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[bookmark: _GoBack]Annex 9 Movements between restricted herds



Ireland believes that the Irish bTB eradication programme complies with the requirements of EU legislation governing movement from restricted herds. The rules in Directive 78/52/EEC (Article 19) requiring pre-movement tests between herds relate in the first instance to movements from T1 to T2 herds and, in the second instance, to movements between T2 herds.  However, Ireland has no T1 herds (herds of unknown status) or T2 herds (herds in which tests are carried out in accordance with national rules to bring them to T3 status), because it brought all herds up to T3 status prior to 1980 in accordance with national rules.

 	

In Directive 78/52/EEC, T3 status is defined as ‘officially tuberculosis-free’ within the meaning of Directive 64/432/EEC, which means that the rules stipulated in Directive 64/432/EEC apply to such OTF-herds.  The stated purpose of Directive 77/391/EEC as laid down in Article 3.2(a) that “herds are classed as ‘officially tuberculosis-free’ in accordance with Community provisions in this field and Directive 64/432/EEC in particular” had therefore been achieved by Ireland. Since 1980, therefore, Ireland has complied with the requirements of Directive 64/432/EEC in order for herds to retain OTF status or to restore OTF status, where status has been suspended or withdrawn according to this Directive.  In 1987, Decision 87/58/EEC limited the eligibility for financial aid in respect of compensation for tuberculosis to “those animals coming from herds which have not at any time attained the status of T3 as defined in Article 2(2) of Directive 78/52/EEC”.  Thus herds that had at some stage become OTF and were then under 64/432/EEC were no longer eligible for funding under 77/391/EEC. This in Ireland’s opinion confirms that the purpose of Directives 77/391/EEC and 78/52/EEC was that each herd would be brought from unknown status (T1) to OTF (T3) under 64/432/EEC. 



With regard to movements out of restricted herds, as outlined in the programme, movements permitted by Ireland are limited to movements that are dictated by welfare considerations for the animals in question so as to alleviate or prevent unnecessary suffering and only movements of test negative animals are allowed. Such movements, which would be similar to movements between T2 herds as permitted under Directive 78/52/EEC, are very limited and do not in any way compromise the programme. The permitted movements in such exceptional cases relate, in the main, to movements for welfare reasons to feedlots where, because of their unique nature and the special official supervisory protocol in place, (see par 4.4.2 of the programme) ensures that the risk is minimal.  Movements out of restricted herds direct to slaughter are allowed under the programme.  Reactor or inconclusive reactor animals must go direct to slaughter unless such animals have been selected by the Competent Authority to go to the official research farm for research purposes.



As indicated above, movements out of or between restricted herds are analogous to movements between T2 herds which are permitted under Directive 78/52/EEC provided that the animals pass a TB test within 30 days preceding the movement. Notwithstanding that it is Ireland’s view, for the reasons outlined above, that the provisions relating to pre-movement testing provided for in Directive 78/52/EEC do not apply to Ireland, the programme has been amended to introduce a similar pre-movement test requirement out of restricted herds provided for in this Directive.

  

With regard to movement into status suspended or status withdrawn herds, Directive 64/432/EEC has no specific rules governing such movements. Nevertheless, the programme submitted by Ireland, has had regard to EU policy set out at paragraph 5(d) of the Annex to Decision 2008/341EC requiring programmes, being submitted for co-financing, to be based on “available relevant scientific knowledge”. Accordingly, Ireland has reviewed the policy in respect of movements into a restricted herd with a view to establishing scientifically, the risk associated with movements into restricted herds.  In summary the study (The impact of animal introductions during herd restrictions on future herd-level bovine tuberculosis risk. Preventive Veterinary Medicine 109, (3–4):246–257, Clegg, T.A., Blake, M., Healy, R., Good, M., Higgins I.M., More, S.J. (2013)) concluded that herds that introduced animals early during a restriction period, and prior to a test, were at significantly greater future bTB risk than herds where animals were only introduced later. However, while movement into a restricted herd prior to a re-test resulted in an increased risk, movements following a test generated no statistically significant greater risk: in other words, the result of the test (whether clear or not) had no bearing on the risk. In view of this research, Ireland has revised its policy so that movements into a restricted herd are permitted where at least one retest has taken place after the outbreak has been detected.
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				ANNEX 1 - GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED

