
Consultation Response Form 

 
Consultation on the Introduction of Quarantine Units. 
 
The Welsh Government is inviting your views on the introduction of 
Quarantine Units to provide exemptions to the current 6-Day Standstill 
arrangements for cattle, sheep and goats.   
 
This consultation has been issued to capture views from all interested 
stakeholders, the public, industry and the farming community. 
 
Please submit your comments by 12 February 2016. 
 

DATA Protection 

Any response you send us will be seen in full by the Welsh Government staff 
dealing with the issues covered in this consultation. It may also be seen by 
other Welsh Government staff to help them plan future consultations. 
 
The Welsh Government intends to publish a summary of the responses to this 
document. We may also publish responses in full. Normally, the name and 
address (or part of the address) of the person or organisation who sent the 
response are published with the response. This helps to show that the 
consultation was carried out properly. If you do not want your name or 
address published, please tell us this in writing when you send your response. 
We will then blank them out. 
 
Names or addresses we blank out might still get published later, though we do 
not think this would happen very often. The Freedom of Information Act 2000 
and the Environmental Information Regulations 2004 allow the public to ask to 
see information held by many public bodies, including the Welsh Government. 
This includes information which has not been published.  However, the law 
also allows us to withhold information in some circumstances. If anyone asks 
to see information we have withheld, we will have to decide whether to 
release it or not. If someone has asked for their name and address not to be 
published, that is an important fact we would take into account. However, 
there might sometimes be important reasons why we would have to reveal 
someone’s name and address, even though they have asked for them not to 
be published. We would get in touch with the person and ask their views 
before we finally decided to reveal the information. 

 
 



Confidentiality 

 

Responses to consultations are likely to be made public, on the internet or in 
a report.   
 
If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous, 
please tick here: 
 

 
Response Form 
 

Consultation on the proposed introduction of Quarantine Units 

Name Wales Animal Health and Welfare Framework 
Group  
 

Organisation  
(if applicable) 

 
 

Address 
(include postcode) 

 
 
 
 

Email Address WAHFG@wales.gsi.gov.uk 
 

Telephone  
 

Type  
 

(please select by 
placing a tick next to the 
appropriate type 
opposite) 

Member of the farming community  

 

Public Body (Local Authority, Police, 
Fire and Rescue Services etc.) 

 

Professional Body / Interest Group 

 

Third Sector (Community groups, 
volunteers, self help groups, co-
operatives, enterprises, religious, not for 
profit organisations) 

 

Other (not listed above) please specify 
below: 

X 

The Wales AHWF Group is a publically appointed 
Group of six experts who provide advice and 
support to Welsh Government Ministers to aid 
implementation of the Wales AHWF. They have a 
pivotal role in providing a recognised link between 
the Welsh Government, livestock keepers, animal 



owners, industry representatives and the veterinary 
profession. The CVO Wales is an ex officio 
member of the Group.  The views of the Chief 
Veterinary Office for Wales (who is an ex-officio 
member of the Wales AHWF Group) are not 
represented in this response. 

 

 
  



Question 1 
 

To what extent do you agree with the benefit of implementing Quarantine 
Units to replace the current 6-Day Standstill Rule exemptions?  
 
(Please tick) 

Strongly 
Agree 

X Agree  Disagree  
Strongly 

Disagree 
 

Please provide an explanation for your response below: 

 

The Wales AHWF Group strongly agree with the benefits presented of 
implementing Quarantine Units. The concept supports the whole basis of the 
Wales AHWF which are to promote the benefits of high standards of animal 
health and welfare, prevention is better that cure, high standards of 
biosecurity practices to minimise disease spread. 
 
We do feel that the complexity of the issue is challenging and to ensure 
maximum buy-in from the industry, implementation of quarantine units should 
be as simple and effective as possible.  The rules will need to be clearly 
understood.  An example could be to expand on the definition of what it 
actually means to disinfect lorries, is it wheels or the whole vehicle. It also 
seems unnecessary to expect some farmers to disinfect transport vehicles on 
the way to the QU while some flexibility in the need to cleanse and disinfect 
should be accepted when farmers are simply observing stock as opposed to 
handling them. Throughout the paper, reference is made to scheme 
guidelines and application forms for farmers.  It will be important that these 
are presented in as clear and concise a way as possible. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



Question 2 
 

The Proposed Changes - What are your thoughts relating to the proposed QU 
process? 
 
With reference to the process flows and supporting notes provided on pages 
11 to 21 we are interested to hear your views on the proposed process and 
any areas that you feel have been omitted or are unclear. 

Applying for a Quarantine Unit 

 
The Wales AHWF Group is committed to raising the standards of animal 
health and welfare in Wales and would support the process set out on pages 
11 and 12 for applying for a Quarantine Unit.  The Group agree that QU’s do 
need to be verified by a certified body. However the Group have discussed in 
detail who is best placed to carry out the inspection of quarantine units and 
there have been differing views. An option proposed but not accepted by all 
was that  vets should be able to carry out the quarantine unit inspections and 
whether consideration of the role of the vet in the process of applying for a 
Quarantine Unit is something which could be considered in the future once the 
proposed system has been bedded in and reviewed.   
 
We would also be interested to know more about the cost of the proposed 
fees which will be paid to the Certifying Body and to APHA for undertaking the 
inspection of QUs when in-use.  
 

Validation and Allocation of QU CPH Numbers 

 
The Wales AHWF Group would support the process set out on pages 13-15. 
We would welcome clarification on the process and timings around the appeal 
process mentioned in Step 3b. For example, will there be a time limit on 
appeals with a set number of days for all parties involved to work through the 
process. UKAS will require this to be specified, the expected timescale being 
28 days.  
 
 

Maintaining a QU – 18 Month Re-Approval 

 
The Wales AHWF Group would support the process set out on pages 16 -17 
for QU’s to be re-approved after 18months.  
 
 

QU In Use Inspections 

The Wales AHWF Group would support the process set out on pages 18-21 
on In-Use Inspections. However, the Group feel that the requirement to supply 
the individual IDs of the animals in the QU was overly complex and that 
notification that the QU is in use with “X” number of animals is sufficient. IDs 
can be checked during the visit.   

 



Question 3 
 

Nature and number of QUs per farm premises - your views are being sought 
as to which option should be considered further and whether there are any 
other pros or cons that have not been considered.  
 
a) Which one of the four options illustrated in pages 22 to 24 do you feel 

should be considered further (please tick): 
 
(Please tick) 
 

Option 1  Option 2 X Option 3  Option 4  

Please provide an explanation for your response below: 

 
The Wales AHWF Group would support Option B “Only one QU per farm, 
comprising either one or two separate sites operating as one unit i.e. any 
animals entering either site would restart the 6DSS on both sites. 
 
We believe that this represents the simplest option for farmers.  We would 
welcome clarification on the definition of a movement and whether this 
includes movement to an abattoir. There are no proposals to amend the 
current exemption that allows movement from a holding (including QUs) 
direct to slaughter (schedule 1, Article 6).  We would also welcome 
clarification around moving cattle to and from shows. 
 

b) Are there any other pros or cons that should be included and therefore 
considered? 

 
Complete the table below to provide us with your suggested changes or 
additional pros or cons for us to consider. Please feel free to either insert 
more rows (for electronic responses) or continue on a separate sheet (for 
hard copy responses) if more space is required.  
 

Option 
New (N) or 
Amend (A) 

Please describe your suggested change and include 
your reasoning. 

 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 

  



 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 

  

 
  



Question 4 
 

Changes to the Disease Control (Wales) Order 2003 - your views are being 
sought as to whether you agree or otherwise with the proposed changes. 
 
a) To what extent do you agree with the proposed changes set out in pages 

25 - 33?  
 
(Please tick) 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

 Agree X Disagree  
Strongly 
Disagree 

 

b) If you disagree or wish to provide any further comments please complete 
the table below.  

 
Please feel free to either insert more rows (for electronic responses) or 
continue on a separate sheet (for hard copy responses) if more space is 
required. 

Ref No. Your views 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

  
 
 

  
 



 
 























From: Fiona Steiger <fs@bmpa.uk.com> 

Sent: 11 February 2016 11:51 

To: animaldiseases 

Subject:6 Day Standstill Changes 

 

Hello, 

 

The British Meat Processors Association in principle supports the changes proposed by the Welsh  

Government on the standstill requirements, but we do wonder how practical they are.  We think 

there is a possibility that farms would struggle to get approved, separate access, the biosecurity 

procedures,separate effluent, etc.  However, it is a move in the right direction and that not all farms 

may not be able to meet the requirements is not necessarily a reason to not introduce the changes, 

but we would like the practicalities to be considered again. 

Best wishes 

Fiona  

 

Fiona Steiger 

Deputy Director 

BMPA 

 

12 Cock Lane 

London 

EC1A 9BU 

 

Tel: 020 7329 0776 
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BVA WELSH BRANCH RESPONSE TO WELSH GOVERNMENT 

CONSULTATION ON THE INTRODUCTION OF QUARANTINE UNITS 
 

1)  The British Veterinary Association (BVA) is the national representative body for the 
veterinary profession in the United Kingdom and has over 15,000 members. Our 
primary aim is to represent, support and champion the interests of the veterinary 
profession in this country, and we therefore take a keen interest in all issues 
affecting the profession, including animal health and welfare, public health, 
regulatory issues and employment matters. 
 

