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Worcester Livestock Market, Saturday 31st October 2009
01905 769770 ~ www.mccartneys.co.uk/agriculture/pedigree-salg

Southern Autumn Show & Sale
of Pedigree & Commercial Highland Cattle
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Bovine TB

We refer to Annie’s comments ‘You may or may not agie¢he Spring newsletter.
This is a very complex issue and we are concerned thayee vested interests ma-
nipulating the system. Just consider all those who angaeell financially out of

the existing ‘crisis’ and wish to see the existing pdoces maintained. This is at the
expense of many people who are suffering greatly aseatdesult of the existing
bovine TB policy. Having suffered, at first hand théifigis of DEFRA’s policies

and procedures, we have had cause to research the bBvissue over the last two
years. We are very concerned that the badger is be@igassa convenient scapegoat



to keep people’s minds off the real issues. It is abdglriticulous to have to wait
20 years to see if any cull is successful. When youidenthat DEFRA’s advice
(seeDealing with Bovine TB in your hertbooklet) to farmers regarding the disposal
of milk from inconclusive and reactors (which can’t bedufsg human consumption)
is to mix it with slurry and spread it on the land (ideahging for all kinds of wild-
life), where any TB bacteria can then survive in thiefer up to four months), is it
therefore surprising that some badgers are now infegtadlB? Despite million of
pounds being spent on research there is still uncertairtyteow the disease is
spread but milk is a known source of infection — it whsit caused so many people
to contract the disease before milk was pasteurizédhas why testing of cattle was
introduced in the first place!

Let’s not forget that despite the huge increase in secchkrd ‘breakdowns’, the
risk to humans from bovine TB has not increased artillisxdremely rare (even
among testers and cattle owners!). Even the Heattte®ion Agency says the risks
from bovine TB are ‘negligible’. The dictionary defimiti of ‘negligible’ is ‘so

small, trifling, unimportant that it may safely begtected or disregarded’. We are
not seeing mass numbers of animals with any physigat of the disease either —
and it can affect most mammal species. How do we knavothar animals may
turn out to be more of a risk than the badger? For ebeartyere are currently well
over 1 million feral and 7.5 million domestic pet cats, paned with around 300,000
badgers. It is known that cats are carriers and may pase of a risk as they can
drink raw milk from dairy cows and live in close proxiyrto herds.

Maybe cattle owners should now unite and ask whethewtibte TB issue is being
blown up out of all proportion? It is currently a systersigieed to protect exports
rather than the health and welfare of humans and anirRatsners and cattle owners
are at the brunt of the existing system, which is cagusktreme hardship and dis-
tress to many, particularly where animals fail thg &@® slaughtered and then no
evidence of any TB is found on the carcass or follovisgpe culture. The existing
skin test has not changed much since it was first introdlicglgould be noted that it
merely indicates that the animal has mounted an immasponse capable of recog-
nising M. bovis and does not conclude actual infecfltiis means that animals
identified as reactors or inconclusive reactors may baee exposed to a bacterium
that can cause TB at some point in their life (or haes haccinated!). The skin test
has proven to be unreliable in many cases and DEFR#\rdweorovide proper sci-
entific back up for its reliability claims. It is tim@mnsuming and has significant
health and safety risks, as well as animal welfare ispaeticularly for those who
have small non-commercial herds where animals arbaratled regularly and who
cannot afford sophisticated handling equipment.

It is absolutely appalling that, despite millions of pouafi;mvestment over many
years, a vaccine is still not approved for cattlee rain stumbling block would
seem to be because the existing skin testing regime coutdmiatue as vaccinated
animals would all show up as reactors! EU legislatidieiag blamed but legislation
can be amended to reflect changing circumstances.y3uael animal is vaccinated



the skin test could discontinue or are too many people goiloge money if this
happens? We strongly believe that cattle owners showdcobping together and
fighting for a right to vaccinate their cattle agaifBt and for this to be imple-
mented as a matter of urgency and the controversiabatddted skin testing to be
phased out.

Keith and Sally Hall
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The Economics of Badger Culling

Is badger culling an economically viable way to conitiéito the control of bTB in
cattle?

