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Dear Sir,

Comment on the ‘Consultation Letter on an Animal Welfare Bill’

Thank you for inviting the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) to take part in your timely review of animal welfare legislation in England and Wales. This review provides an ideal opportunity to promote animal welfare in the 21st Century; and we are in full agreement with those members of the present Government who believe that there is a need to update and consolidate animal welfare legislation into a single Act of Parliament, thereby facilitating ease of access, understanding, compliance and implementation.

Public attitude and awareness, societal value and scientific understanding of animal welfare have changed dramatically since inception of the 1911 Protection of Animals Act. Whilst some attempt has been made to address welfare concerns in subsequent amendments and reviews of this legislation, there is an obvious requirement to make further improvements, and to provide comprehensive protection to all captive species, and in all captive situations. 

The International Fund for Animal Welfare works to improve the welfare of wild and domestic animals throughout the world by reducing commercial exploitation of animals, protecting wildlife habitats, and assisting animals in distress. IFAW seeks to motivate the public to prevent cruelty to animals and to promote animal welfare and conservation policies that advance the well being of both animals and people.

IFAW would like to be kept informed of the progress of this review, and offers its services and expertise to HM Government in furthering this legislative review to a satisfactory conclusion.

GENERAL CONCEPTS:

‘Strengthened’
Whilst we are keen to see the legislation on animal welfare updated and made more relevant to the current situation, we are concerned that it should not be weakened in the process. We would therefore regard this review as a process of ‘adding to’ rather than ‘subtracting from’ the existing legislation. We should also wish to see a wider definition of ‘animal’ incorporated into any new legislation, such that all species capable of feeling pain are offered protection; this would apply to all animals whether domesticated, captive or in a wild state.

‘Prevention’
In order to be effective, animal welfare legislation should be focussed primarily at preventing cruelty and unnecessary suffering; although provision should also be made to allow an appropriate response to these situations as they arise.  Therefore, the majority of recommendations made in this document, are heavily orientated towards the development of prevention strategies and control measures. It is pertinent at this point to mention that in our opinion, the definition of suffering should be widened to include “likely to cause suffering”, thereby allowing appropriate authorities to proactively prevent or mitigate acts of cruelty.   

‘Enforcement’
We recognise the absolute requirement for this Bill to provide appropriate powers of entry to the police force, or other appointed regulatory bodies, in order to investigate any possible offence. Having communicated with the RSPCA on this matter, we fully support any recommendations that they make with regards specifically to this issue. Similarly, we would support the RSPCA recommendations with regards to penalties for offences.

‘Regulation’
We support the development of a specifically trained, and appropriately qualified novel animal welfare regulatory body, which would be responsible for all regulatory requirements of new and existing animal welfare legislation. This will significantly reduce the pressure currently placed upon local authorities, many of which lack appropriate training, experience and resources to effectively regulate existing legislation. Furthermore we support the development of an animal welfare ombudsman to oversee regulation and enforcement. It is recommended that the zoo-licensing inspectorate be consulted for advice on this issue. 

‘Standards and Welfare Codes’
As an organisation that was heavily involved in the recent review of the Secretary of State’s Standards of Modern Zoo Practice for the Zoo Licensing Act (ZLA), we would suggest that the Department considers using a similar structure for any new ‘Animal Welfare Bill’, using both primary legislation, and secondary ‘Standards’ that may be regularly reviewed by committee.  The latter will allow further refinements to be made to the requirements in keeping with advances in our understanding of captive animal welfare and with changing community expectations; without the need for valuable Parliamentary time and without creating an unmanageable main body of legislation. Such codes also allow for the representation of community expectation and opinion, through community involvement in their development.

Such ‘Standards’ could also refer to ‘Welfare Codes’, which could be developed for individual species or family groups of animals kept, and which would be periodically reviewed. It is expected that these would be quite detailed, as they would be used to promote appropriate behaviour, establish minimum standards and promote best practice in relation to animals owned or in a person’s charge. They could also include explanatory information that would not be appropriate in a primary piece of legislation.

These codes would be available to the public and could provide useful information of a high educational value to the owner, as well as guidance to the licensing and regulatory authority. Such welfare codes would cover all captive situations with the exception of zoos and those animals used in scientific research.

Such codes have been incorporated into the New Zealand Animal Welfare Act 1999, whereby their legal status is defined, and under which breaches of the provisions in a code of welfare are not offences. However failure to adhere to the minimum standards can be used as evidence to support a prosecution, whilst compliance could be used in defence. 