2)  BVA Welsh Branch brings together representatives of the BVA’s territorial and 
specialist divisions, government, academic institutions and research organisations 
in Wales. Welsh Branch advises BVA on the consensus view of the Welsh members 
on Welsh and United Kingdom issues. 
 

3)  We were pleased to have been given the opportunity to respond to the Welsh 
Government consultation on the introduction of quarantine units following on from 
our contributions in 2014 in support of the preservation of the six day standstill 
(6DSS) exemption for visits to veterinary practices. To facilitate this BVA developed 
a standard operating procedure for ensuring good biosecurity at veterinary practices 
which was agreed by the Welsh Government. Alongside the maintenance of this 
essential exemption we are supportive of the proposal which would simplify the 
current requirements for farmers adopting QUs, by removing the many exemptions 
currently available but at the same time providing a workable balance between 
managing disease risks and allowing flexibility to trade. 
 

To what extent do we agree with the benefit of implementing Quarantine Units (QU) to 
replace current 6-Day Standstill (6DSS) rule exemptions? 
 

4)  We agree that in order to continue to mitigate disease risk and spread, simplify the 
present system and facilitate trade; it would be beneficial to introduce quarantine 
units (QU) to replace all existing exemptions involving isolation facilities. However, 
we wish to emphasise that 6DSS rules were introduced to mitigate the risk of 
outbreak and spread of foot and mouth disease, and consequently QUs must 
adequately mitigate such a risk and via their approval, management and inspection, 
form the basis for ongoing dialogue around effective biosecurity. We are pleased to 
note that the operational rules allow for animals to leave a QU for veterinary 
treatment provided they (and any new born offspring) return to the QU for the 
remainder of their 6DSS period. 
 

Proposed Changes - What are your thoughts relating to the proposed QU process? 
 

5)  We broadly agree with the proposed QU process and we would strongly support the 
inclusion of an advisory role for veterinary practitioners in the planning and design of 
suitable facilities for QUs in order to improve both their initial approval and 
subsequent inspection by assurance bodies. We propose that beyond the facilities 
themselves, veterinary knowledge and expertise in disease control may be essential 
in the development of the inspection criteria, inspection and assessment of the 
appropriate use of QUs and in addition would contribute to improved general 
biosecurity awareness and practices on farms considering QUs. 
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6)  In order for "unannounced inspection" visits to QUs to be effective, inspectors will 

need to know when these premises are in active use for 6DSS of recently arrived 
livestock. This means that Government would need to be assured that livestock 
movement reporting systems were fully effective and that farmers using QUs were 
prompt and reliable at notifying such movements. It would be important to know that 
the Welsh Government has addressed this issue prior to adopting any new 
measures. 
 

7)  The proposal suggests that electronic notification of animal movements into or out 
of a QU must take place within 24 hours of the movement. However, we understand 
that there may be poor and intermittent broadband coverage in isolated rural area in 
Wales. We suggest that an alternative option to notify by telephone or text within 24 
hours of stock movement is required and should not compromise the ability to carry 
out spot checks. 
 

8)  We suggest that the development of QUs on farms should be supported where 
possible by the Welsh Government and Rural Development Programme (RDP) 
funding. 
 

Nature and number of QUs per farm premises – which option should be considered 
and are there any pros or cons that have not been considered? 
 

9)  BVA supports option B – the designation of one QU per farm comprising one or two 
separate sites operating as one unit i.e. any animals entering either site would 
restart 6DSS on both sites. This option provides for one indoor and one outdoor site 
managed under the same County Parish Holding (CPH) number balancing flexibility 
for the farmer and ease of administration and management.  
 

10)  We remain concerned that outdoor QUs may be less effective at mitigating the risk 
or spread of disease, particularly for airborne diseases, and would suggest that it 
may be sensible to inspect outdoor QUs more frequently when they are in use to 
address this.  
 

Changes to the Disease Control (Wales) Order 2003 – do you agree or otherwise with 
the proposed changes? 

11)  We agree with the proposed changes and support the maintenance of the 
exemption for stock visiting veterinary premises. 
 

General comments 
12)  It is reasonable to assume that small farms and holdings may have an interest in 

registering a QU to facilitate stock movements between summer shows. If a cost 
scale is included to facilitate the development of QUs on small farms and holdings 
there may be an opportunity to improve standards of animal health and welfare 
through engagement in farm assurance  
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Six Day Standstill – Consultation on the Introduction of 
Quarantine Units 
 
Welsh Government Consultation WG 27374 
Date 12 February 2016 
 
 

1 Introduction 
 

The CLA is the membership organisation for owners of land, property and businesses in 
rural England and Wales. We help safeguard the interests of landowners and those with an 
economic, social and environmental interest in rural land and the rural economy. Between 
them our members own and manage about half of the rural land in England and Wales, 
including edge of settlement locations and some urban portfolios.  
 
We have been looking after the interests of our members, as well as promoting the positive 
aspects of land ownership, land management and rural business activities for the past 100 
years. The quality of the countryside and its natural resources are of vital importance to our 
members. Most objectives for the countryside - economic, social and environmental - rely on 
landowners and managers for their success. Equally, a healthy environment relies upon a 
thriving rural economy and financially viable agricultural businesses.  
 
 

2. Consultation Questions  

Question 1 To what extent do you agree with the benefit of implementing Quarantine Units 
to replace the current 6-Day Standstill Rule exemptions?  

Agree 

Whilst members in general welcome the introduction of Quarantine Units, many feel that the 
theory is diluted by the reality of the scheme as proposed. Concerns centre on two key points, 
the establishment and maintenance of the QU and the reporting procedures to be adopted in 
relation to their use. Several members have commented that the proposals as published appear 
to have been written from the premise that a disease outbreak exists and is therefore overtly 
burdensome. 

The principles are not contentious but the manner in which it is suggested that they are achieved 
gives raise for concerns. Some members have commented that the requirements could be 
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difficult if not impossible for a smaller enterprise to fulfil. This is both from the point of view of 
space and cost.  

Several have cited concerns over the prospect of obtaining planning permission for premises 
that are outside of or extend the existing the curtilege of the current farmstead and many are 
wary of becoming embroiled in expensive planning applications. We suggest that the there may 
be a need for Welsh Government to consider specific planning guidance on the merits of on 
farm quarantine units to assist Local planning authorities to see the need for such 
developments. Furthermore we also suggest that consideration for financial assistance in 
establishing such buildings should be considered under the Welsh Government Rural 
Communities- Rural Development Programme 2014-2020. 

Beyond the farming practicalities of the unit, the biggest concern is the requirement for electronic 
reporting within 24 hours. Whilst we acknowledge an improving situation with regards to 
broadband provision, these proposals are viewed by many in the lesser served areas as beyond 
their current capability. Some have gone so far as to question whether this requirement is 
actually discriminatory as it effectively excludes those that cannot comply from achieving the 
operational rules cited. 

Members accept the need for reporting the use of these facilities however we contend that there 
should be an alternative telephone service to facilitate such notification. BCMS accepts 
movements by telephone and members can see no reason why movements of other species 
cannot be similarly recorded. We contend that the critical element of the initial report is the fact 
that the unit is in use not exact details of what it houses. The administrative details should be 
secondary and could be resolved if necessary at the point of inspection, e.g. if a unit a unit is 
notified as occupied by 40 sheep, the identity of those particular sheep can be confirmed as a 
secondary piece of information.  The individual identification of sheep at the initial notification of 
occupation of the QU is onerous and in the case of movements from a livestock market is also 
unnecessary as the livestock market would have the off movement through their reporting to 
EIDCymru. 

Question 2 The Proposed Changes - What are your thoughts relating to the proposed QU 
process?  
 
Applying for a Quarantine Unit  
 
Again the theory seems straightforward however as the detailed guidance and costings are not 
yet available further comment is impossible. We would endorse the need to make the application 
system as straightforward and cost effective as possible.  

Validation and Allocation of QU CPH Numbers  
 



 

Six Day Standstill – Consultation on the 
Introduction of Quarantine Units 
Consultation Response to Welsh Government 

February 2016 

 
 

 
 

Page 3 of 4 

The chain of information appears overtly complicated and hence there are concerns as to 
how efficient this will prove to be. It is imperative to the perceived success of this scheme 
that the farmer is not inconvenienced, confused or expected to intervene between the 
various government departments involved. The farmer’s responsibility should be clear 
concise and unambiguous 
 
Maintaining a QU – 18 Month Re-Approval  
 

For the farming community the 2 critical elements needed in reviewing QU’s are time 
and consistency. Systems should be adopted that provide adequate time for facilities to 
be re asessing without causing undue inconvenience to the business. We suspect that 
most farmers who install QU’s will begin the process at a time convenient to their normal 
trading pattern, hence the optimum review period would be bi-annually not every 18 
month. Consideration for changing the review period to bi-annually would be a sensible 
development. However whatever the review period, successful resilient business require 
certainty and consistency so we must ensure that there is no variation in the standards 
required between certification bodies and indeed between individual inspectors 
 
QU In Use Inspections 
 
Some have raised security concerns around unannounced inspections. Many rural 
businesses are by location remote and therefore premises are often vulnerable to theft and 
therefore routinely try to discourage unannounced visits from suppliers, etc. Members 
suggest that a visit with short notice is a more appropriate means of inspection. 
 
