
bTB Consultation: Guidance

Bovine tuberculosis: consultation on proposals to help 
eradicate the disease in England  
Badger Trust is not intending to answer yes or no to these questions as our answers are more 
nuanced and there is a danger that the government will use the crude data it collects to indicate 
support for policy changes that ultimately will not benefit badgers. 

That is not to say we do not approve of an end to culling and a switch to vaccinating badgers, or 
indeed to improvements in cattle testing and movement controls. Our overall opinion is that these are 
welcome but what is in the consultation is very late – not enough to make a substantive difference to 
controlling bTB – and that we have severe doubts over whether the government wants to, or even can, 
deliver these changes. 

Our submission will not be made on the online portal but directly to the government department. If you 
are submitting online then we suggest the following for you to consider including in your response.  
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Proposal 1 
Q1a: Do you support the proposal to introduce mandatory post-movement testing of cattle 
moving from higher TB risk regions of Great Britain (the HRA, Edge Areas on six-monthly 
surveillance testing and Wales) into those parts of the Edge Area where herds are on annual 
surveillance testing? 

Q1a Yes 

Q1b:  - Any improvement in cattle testing to help eradicate bTB is supported. The Edge Area (EA) is 
at risk given its proximity to the High Risk Area (HRA). The mass transport of diseased cattle is the 
primary driver for spreading bTB within the UK. 

The use of the SICCT skin test, especially at standard interpretation, continues to pose a serious risk of 
infected cattle being transported to new areas as its sensitivity is estimated to anywhere between 
40%1 and 80%. This can leave between 20% and 50% of diseased animals undetected within herds2. 

The practice of using annual or 60 day screening tests in place of pre-movement tests exacerbates 
this risk. It is also alarming that herds in the Low Risk Area (LRA) are still only subject to four-year 
surveillance testing given that it is still possible to import cattle from the high risk HRA directly into the 
LRA with only the SICCT test as evidence in pre- and post-movement screening. This annual testing 
should be standard. 

It is recommended that in addition a higher level of testing such as the combined use of IFN-γ 
(Gamma Interferon) and the SICCT test is necessary for all pre- and post-movement testing (including 
in the LRA). This measure alone could increase sensitivity to between 96.4-98.6%3. 

Post-movement testing should be carried out at the earliest practical opportunity following arrival at the 
receiving farm and animals must be kept separate from other cattle until the test results are known. 

All exemptions to pre- and post-movement testing need to be re-examined to apply a higher standard 
of testing and only movement directly to slaughter should be exempt. 

There is no reason to exempt approved finishing units (AFUs) as these can develop into local 
reservoirs of disease and thus pass the disease into the wildlife and environment.

Answers to bTB consultation questions:

1 A. Lahuerta-Marin, M. Milne, J. McNair, R. Skuce, S. McBride, F. Menzies, S. McDowell, A. Byrne, . I. Handel and B. d. Bronsvoort, “Bayesian latent class 
estimation of sensitivity and specificity parameters of diagnostic tests for bovine tuberculosis in chronically infected herds in Northern Ireland,” The 
Veterinary Journal, vol. 238, pp. 15-21, 2018. 

2 K. Karolemeas, R. de la Rua-Domenech, R. Cooper, A. Goodchild and R. Clifton-Hadley, “Estimation of the Relative Sensitivity of the 
ComparativeTuberculin Skin Test in Tuberculous Cattle Herds Subjected to Depopulation,” PLoS ONE, vol. 7, no. 8, p. e43217, 2012. 

3 T. Clegg, . M. Doyle, E. Ryan, S. More and E. Gormley, “Characteristics of Mycobacterium bovis infected herds tested with the interferon-gamma assay,” 
Preventive Veterinary Medicine, vol. 168, pp. 52-59, 2019.
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Answers to bTB consultation questions:

Q2a: Do you agree with the assumptions and the assessment of costs and benefits in the 
Regulatory Triage Assessment on introducing post-movement testing to parts of the Edge 
Area? 

Q2a Don’t know / not enough information 

Q2b: Money spent on improving cattle testing and movement controls would be a wiser and more 
effective investment than spending vast sums continuing to cull badgers. 

Any cost benefit analysis ought to include an assessment of the cost of not doing enough to solve a 
problem or not doing it fast enough to save money in the future. 