‘Five Freedoms’
We are in full agreement with the view that welfare legislation should take into account not only the animal’s physical and physiological needs, but also address its psychological requirements, and as such would urge DEFRA to consider the ‘Five Freedoms’. 

The concept of ‘freedoms’ originated with the Brambell Committee (1965) and was developed further, as the ‘Five Freedoms’ by the Farm Animal Welfare Committee. Subsequently, it has been adopted in the Secretary of State’s Standards of Modern Zoo Practice (2000). We would like to see this concept modified and incorporated into a new Animal Welfare Bill where it would underpin the development of standards and welfare codes.  In essence this would require that the owner or keeper of any animal take all reasonable measures to ensure that the animal has:

1. Freedom from malnutrition and prolonged hunger and thirst

2. Freedom from prolonged or regular discomfort

3. Freedom from pain, injury and disease

4. Freedom from prolonged or regular fear and distress

5. Freedom from exposure to regular, frequent or prolonged action or lack of action and regular, frequent or prolonged exposure to environmental conditions that deny it the opportunity to express normal patterns of behaviour.( 

‘Ban vs. Control’
The IFAW holds a general belief that the welfare of most animals is usually compromised to some extent by captivity. Much of our work is therefore focused on either preventing such animals from being held captive, or by encouraging incremental increases in their captive welfare. There are many aspects of welfare legislation in which we would ideally wish to see total bans enforced, with regulatory controls implemented during any necessary ‘phase out’ period. We also recognize, however, that in some instances a total ban may not be currently realistic, and so therefore feel that the most pragmatic measure is to develop regulatory controls, which should work towards eliminating compromises of animal welfare and preventing cruelty. 

Regulatory controls inevitably require a greater input of resources than total bans. This cost is an unavoidable factor in ensuring that publicly expected and scientifically acceptable welfare standards are achieved in Britain.   

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS:

Pet shops and animal vendors / breeders

The Pet Animals Act (PAA) currently allows anyone over 12 years of age to purchase an animal, which is clearly unacceptable as children are not considered fully responsible for their own actions at this age. We believe that this should be raised to the ‘Age of Consent’ – 16 years. 

No animals should be sold ‘at too early an age’. This age should be specified within the ‘standards’ or ‘welfare code’ for that species.

The Department for Environmental Health currently issues pet shop licences; this responsibility should be transferred immediately to the new animal welfare regulatory body, which would be appropriately trained in matters concerning captive animal requirements. Licences should be a mandatory requirement for all those in the business of selling animals and should not be issued for longer than a 3-year period. Licences should not be given retrospectively and facilities should be inspected as part of this licensing scheme. Furthermore, the police must be given powers of entry for inspection to the premises of such vendors through the issue of search warrants. The penalties for an offence under the Act should be reviewed / updated.

Under this Act, pet vendors should: 

(a) Be obliged to make provisions for animal welfare as specified in the Standards and Welfare codes for the species; 

(b) Ensure that only legally stocked animals are kept; 

(c) Provide detailed and appropriate management information for every species sold; 

(d) Be held responsible for ensuring that the new owner has the appropriate license (if required), and that the animal has been permanently identified (if required)( 

(e) Be satisfied that the new owner is suitably equipped for their new charge. 

‘Standard form(s)’ should be required as a record for this purpose. Pet shops and animal vendors / breeders should be required to keep and submit a record of animals purchased, births, illnesses, deaths and sales. This is essential to assess standards when licenses are applied for, as well as being an essential management tool for their trade.

Pet Fairs.

It is our opinion that private and public pet fairs should be discontinued for a number of reasons, which include the identified high risk of disease transmission, virtually inevitable compromises of animal welfare as a result of travelling (often long distances) together with inappropriate housing and care provided at such fairs. During the process of disbanding and phasing out such practices, we recommend that all pet fairs be incorporated into ‘pet shop’ legislation and licensing schemes, with the same levels of responsibility for ensuring that new owners are appropriately licensed and able to provide adequate care.
Licensing and identification of captive animals

IFAW encourages the development of a mandatory licensing scheme for ownership of all captive animals, as we feel that such initiatives have great potential to have a significant and positive impact on animal welfare. This potential can be further realised when incorporating mandatory permanent identification schemes and conditional licensing. We feel our position can be justified by a number of proven arguments, as follows:

1. In decreasing the number of stray animals and increasing the number of animals reunited with their owners. 

2. Rapid identification of animals will prove to be of increasing value as the risks of disease introduction into the UK increase, with increased animal movements and increased foreign travel.

3. Animal identification and tracking have already proved vital instruments in disease outbreak, epidemiology and disease control measures.