 
Question 3 Nature and number of QUs per farm premises - your views are being sought as 
to which option should be considered further and whether there are any other pros or cons 
that have not been considered.  
a) Which one of the four options illustrated in pages 22 to 24 do you feel should be 
considered further (please tick):  
 
The best option will be determined by the individual business structure 
 

b) Are there any other pros or cons that should be included and therefore considered?  
 
None 
 

Question 4 Changes to the Disease Control (Wales) Order 2003 - your views are being 
sought as to whether you agree or otherwise with the proposed changes.  

No comment 
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For further information please contact:  
 
Karen Anthony 
Director of Policy Wales 
Ty Cymru 
Presteigne Enterprise Park 
Presteigne, Powys, LD8 2UF 
 
Tel: 01547 317085 
Email:karen.anthony @cla.org.uk  
www.cla.org.uk 

 
 

 
CLA reference (for internal use only 
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From: John Edwards <cefnbraich@hotmail.co.uk> 

Sent: 16 December 2015 22:53 

To: animaldiseases 

Subject:QU Consultation 

 

Having read only a few of the first pages of the consultation document I am very aggrieved to  

see what I presumed to be a step forward to help stockmen/women in a way forward to abolish  

this totally unnecessary and stupid requirement. Not at all surprisingly welsh government has  

come up with an even worse system, not only is it obviously unpractical but also completely  

unworkable. Do they like treating us livestock keepers as idiots and ignoramuses by telling us  

they have found a way forward only to make it absolutely obvious they have no intention of  

removing the 6 day rule and just offer us a carrot, cut off both ends, throw away any good bits  

and leave the rubbish for us to chew on, and as stated above put forward an idea nobody will use.  

Also on reading some of the typical requirements they require, the 6 days now become seven  

when day 0 counts as the first day and a further 6 whole days of standstill. A way forward, I  

think not just an useless document costing a fortune to produce with 99% of us staying exactly as  

we are. The whole argument for six days was to enable us to move our livestock to market on a  

weekly basis because most livestock markets are on the same day every week, they don’t move  

around like these people think to facilitate 6 day standstills. 

Yours in a very angry mood 

John Ll Edwards 

 



From: Daniel Roberts <danielpwll@btinternet.com> 

Sent: 10 February 2016 15:54 

To: animaldiseases 

Subject:Six day standstill 

 

Regarding the six day rule, it is imperative you change this system as it is effecting my  

business . A quarantine system would allow us to buy and sell beef and sheep in the  

livestock market as we have to use the deadweight system at the moment or we have to  

wait and  sell one week and buy the other this being a disadvantage in the market as  

some weeks the stock isnt in the markets to buy and trade is down on the selling weeks,  

a quarantine system would work as this would allow us to trade every week and watch  

the market trend as the stock stays on farm for over 12 months as give the standstill to  

the animal and not the holding. Please look into this matter as it is effecting my business  

and as trade is now , every little helps. 

Daniel Roberts 















 

 

 

 

Exotic Animal Diseases Team  

Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer  

The Welsh Government  

Cathays Park  

CARDIFF   

CF10 3NQ  

 

Email: animaldiseases@wales.gsi.gov.uk     

 

11
th
 February 2016 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

Consultation on the Introduction of Quarantine Units 

 

Thank you for inviting the Farmers’ Union of Wales to contribute to the above consultation.  

Following an internal consultation with its twelve County Branches, the Union submits the 

following comments for your consideration.   

 

General Comments  

 

Members generally believed that the voluntary use of QUs could be of benefit to some livestock 

keepers.  However, the onerous and burdensome nature of some of the operational requirements 

may preclude many individuals from establishing such units.  There will be far greater uptake where 

the establishment and operation of a QU is simple and practical, and this will in turn satisfy the 

vision set out in Gareth William’s Working Smarter report.   

 

Members commented that the plethora of current regulations, coupled with the degree to which such 

regulations can be amended or altered, has led to tremendous confusion and frustration and it is 

therefore essential that both the CPH review and changes to the 6 day standstill regulation are as 

simple, transparent, cost-effective and easy to use as possible. 

 

Numerous members commented that the operational rules surrounding QUs were more draconian 

than those pertaining to isolation facilities and queried whether the current rules pertaining to QUs 

could be relaxed until confirmation of a disease outbreak.  

 

 

Question 1: To what extent do you agree with the benefit of implementing Quarantine Units to 

replace the current 6-Day Standstill Rule exemptions? 

 

Members generally agreed with the benefit of implementing QUs to replace the current 6 day 

standstill rule exemptions.  However, concern was expressed regarding the compulsory redundancy 

of isolation units.  

 

Dr Hazel Wright, Senior Policy Officer, Farmers’ Union of Wales, Llys Amaeth, Plas Gogerddan, 
Aberystwyth, Ceredigion, SY23 3BT  
 
Tel:  01970 820820 
Fax:  01970 820821 

E-mail: hazel.wright@fuw.org.uk 

mailto:animaldiseases@wales.gsi.gov.uk


Several respondents queried the costs involved in establishing and maintaining a QU and 

commented that the QU operational rules were rather stringent and without proper scientific 

evaluation.  

 

Question 2:  What are your thoughts relating to the proposed QU process?  

 

2a: Applying for a Quarantine Unit 

 

The FUW notes that ‘QUs must be certified by a Certification Body (CB) accredited by the United 

Kingdom Accreditation Service (UKAS)’.  Several members commented that a certification role 

should also be offered to the British Veterinary Association in order to increase the choice available 

to farmers and to foster improved service through competition. 

 

The FUW would seek to ensure that the information and language contained in the guidance on 

creating a QU (QU supporting notes, pg. 12) is appropriate and ‘farmer-friendly’ in order to avoid 

costly errors and lengthy delays in the process.  It is also essential that the guidance includes 

appropriate contact information to allow farmers to contact the certification body when queries 

arise.  This is especially important given that any major errors could see the cessation of the 

application and a requirement for the livestock owner/keeper to pay another fee. 

 

Members believed that farmers should only be required to pay for one accreditation per holding, 

regardless of how many QUs were in place.  

 

 

2b: Validation and Allocation of QU CPH Numbers 

 

The Union notes that the Welsh Government has opted for option 2 – separate CPH number 

allocated for each QU – rather than a tick-box for notification that the QU is in use. The FUW 

would have preferred to see option 3 retained and would have welcomed an inclusion of this issue 

within the consultation process.  Indeed several members commented that a tick-box on the 

movement form would have been more than adequate and would have negated the need for separate 

CPH numbers.  

 

In November last year cattle keepers were informed that the prices paid to them by some abattoirs 

could be significantly reduced if animals had been moved more than 3 times or had more than 4 

residencies.  Given the potential implications inherent on the present consultation, members 

therefore stated that the system in use must be able to distinguish moves into a QU from other 

livestock movements.   

 

2c: Maintaining a QU – 18 Month Re-Approval 

 

Members noted that QU certification would be required every 18 months and numerous respondents 

queried the scientific justification for this relatively short time span.  Several respondents suggested 

that 3 years would be a more acceptable time frame for renewal whilst others suggested that 

accreditation should be for the lifetime of the unit; with inspections providing the mechanisms by 

which to correct any issues.  

 

2d: QU In Use Inspections  

The Union notes that ‘electronic notification of animal movements within 24 hours and individual 

identification of animals’ would be required to ensure inspections can be carried out on in-use 



facilities.  The Union would strongly query the need for electronic notification of individual IDs 

within 24 hours.  Such stringent and overly bureaucratic rules do not provide any discernible 

reduction in disease risk and, as such, it should only be necessary to report (1) that the QU is in use 

from a given day and (2) the number of animals within the unit.  The individual animal identifiers 

can subsequently be recorded and checked during on-farm inspection.  The requirement to keep 

records of animals’ ID and dates of entry and departure from the QU, coupled with the use of 

unannounced inspections, are sufficient for this process.  

 

Given the above, and the lack of broadband in many rural areas, the Union would like to see other 

methods of in use notification, such as text messaging to a central number, included in discussions 

in order to foster ease of use and to minimise bureaucracy.  Overly onerous rules and conditions that 

require access to broadband will inevitably preclude the use of QUs by some individuals.  Indeed, 

given that other important considerations, such as the CPH review, may increase the demand for 

QUs it is essential that the operational rules and requirements do not prohibit engagement as this 

would represent a real missed opportunity for the industry. Furthermore, the use of other types of 

instant notification, such as text messaging, would mitigate any concerns surrounding a potential 

delay to on-farm inspections.  

 

The FUW notes that the ‘APHA will identify the QUs in use and select QUs to undertake 

unannounced inspections’.  The Union believes that the use of unannounced inspections should 

follow the principles of earned recognition as this represents a proportionate and risk-based 

approach to compliance. 

 

Several respondents commented that it was essential for producers to be offered sufficient time to 

rectify any issues that have been brought to light following an inspection.   

 

Members noted the appeals process relating to suspension of a QU following suspected non-

compliance and stated that this process must be easy to use, transparent and not cost-prohibitive. 

 

In order to ensure compliance, it would be beneficial for the QU certificate to include a reminder 

which informs the livestock owner/keeper that they must inform BCMS to register the QU CPH on 

the CTS system and/or update EIDCymru. 

 

The Union believes that there are a number of overly stringent QU requirements which could be 

amended without posing any tangible increase in disease transmission risk.  For example, the 

requirement to cleanse and disinfect transporting vehicles when entering and leaving a QU is 

extremely stringent and represents an unwelcome addition to current standstill regulation.   