Proposal 2 
Q3a. Do you agree that Defra should revise the current policy for using the more sensitive IFN-γ 
test in the HRA and Edge Area, so that in addition to persistent breakdowns, use of the test is 
mandatory where the below criterion is met? 

* bTB breakdowns in the HRA and six-monthly testing Edge Area counties that occur within 18 months 
of the herd regaining bTB free status following a previous OTFW breakdown.  

Q3a Don’t know 

Q3b. - Any increased use of better testing methods such as IFN-γ/SICCT combined testing is 
supported. The continued reliance on the SICCT skin test poses a serious risk to the effectiveness of 
bTB eradication policy due to its poor sensitivity. IFN-γ should be used in all areas including the LRA 
following breakdowns of any kind and for establishing disease free status following a previous OTFW 
breakdown.  

There is concern that this proposal is not an increased use of better testing, but an alternative 
approach to spreading current testing levels, (currently focussed in the HRA) across Edge areas. 
Whilst the use of increased IFN-y testing in Edge areas could be welcomed, what the impact on the 
HRA will be remains to be seen. 56% of all new bTB incidents in the HRA occurred in herds that had 
suffered at least one breakdown in the preceding 36 months (as opposed to 46% in Edge areas)4.  

There is not enough information to determine whether the proposed approach will also result in 
increased repeat breakdowns in the HRA. The current testing in the HRA could in fact be extended 
into Edge areas. Any increased cost could be offset by a significant reduction in, or immediate end to 
badger culling.

4 Consultation documents. 
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Answers to bTB consultation questions:

Proposal 3 
Q4a. Do you agree with the proposal to cease the issuing of new Badger Disease Control 
(intensive cull) licences after 2022? 

Q4a No 

Q4b - Whilst any suggestion of a reduction in the culling of badgers is welcomed this proposal 
represents a continuation and expansion of culling. Consultation document paragraph 8.4 states: 

“Government considers that it is important that intensive culls are deployed across as much as 
possible of the area where there is a reservoir of infection in badgers…” 

The government is seeking to licence up to 20 new intensive cull areas between now and 2023 as well 
as the prospect of many further supplementary cull licences. This is in addition to all the existing cull 
licences that will continue to run until they expire. 

It appears that the government’s intention with this proposal (9.2 in the consultation document) is to 
accelerate the application process for new areas to be culled by creating a deadline or cut-off point. 

It has been estimated by Badger Trust that somewhere between 120k and 150k more badgers will be 
killed (with the licensing of up to 20 new intensive cull zones proposed and those already licenced), 
which could bring the total since the policy began to 280,000. 

The consultation document also details a range of circumstances in which culling will continue outside 
the intensive cull areas previously mentioned, even in the bTB Low Risk Area (LRA) and Edge Areas 
beyond 2022. 

Whilst the prospect of an apparent cessation in intensive culling appears hugely positive, the 
Government’s proposals are not believed to represent a change in policy, or a real switch to 
vaccination. 

The most recent study (https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-017-00378-3) of badger numbers in 
England and Wales put the population at 485,000 (95% confidence intervals 391,000 - 581,000). The 
impact of the badger cull on badger populations is not known in either the short, medium or long term, 
and when the potential final cull figure is now evident in light of an apparent end in sight, it is 
disturbing that more effort has not been made to do so.  

Only an immediate end to the issuing of badger control licenses and an increased focus (both 
financially and operationally) placed on cattle testing in order to address the primary cause of bTB 
outbreaks could be agreed with. 

It is of great concern that not only the welfare and suffering of such a huge number of a much loved 
and protected species is so easily pushed aside, but that the potentially devastating consequences to 
the national (and indeed international) population and its associated ecosystems are not being given 
the weight they deserve in the decision making process.
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Answers to bTB consultation questions:

Proposal 4 
Q5a. Do you agree with the proposal that new Badger Disease Control (intensive cull) licences 
issued in 2021 and 2022, could, after 2 years of culling, be revoked after a progress evaluation 
by the CVO? 

Q5b. - No 

The decision to curtail licences after two years is proposed (albeit heavily caveated) to be made by 
the Chief Veterinary Officer (CVO) on the basis of ‘epidemiological evidence’ (10.6). There is no 
indication of what this evidence might be and it sets a dangerous precedent. 

It is apparent for example, from the current Risk Pathways methodology used for supplementary 
culling in the LRA, that decisions of this nature can be made simply on the opinion of a local vet based 
on nothing more scientific than the presence of badgers nearby5. 