4. Utilised as an essential tool to enforce prosecutions, by removal of ownership licenses.

5. Conditional licences can then be issued to owners with previous convictions; conditions laid out will work towards preventing the reoccurrence of an offence, whilst forcing the owner in question to prove capability of responsible ownership (potentially through facility inspection, tests or interviews)

6. Similarly conditions can be placed on licences to promote welfare through other means, such as preventing the breeding of animals with known genetic defects, restricting the number of individuals kept  

7. Promotion of responsible ownership, particularly if indicators of owner capability are required upon license issue, possibly through completion of a short questionnaire / test, facility inspection or interview (dependant on species kept and activity employed). 

We understand that this would be a sizeable undertaking and therefore suggest that a licence and identification scheme be gradually phased in. Most livestock within the UK are essentially already included in mandatory identification schemes; these should be continued whilst a farm-licensing scheme is developed.  As detailed in the following section, we recommend that all owners of exotic pet species should be licensed and these animals identified. With regards to non-exotic domesticated companion animals, we would therefore recommend that initially a dog licence and identification scheme be re-introduced. This can then be extended to incorporate other species at a later date. 

As with all licence schemes, we recommend that upon initiation, a centrally located database be created.

Ownership of exotic pets
IFAW is currently campaigning in an attempt to reduce the impact of the exotic pet industry on wildlife conservation and to reduce the levels of unnecessary suffering seen within this industry. In response to the multitude of conservation and welfare issues inextricably linked to this industry, IFAW believes that the exotic pet trade does not hold a valid place in a modern responsible society. Furthermore, we are greatly concerned by the high degree of non-compliance with existing legislation, in the form of the Dangerous Wild Animals Act (DWAA) 1976(; leading us to conclude that preventing private ownership of such species may be the most effective means of addressing this situation. In the absence of such a ban, we would recommend immediately implementing strict regulatory controls on ownership. 

The number of ‘exotic’ animal species kept as pets has dramatically increased in recent years, including some of those already listed in the DWAA, such as venomous snakes. The UK is estimated to import more than one million live reptiles and amphibians annually. While the majority of wildlife trade is legal, there is a persistent illegal trade, which is of great concern for several reasons. The most obvious is the threat it poses to the survival of individual species in the wild. However, there is also considerable cruelty entailed in the capture of wild animals, the killing method used, or in the case of animals to be sold alive, the transportation conditions to which they are subjected, and the conditions in which they may be kept, at holding centers or on arrival at their final destination. Moreover, although authorized imports are subject to health controls, importation of exotic species can constitute a disease risk or other threat to native species as well as to man. 

The Dangerous Wild Animals Act (DWAA) 1976 is not appropriate legislation to address the welfare of so called ‘exotic’ pets, as the main focus of this Act is human safety as opposed to animal welfare; whilst many of the ‘exotic pet’ species are not deemed ‘dangerous’ and are therefore not covered by the DWAA. We believe that there is an obvious requirement to address concerns such as standards of captive care and animal welfare, pet suitability, species conservation and human health (through zoonotic disease risks). 

In order to provide the necessary controls we consider it important that all who wish to keep ‘exotic animals’ are licensed to do so. 

Rather than compiling an exhaustive list of all species that require a licence, we propose that, using recent Belgian legislation as a template, a list is compiled of species that can be kept without a licence. This approach negates the need to develop a rigid definition of ‘exotic animal’, a subject that has already caused much debate.  We would generally regard ‘exotic animals’ (which may or may not be dangerous and therefore may or may not also fall under the DWAA) as follows:

1. Not native to the UK

2. Rare or endangered; or

3. With special dietary, social, behavioural or environmental needs that require the provision of special facilities and expert knowledge on the part of an owner or keeper to properly meet those needs.

4. Any animal that is the consequence of hybridisation with a wild species (e.g. dog-wolf hybrids)

The appropriate Belgian legislation and species list is detailed in Appendix II. This list would need to be expanded to include other animal groups, as the current list only concerns mammalian species. Such a list would become a piece of secondary legislation, and therefore maintained as a detailed dynamic document, open to regular review. This approach facilitates ease of compliance, understanding and implementation whilst reducing the requirement for list reviews and updates. 

One major difficulty identified during the ZLA review concerned the costs involved with additional licensing measures. HM Government appeared unwilling to take on the extra expense. Therefore, we assume licensing will almost certainly have to be self-financing, which could be a significant cost for many owners of exotic animals. We would argue, however, that if they cannot afford the costs of licensing, they are almost certainly not able to afford to provide adequate care and management of the animals they wish to keep. 