Similarly, expecting livestock keepers to disinfect their clothes or wash their hands when entering or 

leaving a QU does not distinguish between the varying reasons a QU may be entered.  In this case, 

the same overly bureaucratic rules apply to an individual that has simply observed stock, as it does 

to a farmer that has handled stock.   

 

The level of disease risk should underpin the requirements and operational rules in order to achieve 

a more proportionate approach to the use of QUs.   

 

Members noted the requirement to have ‘effective separation between quarantined and other 

animals with stock proof double-fencing at least 3 metres apart’ when using an outdoor QU.  

Several respondents queried this 3 metre separation and added that considerable expense would be 

required to make this QU a viable option.  Members sought clarity on the reasoning behind this 

distance. 



 

Question 3:  Nature and number of QUs per farm premises - your views are being sought as to 

which option should be considered further and whether there are any other pros or cons that have 

not been considered. a) Which one of the four options illustrated in pages 22 to 24 do you feel 

should be considered further (please tick): 

 

The FUW notes that 4 QU options with ‘suggested pros and cons’ for each have been provided in 

the present consultation. However, the FUW believes that the options provided remain heavily 

weighted to management practises which effectively allow for the use of just one QU and the 

multiple QU options provided are therefore rather restrictive.  Despite some increased flexibility 

under options B and C, only option D truly allows for the use of two QUs which can be entirely 

managed as separate entities.  Option D therefore offers the greatest flexibility for livestock keepers 

and allows producers adopting QUs the most practical solution to moving different species or sexes 

of animals at the same time. 

 

The FUW was disappointed to note the list of ‘cons’ associated with option D.  The benefits gained 

by those producers whose management practises would benefit from two such distinct units – such 

as those attending shows or pedigree breeders - could far outweigh the ‘complications’ listed under 

this section.  Indeed, the pros and cons listed are too simplistic and do not properly recognise the 

balance between the benefits gained and the potential for increased ‘complications’.  Furthermore, 

moves to streamline the bureaucracy and red-tape associated with 2 distinct QUs would reduce 

complexity and would therefore be welcomed.  

 

 

3b: Are there any other pros or cons that should be included and therefore considered? 

 

Members noted this section of the consultation and no further responses were forthcoming. 

 

Question 4: Changes to the Disease Control (Wales) Order 2003 - your views are being sought as 

to whether you agree or otherwise with the proposed changes. a) To what extent do you agree with 

the proposed changes set out in pages 25 - 33? 

 

Members noted this section of the consultation and no responses were forthcoming.  

 

I trust due consideration will be given to the preceding information. 

 

 

Yours 

 

 

 

 

 

Dr Hazel Wright 

Senior Policy Officer 

















HYBU CIG CYMRU ▪ MEAT PROMOTION WALES 

 
Our ref: GH/KH/Cons. 
 
12 February 2016 
 
Exotic Animal Diseases Team 
Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer 
Welsh Government 
Cathays Park 
Cardiff 
CF10 3NQ 
 
E-mail: animaldiseases@wales.gsi.gov.uk 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Re: Consultation on the Introduction of Quarantine Units 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposals to introduce quarantine 
units as an exemption to the current six day standstill arrangements for cattle, sheep 
and goats. 
 
Hybu Cig Cymru – Meat Promotion Wales (HCC) is the strategic body responsible 
for the development, marketing and promotion of the Welsh red meat industry. Its 
mission is to develop profitable and sustainable markets for Welsh Lamb, Welsh 
Beef and pork from Wales.  
 
HCC recognises the importance of biosecurity measures, including standstill rules, in 
protecting our livestock and is generally supportive of the proposals that will simplify 
existing rules and provide more flexibility to movements for trade whilst maintaining 
the industry’s ability to mitigate against the risk of spreading animal diseases. Sheep 
and beef farms in Wales span a wide range of hill, upland and lowland locations and 
have very different individual requirements and handling facilities. We therefore 
support options that offer maximum flexibility in terms of the nature and number of 
quarantine units per farm so that each farmer has the opportunity to utilise the best 
mechanism for their individual business model and circumstances.  
 
We are however concerned that, despite the intentions to simplify the six day 
standstill arrangements, the requirements for compliance and the costs associated 
with certification and renewal of Quarantine Units may be a significant barrier for 
many farmers in Wales from taking up the option. Inspections for on farm isolation 
units (for shows), Sole Occupancy Authorities and multiple pick ups have, in the 
past, been undertaken by the farmer’s own vet as an Official Veterinarian.  
Veterinarians would not only be well placed to carry out these inspections but it 
would provide a valuable opportunity for the farm veterinarian to review and update 
flock/ herd health plans, to provide up to date advice on biosecurity and disease 
prevention and facilitate the dialogue and relationship between the farmer and the 
veterinarian to enhance health, welfare and performance. We would therefore 
strongly encourage the consideration of veterinarians providing this inspection 
service. 

Ty Rheidol 

Parc Merlin 

Aberystwyth 

Ceredigion 

SY23 3FF 

 

Tel: 01970 625 050 

Fax: 01970 615 148 

Email: info@hccmpw.org.uk 

www.hccmpw.org.uk 

 

mailto:animaldiseases@wales.gsi.gov.uk
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HCC also notes the industry discussions and concerns surrounding the requirement 
for 24 hour reporting of movements into Quarantine Units. Whilst accepting that 
some localities in Wales cannot currently access broadband or mobile data facilities, 
the availability of online movement reporting through EIDCymru does provide a 
mechanism that could enable farmers to report movements quickly and easily. The 
increasing availability of broadband and of online access via mobile networks and 
smartphone applications means that this capability is likely to increase in future 
years. 
 
We hope that these comments are useful in your deliberations and we would 
appreciate being kept informed of any further developments in this area. 
 
Yours faithfully 

Gwyn Howells 
Chief Executive 
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Confidentiality 

 

Responses to consultations are likely to be made public, on the internet or in 
a report.   
 
If you would prefer your response to remain anonymous, 
please tick here: 
 

 
Response Form 
 

Consultation on the proposed introduction of Quarantine Units 

Name  
 

Organisation  
(if applicable) 

 
 

Address 
(include postcode) 

 
 
 
 

Email Address  
 

Telephone  
 

Type  
 
(please select by 
placing a tick next to the 
appropriate type 
opposite) 

Member of the farming community  

 

Public Body (Local Authority, Police, 
Fire and Rescue Services etc.) 

 

Professional Body / Interest Group 

 

Third Sector (Community groups, 
volunteers, self help groups, co-
operatives, enterprises, religious, not for 
profit organisations) 

 

Other (not listed above) please specify 
below: 

 

 
 
 

 
  

Christopher Mallon

National Beef Association

The Mart, Hexham, Northumberland

chris@nationalbeefassociation.com

07579009648

x
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Question 1 
 

To what extent do you agree with the benefit of implementing Quarantine 
Units to replace the current 6-Day Standstill Rule exemptions?  
 
(Please tick) 

Strongly 
Agree 

 Agree  Disagree  
Strongly 

Disagree 
 

Please provide an explanation for your response below: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

x

The NBA agree with the reasons you have already given that the rules are no longer
fit for purpose. The removal of the 6DSS will help trade and remove a regulatory
burden that is out dated.

The present system is complicated and this leads to farmers inadvertently being 
non-compliant.

The use of an on farm quaratine unit makes a practical alternative to the 6DSS and it is 
good to see that Wales is leading the way with these important changes.
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Question 2 
 

The Proposed Changes - What are your thoughts relating to the proposed QU 
process? 
 
With reference to the process flows and supporting notes provided on pages 
11 to 21 we are interested to hear your views on the proposed process and 
any areas that you feel have been omitted or are unclear. 

Applying for a Quarantine Unit 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Validation and Allocation of QU CPH Numbers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The flow seems to be self explanatory and comprehensive. 

A dummy run of the process would high light any areas that require improvement.

Once again it is comprehensive.
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Maintaining a QU – 18 Month Re-Approval 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

QU In Use Inspections 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

This seems to flow well and is easy to follow.
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Question 3 
 

Nature and number of QUs per farm premises - your views are being sought 
as to which option should be considered further and whether there are any 
other pros or cons that have not been considered.  
 

a) Which one of the four options illustrated in pages 22 to 24 do you feel 
should be considered further (please tick): 

 
(Please tick) 
 

Option 1  Option 2  Option 3  Option 4  

Please provide an explanation for your response below: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x

This option (option 2) seems to give the best combination of flexibility with the least 
burden of reporting. Option D of course allows for the greatest flexibility but in practice 
could be very messy to control.
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b) Are there any other pros or cons that should be included and therefore 
considered? 

 
Complete the table below to provide us with your suggested changes or 
additional pros or cons for us to consider. Please feel free to either insert 
more rows (for electronic responses) or continue on a separate sheet (for 
hard copy responses) if more space is required.  
 

Option 
New (N) or 
Amend (A) 

Please describe your suggested change and include 
your reasoning. 
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Question 4 
 

Changes to the Disease Control (Wales) Order 2003 - your views are being 
sought as to whether you agree or otherwise with the proposed changes. 
 
a) To what extent do you agree with the proposed changes set out in pages 

25 - 33?  
 
(Please tick) 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

 Agree  Disagree  
Strongly 
Disagree 

 

b) If you disagree or wish to provide any further comments please complete 
the table below.  

 
Please feel free to either insert more rows (for electronic responses) or 
continue on a separate sheet (for hard copy responses) if more space is 
required. 

