
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SAY ‘NO’ TO THE PLANS TO KILL BADGERS
 
 

PLEASE RESPOND TO THE WAG CONSULTATION   

Elin Jones, Minister for Rural Affairs, is consulting on a new Badger Control Order 2010. Like the 2009 
Order,  which  was  ruled  unlawful  earlier  this  year,  if  passed  this  will  allow  the Welsh  Assembly 
Government  (WAG)  to  kill  badgers  in  north  Pembrokeshire  and  adjacent  parts  of  Ceredigion  and 
Carmarthenshire ‐ known as the IAA (Intensive Action Area). Their proposed action is, to enforce access 
to all land within the area, and to cull around 1400 badgers, just in the first year, by cage trapping and 
shooting, or  free‐shooting. The  cull would  take place annually  in  spring,  summer and autumn  for at 
least 5 years.  WAG have ruled out the use of vaccination as part of the current TB Eradication Programme, although 
an injectable badger vaccine is available now and is an option in England. (Oral badger vaccine is also being trialled 
and cattle vaccination is on the horizon.) They have not addressed the issue that culling will make the future use of 
vaccination  more  difficult  because  it  increases  the  prevalence  of  TB  in  the  badger  population.  Nor  have  they 
considered the many other detrimental impacts of culling, such as the negative effects on communities, tourism and 
other  industries,  and  the  reputations  of  farming  and  Wales  itself.  See  the  PAC  website 
www.pembrokeshireagainstthecull.org.uk  for  further  information  on  why  we  believe  culling  badgers  is  not  an 
effective solution to controlling bovine TB. You can also find the WAG consultation document and downloadable 
PAC guidelines and pro‐forma response forms there. 

• Head your response clearly - Response to Consultation on Badger Control in the Intensive 
Action Area  ‐ so there can be no doubt that it is a response to this consultation.  
Put this in the email subject lines and at the top of the email itself, as the first line of a paper response etc. 
 

• Answer each of the 7 specific consultation questions asked. Set your answers out 
clearly against the relevant question number. Be direct about your opinion re the 
proposed statement / actions. State yes or no as appropriate – and then explain why. 
(Last time about 1600 emails and other correspondence sent to WAG opposing plans to kill badgers were not 
counted as consultation responses. If you don’t address the questions your response might be classed as ordinary 
correspondence.) Point out any flaws and skews in the consultation in your response. 

 
• Make your response individual, whenever possible.  

You can write your own response. You may want to use one of our blank pro-forma response forms and look 
at the answers others have given, on the reverse of this page, to help you identify relevant points and issues.  
Or use one of our pro-forma response forms with answers already filled in – but please add your own 
comments and views underneath in the available free space. 
 

• Submit one response per person – this will assert your right to have an independent view and be 
counted as an individual (rather than a block response per household or email address).  

 

• Put your name and address on – sign and date it.  
You can ask WAG not to publish your name, address and email. Our response forms have a box you can tick to 
request that your details are not published. 
 

• Keep a copy for yourself (& please send a copy to PAC- address below). 
 

• Send it back – to reach WAG by 17 December latest ‐  to TB Team, Office of the Chief Veterinary 
Officer, Department of Rural Affairs, Welsh Assembly Government, Cathays Park, CF10 3NQ or by email 
to bovinetbconsultations@wales.gsi.gov.uk

It is absolutely critical that as many people as possible respond to this WAG consultation.  
Here’s how to make sure your response will be counted… 

PAC, P O Box 65, Cardigan, SA43 9AD      Tel: 01239 805020      Email: info@pembrokeshireagainstthecull.org.uk 

http://www.pembrokeshireagainstthecull.org.uk/
mailto:bovinetbconsultations@wales.gsi.gov.uk




Here are answers others have given to help you identify key issues –add your own comments on your response. 


Q1: Do you object to the culling of any wildlife for the purposes of controlling disease in farm animals? If yes, please explain why?  


Yes, unless the disease carries an 
immediate life-threatening risk to humans 
and culling is the only solution. Bovine TB 
does not carry such a risk in this country 
and alternative measures are available. I 
do not understand the relevance of 
this question, as the Order relates 
only to badgers, a protected species.   


Yes, the right to life should be 
respected for all life – human, 
domesticated, and wild. We should use 
our resources to find therapeutic 
solutions to such problems. I do not 
understand the relevance of this 
question, as the Order relates only to 
badgers, a protected species.   


Yes, I object to the culling of wildlife unless there is no viable 
alternative, and the cull has both strong support from the scientific 
community and justification beyond economic benefit to one section of 
society. Bovine Tb carries no significant risk to human health, 
vaccination is an alternative, and culling is not supported by those 
scientists who tested culling as a method of controlling bovine TB in the 
RBCT.  I do not understand the relevance of this question, as the 
Order relates only to badgers, a protected species.   


 


Q2: In view of the fact that a licence for an injectable vaccine for badgers is now available, do you think that vaccination of badgers in bovine TB 
endemic areas is a viable alternative to culling to prevent disease transmission? If yes, please explain why?  
Yes – in trials with captive badgers both an 
injectable and an oral vaccine have been shown 
to be effective in promoting immunological 
resistance to bTB.  A FERA report on 
vaccination scenarios indicates that vaccination 
is likely to be as effective as culling and does 
not have the long-term negative effect of raising 
the levels of bTB in badgers. 