There would appear to us to be two approaches to this dilemma:

1. Demand mandatory licensing regardless

2. Legislate that from a certain date all ‘exotic’ animals kept in the United Kingdom will require a license. All households may apply for a license and will be given one prior to that date. Any case brought against that household subsequently may result in the withdrawal of their licence. The costs of obtaining a new licence with associated inspections, etc. will fall upon the householder.

There is some concern that animals may be abandoned as a result of implementing such a scheme.  This may be reduced to some extent by a mandatory identification scheme, whilst persons responsible for the introduction of non-native species would be subject to prosecution under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (WCA). Further measures may need to be put in place in order to effectively enforce this Act. 
The conditions attached to any licence may specify the following:

1. All individual animals must be permanently identified by a species appropriate method (as defined in the ‘standards’) the details of which must be recorded on the licence. Any animals that escape, breed, are sold or die must be recorded. 

2. The maximum number of animals, by species, that can be kept on the licensed premises.

3. The minimum accommodation requirements for each species of animal in respect of construction, dimensions, maximum number of occupants, exercise facilities, temperature, ventilation, lighting and cleanliness.

4. Where appropriate, arrangements for adequate exercise outside of the accommodation area.

5. Any requirements relating to: 

i) Feeding, watering and general husbandry

ii) The storage of feed

iii) Hygiene, cleansing and disinfection

iv)
The prevention and control of an outbreak of an infectious, contagious or zoonotic disease (including zoonotic disease)

v) Dealing with an outbreak of fire or other emergency

vi) The maintenance of records

vii) Insurance



viii)
Staff qualifications and training



ix)
The provision and storage of equipment



xi)
Security

6. Owners must clearly state an intention to breed, when applying for or renewing a licence; providing evidence that adequate facilities, resources, husbandry standards and experience are available, as detailed in ‘standards’ developed for this purpose.   

7. That the name and telephone number of a person to contact in the event of an emergency be publicly displayed inside and outside of the premises

8. Where appropriate, the conditions under which animals may be sold

9. Any other requirements the Government considers appropriate.

Facilities should be inspected by experienced and trained personnel (equivalent to the zoo veterinary inspectors created under the zoo licensing scheme), and guidance given to the appropriate regulatory body; these points have been identified as current limitations of the DWAA. Licences must not be given retrospectively, therefore must be obtained, and inspections carried out, prior to animal acquisition. A central database would ideally be created of current licences in force, and notification should be given to the regulatory body in the event of escape, sale, disposal or breeding. 

‘Welfare codes’ and ‘standards’ should be made available as guidance for the keeping of such species, according to current recognised ‘best practice’.

Exhibitions, displays, shows and competitions involving animals

It is our opinion that legislation should be developed to ensure that the needs of animals are properly looked after during these events. The legislation should ensure that, for the duration of an exhibition, display, show or competition; animals: 
1. Have an adequate supply of fresh water, feed and where appropriate, bedding

2. Are not exposed to extremes of temperature. 
3. Are secure from escape and where they are kept confined over night that they are kept in a secure place

4. Which fall ill receive immediate veterinary attention

5. Are not pestered or tormented by the public

6. Are not caged or otherwise confined for a period exceeding ‘x’ hours (as agreed on a species specific basis, by appropriate parties when standards are developed) 

7. Are allowed sufficient space to stand in a normal position, lie down, turn around and reach food and water and provides adequate ventilation; 

8. Are not confined in cages or areas, which are over-crowded. 

9. That are socially gregarious should be placed with con-specifics, whilst those species not benefiting from social interaction must be kept isolated. Animals should not be caged in close physical or visual proximity with predator species, or species likely to result in high levels of stress. 

10. On display should have free access to privacy

11. Are not forced physically or psychologically, into performing activities 

12. Seen to be excessively stressed must be removed from display or performance 

It should also ensure that no person should knowingly enter, or knowingly allow an animal to be entered in an exhibition, display, show or competition where that animal:

1. Is likely to give birth during the exhibition, display, show or competition

2. Is accompanied by young animals prior to weaning or independence from the dam.

The owner or keeper should immediately remove any animal and dependant young animals where such an animal gives birth during an exhibition, display, show or competition.

Performing animals

It can be argued that due to the inherent nature of circuses and travelling shows, that the captive environment provided is most unlikely to meet basic welfare criteria; and that animals therefore do not have a viable place in this industry. We propose that the use of performing animals in entertainment be phased out, with no new animals brought into the industry. All performing animals must be immediately provided with adequate legislative protection, to ensure that suffering is minimised, until a time (which we feel is inevitable) when animals will no longer be exploited in this manner.

