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Priorities for an Action Plan on Animal Health

Introduction

The establishment of a new Animal Health Strategyof the European Union is, together with the previosly
established Action Plan for the Protection and Wedire of Animals, an important step towards a new, Igher
standard of animal health and welfare in the Commuty. It is now well established that higher welfar for
commercially used animals is not necessarily in cdradiction to improved economic importance, and theEU is
well placed to take a lead and build on its reputabn for care and concern for the health and welfareon
animals. The development of an effective action ph on Health, based on the new strategy, will helgo ensure
that this is achieved, in accordance with the Amstedam Protocol on the Protection and Welfare of Anirals
annexed to the Treaty.

Animal health and animal welfare are closely intdinked. Health represents one (important) aspect fothe
broader concept of welfare, such that inevitably por health equates with poor welfare: equally, itsinow well
established that other elements of poor welfare - prticularly emotional and physiological stress, canften lead
to poor health.!" It is vital, therefore, that actions developed ouof the new Animal Health Strategy should
integrate with and support the already establishediction Plan for Animal Welfare.

Priorities for action under the Health Strategy wibe developed on the basis of assessment of risk.Eurogroup
recommends that, in accordance with the intention 6 the Amsterdam Protocol in its desire to ensure rgpect
for animals as sentient beings, such assessments eompass risk to animal welfare, as well as social red
economic risks.

Eurogroup proposes the following specific areas fopriority action under the Animal Health Strategy:

Priority Actions

1. Develop incentives as well as regulations to reducéboth the duration and frequency of
transport of animals both within and to & from theEU.

Farm animal transport

As noted above, it is well recognised that the tragport of live farm animals creates risks to animdiealth. Risk
arises through two routes: the mixing of groups fanimals in transport, and the movement of live amals both
within and between countries, increases the risk ofpread of infectious diseas€, and the transport of live
animals imposes stresses on those animals which ireases their susceptibility to disease and other hadth
problems”’“°°"?In both cases the scale of risk increases with bdt frequency and duration of transport.

Risks are considerable. The outbreak of Foot & Mot disease in the UK in 2001, one of the largest olireaks
in Europe in recent years, is estimated to have cdsthe UK economy some £3.1 billiori, and some 6 million
animals were culled, only 1.3 million of which wereon infected premises: and with climate change and
globalisation of trade, there are an increasing nuber of other notifiable diseases which pose substatial threat
to the economies of the EU. On a smaller scale, meement of live animals between holdings promotes th
spread of established, endemic disease (e.gfootrot, digital dermatitis, maedi visna, orfe, pnemonias, etc)
which can have severe economic impact on individuafarm holdings, as well as resulting in significanand
sometimes prolonged suffering.
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Yet the economic consequences of a more rigorous aproach to reducing these risks are unlikely to be
significant. Long-distance transport tends to redee the quality, and therefore the value of the anials being
transported.® ™ ** But calculations have indicated that, for examplelimiting maximum journey time for all
animals to 8 hours would result in only a 1.14% ris in meat price at retail level’

Main action points

Actions to reduce transport risk should concentrateon reducing duration and frequency of transport othose
groups of animals where risk is currently highestand most benefit can be gained from improvement - .g.
animals transported for further fattening or for slughter. Clear economic incentives already exisiotencourage
efforts to minimise health risk in the transport olnimals for breeding, since the individual animalare of much
higher individual value. Actions should includedtal and economic measures, as well as regulatory fovisions:
possible actions include:

- areview of the Transport Regulation (EC 1/2005),dsed on current scientific and technical understanihg
of the health and welfare risks of live transportjeading to reduction in the maximum journey times
permitted for animals travelling for further fattang or slaughter. The maximum journey times shouldeflect
best knowledge from research, which could mean di#rent maximum times for different species, as weks
for different ages (as is already the case).

- Transport of poultry to slaughter is a particular eancern. At present the Regulation sets no maximuntime,
requiring only that if a journey lasts more than 1Zzhours travel (disregarding loading and unloading)
‘adequate quantities’ of food and water shall be mde available to the birds. In practice, this meanghat
as long as a vehicle is not actually moving for merthan 12 hours, birds can stay on the vehicle indinitely,
which often means that poultry are left on vehiclesovernight if they arrive at an abattoir late in
afternoon.