Ref No. Your views 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

  
 
 

  
 
 

 

x
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NFU Cymru Response: Welsh Government Consultation Document 
 
Consultation on the Introduction of Quarantine Units 
 
NFU Cymru welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Welsh Government Consultation on the 
Introduction of Quarantine Units. 
 
A simplification of the complex and confusing rules surrounding livestock movement recording and 
reporting is long overdue and has been a key lobbying aim for NFU Cymru for the past 15 years. Our 
responses to numerous red tape reviews, NAW inquiries and WG consultations have consistently 
focussed on the following key points:- 
  

 There is much confusion amongst farmers and regulators with regards to the complex rules 
surrounding sheep and cattle movements. Examples of these include the 5 mile rule for 
sheep, sole occupancy authorities, BCMS linked holdings and how they interlink. For example 
whilst you may have registered a SOA (via APHA) to allow movements between holdings in 
your ownership so as not to be subject to 6 day rule restrictions unless you have also notified 
BCMS that you also want to link these holding you will fall foul of the regulations (and vice 
versa). Separate rules for cattle and sheep also cause confusion, for example you may need 
a separate holding number to record and report sheep movements between two blocks of 
land you own but this holding number or reporting requirement will not be relevant for cattle. 

 

 The different types of  holding numbers and their exact purposes are complicated and 
confusing e.g. you have ordinary CPH numbers (County / Parish/Holding) but you also have 
3000, 5000, 9000 numbers etc.  
 

 NFU Cymru would like to see a simplification of the rules with one CPH covering one 
epidemiological unit. Moves within this unit would not be subject to the 6 day rule and would 
not need to be recorded or reported. One rule for Cattle and Sheep. 
 

 There should be a simple and easy way to add and remove land from your epidemiological 
unit. 
 

 We would like to see the implementation of the extended use of isolation facilities. This would 
allow farmers to purchase animals put them in an isolation unit but still sell animals from the 
rest of the holding. Rules around isolation units / fields should be practical, they should be 
self-certifiable and checked at other inspections e.g. Farm assurance, CIR, cross compliance 
inspections. 
 

 Sheep farmers must be able to continue with the ability to batch record sheep movements 
where the ownership of animals does not change e.g. to tack and home. 

To: animaldiseases@wales.gsi.gov.uk  Date: 11th February 2016 

  Ref:  

Circulation:   Contact: Dylan Morgan 

  Tel: 01982 554200 

  Fax:  

  Email: Dylan.morgan@nfu.org.uk 
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Whilst NFU Cymru is frustrated that we are nearly 10 years on from the publication of the Madders 
Review of Livestock Movement Controls where the concept of Isolation Units was first presented to 
WG and similarly we are 4 years on from Gareth Williams’ Working Smarter report that 
recommended this should be a “quick term” win for WG we are pleased that the industry now has an 
opportunity to respond to this consultation on the introduction of Quarantine Units. We very much 
hope that the introduction of Quarantine Units with practical and workable rules and conditions can 
now be progressed and implemented without further delay. 
 
Before answering the consultation questions it is important to highlight that the 6-day standstill rule 
remains one of the most unpopular regulations amongst our membership. Standstill rules were 
brought in as a result of the 2001 Foot and Mouth Outbreak (FMD). Our members remain firmly of 
the view that the focus of Government should be on stopping the incursion of diseases such as FMD 
into this country by stringent border checks and controls. If there is any sign that FMD has entered 
the country then an immediate standstill should be placed on all animal movements. Our members 
believe this approach to be more robust and proportionate as opposed to a standstill rule in operation 
on every farming business in ‘peacetime’.  
 
Question 1 – To what extent to you agree with the benefit of implementing Quarantine Units to 
replace the current 6-Day standstill rule exemptions? 
 
As we have already highlighted NFU Cymru believes that the introduction of Quarantine Units with 
practical and sensible conditions attached to them is an essential element of a wider package of 
measures to simplify the current complicated and confusing livestock movement rules. This 
simplification would bring about a greater understanding of the rules for livestock movement reporting 
and recording requirements and thus deliver a more robust disease management / control regime. 
 
The Gareth Williams Working Smarter report of December 2011 covered the 6 day standstill rule 
within paragraphs 8.7 to 8.11. NFU Cymru would contend that all the issues highlighted within these 
paragraphs with regards to the very complex set of rules, different rules for certain classes of 
livestock and this being a badly damaged rule still stand today. Gareth Williams highlighted that this 
regulation cannot be looked at in isolation, as it is part of an interrelated group of regulations that 
includes animal identification, holding identification and movement tracking. The other elements of 
the Working Smarter package have or are in the process of being implemented. Genuine 
simplification and a robust disease control regime can only be fully achieved once the full package of 
measures has been implemented.  
 
Whilst we have welcomed the proposals within the recent WG consultation document with regards to 
CPH rationalisation the full benefits of this rationalisation in terms of simplifying livestock movement 
reporting and recording, maintaining the ability to trade and maximise returns from the market at the 
same time as ensuring robust disease control strategies can only be achieved if concurrent to this 
process livestock keepers have the ability to implement Quarantine Units on their holding. Failure to 
achieve this will see livestock keepers reluctant to fully engage in the CPH rationalisation programme 
or face increased barriers to trade.     
 
 Question 2 – What are your thoughts relating to the proposed QU process? 
 
Prior to commenting on the proposed QU process NFU Cymru have some comments that they wish 
to make with regards to Part B - The proposed changes. 
 
NFU Cymru is generally supportive of the QU principles, requirements and operational rules and 
believes that these can form the outline of the guidance notes that will be produced for the QU’s. 
What will be absolutely crucial is ensuring the details of the guidance rules are practical, sensible and 
achievable on farm. 
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We do question the need for Electronic notification of animal movements within 24 hours and 
individual identification of animals would be required to ensure inspections can be carried out on 
in-use facilities. Whilst we respect the need for APHA to know when the unit is in use so that they can 
plan potential inspection visits we feel that all that should be required within 24 hours is notification 
that the QU is in use not the individual identification of the animals within the QU. This would be a 
simpler system as notification could be carried out very quickly and simply, possibly even by text 
message. 
 
Effective separation – We fully agree that the QU unit should provide effective separation between 
quarantined and other animals and that procedures must be in place to ensure dedicated access, 
feeding and effluent management. However we do not believe that the detailed rules need to be 
overly prescriptive e.g. by setting out that stock proof double fencing must be at least 3 metres apart. 
NFU Cymru believes that it is more important that the applicant shows how separation, feeding and 
effluent management is achieved rather than a complex and prescriptive set of rules / measurements 
etc. 
 
Dedicated Clothing, gloves and footwear – We believe that this should be appropriate to the task in 
hand, i.e. the type of clothing required to carry out a walk through a field of sheep in an outdoor QU 
to check that they are all okay will be entirely different to that required to dose, inject and scan the 
same group of sheep. 
 
Inspections – The consultation does not cover what percentage of QU’s will be inspected in use or 
the matrix for deciding who and when to inspect. This needs to be made available as soon as 
possible. 
 
We remain of the view that in the interests of better regulation / earned recognition if other regulatory 
organisations e.g. RPW, Trading standards, UKAS accredited bodies visit a farm with a QU during 
the course of their work and they note that the QU is in use then they can carry out an inspection and 
report their findings to APHA, this could be recorded and used as part of the risk assessment to 
determine future inspection visits. That is, if the inspection found that the QU was in operation and 
well run then this should reduce the need for APHA to visit that premise imminently, thus ensuring 
better targeting of inspection visits. 
 
This Consultation in general and the flow processes on page 11-21 does appear to be overly 
focussed on ensuring that procedures are in place to ensure that in-use inspections can be 
completed. We do feel that this tends to imply a lack of trust, on behalf of government, as to the 
ability of the certification body and the industry to certify and adhere to QU rules. 
 
Costs – NFU Cymru would highlight the need to ensure that all organisations involved in the 
implementation of QU’s efficiently manage their work streams to ensure that costs are kept to the 
minimum required. As previously highlighted we believe that they are opportunities to streamline the 
process and ensure that QUs are inspected as part of existing inspections. The 18 month re-approval 
process has specifically been agreed to ensure that it ties in with farm assurance inspection visits 
and all efforts must be made to ensure that these visits can be co-ordinated.   
   
 
With reference to the process flows and supporting notes provided on pages 11 to 21 we are 
interested to hear your views on the proposed process and any areas that you feel have been 
omitted or are unclear. 
 
Applying for a Quarantine Unit 
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The key point for each and every process flow from page 11 to 21 is to ensure that strict timetables 
are in place to ensure that deadlines are met and that the procedure for the farmers is not overly 
bureaucratic or burdensome. All the process flows involve interaction between Government, 
Government agencies and Certification bodies. History tells us that this can sometimes result in a 
lack of communication and delays.  We seek assurance that WG, BCMS, APHA, EID Cymru and the 
Certification Body will all be working in unison and that the Livestock owner / keeper will not face 
delays or additional burdens as a result of a failure of these organisation to work together and share 
data in a timely fashion. Each process flow on pages 11-21 must have a clear timeline within which 
the relevant bodies must be targeted to achieve their action to prevent delays being introduced into 
the system, many of the processes can be achieved in tandem. 
 
Validation and Allocation of QU CPH numbers 
 
The points made in the previous paragraph are equally as valid to this process. 
 