In our opinion circuses and all other facilities where animals are housed or worked in any aspect of the entertainment or leisure industry, must be brought under legislation equivalent to the Zoo Licensing Act. The legislation should also cover ‘winter quarters’ and any other holding facilities used for all animals kept for public entertainment and or performance. This would include circuses, visiting circuses on tour and animals used for film, television or commercial photography. 

Methods of training and restraint

IFAW fully supports the Associate Party Parliamentary Group on Animal Welfare, on its stance opposing the use of electronic anti-barking devices and electronic dog collars (as used in the training and restraining of dogs). Training methods employed for any species should not be based on physical pain and fear, whilst it would appear that the technology has not been sufficiently developed in order to avoid accidental injury. We would recommend that such products in future be exposed to a safety and welfare review prior to being issued with a product license and subsequent release onto the market. ISO compliance for children’s products could serve as a template for this scheme.

Seizure and detention of stray animals

Only recommended methods of seizure, to be defined in the ‘standards’ or ‘welfare codes’ should be employed, exercising care to limit risks of injury or undue stress. Every reasonable effort should be made to reunite the animal with its owner. Guidelines need to be drawn up to clarify the position of ownership, and of its transfer to the rescuing organisation, as well as the actions that may subsequently be taken. This is of particular relevance when considering those animals which are so diseased or injured that they are in a continual state of suffering, and the owner cannot be found, as well as those animals which are obviously diseased and the welfare of other animals would be compromised if it were taken into custody. Whilst we would also recommend that the existing ‘7-day rule’ be reviewed by all relevant parties, to determine if this is still viewed as the most appropriate length of time before ownership is taken by the rescuing organisation of a an animal.

Neutering of animals to be re-homed should be mandatory, whilst the responsibility of ensuring that appropriate procedures are performed in a timely manner, should lie with the shelter or rescuing organization.

Capture, detention and release of feral animals
We believe that substantial improvements have been made over recent years with regards to the capture and release of feral animals. These programmes often involve the neutering of animals prior to release. We would urge the Government to develop approved ‘Standards’ for such procedures, so as to ensure ‘best practice’. 

Simply catching and moving feral animals to another area, or catching and killing them, does not effectively address the problem. The resulting decrease in population in that area simply invites more animals to move in and take their place; which also promotes breeding. The feral population is quickly re-established.  It is widely regarded that the most effective way to reduce the population, is to catch, neuter and tag feral animals (to discourage recapture) and to return them to their place of origin.  Catch, neuter and release requires a long-term investment in a feral population but can be an effective way of managing to zero population growth and eventually to zero population.
Rescue and Rehabilitation of Wildlife

IFAW works with wildlife professionals, wildlife veterinarians and experienced rehabilitators worldwide, attempting to provide the most humane solutions for individual animals in situations of crisis or distress. IFAW also works to assist in preventing further individuals from being placed into such situations through a variety of activities including education / awareness programs, political lobbying activities, and ensuring that appropriate sanctuaries and rehabilitation centres with acceptable standards of care exist. 

The range of issues in which rehabilitation can play an important role is vast, including animals confiscated from illegal trade; wildlife caught up in human - wildlife conflict situations; locally injured or abandoned indigenous species; wildlife impacted by natural disasters (e.g. flood, fire, earthquake); wildlife impacted by human activity (from pesticide poisoning to oil spills).  Rehabilitation itself is becoming increasingly recognised as an integral part of comprehensive conservation programs; offering quantifiable evidence of environmental disturbance; allowing monitoring of wild population health and disease status; providing an excellent public education and awareness resource; making significant contributions to scientific research; as well as the more obvious ethical considerations.  

We are particularly concerned that the rescue and rehabilitation of wildlife is inadequately dealt with in current legislation, which has serious implications for both animal welfare and environmental conservation. It may be argued that as a science, rehabilitation remains in its infancy; however major advances have been made in recent years such that Britain now lags behind other countries in the rescue and rehabilitation of its wildlife. This subject needs urgent consideration by the Department. The development of a new Animal Welfare Bill would provide an excellent opportunity to deal with the pressing animal welfare needs in this area.

It could be argued that British wildlife falls under the protection of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (WCA). This Act, however deals solely with conservation, not welfare; and in addition, once wildlife is taken into captivity for whatever reason, it should theoretically fall under the protection of the 1911 Act. Previously, those dealing with bird rehabilitation had to be licensed under the WCA, however this registration scheme has been discontinued for all bar schedule 4 birds (rare species); and there are indications that this may also be discontinued. Furthermore, the DoE (DEFRA) publication ‘Wildlife Crime‘ states that there have been problems with rehabilitation projects under the existing WCA (for example with the rehabilitation of barn owls), and that they have found the Abandonment of Animals Act (AAA) of more use in dealing with this situation. We therefore believe that the AAA should be strengthened and given more obvious expression of its role in wildlife management, whilst taking care not to weaken its existing powers; thereby creating new comprehensive legislation focussed on rehabilitation. 