Professor John Mclnnnery (part of the Independent Scie@ifitip set up by DE-
FRA) looked at the economics of badger culling. It c62%000,000 annually just
to look for Bovine TB (50,000 herds containing 4.5 milliottlestested), when it is
found it costs £60,000,000 of further expense (2,000 confirmels I@rapprox
£27,000 per herd & 1,500 unconfirmed incidents costing on avéf460) and
over the period 1998-2007 it has cost £70,000,000 in research daitrgérstand it.
The question studied was ‘if badgers are the cause ofsitine 2,000 breakdowns,
how much would culling badgers reduce the number of breakdowns aihdl itvoe
worth it’ and ‘how much would other control methods redor@akdowns and would
they be worth it?’. The calculations are based onlagybrogram across a 100kmsq
region. For reactive culling, herd breakdowns would be pretlict increase by
22%, so would not be worthwhile due to negative benefidssignificant costs. In a
proactive culling over 25,000 acres, herd breakdowns woubddaticted to decline
by 25% over five years. Two questions arise, the firstgoehat did it cost to pre-
vent these 25% and what was the cause of the othea@8%hight it be more sensi-
ble to target the dominant cause? Based on the rasutigie Randomised Badger
Culling Trial, proactive culling over 5 years would pret/&1.6 breakdowns in the
100kmsq area and each breakdown avoided saves the economy £Pfighéfare
the economic benefits from a culling program amoart313,200. Costs of cage
trapping equate to £3,800 per km2 per year and assuming fiioaer permis-
sion, total costs equate to £1,425,000, which means afdik?2® 000 per break-
down avoided, which cannot be economically justified. Howevéne culled area,
breakdowns in the culled area will reduce by 25%, but brealkslavmincreased by
25% in the 2km zone surrounding the culled area. Therdfie net effect of culling
badgers is a reduction of 1.4 breakdowns after 5 yeargeanomic benefit of
£37,800 against an expenditure of £1,425,000. This confers benéii¢ eery few
farmers who avoid badger based breakdowns and imposeeatitgaimic costs on
neighbouring farmers, represent an enhanced threat tudatiffer little benefit to



taxpayers. If cheaper methods were used such as gassimayiog which have costs
of £2,400 per km2 per year - total cost £900,000, or cullinfigiogers at £1,000 per
km per year - total cost £375,000 over five years, thesst#él not economically
viable. Even if farmers could cull at 80% of the cost (£800) and ignored the ef-
fects on their neighbours, it would still not be wattto them, as only 30% of break-
down costs saved (£94,000) are farmer borne chisésefore these simple calcula-
tions indicate that there seems to be no economicsfification for badger culling

as a method of controlling Bovine TB and it is difficlt to envisage circum-
stances where badger culling would be an economicallystifiable approach.

Even if the proportion of badgers culled was to be irsgéabadger immigration into
culled areas could mean that an increase in capture oatd igad to equivalent in-
crease in population reduction and the detrimental edgaseffecld be expected.
Assuming culling over large areas (300km2+), modest oveealkfits could be gen-
erated but this would involve detrimental effects onrarmous number of farms,
the economic costs would still greatly exceed the litsndfiere would be compli-
ance issues with the Bern Convention on the Consenvat European Wildlife.
Reactive culling has the same problems as proaaiiliagwhether done by farmers
or others as it would contribute to increasing incideswed spread of Bovine TB.
Test and slaughter of infected badgers is not an optioheesdre no reliable tests
currently available to detebtycobacterium bovigfection in live badgers.

So what should the Welsh Assembly Government be doing?

They should be now implementing detailed control meadlirested at cattle, with
the overall objective of halting and reversing the upvtigad in herd breakdown
incidence. This strategy would be based on the conclusidsignificant numbers
of infected animals are not detected by the Tuberculin ekin There should be a
classification of farms as high or low risk, with threlpibition of animal movements
from high to low risk farms. In low risk areas the alijee would be maintenance of
a disease free state (eradication) and in high resksaas eradication in the short
term would be unrealistic, the objective would be reduaiicie level of infection
and prevention of spread. In low risk areas, there wallstricter cattle movement
controls, combined use of the tuberculin skin and IFN-paedtslaughter of groups
of herds with a record of persistent infection, and atehtesting interval. High risk
areas would have strict cattle movement controlsemd$iwith new infections the
aim would be to eliminate the infection in the herd. énds with a history of infec-
tion, there would be rigorous skin testing including tubéncaimd IFN-pu test, limited
periods of herd restriction, restricted movement ofeattd slaughter of persistently
infected groups of herds, with annual testing of all herds.

Charles Morgan

Virtual Show

I would like to invite you to participate in the 2009 Virtual Highland Cattle
Show. the site is at http://www.virtualcattleshow.com The show is independ-
ent of all societies but is seeking support societies but is seeking support of
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sponsorship to sponsor classes. We have 3 International judges. Susan
Boland from Australia, Sue is a past President of the Australian Highland cat-
tle Society and breeder of a number of Australian Champions. the 2nd judge
is Mr Malcolm Moy head stud manager of Pollock Fold, Glasgow Scotland,
and our 3rd judge is Mr Eddie McKay Past President of the American High-
land cattle Society. Co organisers to this event include Noelene Gallagher
from NZ who organised the New Zealand Virtual Show, Nicola Almoosa who
organised the Welsh leg of the UK Virtual Show and myself. | am a past
President of the Australian Highland Society and organised the Australian
Virtual show. Entry to the show is free, and any prizes will depend on spon-
sorship. Hoping for your support,

Kind regards Trevor Perry
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WATERWYNCH - Home of the Rowston Fold
Stock include Torloisk, Killochries, The May.
Naturally reared on 250 acres at Marros Mountain, West Wales.
SA certified. IBR, BVD, Lepto and Johnes accredited.
Enquiries: Dai Ormond: 07831 111896
www.waterwynch.co.uk
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