Whilst any suggestion of a reduction in the culling of badgers is welcomed, this proposal is again of 
little benefit given that the vast majority of badgers killed under a four-year licence are killed in the first 
two years. By then most of the damage has been done. 

Furthermore, there is no evidence that the government (APHA, Defra etc.) is monitoring or gathering 
data on the culls that could in any way be used in a proper scientific analysis to determine whether or 
not culling (as distinct from other cattle measures put in place at the same time) is having a meaningful 
impact of the incidence of bTB in cattle - either locally or regionally. 

Evidence of disease prevalence in badgers is either not being collected or not being published in any 
meaningful way as it applies to specific cull areas. 

Finally, given that cattle-to-cattle transmission is the primary cause of outbreaks, we would expect that 
the government put an appropriate level of focus on this and move instead to the immediate end to 
badger culling by issuing no further licences and use those funds therefore not expended, to improve 
cattle testing.

5 DWT report https://www.derbyshirewildlifetrust.org.uk/blog/critical-evaluation-animal-and-plant-health-agency-report
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Answers to bTB consultation questions:

Proposal 5 
Q6a. Do you agree with the proposal to reduce the initial financial commitment required from 
the companies prior to application for a Badger Disease Control licence to the cost of three 
years of culling? 

b. No 

Q6b - 

It is apparent that cull companies rely heavily on face to face meetings to persuade some farmers to 
sign up. This proposal seems to be an attempt to overcome an objection highlighted in 11.3 of the 
consultation documents i.e. that there is resistance from (“… may deter”) some farmers to paying up-
front costs for culling and provides an inducement to encourage sign-up. 

The consultation document clarifies the government’s intentions: 

“Government wants to maximise the benefits achieved from enabling intensive badger culling. It is 
important that the last remaining areas that meet the licensing requirements start in 2021 and 2022.” 
(11.1) 

“The proposal to reduce the upfront financial commitment, currently required under the Guidance, 
reflects the demonstrated low risk of government involvement”. (11.5) 

And (11.8) that it is intended: 

“To mitigate the risk of areas not coming forward before the 2022 deadline due to the financial 
commitment currently required under the Guidance, we propose to reduce the initial financial 
commitment required from the companies to the cost of three years of culling.” 

Given the uncertainties over whether new licences issued in 2021 and 2022 will actually be revoked 
after two or three years then it is reasonable to continue with the current arrangements. 

It is completely unacceptable that the taxpayer should be expected to foot the bill for the slaughter of 
badgers when the vast majority are wholly against this action and when all other efforts to control the 
disease in cattle through cattle based measures have thus far been inadequate. 

If the government instead focuses on cattle testing and biosecurity measures, and ceases badger 
culling immediately, there is no requirement to encourage farmers to pay up front costs. If the farming 
lobby will not accept either of those options then we would propose that the support of those NGOs 
and/or voluntary groups who are able and willing to support the government and farmers with badger 
vaccination is sought.
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Answers to bTB consultation questions:

Proposal 6 
Q7a. Do you agree with the proposal to restrict SBC licences to a maximum of two years, and to 
prohibit the issuing of SBC licences for previously licensed areas or areas licensed for Badger 
Disease Control after 2020? 

Q7a. No 

Q7b - 

This proposal does not go far enough. SBC licences for any future licenced cull areas should be 
prohibited but also, for there to be any meaningful move away from culling, all areas with current 
intensive culling licences should be included in this proposed change. 

Any genuine and effective commitment to reducing badger culling is welcomed and it appears that 
this proposal is intended to create time for culling companies to switch to vaccinating badgers after 
two years of supplementary culling operations. 

It is, in our view, doubtful that such companies will take up the offer made to apply for a vaccination 
licence - “if they so choose”, particularly having already culled the vast majority of badgers in the area 
and also in light of the previous proposal designed to reduce costs and increase sign ups. 

References in the text to vaccination operations as ‘pilots’ with limited roll-out to be followed by 
‘evaluation’ by the Chief Vet as concerning in vagueness. There is no indication as to what this 
evaluation might consist of or how detailed or rigorous it might be. 

The above implies too much uncertainty and the consultation gives no indication of any preparations 
for vaccination or whether there is any interest being expressed in it from the farming sector. Without 
evidence of such an interest or commitment and from the government it is hard to see how a switch 
away from culling operations after 2022 might occur. 