		AHCS				Animal Health Computer System

		AHI				Animal Health Ireland

		AIM				Animal Identification and Movement System

		AMTS				Area Management Teams

		AS				Area Superintendent

		BCG				Bacillus Calmette Guerin

		bTB				Bovine Tuberculosis

		BTBEP				Bovine TB Eradication Programme

		BVD				Bovine Viral Disease

		CVRL				Central Veterinary Research Laboratory

		DAFM				Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine

		DCVO				Deputy Chief Veterinary Officer

		DVO				District Veterinary Office

		EOS				East Offaly Study

		ERAD				Eradication of Animal Disease

		EU				European Union

		FAP				Four Area Project

		FBO				Food Business Operator

		FMD				Foot and Mouth Disease

		FSAI				Food Safety Authority of Ireland

		FVO				Food and Veterinary Office (EU)

		Herdfinder				GIS Farm parcel mapping system

		IBR				Infectious Bovine Rhinotracheitis

		IFN-γ				Interferon-γ assay

		LAVS				Local Authority Veterinary Services

		OIE				World Organisation for Animal Health

		OTF				Officially Tuberculosis Free

		PVP				Private Veterinary Practitioner

		R/AP				Regional Assistant Principal

		RVO				Regional Veterinary Office

		SICTT				Single Intradermal Comparative Tuberculin Test

		SIT				Single Intradermal Test

		SOP				Standard operating procedure

		SNP				Single Neucleotide Polymorphisms

		SVI				Superintending Veterinary Inspector

		TB				Tuberculosis

		UCD				University College Dublin

		VI				Veterinary Inspector

		VLS				Veterinary Laboratory Service

		VPHIS				Veterinary Public Health Inspection Service

		WHO				World Health Organisation

		WTVI				Wholetime Temporary Veterinary Inspectors
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Annex 10 Why the SIT is not suitable for application in Irish conditions





A number of references are included in the Final report of the sub-group of the Scientific Veterinary Commission on tuberculins 2577/VI/79-EN Rev.4 which summarises them saying “ extensive surveys carried out in Great Britain and Ireland with Weybridge and Rotterdam bovine PPD tuberculin have shown that from 8-12% of cattle in herds free from bovine tuberculosis give positive reactions in the single intradermal test” and “In other community countries, the problem of non-specific infection is not as great, with 0.5-1% of tuberculosis-free cattle giving positive reactions to bovine tuberculin.” In Ireland, test specificity of the SIT is, at best, between 92 and 94% as demonstrated by O’Reilly and Mac Clancy, (1978)[footnoteRef:1] who conducted a trial in TB-free herds in Ireland in 1975 in advance of the replacement of human with bovine tuberculin for the Irish bTB programme.  This work was repeated in 2008 see abstract submitted to SVEPM)  with similar results (6.3% of animals in 44.5% of TB-Free herds false positive).  To put this in context if 8.5m animal tests were performed using a test with a specificity of 94%, there would be 510,000 ‘false positive’ animals disclosed i.e. almost 10% of the total cattle population in Ireland.  Removal of ‘false positive’ test responders would not further the goal of eradication of bovine TB and thus would not have any positive cost/benefit or impact to the programme.  One of the reasons that SIT specificity is so poor is Ireland is because of the almost constant opportunity for animals to be exposed to non-specific sensitizing organisms causing cross reactivity.  Cooney et al., (1997)[footnoteRef:2] demonstrated that slowly growing non-pathogenic environmental Mycobacteria and especially M. hiberniae are abundant in the Irish environment and that various species of bryophytes common in cattle pastures in Ireland are rich sources of mycobacteria. They further demonstrated that the majority of 59 strains of such environmental Mycobacteria which were isolated from Irish farms during the study period, when administered parentrally or orally, were capable of causing some animals to respond in a non-specific manner to bovine tuberculin PPD (Cooney et al., 1997) and so be positive to the SIT. However, in their trial, the reaction to avian tuberculin was larger and thus such animals would be correctly identified as non-tuberculous by the SICTT.   [1:  O’Reilly, L.M., Mac Clancy, B.N. (1978).  Estimation of the sensitivity, specificity and predictive value of the intradermal tuberculin test.  Irish Veterinary Journal 32:127-128
]  [2:  Cooney, R., Kazda, J., Quinn, J., Cook, B., Muller, K. and Monaghan, M. (1997).  Environmental mycobacteria in Ireland as a source of non-specific sensitisation to tuberculins.  Irish Veterinary Journal. 50:370-373.] 
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Title: SHOULD THE SINGLE INTRADERMAL TUBERCULIN TEST (SIT) BE THE 



SCREENING TEST UNDER THE NATIONAL BOVINE TUBERCULOSIS 



(BTB) ERADICATION PROGRAMME IN IRELAND? 