We believe that there is a need for the use of agreed protocols in any wild animal rehabilitation work, and that this could occur through the development of ‘Secretary of State’s Standards’ (secondary legislation - taking the ZLA as model legislation). These ‘Standards’ could be reviewed at regular intervals without the need to refer to Parliament. The ‘Standards’ would be drafted and then adjusted as necessary to ensure:

1. ‘Best practice’ with regards to welfare of the animal(s) concerned; 

2. Minimising potential adverse impact on the environment and wild populations; including the introduction of novel pathogens (therefore supporting the WCA); 

3. Maximising success through long-term survivability and a return to an active breeding state. 

IFAW has been heavily committed to, and directly involved in, the rescue of wildlife internationally for many years. Together with others we have developed detailed protocols to ensure that high standards of care are maintained and success rates achieved. We have a program area dedicated to the rescue and rehabilitation of wildlife and would be keen to assist the Department with the development of such ‘Standards’. Particular reference can be made at this stage to our involvement in oil spill response. Globally recognised protocols for the rescue and rehabilitation of oil-impacted wildlife have been developed by an international alliance, in which the UK has heavy representation. These protocols would be appropriate for adoption as an aforementioned ‘Standard’. Please refer to Appendix I.

We believe that all those involved in the rescue, care and rehabilitation of wildlife, should be licensed, and expected to follow ‘best practice’ in the undertaking of such tasks. This should include the use of approved protocols, maintenance of adequate records, with appropriate contributions to education and research.

Establishments requiring licenses 

All professional, commercial or charitable animal establishments should be licensed, with ‘welfare codes’ and ‘standards’ developed for their use. These should include:

Animal Detention Facilities 

Animal Performance and Entertainment Facilities – including circuses, circus winter quarters, all other holding facilities for animals used in the entertainment industry

Animal Holding Areas

Animal Quarantine Facilities

Animal Rescue Centres

Animal Sanctuaries and Shelters, both for wild and domestic species

Animal Supply Establishments

Animal Training Establishments

Boarding Establishments for Animals

Breeding Establishments

Falconry Facilities

Guard Dog Kennels

Knackering Facilities 
Livery Stables

Open Farms

Pet Shops

Rearing Establishments

Rehabilitation Facilities

Riding Establishments

Show Farms

Slaughter Houses

Use of poisons and inspection of traps

We hope that the legislation will look at poisoning and trapping of animals, with a primary goal of consolidating all existing and wide-ranging legislation into one Act. We would encourage the development of an appropriate definition of ‘vermin’ and would recommend the inclusion of a list of species, which can therefore be dealt with in this manner. (OED 1977 “collectively noxious or mischievous little animals, birds or insects” fails to determine precisely which species ought to be included in this text).

When it is deemed necessary to control ‘vermin’, the most humane method should be sought and employed. We would strongly encourage the use and further development of non-invasive methods of population and infestation control; supported by the poor success in developing accurate models to predict the effect of culling on a population; such as building design and orientation, hygiene / cleanliness, barrier methods. Only when such methods have been fully considered and deemed inappropriate, should destruction methods be employed.

It should be emphasized that only licensed products may be used and only with the methods specified. Any person putting or placing on any land or in any premises, poison or poison products for the purpose of destroying vermin should be required to take specified precautions to prevent access to such poison or poisoned products by any other animals. Furthermore no person should use a poison or poisoned products to destroy vermin, which causes undue suffering in such animals, or where other more suitable methods of controlling or destroying them exist. 

The use of traps should be avoided wherever possible, and IFAW would welcome a review of current approved methods.  Any trapping method that is employed must be licensed, approved and must not result in prolonged pain or suffering of the animal in question, nor should it carry a risk of causing prolonged pain or suffering. Furthermore all traps must be inspected at specified intervals of time, as detailed in ‘standards’ developed for this purpose.

Prohibited Operations

Any surgical procedure should only be performed for the health or welfare benefit of that individual animal. A revised and comprehensive list of prohibited operations and procedures should include all existing procedures in addition to the following:

a. Tail or ear docking of a dog 

b. Declawing of cats

c. Removing teeth, claws, stings, spines, scent glands, or any other mechanism for defence or attack in any animal, in order to facilitate management

d. Removal or damage to the vocal apparatus in order to reduce noise

e. Any other surgical procedures undertaken solely for cosmetic purposes

f. Surgical procedures, which do not benefit the individual animal in question (this refers to the controversial topic of organ transplantation. In this instance IFAW would support the RCVS position in stating that removal of an organ in this instance a kidney from a young healthy stray cat, for transplantation directly contradicts the veterinary profession’s ethical position.)  