Attempting to vaccinate badgers after intensive culling will be much more complex and is likely to be 
less effective than in unculled populations, due to the greatly reduced number of badgers and the 
potential dispersal. 

After culling during the RBCT an elevated prevalence of bTB in the remaining badger population was 
identified6. If vaccination in this circumstance is intended to undo that (which would be a good thing 
overall), it is likely to be more effective than continued ‘ad hoc’ supplementary culling. 

Vaccination should also (and to much greater benefit) be conducted in areas where badgers have not 
been previously culled. The government could and should be doing this in all of the areas they are 
now looking at for the proposed trials. 

The real focus should in fact be on cattle testing and cattle movement and biosecurity based 
measures, in order to beat this disease.

6 Woodroffe R. et al “Culling and cattle controls influence tuberculosis risk for badgers” https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0606251103
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Answers to bTB consultation questions:

Q8. Do you have any comments on the proposed revisions to the Guidance (Annex D)? 

No 

Q9: Do you have any other comments? 

You may wish to include some of the following points in your response to this or previous 
questions.

Consultation overview: 
Any effective improvement in the government’s policy of eradicating bovine TB (bTB) is to be 
welcomed. However, there are some significant areas of concern: 

That these measures could and should have been implemented much sooner. 1

That continued efforts to control bTB in cattle by attempting to address the issue in badgers is 2
wholly disproportionate, inappropriate and will continue to make no meaningful impact on 
containing or eradicating the disease. 

That the proposed cattle measures are not sufficient to induce a rapid enough improvement in 3
the delivery of the government’s bTB strategy. 

That the government does not have the support of the farming industry. 4

That the consultation proposals are so heavily caveated that almost any future outcome is 5
possible. 

The government’s approach to bTB – prioritising business and economic interests of the farming 
industry, and cherry picking the science to suit a political agenda – mirrors its approach to the Covid 
crisis, i.e. too little and too late and allowing both diseases to get dangerously out of control. 

1. Delays in implementation 
The proposals in the current consultation are well overdue and could have been implemented years 
ago. Improved cattle testing and movement controls have been suggested by numerous eminently 
qualified stakeholders since the bTB eradication policy began in 2013 and a failure to implement them 
has resulted in a continual geographic growth of the High Risk Area (HRA) and Edge Area (EA) since 
2013, to now – an increase in bTB breakdowns in the Low Risk Area (LRA). 

While a small decline in the overall herd incidence of bTB has been achieved it is not happening fast 
enough to achieve the target of eradication by 2038. 

2. Badger culling and vaccination 
The extent to which and the mechanism by which badgers might pass the infection back to cattle has 
never been investigated in a rigorous epidemiological study that separates and quantifies the risk from 
all known sources and vectors within the farmed landscape. 
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bTB consultation overview:

To date all cattle bTB infections that cannot be traced directly to cattle movements or obvious 
biosecurity lapses are blamed on ‘wildlife’ and then ‘badgers’. This false assertion feeds into statistical 
modelling, which blames badgers for more infections than they could possibly be responsible for 
whilst ignoring other potentially significant environmental sources and vectors. 

The prevalence of bTB in the badger population is often exaggerated7 and misrepresented, with no 
attempt made to distinguish between animals that are simply infected and those that are infectious 
and could spread the disease. 

Blaming badgers for bTB is a gross oversimplification which has led farmers to place less importance 
on more effective cattle based or biosecurity measures (uptake of which has been poor). 

A better way needs to be found to address farming concerns about any risk that badgers might pose 
than the indiscriminate slaughter of hundreds of thousands of them, most of which are not even 
infected with bTB8. 

Badger culling 
The culling of badgers is both cruel9 and indiscriminate in that the majority of culled badgers are not 
infected with bTB (Defra 2018). 

The most recently published official survey of culled badgers (Defra 2018 as above) showed that 
>95% of them were not infected with bTB, and that while overall incidence of bTB in cattle is slightly 
down, the disease continues to spread geographically. 

The government continues to lean heavily on selective interpretations of the results of the 16-year-old 
Randomised Badger Cull Trial (RBCT) to justify culling which nevertheless concluded that culling 
badgers could have ‘no meaningful impact’ on attempts to eradicate the disease. 