- Persuade large wholesale and retail food companiedo follow policies that avoid sourcing meat from
animals which have been transported over long distaces.

Markets

There are many concerns about the impact on both halth and welfare of the sale of livestock at markst The
live auction system often imposes additional unloadg and loading, increased time between feeds, and
restricted access to water, and inevitably result$n increased exposure to other livestock and therefre disease,
and extended periods of stress due to the market guation. This stress will be increased if untrainec@nimal
handlers are used.

Sale of sheep through livestock markets was ideniiéd by Defrd" as one of the principal causes of the size and
geographical extent of the 2001 outbreak of Foot ad Mouth disease in the UK. A recent report on thewelfare

of animals at markets in the UK’ by the Royal Veterinary College found a number afelfare deficiencies both in
facilities and in handling standards, which are lidy to be repeated in other member states.

For livestock destined for slaughter there are nowtried and tested alternatives to sale at markets,nivolving
contracts directly between producer and processor.However, for many traditional methods of beef and kbeep
production, where animals are transferred betweeneaaring and finishing farms, alternatives to marketbave yet
to become widely established and some of these, paicularly those involving multiple pick ups and dnp offs,
may suffer many of the risks involved in live marke.

Main action points

The Commission should seek to establish incentivegor the development of high health and welfare qudly
direct marketing systems for the purchase and sal®f all livestock species, together with regulationso ensure
best standards in the operation of livestock market where they continue to exist. Such regulations lsould
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include provision that animal handlers are appropately trained and competent to handle animals in gositive
and compassionate manner.

Transport of puppies

In addition to the transport of farmed species, theCommission should review provisions for the commagial
transport of puppies within the EU. This is a rapily growing trade which concerns also the new MembefStates
where rabies has not yet been eradicated. Thereforeequirements for the fight against rabies have teemain
strict.

The Transport Regulation in 2005 has introduced a mimum age for transport of 8 weeks. However, while
puppies may be weaned at 8 weeks, their full courseof vaccination is not normally complete until 11 -12
weeks. They are also particularly vulnerable to sss (transport is inevitably stressful, as is sepation from the
mother) at this young age; and transport increaseghe risk of exposure to infectious disease throughmixing.
Young puppies being transported under commercial caditions are therefore at much higher risk of conticting
infectious disease.

Consideration should also be given to revision oftte current maximum limits on feeding and wateringniervals,
and the setting of an overall maximum duration ofrawvel, for puppies and kittens. Given the physiolgical needs
of young puppies and kittens (standard husbandry adice is to provide water ad-libitum, and feed at 4 6 hour
intervals), current limits, of 8 hours watering ietrval and 24 hours feeding interval are likely tonpose significant
stress. Maximum journey times for puppies and kitns are currently not provided in the Transport Ragjation
(unlike for most farmed species) - which is inconstent, and unacceptable.

Main action points

To reduce the risk to the Community’s estimated 40million dog population from potentially serious imfctious
disease, the Commission should consider increasinghe minimum age for commercial transport of puppieso
12 weeks. A 4-hour maximum feeding and watering iterval, together with an overall maximum journeyrtie of
8 hours, should be introduced for the commercial tansport of puppies and kittens less than 6 months 6age.

2. Review the available scientific data on hattthrisksk of import of willd-origin animals, and of
animals captivebred in third countries, for the pet trade and forresearch, and introduce
measures to reduce identified risks.

Investigation of the health risks of import of wildcaught birds revealed a significant risk of importof
economically important diseases - some, such as Aan Influenza, with serious zoonotic risk - which has
resulted in the EU decision to ban import of all ud-caught birds.