Word count: (max 600) 598 



Interpretative summary (5 lines max): 



The single intradermal comparative tuberculin test (SICTT) is less sensitive and more specific than the single 



intradermal tuberculin test (SIT). The study (1) examines the SIT performance in low-bTB-risk herds bTB-free for 5 



years before and 2 years after the study year and for higher bTB-risk herds with a negative SICTT herd level test and 



(2) applies multivariable logistic regression to assess risk factors for SIT positivity at herd and animal level including 



the relative effectiveness of testers. 



Main abstract: 



Accurate ante mortem diagnostics are vital for bovine tuberculosis (bTB) eradication. The single intradermal 



comparative tuberculin test (SICTT) is used routinely in Ireland with, in infected or at-risk herds, a modified (more 



severe) interpretation of the SICTT.  The interferon-γ assay is also used in infected herds. Quality control (QC) and 



improving QC methodology are important programme components with quantitative performance reports used to 



evaluate testing performance.   



Study objectives:  to assess: 



1. if the SICTT should remain the routine bTB surveillance test in Ireland,  



2. animal and herd level prevalence of a single intradermal test (SIT) response, 



3. risk factors for SIT positivity among SICTT-negative herds 



4. if SIT results could be used to target field inspection of approved veterinarians. 



 



Multivariable logistic regression analyses were conducted at herd and animal level the outcome of interest was the 



SIT response status of animals. 



Very-Low-risk or Default-risk herds (‘D’): The 2015 animals in 127 bTB-free herds, from very low infection risk 



‘Greenfield sites’ where locality-risk is historically low, and which had a clear SICTT herd-test by an official 



veterinarian in 2008. 



Higher-risk Herds (‘H’): Clear SICTT herd-tests, conducted by official or private veterinarians, in higher risk 



herds during 2009 on 2,029,032 cattle in 21,007 herds from 29 regions. 



Separate logistic models were developed at herd and animal-level. Clustering of animals within herds was 



accounted for using random effects. Variables for animal analysis included age, gender, tester, test type, and region 



and, for herd analysis, herd size and region. Odds ratio (OR) was used to assess the association between risks and SIT 



response. 



Results 



In ‘D’ herds 44.5% of herds and 6.3% of animals had either an inconclusive or positive response to the SIT.  



In ‘H’ herds the herd and animal level SIT positive prevalence was 42.14% and 1.35%, respectively. In addition the 



SIT inconclusive prevalence was 9.44% herds and 0.87% animals.   



The number of SIT positive animals per ‘H’ herd ranged from 1 to 122 (mean=1.91), where 13.4%, 7.6% and 5.2% of 



the herds had one, two and three SIT positives, respectively.  



Results of modeling showed that herds in some regions had higher risk of having an animal positive to SIT and risk 



increased with herd size. At animal level risk increased with age and was higher if tested by an official veterinarian. 



Discussion and Conclusion 



This study confirmed that an unacceptably high proportion (44.5%) of herds, where the risk of bTB is negligible i.e. 



bTB-free for 5 years before and 2 years after the study year, had SIT positive and/or inconclusive animals (6.3% of 



animals in total).   



‘H’ herds, when tested during a TB outbreak would, as a routine under the bTB eradication programme, have had 



animals removed to severe interpretation of SICTT (standard inconclusive and/or severe inconclusive reactors) or had 



animals positive to SIT or to interferon-γ assay removed. This appears to have reduced the numbers of SIT responders 



remaining in these herds but not the % of herds affected. 



The disparity between the results obtained by different testers indicates that the SIT results recorded may be 



usefully included to rank reporting performance and to select testing veterinarians for field inspection. 



 











		Year

		Herds

		No. Of newly restricted herds

		% herds tested #

		%  Herd incidence

		Cattle Population Tested

		Number of Animal Tests

		No. of Reactors

		% animal Disease prevalence

		APT


**



		1960

		~250000

		 

		~100

		 

		4,683,700

		*

		139,881

		2.99

		-



		1965

		 

		 

		 

		 

		5,359,300

		*

		23,378

		0.44

		-



		1970

		 

		 

		 

		 

		5,956,500

		*

		35,982

		0.6

		-



		1980

		 

		 

		 

		 

		6,908,900

		8,878,924

		29,827

		0.43

		3.6



		1985

		 

		 

		 

		 