Maintaining a QU – 18 month re-approval 
 
The points made above are equally valid to this section. This should be a simple and low cost 
process for the livestock keeper / owner, tied in with farm assurance re-approval for those farmers 
who are also members of a farm assurance scheme. 
 
QU In use inspections 
 
We would wish to see clear timelines set to ensure swift and speedy resolutions to in-use inspection 
issues. If a Tribunal is set up then it is vital that Tribunal members have a good practical knowledge 
of livestock keeping, livestock reporting and recording rules and Quarantine Units. 
 
Step 14 – NFU Cymru is firmly of the view that the in cases of non-compliance found at step 14 that 
the temporary removal of the QU until the non-compliance is rectified is sufficient penalty for the 
livestock keeper, this will be a sufficient safeguard to ensure a robust adoption of the rules on farm.    
 
Animals leaving a Quarantine Unit – NFU Cymru would suggest that the livestock keeper should not 
need to report animals leaving the Quarantine Unit once the period of quarantine for the group(s) of 
animals have been completed. We would suggest that an automatic process can be set up via EID 
Cymru / CTS that reports the movement of animals into the main flock / herd. This would be an 
excellent example of better regulation and maximising the benefits of electronic reporting processes.  
 
Question 3 – Nature and number of QUs per farm premises – your views are being sought as 
to which option should be considered further and whether there are any other pros or cons 
that have not been considered. 
 

a) Which one of the four options illustrated in pages 22 to 24 do you feel should be 
considered further.  

b) Are there any other pros and cons that should be included and therefore considered? 
 
NFU Cymru believes that the maximum flexibility should be allowed for the livestock industry. Whilst 
we can see that the majority of farmers would avail themselves of one QU on their farm which could 
comprise of one or two separate sites operating as one unit (option B), there will be some farmers 
who would require two QUs on their farm with separate CPH numbers and for both to be in use at the 
same time. It seems eminently sensible that one Quarantine Unit per species should be allowed. It is 
important to remember the diverse nature of livestock farming businesses across Wales with many 
farmers having different enterprises running on different sites but which under the new CPH rules will 
all be operating under one CPH unit. In these instances farmers may well wish to have separate 
QU’s for separate sites and this would be the most appropriate solution for a number of reasons.  
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NFU Cymru fully respects that those farmers operating under the Option D scenario would face 
additional cost and that the inspection frequency for the units would increase but this should be a 
decision for the keeper to make and not for regulation to dictate.    
 
Question 4- Changes to the Disease Control (Wales) Order 2003 – your views are being 
sought as to whether you agree or otherwise with the proposed changes. 

a) To what extent do you agree with the proposed changes set out in pages 25-33? 
b) If you disagree or wish to provide any further comments please complete the table 

below? 
The changes proposed appear sensible. 
 
 
Other Comments 
 
NFU Cymru has a number of further comments to make which have not been addressed as part of 
the questions within the consultation document. 
 
How the proposals was developed 
 
As the Working Smarter report correctly points out at para 8.7 the six day standstill rule is by far the 
most disliked regulation and was thus always going to stir up strong views from industry of the need 
for radical change and from OCVO to maintain current rules. That said Gareth Williams came up with 
a sensible middle ground that proposed the introduction of isolation units for all categories of sheep 
and cattle alongside a range of other changes to animal ID and movement rules. We are 
disappointed that it has taken 4 years for WG to finally consult on this recommendation. We would 
stress the importance of now moving forward at a pace to make up for lost time to ensure that no 
more time is delayed with the implementation of quarantine units. 
 
Business Case options – NFU Cymru would like to put on record that we remain of the view that 
Option 3 – Introduction of a general standstill exemption for farms using QU. A QU will be part of a 
CPH. Tick-box for notification that QU is in use remains very much our favoured option for the 
implementation of QU’s in Wales. We believe that this would fit in with the CPH rationalisation 
programme. WG Ministers have decided not to pursue option 3 and instead have agreed to take 
forward Option 2- Introduction of general standstill exemptions for farms using QU. Separate CPH 
number allocated for each QU. Now that this decision has been made industry stakeholders have 
suggested ways that the electronic notification reporting system can be designed to make it as simple 
as possible for farmers to be able to report moves into a QU, we hope that these will be pursued and 
that industry stakeholders will be invited to play a part in designing the system. 
 
Workshops (Page 35) – Whilst industry has had the opportunity to discuss Quarantine Units at every 
meeting of LIDAG our representation at the workshops was severely restricted. NFU Cymru is 
disappointed that industry stakeholders were unable to have a greater input into these workshops. 
We believe that the model of Government and industry working together on the development of RPW 
Online should have been replicated in the development of QU’s.  
 
CPH Project (Page 36) – As already highlighted we would agree with the comments made at page 36 
that the CPH project and the implementation of QU’s are interlinked. We would also agree that the 
QU, EID Cymru and CPH projects together will provide a robust system for tracing livestock; they will 
provide a simpler system that will benefit farmers and regulators alike. 
 
Conclusion 
 
NFU Cymru welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation paper and hope that WG will 
take our comments on board; we hope to be able to continue to participate in the development of this 
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work through the LIDAG group and any other opportunities that arise. The success of this project will 
be dependent on the simplicity and practicality of scheme rules. The WG has highlighted the 
implementation of QUs as an alternative to the six day standstill and that the proposed changes are 
designed to simplify current systems, establish consistent rules across species and reduce the 
administrative burden on farmers without compromising biosecurity. NFU Cymru concur fully with that 
statement, the challenge now is to ensure that this is achieved for farmers in Wales. It is now 
imperative that the necessary work is completed and legislative changes are made to ensure that 
farmers are able to have approved Quarantine Units on farm by December 2016. 
 
****END****    
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Exotic Animal Diseases Team 
Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer 
Welsh Government 
Cathays Park 
Cardiff 
CF10 3NQ  

January 22nd 2016  
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Consultation on the Introduction of Quarantine Units (QUs) 
 
Thank you for consulting Natural Resources Wales on the proposed introduction of a 
general standstill exemption for farms using Quarantine Units. Natural Resources Wales 
works as a regulator, partner and advisor to businesses, non-governmental organisations, 
Local Authorities and communities to help deliver Welsh Government and European Union 
policies and priorities. Our purpose is to ensure that the environment and natural 
resources of Wales are sustainably maintained, enhanced and used, now and in the 
future.  
 
We acknowledge that the introduction of quarantine units provides livestock managers with 
greater clarity and an additional option to minimise the impact of animal disease outbreaks 
on the environment whilst giving them flexibility to trade. However, we are concerned that 
problems with farm manure, washings into rivers, incorrect drainage connections and 
surface water runoff and poaching may occur and could potentially damage the 
environment without sufficient best practice guidance and support – particularly around the 
requirement for separate effluent management.  
 
As a regulator we are responsible for the protection of habitats and endangered species 
and we are the competent authority for the implementation of the Water Framework 
Directive in Wales. We have a duty to ensure that the requirements of Environmental 
Permitting Regulations, the UK Air Quality Strategy, the Countryside and Rights of Way 
Act and the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act are met.  
 
Given our remit, we would welcome the opportunity to meet with WG to discuss and advise 
on the content of best practice guidance and other documents, prior to publication. Our 
advice would cover the protection and sustainable use of habitats, species, water, soil, 
landscape and public access. 
 
If you have any questions about our response or require further information, please contact 
Buddug Jones (contact details are at the top of the letter). 
 

Ein cyf/Our ref: 
Eich cyf/Your ref: WG27374 
NRW, Maes y Ffynnon, 
Penrhosgarnedd, Bangor, Gwynedd 
LL57 2DW 
 
Ebost/Email: 
Buddug.Jones@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk 
 
Ffôn/Phone: 0300 065 4860 
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Yours sincerely,  
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NSA response to Welsh Govts consultation on the introduction of quarantine 

units 

Consultation Questions  
1. To what extent do you agree with the benefit of implementing Quarantine Units 

(QU) to replace the current 6-Day Standstill Rule exemptions?  

We agree fully with the principle of offering the use of quarantine units as an 
alternative to the current 6 day standstill requirements.  We do not see them as 
being simply a replacement to the standstill exemptions but as an alternative to 
the standstill requirements for those who choose to adopt them.   

From a point of principle the NSA wants to see improved disease control and 
biosecurity measures employed on sheep farms generally.  This is in order to 
reduce disease spread and thereby losses and costs, to improve the welfare and 
health status of the welsh sheep flock generally, and with the likelihood that it will 
improve profitability and the success of the industry.  However we also strongly 
believe that the existing nature of an essentially land based enterprise, sheep 
farming, with its diversity of breeds and systems, and diversity of farm types and 
market options, is essential.  Our sheep farming structure and its diversity is the 
foundation of the industry, its image is based upon its structure, and there are 
many positive environmental and social outcomes that are dependent.  Therefore 
we are convinced that quarantine unit proposals MUST fit around, and support the 
system of sheep farming, rather than the system of farming fitting around the best 
theoretical practice for disease control.  Our view is that if quarantine units are 
straightforward and practical then the uptake will be higher than if their 
requirements were to be unachievable. With a high level of uptake we believe a far 
greater understanding and buy in to disease control and biosecurity could be 
achieved. If QU requirements are set at a level that aims to give almost total 
sterility then we will lose the opportunity to engage a high number of welsh sheep 
farmers with improved disease control. 