Information exists to suggest that, in addition tathe welfare risks to the animals undergoing transpo, there
could be significant wider health and welfare risk§rom import of other wild-caught species. For exanple:

- viral, bacterial and fungal diseases, all spread thugh live animal trade, are implicated in substaiml
population declines in wild amphibian species’

- monkeypox (with an effect in humans similar to smhdox) imported into the USA in pet rodents has
affected humans?®

- an estimated 70,000 people per year contract salmoellosis from pet reptiles in the USA’

- Koi Herpes Virus can have serious impact on wild a@ populations”

The Commission should ask EFSA to review the healthnd welfare risks of the import of wild-caught speies
other than birds (i.e. mammals, reptiles, amphibiasy fish, invertebrates) for the pet trade and foreasearch.
Risks to humans, to the animals being transportedto other captive animals, and to wildlife should &lbe
evaluated. In undertaking such a review, it is imgrtant to remember that, particularly for poikilotermic animals
(whose body temperature varies according to the amkent temperature), disease which is caused or indued by
the processes of transport/import may not show clircal signs until some time after: it is importantherefore to
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consider the health status of these animals for som considerable time after import (in quarantine oat the
place of final destination), and not just during té transport process.

On the basis of such an investigation, comprehense regulations, including import bans where appropate,
should be developed to ensure that animal health sk for all species that are transported on a commetial scale
both into and within the EU is managed on an equabasis.

Primates (largely captive-bred, but a significant portion in 3 countries) imported into the EU for scientific
research deserve special attention. Although numbs are comparatively small (a few thousand each yej™

primates, because of their highly developed cognite abilities, have a substantial capacity for suffeng.” Yet

their journeys are often prolonged and stressfulnisome cases taking several day$. The Commission should
develop programmes to reduce the scale of use of pmates in research moving towards the ultimate goabf

phasing out the use of non-human primates in expeéments; promote in-situ breeding of primates withinEU

laboratories where primates are still used, so redzing reliance on 3' country imports; and in the short term
develop new regulations to improve the welfare of pmates in transport.

Main action points

The Commission should review the health and welfareisks of the import of wild-caught species
mammals, reptiles, amphibians, fish and invertebrat for the pet trade and for research. On the basis
of such an investigation, comprehensive regulationsncluding import bans where appropriate, should
be developed.

3. Develop a universal system of electronic identifi¢eon of cats & dogs, & review the needs for
other species.

Pet animals that cannot be individually identifiednd associated with an owner present a number of halth and
welfare risks. Because of the lack of care and apropriate treatments, stray animals (principally dgs and cats)
often carry disease; in some cases disease which aa be harmful to humans, e.g. rabies, Echinococcus,
Toxoplasma, etc.

The retrieval, and disposal, of stray animals is aonsiderable burden on local authorities and on non
governmental organisations, and, because of the diculties of re-homing, in many cases results in dmals
being put to death.

In addition, pet theft, particularly of dogs, appess to be a growing problem in the EU and elsewherégn the
world.*

A Companion Animal Welfare Council (CAWC) Repoft identified a number of health, welfare and econoni
benefits conferred by companion animal identificatn and registration, including:

- reduction in numbers of animals euthanized

- reduction of stress to individual animals that haveecome misplaced
- reducing costs to Local Authorities and animal wetfre organisations
- detection of fraudulent activities

- tracing and prediction of disease patterns

These benefits were identified principally in reliain to dogs and cats, but might in some cases applyto other
pet animals, particularly of species regarded as me valuable, including some birds and reptiles.

CAWC also noted that electronic identification usip a microchip is now generally regarded as the most

effective and permanent method for identificationni dogs and cats, and many other species of companio
animals.
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The Commission should establish an effective EU-wig system for electronic identification and registitéon of
dogs and cats. The Commission should also reviewhe potential costs and benefits of identification ad
registration of other companion animal species, wit a view to the introduction of schemes for these pecies
where a significant net benefit is identified.

4. Develop effective vaccines and vaccine delivery mdmnisms to ensure that vaccination
becomes routine treatment for most epidemic and enémic health riskssim feamm aavimedss, sl
that mass-culling is no longer necessary.

Vaccination has been proven to be an effective toohgainst the spread of both infectious and vector-lorne
diseases, and is already widely used in the EU agast a range of endemic, established diseases of fan
animals (dysentery, pulpy kidney, tetanus, blacklegnetritis, ringworm, lungworm, infectious rhinotraheitis, and
many more). However, eradication remains the contd method of choice for a range of “notifiable” iréctious
diseases such as foot & mouth disease, avian influea, etc.