All surgical procedures must be carried out under adequate anaesthesia and / or analgesia, the only exceptions being where substantiated scientific research indicates that the procedure, as undertaken, carries no risk of discomfort. This is of particular relevance with regards to castration and docking techniques employed in young livestock. We would strongly encourage a review of the current provisions based on recent scientific findings, which suggest, for example, that techniques such as rubber rings for lamb castration can result in up to 90 minutes of severe pain and discomfort.

All surgical procedures must be carried out by appropriately trained and qualified personnel. 

Biotechnology in breeding.

We are aware that this legislation will not deal with the welfare of animals in scientific research, as this will remain the responsibility of the Home Office. However, we believe that external to scientifically licensed establishments, no animal, whether captive or wild, should be subjected to genetic manipulation unless such technology is utilised therapeutically to address the specific health needs of that individual, whilst such procedures must be proven not to carry any risk of the novel genetic material being transferred to subsequent generations.  Furthermore, it should be an offence for breeders to produce an animal, which will not be used for scientific research or medical purposes that is likely to be genetically defective.
In addition, IFAW should like to see increased regulation regarding breeding of captive domesticated species such that known and identified genetic defects are gradually eradicated from the population. Work should be undertaken in collaboration with breed societies, kennel club and other such associations, to develop strategies to ensure that breeding only occurs between those individuals which will further the genetics of the species on the basis of improving animal welfare and quality of life. 

Rearing of captive game birds.

All birds raised in captivity, regardless of their eventual outcome, should be provided adequate care, as determined by specifically developed ‘standards’ and ‘welfare codes’ such that welfare is not compromised and there is an appropriate quality of life.

In conclusion, the IFAW fully understands the importance of this timely review. We hope that this process will allow all interested parties the opportunity to further animal welfare within the United Kingdom, and improve its citizens’ understanding and execution of animal law. IFAW is grateful for the opportunity to be involved in this process, and would like to continue to take a constructive role in its development.

Yours faithfully,

Phyllis Campbell-McRae 

IFAW UK Director.

APPENDIX I

THE RESCUE AND REHABILITATION OF OILED WILDLIFE.

The British coastline remains at risk to an environmental disaster caused by oil pollution.  An extensive and rocky coastline, with high use of seaways by commercial ship traffic coupled with a number of critical species habitats makes it a high-risk area.  Furthermore, chronic oiling remains an ongoing problem throughout the UK and Europe.  Every year thousands of seabirds and other wildlife species are affected by oil pollution.  The majority of affected seabirds die offshore, the few that wash up live onto the shoreline are often taken to rehabilitation centers.

Rehabilitation of oiled wildlife is a complex endeavor requiring rapid response from an experienced staff with rehabilitation, medical, technical and crisis management experience.  The primary objective of rehabilitation of oiled wildlife is to reverse or minimize the adverse effects of oil, through high quality and specialized care for these individuals and to release them back into their natural environment. The success of this operation is measured not only by the release of viable and healthy individuals, but also by their return to an active breeding state, whereby they successfully contribute to the population, through maintaining numbers and genetic diversity. 

Historically, many efforts to rescue and rehabilitate wildlife affected by oil have met with limited success. This was partly due to a poor understanding of the complexities of aquatic bird rehabilitation and limited financial resources. Today, however, research is revealing clear evidence to indicate that survival rates and breeding success of rehabilitated, released animals is increasing. This is primarily due to an increased understanding of what is required in such rehabilitation processes and the subsequent development of greatly improved techniques and procedures. 

In recent years an international group of wildlife experts have developed a worldwide platform to ensure that protocols used to rehabilitate oiled wildlife are of the highest standards. This oil spill ‘Alliance’ has extensive UK representation.  The need to develop standardized protocols became apparent when reviewing existing procedures across Europe and the low success rate during large-scale oil spills. The welfare of impacted animals can easily become compromised by some of the procedures that are currently adopted. 

The use of internationally recognized protocols has already proved highly successful, and has been responsible in part for saving a third of the world's population of an endangered species, the African penguin (Spheniscus demersus).  Rehabilitation efforts in Cape Town, South Africa, during the 'Treasure' oil spill in June 2000, effectively rescued and released 90.3% of over 21,000 oiled penguins. Whilst post release studies have confirmed that the rehabilitated penguins have significantly contributed to subsequent breeding populations.  Cape Nature Conservation, South Africa, considers the rehabilitation of oiled penguins to be an essential and valuable species management tool. 