The current 6 day standstill controls are heavily influenced by Foot and Mouth 
disease.  While we understand the need to control such exotic diseases we feel 
that such a general standstill during F&M ‘peacetime’ is not well targeted and that 
there are bigger gains to be made from understanding the value of quarantining 
stock for more endemic diseases such as scab, foot infections, and in particular 
internal parasite that may be resistant to current treatments. Through effective 
disease surveillance we should know when we in the UK , or indeed Wales, is at 
high risk and we believe industry would accept the raising of controls in these 
high risk times, including of course in the case of an actual disease outbreak.  Our 
disease strategies should be based on risk. 

In particular we would bring attention to the recommendations of the Working 
Smarter Group. “The issues around the 6-day standstill rule must be addressed 
and resolved by the Welsh Government and the farming industry working 
together. All options must be considered including the Macdonald modelling on 
separation and isolation facilities, farm-to-farm movements and also the Scottish 
Government’s approach. Solutions must permit efficient cross border movements 
and be easily understood by farmers.” We note that the recommendations talk 
about separation and isolation, and not quarantine.  Separation and isolation are 
terms we believe are proportionate to managing disease in a farm situation.  
Quarantine is often considered to be another, more official level. 



While we accept, for a number of reasons, why the retention of the standstill 
alongside the proposed quarantine units is probably desirable, our ultimate goal 
should be to have measures that control endemic disease (separation and 
isolation, and also risk based testing and screening dependant on source of 
stock), and measures to control exotic diseases AS AND WHEN they are deemed 
to be an actual risk.  Global disease surveillance should be seen as an important 
tool for this and in our opinion the industry would accept standstill closures or 
periods based on agreed risk. 

 

 

 

 

2. The Proposed Changes - What are your thoughts relating to the proposed QU 
process?  

We accept the principle of there being two options 1) the use of a quarantine unit, 
or 2) reversion to 6 day standstill requirements. 

We do not agree with the justification for the use of the term quarantine over 
isolation or separation.  Please see comments at the end of section 1 above.  We 
believe striving for too high a degree of separation will discourage many farmers 
from taking reasonable disease isolation facilities on their farms. 

QU principles (bullet points as per consultation document, NSA responses in bold text): 



 An exemption to standstill rules for farms with approved QUs will replace all 
existing exemptions involving Sole Occupancy Authorities (SOAs) and isolation 
units. NSA response The current exemptions do not require such a high 
level of quarantine management as is being proposed and the result of this 
will be that many small farms and those with showing and pedigree sales 
interests will be forced to increase their standards when they are at least 
currently involved in isolation practices.  If the rules are imposed as set out 
in the consultation it will add extra burden and bureaucracy on small units 
that only operate with one CPH number, some of these farms already 
operate under the current rules very effectively and in most cases during 
the breeding sale season it is the only way they can run their business 
around the 6DSS. The unintended consequences of this decision need to 
be considered seriously and it could reduce biosecurity outcomes. 

 

 Livestock owners/keepers will be able to choose between using QUs or adhering 
to the current 6DSS. NSA response We are happy with farmers being given 
an option involving these two options – but we feel strongly that the 
requirements for QUs need to be practical and achievable for the majority – 
otherwise little progress will be made in encouraging improved industry 
wide biosecurity and disease control.  
 

 QUs could be indoor and/or outdoor facilities and must be separate from other 
animals, with separate feed, water, double fencing and access. NSA response 
we agree that QUs could be both indoor and outdoor and also that any one 



farm could have both facilities.  A greater deal of interpretation needs to be 
made over feed and water – we agree that feeding access should not be 
shared, and for water we again feel that access to water should be separate 
rather than any need for separate supplies.  We accept double fencing, 
adequate to prevent nose to nose contact. There also needs to be flexibility 
over  which buildings and fields can be used for QU’s as a farmer may have 
to change a field for instance if weather conditions change suddenly. 
Clarification is needed as to whether the unit can operate all year round for 
sale stock or just from 

1st
 August to 3

1st
 October which is in the current 

rules. 
 

 Strict biosecurity and practical requirements must be met in order to prevent the 
spread of disease. We agree but these should be risk based (using 
surveillance information) and proportionate to that risk. Please see our 
replies to above points as the requirements need practical. 
 

 

 QUs must be certified by a Certification Body (CB) accredited by the United 
Kingdom Accreditation Service (UKAS) that would be accessible for all livestock 
owners/keepers to apply to. We agree provided that the certification of QU’s 
can be independent and unrelated to farm assurance if so wished 
 

 Approval would be required before they can be certified for use and every 18 
months thereafter, paid for by livestock owners/keepers.   We agree with the 
principle of this proposal, however, to make QUs  more attractive the cost 
of the inspection needs to be realistic especially if small producers are to 
be encouraged to take this option up. 
 

 No changes are proposed for 20 day standstill rules for pigs, at the request of the 
pig industry and in consideration of the risks.   No comment 

 

 Electronic notification of animal movements within 24 hours and individual 
identification of animals would be required to ensure inspections can be carried 
out on in-use facilities. We agree with the need for reporting to allow spot 
inspections to take place while animals are still present in a QU.  However, 
electronic notification within 24 hours will not be possible as many areas 
still have little or no broadband connection.  A telephone/text service 
should be offered or a postal service of up to 3 days.  Some local shows 
will process the movement licence for the exhibitors sending in the white 
part of the ALM1 and this is achieved within the current 3 days.  For 
example a show on a Saturday will have all forms sent off on the Monday 
this may in time be done electronically with the biosecurity officer at the 
show acting as an agent for the exhibitors.  Most small shows are the heart 
and soul of a rural community and also encourage new exhibitors to take 
part; if extra obstacles are put in some shows will not survive. 

 

QU requirements (bullet points as per consultation document, NSA responses in bold 
text): 

 An indoor QU facility should consist of a separate building and/or field, with its 
own dedicated access, effluent management, feeding and welfare arrangements. 



There should be no direct contact with other animals on the farm. NSA response 
we do not agree with the need for a separate building provided the 
requirements for a field based QU could be met. We accept dedicated 
access provided this means access dedicated for the QU that is devoid of 
other livestock.  It would be helpful to discuss specific farm situations to 
get agreement on what would be and would not be acceptable.  We could 
accept these requirements but interpretations need to be thought through. 
Circumstances change throughout the year and although a building may 
not be suitable in the Winter it may meet the criteria in the Summer as other 
stock will be out in the fields with just for example the show animals 
housed or the rams which will be going to sale. 
 

 An outdoor QU facility should provide effective separation between quarantined 
and other animals with stock proof double-fencing at least 3 metres apart, with its 
own dedicated access, effluent management and feeding arrangements. There 
should be no direct contact with other animals on the farm.   NSA response We 

accept these requirements although would question why for example the 
gap for MVA is only 2m.  If a farmer is already meeting the MVA rules then 
this should be sufficient.  In addition this needs more interpretation e.g. 
Will single stock fencing of fields with no stock in the neighbouring field 
during quarantining comply or an arable field next door with the next stock 
field for instance 100 metres away and properly fenced? It has been 
suggested that farmers should have the ability to move their quarantine 
facilities around the farm depending on crop rotations and general farm 
management.  This would require more of a ‘quarantine plan’ rather than an 
actual facility which, if implemented properly, could provide the ultimate in 
disease control. We would like the Welsh Govt to consider this approach. 

 
QU Operational Rules (bullet points as per consultation document, NSA responses in 
bold text): 

 No direct contact between animals in a QU and resident or other stock at any 
point. NSA response  Agreed 

 

 People entering a QU must either wear dedicated clothing, gloves and footwear 
or use items that can be disinfected, ensuring that they are cleansed and 
disinfected when entering and leaving a QU. NSA response this is a clear 
biosecurity measure related to highly transmissible diseases such as F&M.  
We would rather see more simple measures that were less draconian and 
encourage people to quarantine for endemic diseases.  We assume that if 
there was a F&M outbreak all movements would be highly controlled 
anyway. Needs to be practical – it could be a requirement that a separate 
set of disposable overalls is used when feeding or checking stock in a QU, 
or that washables could be used and cleaned prior to entry into and exit 
from a QU. We should be employing measures that would be proportionate 
to prevent the spread of diseases such as Maedi Visna or internal parasites 
– in the case of a highly contagious exotic we would support movements 
being shut down. 

 

 

 If dedicated gloves are not used hand washing facilities must be available for 
people entering and leaving a QU.   NSA response – as above, we feel this is 



something that should be encouraged but not required – for the reasons 
above 

 

 No feed equipment or machinery to be shared between the farm and it’s QU, 
except where feed can be ‘dropped’ into the QU by equipment, which has been 
thoroughly cleansed and disinfected before its use. NSA response.  Equipment 
can be shared surely but should be cleaned prior to sharing.  This 
requirement should simply prevent contamination.  It is unrealistic to 
expect a dedicated tractor but to ask for the wheels/contact areas to be 
sprayed with disinfectant while between resident and quarantine stock 
would seem to be reasonable. 

 

 For essential welfare and exceptional husbandry reasons, vehicles can enter a 
QU e.g. to move animals off. Vehicles must be thoroughly cleansed and 
disinfected when entering and leaving a QU. NSA response  This should be for 
routine husbandry needs not exceptional – please see above. 

 

 Incoming animals must be transported directly into a QU and the transporting 
vehicle must be thoroughly cleansed and disinfected when entering and leaving 
the QU.   NSA response We agree. 