Yes vaccination is a viable alternative, 
reducing the prevalence of TB in badgers 
without the negative effects of culling.  
Economically it makes more sense and 
modeling carried out by FERA indicated 
that vaccination would produce a 
reduction in TB incidence more quickly 
than culling.  


Yes. The BCG vaccine is well understood and applied in other 
contexts. There are other strong precedents for the 
effectiveness of using vaccines in wildlife to reduce disease in 
other populations (eg rabies in foxes in Europe). When 
balancing the risks of culling against the risks of vaccination, 
vaccination is a more viable solution. It carries no risk of 
worsening TB, increasing the prevalence of TB in badgers 
making long-term control more difficult. 


 


Q3: Do you believe that culling badgers can achieve a reduction in bovine TB incidence in cattle, to justify its use? If no, please explain 
why?  
No. A few of the many culls  have 
provided short term benefits to farmers 
but long-term benefits have been seen 
only once (Thornbury) in well over 
1000 culls. Culling raises the levels of 
bTB in badgers so survivors rebuild a 
population that is an even bigger 
reservoir of TB in future years.  


No. I do not believe that the 
science proves culling to have 
enough benefits over vaccination 
to justify either the wide scale 
killing of a native apex predator 
species or the significant breaches 
of civil liberties necessary to force 
access to land for a cull. 


No. Any reduction achieved through culling is at the expense of increased TB 
breakdowns in boundary areas and badger perturbation increasing TB 
prevalence in badgers, which together with unstable populations increase the 
risk of TB spread.  The small gains in reduced herd breakdowns cannot be 
justified due to the many negatives including the destruction of a valued native 
species , the infringement of civil liberties, the net cost of the programme, and 
the detrimental effect on our long-term ability to eradicate the disease by 
increasing the prevalence in the remaining badgers. 


 


Q4: Do you agree that the Intensive Action Area has a high incidence of bovine TB in cattle which needs to be dealt with? If no, please explain why? 
Yes, cattle controls need 
to be stricter and farmyard 
practices more secure. 
Slurry spreading should 
be banned and centres for 
secure disposal set up. 


The IAA has a high incidence of TB for many reasons, some of which have likely not 
been identified.  Once in a herd it can take a lifetime to eradicate it.  The increased 
testing already in place should pick up breakdowns sooner, reducing the opportunity for 
spreading TB further.  It has been observed that reducing TB in cattle is mirrored by 
reductions in the badger population.  The disease must first and foremost be dealt with 
in cattle, through testing, biosecurity measures and ultimately vaccination.   


Yes. However badger culling should be 
a last resort and there are many other 
measures that could yet be applied, 
e.g. introducing an accredited herd 
system. Legal systems to support 
cattle vaccination should be prioritized. 


 


Q5: Do you believe that access to land for culling badgers should be enforced? If not, why not? Please give reasons for your answer. 


No, the animal rights referred to in Q1 should apply and 
peoples’ attitudes to our fellow creatures should be 
respected. Most badger family groups are TB free. Lots 
of people enjoy the badgers; many farmers oppose 
culling and for some operating in tourism badgers 
underpin their business success. These people should 
be given the right to opt out of any cull programme and 
elect to vaccinate badgers instead. 


No. Forcing access onto private land 
should be a last resort. Vaccination is 
a non controversial option that does 
not require forced access to land, and 
this cull is largely for the economic 
benefit of a small section of society 
and does not have the support of the 
scientific community. 


No. This infringes our basic human right to peaceful 
enjoyment of our homes, way of life and individual beliefs.  
The excessive force already experienced is not acceptable 
today in a democratic society.  There are alternatives to 
culling, there is no risk to human life and many make their 
own living based on land management that encourages 
wildlife, including tourism, which contributes a greater 
income to Pembrokeshire than farming.  


 


Q6: On balance, do you think the benefits of culling outweigh the harm caused to the badger population in the Intensive Action Area? 
Please give reasons for your answer. Would you include other factors in the balance of harm and benefits? If so why? 


No. As an integral part of the natural environment, 
living in harmony with the ecosystem a badger is far 
less damaging than a cow. Infected cattle could be 
removed to secure holdings and treated for their TB, 
but there is no compassionate will to do this. Farmers 
could cover their potential losses through insurance 
rather than the public purse. A few farmers will benefit 
from the small reduction in herd breakdowns but many 
people will be distressed by slaughter of badgers. 


No. Badgers are a native apex predator species with 
a significant role in the ecology and the effects of 
such a large cull are highly unpredictable. We should 
also consider the harm caused to landowners who 
disagree with this cull and will be severely distressed 
for many years by forcible intrusion onto their 
homes, and the distress caused to other residents 
and visitors. Harm caused to tourism could well 
outweigh any benefit to the agricultural industry. 


No. The harm caused to the badger 
population and long-term disruption to our 
communities, is not outweighed by the 
meagre benefits in herd breakdown 
reduction.  We depend on our environmental 
credentials for many activities in the IAA 
including tourism, which contributes more to 
the economy of Pembrokeshire than farming.   


 


Q7: Do you agree with the prohibitions under the draft Badger (Control Area) (Wales) Order 2010? If not, why not? 


No. They constitute an excessive use of power, 
probably contravening the Human Rights Act 
1998.Until the Order is made, and has withstood the 
legal challenges it will surely attract, they are not Law.  


No. They are an infringement of civil liberties and will be very divisive in our communities.  
Communities that have been working well together are now under huge pressure to take sides on a 
matter that science does not support. They encourage the wrong attitude to wildlife in general giving 
licence to the very brutality that the Badger Act was meant to stop. 







 