		6,907,200

		11,180,602

		32,608

		0.47

		2.9



		1988

		176,019 

		10,596 

		98.4

		6.0

		6,320,586 

		11,061,540 

		29,732 

		0.47

		2.7



		1989

		172,976 

		13,964 

		97.9

		8.1

		6,696,431 

		12,436,982 

		43,385 

		0.65

		3.5



		1990

		172,765 

		13,489 

		95.6

		7.8

		6,899,929 

		12,427,146 

		41,419 

		0.60

		3.3



		1991

		172,272 

		9,873 

		41.9

		5.7

		6,840,214 

		8,211,384 

		36,832 

		0.54

		4.5



		1992

		172,260 

		11,196 

		93.7

		6.5

		7,084,441 

		10,877,563 

		36,527 

		0.52

		3.4



		1993

		168,591 

		10,162 

		94.9

		6.0

		7,053,913 

		10,446,265 

		30,359 

		0.43

		2.9



		1994

		159,818 

		9,453 

		97.1

		5.9

		7,137,696 

		10,435,076 

		30,439 

		0.43

		2.9



		1995

		154,401 

		9,518 

		88.7

		6.2

		7,174,016 

		10,112,939 

		33,180 

		0.46

		3.3



		1996

		 149,128 

		8,867 

		98.2

		5.9

		7,412,933 

		10,073,859 

		30,400 

		0.41

		3.0



		1997

		145,209 

		8,139 

		98.1

		5.6

		7,725,634 

		9,919,074 

		 28,647 

		0.37

		2.9



		1998

		 142,302 

		10,055 

		97.8

		7.1

		7,946,989 

		10,677,291 

		44,498 

		0.56

		4.2



		1999

		138,263 

		10,660 

		97.9

		7.7

		7,569,735 

		10,749,580 

		44,903 

		0.59

		4.2



		2000

		133,542 

		10,785 

		98.0

		8.1

		7,032,407 

		10,304,162 

		39,847 

		0.57

		3.9



		2001

		130,525 

		9,195 

		95.1

		7.0

		7,097,430 

		9,402,196 

		33,702 

		0.47

		3.6



		2002

		127,711 

		8,338 

		97.2

		6.5

		7,025,096 

		9,400,065 

		28,930 

		0.41

		3.1



		2003

		125,512 

		7,771 

		97.2

		6.3

		6,937,424 

		9,141,551 

		28,002 

		0.40

		3.1



		2004

		124,410 

		6,788 

		96.7

		5.9

		6,991,988 

		8,824,533 

		22,967 

		0.33

		2.6



		2005

		123,322 

		6,647 

		97.3

		5.5

		6,407,456 

		9,060,044 

		25,884 

		0.40

		2.9



		2006

		122,392 

		6,386 

		97.2

		5.4

		6,260,133 

		9,000,519 

		24,173 

		0.39

		2.7



		2007

		120,652 

		7,046 

		96.9

		6.0

		6,084,037 

		9,143,719 

		27,711 

		0.46

		3.03



		2008

		118,030 

		6,837 

		98.4

		5.9

		6,150,163 

		9,211,058 

		29,901 

		0.49

		3.25



		2009

		117,287 

		 5,860 

		98.2

		5.1

		6,025,656 

		8,963,097 

		 23,805 

		0.40

		2.66



		2010

		116,815 

		5,304 

		97.6

		4.7

		5,751,564 

		8,390,750 

		20,211 

		0.35

		2.41



		2011

		116,061 

		4,780 

		98.5

		4.2

		5,819,281 

		8,332,285 

		18,531 

		0.32

		2.22



		2012

		115,787 

		4,856 

		98.4

		4.3

		6,145,469 

		8,534,677 

		18,476 

		0.30

		2.16



		2013

		115,765 

		4,430 

		98.5

		3.9

		6,146,958 

		8,474,961 

		15,612 

		0.25

		1.84



		2014

		114,508 

		4,111 

		98.6

		3.6

		6,115,528 

		8,445,262 

		16,145 

		0.26

		1.91



		2015

		115,091

		3,823

		98.5

		3.4

		6,321,196

		8,429,602

		15,317

		0.24

		1.82



		2016

		114,705

		3,682

		98.2

		3.3

		6,455,934

		8,635,824

		16,914

		0.27

		1.96



		2017

		113,697

		3,885

		98.4

		3.5

		6,513,273

		8,882,933

		17,266

		0.24

		1.94





Annex 2 – Cattle Population Trends and TB Incidence 1960-2017

*     Accurate figures for the total number of animal tests per year were not available until 1978.


