore helping to raise the standard.
5. There were some assured litters which were cross bred. As clearly such puppies could not be recorded on the pedigree register, there is a requirement that they must be placed on either the KC Activity or Companion Dog register. In such cases, breeders would be recommended to do health tests for both elements of the cross, for example, Labradoodles would be subject to tests for both Labradors and Poodles. 
6. Steve Dean stressed that the KC Scheme was about health and welfare, not breed purity, nor even breed standards.

7. We asked what assessors/advisors checked against when carrying out inspections. We were told there was a check list and the Council was promised a copy. (provided) 
8. We also asked how the assessment scores for inspections i.e. “unacceptable”, “marginal” or “acceptable” were established and moderated, and were advised that it was dealt with during  the training of the assessors/advisors.
9. Regarding the system for dealing with a breeder getting low scores; we were told that if the failure was an animal welfare issue the breeder would be suspended immediately. For other issues the normal response would be to issue what was effectively an improvement notice. Asked whether there were difficulties with breeders when giving an assessor’s/advisor’s opinion which did not relate to a specific and measurable requirement, we were told that breeders usually knew where they were failing, and where there were disagreements there was an Appeal process. They recognised there was an element of subjectivity in the judgements made. Appeals could be lodged on the basis of an issue of fact, or on the judgement being exercised. Most breeders fell down on faulty paperwork, rather than quality of the care of the dogs.  
10. We were told that breeders whose conduct was considered to be incompatible with membership or contrary to the spirit of the scheme could be suspended for up to 2 years, with the KC registration database checked to see if these breeders attempted to register puppies during their suspension. If, after that time, they wished to re-apply to join the scheme, they were inspected before re-acceptance. 
11. It was noted that confusion existed in the public mind between KC Registered puppies and puppies from Assured Breeders. The KC’s view was that, in general, puppy farmers steered clear of the KC registration, because of the traceability of both puppies and breeders. 
12. Asked how the KC ensured that the scheme was still current and standards up to date etc, we were told that 2 training sessions a year were held for advisors. 
13. Other changes were also made to the scheme, often because of the addition or inclusion of breed specific health requirements and recommendations. These were communicated to breeders biennially at present, but we were told there might be a move to 3 times per year.

14.  Other indicators of how the scheme was progressing which were also reviewed regularly included review of the feedback forms from puppy buyers (the feedback forms are required to be provided with each puppy sold)).  

15. The KC registration database was also a valuable source of information. For example, the KC could gauge the annual percentage of puppies bred by KC ABS members. This currently stood at 13%
16. Asked whether the awarding of accolades for show related activities tended to skew perceptions about the objectives of the scheme, the KC explained that the system of accolades had come from demands from existing committed breeders to have some way of distinguishing between their knowledge, understanding and achievement in comparison with that of the novice or less experienced breeder.

17. We discussed the potential for an accolade for exceptionally high welfare standards, but the KC was concerned about the difficulties of defining two levels of standard. They did feel however that there was scope for developing an accolade resulting from positive customer feedback.  

18. It was noted that at present there was not enough feedback to provide a statistically significant basis for an accolade. The return rate overall was 18%, but there was variation between breeds – the return rate for toy dogs tended to be poorer.

19. We expressed some concerns around sufficient/adequate puppy socialisation, particularly about the capacity for larger scale breeders successfully socialising puppies.  

20. We all recognised that there was a risk that where the members of an effective robust breeders’ scheme could not meet the demand for puppies, the less well informed puppy purchasers might turn to the puppy farmers. The KC currently sought to address this issue by trying to channel people towards rescue and cross bred dogs.  
· Clarification added subsequently:  The Kennel Club has explained that by this they meant that the best approach was to attempt to educate puppy buyers that it was better to wait until the right dog was available from the right breeder, but where this was not possible the Kennel Club would seek to channel people towards breed club rescue for pure bred dogs and general rescues centres which often had cross breeds available for re-homing.  This was considered preferable to driving unsuspecting puppy buyers towards the puppy farmer.