Conversely in the absence of any internationally recognized protocols and a coordinated response, oil spills can have a devastating impact on wildlife.  In 1999, during the Erika oil spill over 61,000 birds died.  Many of these birds were taken to rehabilitation centers but less then 2000 were released i.e. only 3% of the oiled were successfully rescued and rehabilitated.  Similarly in Germany during the Pallas oil spill in the Wadden Sea (1998), in the absence of any organized wildlife responder network and the use of recognized protocols, the government took the decision to shoot the oiled wildlife coming ashore.  This caused a public outcry and many members of the public took it upon themselves to try and rescue the impacted wildlife.

IFAW would strongly urge DEFRA to consider the international alliance protocols as the ‘Standard’ for any future oiled wildlife response activities. 

APPENDIX II

2001 Belgian Animal Protection legislation.

	Macropus rufogriseus
	Bennett's wallabie
	Wallaby de bennett

	Canis familiaris
	Hond
	Chien

	Felis catus
	Kat
	Chat

	Mustela furio
	Fret
	Furet

	Equus asinus
	Ezel (gedomesticeerd)
	Ane (domestiqué)

	Equus asinus x E. caballus
	Muildier
	Mulet

	Equus caballus
	Paard
	Cheval

	Equus caballus x E. asinus
	Muilezel
	Bardot

	Sus scrofa
	Varken
	Cochon

	Lama glama
	Lama (gedomesticeerd)
	Lama (domestiqué)

	Lama guanicoe
	Guanaco
	Guanaco

	Lama pacos
	Alpaca (gedomesticeerd)
	Alpaga (domestiqué)

	Axis axis
	Axishert
	Axis

	Cervus elaphus
	Edelhert
	Cerf rouge

	Cervus nippon
	Sikahert
	Sika
  

	Dama dama
	Damhert
	Daim

	Bos taurus
	Huisrund
	Boeuf

	Bubalus bubalis
	Aziatische buffel (gedomesticeerd)
	Buffle d'asie (domestiqué)

	Capra hircus
	Geit (gedomesticeerd)
	Chèvre (domestiqué)

	Capra ibex
	Steenbok
	Bouquetin

	Ovis ammon
	Wild schaap
	Mouflon

	Ovis aries
	Schaap (gedomesticeerd)
	Mouton (domestiqué)

	Cynomys ludovicianus
	Zwartstaartprairiehond
	Chien de prairie

	Tamias sibiricus
	Aziat.gestreepte grondeekhoorn
	Ecureuil rayé de corée
  

	Tamias striatus
	Oostelijke wangzakeekhoorn
	Tamia strié
  

	Cricetulus barbarensis
	Chinese dwerghamster
	Hamster nain de Chine

	Mesocricetus auratus
	Goudhamster
	Hamster doré

	Phodopus campbelli
	Campbells dwerghamster
	Hamster nain de Campbell

	Phodopus roborovskii
	Roborovski dwerghamster
	Hamster nain de Roborowsky

	Phodopus sungorus
	Dzjoengaarse dwerghamster
	Hamster nain de Djoungarie

	Gerbillus spec.
	Echte renmuizen
	Gerbilles

	Meriones spec.
	Woestijnmuizen
	Mériones

	Acomys spec.
	Stekelmuis
	Souris épineuse

	Micromys minutus
	Dwergmuis
	Rat des moissons

	Mus minutoides
	Afrikaanse dwergmuis
	Souris naine d'afrique

	Mus musculus
	Huismuis (kweekvormen)
	Souris domestique (forme d’élevage)

	Rattus norvegicus
	Bruine rat (kweekvormen)
	Rat surmulot (forme d’élevage)

	Chinchilla lanigera
	Chinchilla (kweekvormen)
	Chinchilla (forme d’élevage)

	Cavia porcellus
	Cavia
	Cobaye

	Dolichotis patagonum
	Mara
	Mara

	Octodon degus
	Degoe
	Dègue du Chili

	Oryctolagus cuniculus
	Konijn
	Lapin


( Wording taken form the draft review of animal welfare legislation – Guernsey 2000





( If required to do so under new regulations concerning ownership of exotic pet species.


( According to the recent Effectiveness study of the DWAA 1976 by A.G. Greenwood, P.A. Cusdin and M. Radford (June 2001), there is an estimated 85-95% non-compliance with this legislation.
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