The way the culls are being conducted now is so far removed from the methodology of the RBCT that 
any comparison is specious. The current culls are more akin to the reactive culling that had to be 
stopped during the original trials because it was concluded they caused an increase in the levels of 
bTB in cattle. More worryingly, the current culls are increasingly moving towards a ‘general licence’ 
such as those issued to kill crows and other corvids. 

The continued assertion from government and the farming lobby that ‘the culls are working’ is not 
accepted, nor is the claim that the reductions in observed cattle TB can in any way be attributed to 
culling badgers. 

7 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/830849/apha-epid-report-edge-area-derbyshire1.pdf 

8 Defra 2018 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/787588/tb 

9 Independent Expert Panel https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pilot-badger-culls-in-somerset-and-gloucestershire-report-by-the-independent-
expert-panel
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bTB consultation overview:

Defra TB Stats Dashboard:The number of cattle tests rose steadily from 2012 (5.6m) to a peak in 2018 
(7.7m) with a drop off to 2020 (6.9m). This is mirrored in the number of cases which rose from 2012 
(26,760) to a peak in 2018 (33,266) and then a decline to 2020 (27,339). http://3.9.48.73/bTB/ ).This 
shows an obvious correlation between the number of cattle tests conducted and the number of cattle 
slaughtered, and the concomitant reduction in new herd incidents from 2018, e.g. more tests 
identifying more disease will lead to more cattle slaughtered and then less disease within the national 
herd. 

The trend is reinforced by incremental improvements in the frequency and quality of testing, and more 
stringent rules on pre- and post-movement testing over the last five years. These reductions also need 
to take into account an 8% reduction in the overall number of herds since 2012. 

For comparison, the Welsh government has achieved even better results10 without any badger 
interventions. 

The government cannot claim that any observed reduction in bTB in cattle has been the result of 
culling, not least because it has never undertaken any substantive scientific study to identify and 
separate the effects of culling from those of all the other measures being taken to reduce bTB. 

This point was confirmed by the government’s Chief Scientific Adviser Prof. Ian Boyd in a submission 
for a legal challenge to supplementary culling in 2019: 

“The method adopted by Defra involves a set of different interventions applied in concert with each 
other and this includes badger culling. It is not possible to examine any single measure, such as 
supplementary badger culling, alone as having either a positive or negative effect. Only the whole set 
can be considered together.”11 

Vaccination 
Vaccinating cattle as a serious medium-term proposition is especially welcomed, although it is not a 
new idea. 

The Covid crisis has shown that vaccines can be developed very rapidly if there is sufficient will and 
investment. Whilst there are also serious national and international regulatory hurdles to overcome with 
vaccinating cattle, it is hoped that this time the intention is sincere, as vaccinating cattle has been the 
obvious solution all along. 

Badger vaccination offers numerous advantages over culling and is the most effective way of reducing 
the disease in the badger population and any potential risk of badgers passing bTB back to cattle. It 
reduces the prevalence in adults, the severity of disease, the likelihood of becoming infectious and 
also the likelihood of cubs testing positive12. Badger vaccination also allows badger populations to 
remain healthy and stable and at carrying capacity for the land area they inhabit without perturbation. 
10 https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2020-12/bovine-tb-dashboard-quarter-3-july-to-september-2020-pdf.pdf 
11  July 2nd, Court of Appeal challenge to the decision in Langton -v- The Secretary of State for the Environment Food and Rural Affairs and Natural 
England 
12  Carter, S.P. BCG Vaccination Reduces Risk of Tuberculosis Infection in Vaccinated Badgers and Unvaccinated Badger Cubs 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0049833
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bTB consultation overview:

Healthy, unstressed badgers are less likely to develop bTB or become infectious. Currently no 
assessment is made of the level of disease before culling let alone a distinction between infected or 
infectious. 

As with culling, there is no way the assessment will be able to distinguish between the impact of 
vaccination and all the other eradication measures being taken to reduce bTB in cattle. Nor will there 
be any way to compare it with culling without resorting to more modelling studies (which as we have 
seen with Covid, are entirely dependent on the data available and the methods employed and often 
vary widely in outcome). 

3. Proposed cattle measures 
Many of the measures proposed in the consultation are not new and are long overdue, but more 
importantly they fail to go far enough to significantly improve the speed at which bTB needs to be 
driven towards eradication. 

Cattle testing 
The continued use of the SICCT skin test as an indicator of disease in individual animals is beyond 
comprehension after eight years of culling badgers. The government has been aware since at least 
2013 that the real-world sensitivity of this test can be as low as 49%13 and only as high as 80%. The 
over-reliance on the cattle skin test is probably the single biggest driver of the spread and prevalence 
of bTB in the national herd. 