Eradication strategies inevitably involve large-sta slaughter of animals, many of whom are not themslves
infected with the disease, together with severe mogment restrictions which not only curtail businessactivity
but often introduce welfare problems through food kortage, over-stocking, etc. As noted earlier, cots of
eradication are often very high - and are also, beause of the nature of disease outbreaks, unpredictale, and
therefore can have even greater impact on farm busesses. Moreover, some emerging economically impadant
diseases (e.g. bluetongue) cannot be controlled bynass culling. Vaccination programmes may also be astly,
but the cost is predictable, and can be built intobusiness planning.

Main action points

Action in two areas is required: engagement withnitergovernmental organisations, national governmest food
businesses and the public to gain agreement that vecination is a safe and acceptable process as concms
human health, as well as effective in preventing séase spread; and support for a research programmeo
develop effective vaccines and vaccination strategs for diseases where these do not currently exist.

At the same time, the Commission must recognise thiavaccine development and testing under current Eland
international rules requires the use of substantiahumbers of laboratory animals, in many cases inéling
considerable suffering. The Commission should funadesearch into the development and validation of no-
animal alternative methods in the development andesting of vaccines, and seek international supportin the
OECD and elsewhere, for the adoption of alternativenethods once validated.

5. Establish regulations and incentives to promote theadoption of existing high hesdtth aamdi
welfare farming systems, and promote development ohew, economically viable, high health
& welfare systems and husbandry methods.

High health and welfare production systems alreadgxist.* * such as Freedom Foodin the United Kingdom,

Label Rougein France or Neulandin Germany. They all have demonstrated their econmic viability and their

efficiency in producing robust animals in a good wkare environment

- The European Union should introduce a major shifnithe CAP in favour of rural development policy and
substantially increase subsidies for animal welfarfgiendly systems in agricultural production

- The Commission must establish a framework legislainh for farm assurance schemes to ensure
transparence and the respect of high animal welfarstandards

- Promote future research to develop new husbandry sstems that offer higher health and welfare status
for animals, while maintaining commercial viability
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Main action points

The Commission should develop an integrated programme for the improvement of farm animal welfare on th
basis of objective evidence provided by welfare assssment, using both statutory measures and also atirnative
tools, including fiscal measures, market mechanismseducation, public awareness promotion, and reseash.

6. Develop legislative measures to regulate the breedg of animals

Modern genetics provide very efficient tools with Wwich to alter the characteristics of animals. To di
farm animal breeders have mainly used these toolsotincrease productivity. Thus, animals mature
faster, yield more milk or produce more meat or egg. Despite these apparent benefits, the selection
of farm animal breeds purely for high performancesiresponsible for many welfare problems and
animal diseases as well as food safety problems.

This is most noticeable among intensively rearedviestock, such as the broiler chicken in which the
main selection criteria has been rapid juvenile gwath. This has resulted in a number of side effectsof
which the most common are various types of leg weakess and lameness, and heart diseasé’ Yet a
slower growth rate, and lower stocking density, hasbeen shown to yield a higher net economic
return”

The genetic selection in dairy cattle for high millyields has led to a decline in health, in terms of
increased incidence of mastitis and digestive proleims, more calving problems and more lamenes§$.
Recent research has demonstrated that changing théreeding selection criteria can produce animals
which achieve higher health and welfare status inisilar management systems™

Main action points

The EU Action Plan for Animal Health should addresthis issue. The revision of existing legislationno

farm animal species and the proposals for new leglation in this field should place a particular
emphasis on widening the selection goals for the l@eding of genetically robust animals which are less
prone to serious health and welfare problems.

7. Strengthen the resources forvetezimaayaontnaissan animal health and food safetyoarEtUaadd
national levelaardlimprovessttuottired | dbfioternoiess

No plan for animal health can succeed without consitent application of veterinary controls across the
Community: the Community’s animal health status i®nly as good as its weakest point.

Main action points

The Action Plan on Animal Health should place a p#cular focus on strengthening the resources for
veterinary controls concerning animal health, welfa and food safety. Inspections by the Food and
Veterinary Office have to be considerably increasedh order to allow regular controls in all Member
States.

In order to ensure a high level of on farm biosecity the Action Plan on Animal Health should also
require the Member States to introduce long term halth management programmes as a requirement
for all livestock enterprises, and training coursesfor animal handlers to raise knowledge and
awareness for health and welfare risks.
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