 

 A QU can be used for other purposes when no animals are in quarantine. This 
must be clearly indicated and with appropriate biosecurity procedures in place.  
NSA  response  We agree 

 

 Appropriate signage must be displayed when the QU is in use so all farm staff 
are aware that they must follow the required biosecurity procedures. NSA 
response  We agree 

 

 Lactating animals cannot be moved between a QU and the farm’s milking parlour, 
but can be milked in the QU with a mobile milking facility provided it is thoroughly 
cleansed and disinfected before and after its use. NSA response  Only relevant 
for milking sheep but we would accept this. 

 

 Animals must remain in the QU facility for 6 days (i.e. arrival of animals into QU is 
day 0 and then remain for the subsequent 6 whole days. If animals are part way 
through the 6 day quarantine period when other animals are introduced then this 
resets the clock and all animals must remain in the QU for 6 days from that 
point). NSA response  We accept and agree 

 

 Show animals may leave a QU in under 6 days if they are attending a further 
licensed show, provided they undergo 6 days quarantine before attending the first 
show and after returning from the last. NSA response we accept this 
requirement? Please see other comments above about the operational 
rules and cost of operating a QU. 

 

 Animals may leave a QU for veterinary treatment, but on return, they (and any 
new born offspring) must stay in the QU for the remainder of their 6 day standstill 
period. NSA response - The current rules as stated in the current 2003 
disease order should remain in force.  During lambing the QU may not be in 



operation and will put a farmer under an unnecessary 6DSS.  This 
exemption has worked since 2001 and should remain unchanged so not to 
discourage farmers from using the vet. 
 

 Records of animals’ ID and dates of entry and departure from the QU must be 
maintained on the farm. NSA response  We agree 

 

 QUs will be allocated a separate CPH number. NSA response we would prefer 
this not to be the case due to the move to rationalise and reduce holding 
numbers.  Given the need for UKAS certification and the need for reporting 
movements we feel strongly that this function could be undertaken by a 
tick box on the EID Cymru electronic register. The new EID Cymru AML1 
forms have already catered for a tick box for the current 
isolation/Separation which should be maintained, and keeps this the same 
as the current ARAMS system which maintains continuity especially for 
cross border movements. 
 

 In order for the standstill exemption to apply, movements into and out of a QU 
must be reported electronically within 24 hours. NSA response we accept this 
requirement in theory but it is not practical please see comments above. 
 

 

 A QU must be approved by a UKAS accredited Certification Body and re-
approved every 18 months, paid for by the livestock owner/keeper. NSA 
response  We accept this requirement 
 

 Unannounced inspections will be used to verify compliance when the QU is in-
use. NSA response we accept this requirement but would like clarification 
over the percentage of spot inspections likely to be employed. 

 

 

3. Nature and number of QUs per farm premises - your views are being sought as 
to which option should be considered further and whether there are any other 
pros or cons that have not been considered.  

Nature and number of QUs per farm premises  
The original working assumption was that there should be only one approved QU per 
farm premises, which are either indoor or outdoor or both. In developing the proposal 
this assumption was challenged and it was suggested that multiple QUs may be required 
for each farm premises.  
Therefore, the following four options were developed:  
Option A Only one approved QU per farm on only one site (which could comprise both 
indoor and outdoor facilities)  
Option B Only one QU per farm, comprising either one or two separate sites operating 
as one unit i.e. any animals entering either site would restart the 6DSS on both sites  
Option C Two QUs per farm with separate CPH numbers, but only one can be in use at 
one time  
Option D Two QUs per farm with separate CPH numbers and both can be in use at the same 
time. 
 
NSA response.  Once you accept that quarantine units can effectively improve 
disease management then it is difficult to make a case to restrict their use.  Our 



view is that we should expect compliance with the requirements and allow farmers 
to use option D above.  We would like to see the use of a tick box as opposed to 
having separate CPH numbers for each unit. 

 
 
 

4. Changes to the Disease Control (Wales) Order 2003 - your views are being sought as 
to whether you agree or otherwise with the proposed changes.  
NSA response  Item 12 on the disease control order (Wales)  Change proposed NB  

Buyers of breeding rams that don’t want to comply with the standstill will have the 

option of QUs if it’s important to them 

Item 13 similarly to above except that the requirements on these farmers will be 

higher – we’ve pointed that out under point 1 

Schedule 2 

Item 5 Return of sheep from a show or exhibition  as above item 13 this change 

will allow the same as currently but will make the requirements more difficult to 

meet. 

Item 6 Return of rams from market  As above  

Item 7 Arrival of rams for breeding   As above 

Item 11 Return of sheep from AI facilities   As above 

Item 15 Return from veterinary treatment Movement for veterinary treatment, etc. 

Should remain as the existing 2003 order below and not be changed. 

1.—(1) The movement of an animal to a place for veterinary treatment.  

(2) The movement of an animal from a place for veterinary treatment provided 

the animal has not come into contact with other animals while at the place of 

treatment.  

(3) The movement of an animal to a laboratory for diagnostic tests to be carried 

out to ascertain whether the animal is affected by or has been exposed to a 

disease.  

Phil Stocker & Helen Davies 

1/2/16 

  











































 

 

CONSULTATION ON THE INTRODUCTION OF QUARANTINE UNITS 

 

Name:   Mrs Jennifer Layton Mills 

Organisation:  WELSH LIVESTOCK AUCTIONEERS ASSOCIATION 

Address:  McCartneys LLP, Wylcwm House, Knighton, Powys LD7 1AE 

Email address:  jml@mccartneys.co.uk 

Telephone:  01547 528621 

Type:  Professional Body/Interest Group 

 

1. To what extent do you agree with the benefit of implementing Quarantine Units to replace 

the current 6-Day Standstill Rule exemptions? 

 

Strongly agree.  The Welsh LAA fully agree with the principal of offering the use of quarantine units 

as an alternative to the current 6 day standstill requirements.  The 6 day standstill has limited our 

customers trading and business decision making throughout the agricultural year but especially at 

the important trading periods in the spring and autumn.  The present system has not helped farmers 

cash flow especially when required at autumn breeding sales.  We do not see the proposals as 

simply a replacement to the 6 day standstill exemption but as an alternative to the requirements for 

those who choose to adopt them. The current 6 day standstill controls were obviously heavily 

influenced by the foot and mouth disease.  We therefore strongly agree with allowing farmers the 

opportunity to establish quarantine units not just as an alternative to the 6 day standstill but as a 

positive step in raising bio security standards in general. 

 

In our view the Welsh Government have taken far too long in introducing the process and we would 

like to see this actioned as soon as possible. 

 

The introduction of quarantine units will be better at minimising the threat of spreading disease 

rather than the current regulations where animals can touch their neighbours’ animals through 

boundaries under the current 6 day rule. 

 

We feel that the cost should be borne by the Welsh Government as it should consider farming 

important to Wales as a whole and see that it remains profitable, sustainable and efficient.   

 

2. The proposed changes – What are your thoughts relating to the proposal QU process? 

 

We would challenge why the inspection and approval process looks so draconian. After all the 

present 6 day standstill rules are not effective and by offering a realistic alternative it will surely help 

with overall compliance. If the rules and conditions are too unrealistic (possibly as a way to prevent 

large scale take up) it will neither help government or industry. 

The LAA feel that the 21 day turnaround would seem too long at certain times of the year.  It 

obviously wholly depends on when the scheme is launched.  Whoever the scheme owners are which 

we presume is the Welsh Government, should stipulate that there can be a turn around of fewer 

than 21 days.  We believe that the certification body should notify the quarantine units certificate 

holders that they are due for a re-inspection by a specified date and make arrangements to 

undertake the inspection.  If the farmers do not wish to maintain their QU certification then they can 

remove it at this point.  The LAA consider that the requirement to report movements electronically 

with individual identities of individual animals is an unnecessary burden that will discourage 
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participation. The need to electronically report all movements within 24 hours is considered too 

short of a period, particularly for a sheep farmer who does not have access to their own computer or 

even internet access. Surely just the total number of animals could just been telephoned through. 

WAG only need to look at the number of farmers that have electronically reported sheep 

movements via EID Cymru to see how few have internet access. Most already use an agent to submit 

their SAF forms. 

 

3a Nature and number of QUs per farm premises 

 

The LAA’s opinion is that once the Welsh Government accept the quarantine units can effectively 

improve disease management then it is difficult to make a case to restrict their use.  The LAA’s view 

is that we should expect compliance for the requirements and allow farmers to use Option D. 

 

4 Changes to the Disease Control (Wales) Order 2003 

 

We strongly agree with the changes that are required to amend the DCA to enable quarantine units 

to be introduced as soon as possible. The LAA emphasise the establishment of Quarantine Units 

must be cost effective and practical to implement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 











From: William Williams-Wynne <www@wynne.co.uk> 

Sent: 10 December 2015 09:06 

To: animaldiseases 

Subject:Six day Standstill 

 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Completed 

 

Thank you for allowing me to comment. 

Allowing the use of Quarantine Units would be especially helpful on larger holdings which because of  

their size have 

i) more on-farm opportunities to quarantine incoming/outgoing animals and 

ii) a need for a greater number of animal movements. 

Our management policy here has been greatly impacted having to forward plan sales to fit in with 

market sales and purchases (eg Draft ewes and Ram sales & purchases in Autumn).  These on & off 

movements which of necessity often have to occur on the same day have been a nightmare.  QUs 

would be a welcome change, but please do not make it even more complicated. 

WWW 