The SICCT test should only be used as a herd indicator and as soon as a breakdown is detected then 
better tests such as IFN-y or new licensed tests should be used to flush out all the other reactors 
before any cattle movements are allowed or OFT status is regained. IFN-y tests (or better) should also 
be used for all post movement testing. 

Any increased cost of IFN-y testing incurred now will be more than repaid by a more rapid 
identification of bTB and a concomitant reduction in the amount of compensation and other public 
expenditure on bTB later on.

13 Godfray et al 2013 https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rspb.2013.1634 
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bTB consultation overview:

4. Support of the farming industry 
Section 11 suggests that there is growing resistance from farmers signing up for the cull, citing 
potential short duration of culling but more significantly that costs are a factor. 

The 2018 Godfray Review 
(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/75
6942/tb-review-final-report-corrected.pdf) highlights the need to improve the situation as a matter of 
urgency. However, the need to change and improve the overall strategy seems to be in direct conflict 
with what the farming sector wants or expects. 

This is highlighted in the 2020 Research report for Defra14 into how farmers risk-assess cattle 
purchasing decisions. The report not only identifies a surprising lack of knowledge and good practice 
amongst many farmers in respect of dealing with bTB, but also a worrying set of attitudes to what the 
causes of the disease are, and who is responsible for mitigating its effects. 

Purchasing decisions are frequently based on perceptions of the character of the seller rather than a 
proven disease history of the cattle. Cattle are selected on the basis of ‘looking right’ and fitting in with 
the individual farmer’s ‘system’, or because of the contractual constraints. 

Many farmers seem to believe that suffering a bTB breakdown is a matter of ‘bad luck’ and are 
resigned to just ‘hoping for the best’. Many distrust data and numerical records following anecdotal 
evidence of fraud, deceptions and ‘honest’ mistakes. 

There was also concern that ‘simplistic metrics’ could be used to discriminate against farmers for a 
problem that was ‘not of their making’ (3.5). 

In a previous response to a consultation on badger vaccination, the Badger Trust commented that 
badger vaccination “is seen as a stop-gap for culling, which prevents long term investment in 
[vaccination] projects. There is low confidence in badger vaccination in the farming community and a 
conflict between badger culling and vaccination.” 

A report for Defra into participant motivations for badger vaccinations15, suggested that many farmers 
were only interested in vaccinating badgers as a ‘stop gap’ to help reduce the chance of disease until 
they could cull.

14 Decision-making research into farmers’ cattle purchasing behaviour, investigating the current role of TB risk assessment in purchase decisions and 
appraising future ways to increase the importance of such risk assessment - ZF0532 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&Completed=220&ProjectID=20403 

15  Benton et al, 2020 https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/pan3.10095
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bTB consultation overview:

5. Caveats in the proposals 
The headline idea proposed in this consultation and promoted in public announcements by the 
government is to end badger culling and switch to vaccinating them. However, a detailed examination 
of the wording in the document reveals that these will be ‘pilots’ subject to ‘evaluations’ by the Chief 
Vet, the details of which are not specified. Farmers may switch to vaccinating badgers but only ‘if they 
so choose’. Culling licences could, might or may be cancelled after two years but then again, they 
might not. 

Essentially, almost any outcome is possible under these proposals. 

In terms of impact on the levels of bTB in cattle it is the lesser proposals in the consultation regarding 
cattle movement and testing that will bring the greatest improvement, but even these will be hard to 
sell to large parts of the farming sector. 

6. Final observations 
The government is on a collision course with the expectations of the farming lobby but remains 
reluctant to impose the big changes necessary to achieve its policy objectives. It is spending huge 
amounts of money on a strategy that isn’t working at a time it can least afford to be seen wasting 
public money. 

A policy which is heavily focused on badgers as the problem, and badger culling as the answer rather 
than cattle movement as the problem, and cattle testing, cattle movement restrictions and other cattle-
based measures as the answer, could never work. This remains true both in terms of effective policy 
making and in the subsequent misdirected allocation of limited resources. 

The Government now has an opportunity to change direction, and it is hoped that the next iteration of 
its bTB eradication policy marks a step change – bringing about real benefits for cattle, and an end to 
baseless persecution for badgers.