**   The APT is used as a measure of the incidence of disease compared to the level of testing being carried out.  The APT figures represent the number of reactor animals disclosed per 1,000 animal level tests


# Each year a number of herds have no stock for testing during the programme year. If these herds restock during the following programme year, they are tested and if they do not restock they are taken off the list of herds under the programme. These herds account for the failure to achieve 100% coverage of testing.


Percentage Animal Disease Prevalence = reactors over the year as a % of the cattle population.
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										TB Stats 2017

								From		01/01/17				To		12/31/17

		RVO		Number of Herds in County		Number of Herds Tested		Herds Restricted Since 01/01/17		Herd Incidence		Herds Restricted at 31/12/2017		Number of Animals in RVO		Number of Tests on Animals		Number of Reactors 31/12/2017		Reactors per 1000 Tests A.P.T.

		CARLOW		1315		1,297		46		3.55%		20		102,212		125,317		103		0.82

		CAVAN		4851		4,757		263		5.53%		164		218,219		335,870		1,408		4.19

		CLARE		6101		6,059		204		3.37%		110		254,680		376,122		1,207		3.21

		CORK North		5822		5,720		270		4.72%		146		540,081		737,432		1,775		2.41

		CORK South		6120		6,007		246		4.10%		115		463,720		648,076		809		1.25

		DONEGAL		5349		5,207		104		2.00%		38		168,346		212,312		184		0.87

		DUBLIN		387		377		21		5.57%		16		21,356		29,983		86		2.87

		GALWAY		11072		10,977		284		2.59%		146		396,072		519,155		975		1.88

		KERRY		6754		6,661		180		2.70%		95		305,620		448,489		1,173		2.62

		KILDARE		1892		1,866		68		3.64%		60		128,022		153,045		146		0.95

		KILKENNY		3084		3,051		99		3.24%		45		340,016		449,898		421		0.94

		LAOIS		2858		2,834		93		3.28%		72		247,198		306,618		667		2.18

		LEITRIM		2930		2,895		83		2.87%		40		65,260		93,300		309		3.31

		LIMERICK		5435		5,358		121		2.26%		54		374,261		513,342		533		1.04

		LONGFORD		2379		2,358		52		2.21%		38		105,363		131,474		73		0.56

		LOUTH		1195		1,148		46		4.01%		21		88,669		107,314		181		1.69

		MAYO		9033		8,936		197		2.20%		101		243,720		329,714		507		1.54

		MEATH		3694		3,572		206		5.77%		133		276,807		406,634		654		1.61

		MONAGHAN		4312		4,194		207		4.94%		132		200,167		295,948		1,089		3.68

		OFFALY		3172		3,111		114		3.66%		73		227,137		296,625		346		1.17

		ROSCOMMON		5459		5,390		146		2.71%		83		182,036		251,964		422		1.67

		SLIGO		3486		3,452		105		3.04%		56		99,947		136,865		290		2.12

		TIPP  NORTH		3505		3,425		146		4.26%		90		310,390		420,633		842		2.00

		TIPP  SOUTH		3505		3,395		111		3.27%		63		307,063		396,451		361		0.91

		WATERFORD		2188		2,169		36		1.66%		27		245,055		297,173		149		0.50

		WESTMEATH		3119		3,058		175		5.72%		114		194,813		292,352		919		3.14

		WEXFORD		3058		3,020		138		4.57%		65		287,433		385,191		907		2.35

		WICKLOW E		1066		1,055		63		5.97%		35		77,855		119,893		421		3.51

		WICKLOW W		556		552		61		11.05%		28		41,755		65,743		309		4.70

		TOTAL		113,697		111,901		3,885		3.47%		2,180		6,513,273		8,882,933		17,266		1.94
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Summary table reviewing all the recommendations of the meeting of the subgroup of the Task Force held in March 2014 (SANCO/10819/2014) and detail for each of them the measures already taken and foreseen to be taken in Ireland to that respect. If no measures taken or foreseen, please explain.



		Task Force Recommendation 2014

		Response



		Herds with one animal with lesion at PME and no further reactors over 2 successive tests on the herd are not infectious but “old lesions”. This will require further research and epidemiological evidence before conclusions can be drawn.

		A study was conducted, which looked at a number of the areas recommended simultaneously, has been published:

Clegg, T.A., Good, M., More, S.J. (2016) Risk factors for cattle presenting with a confirmed bTB lesion at slaughter, from herds with no evidence of within-herd transmission Preventive Veterinary Medicine 126:111–120 doi:10.1016/j.prevetmed.2016.02.003

This study investigated risk factors for animals from OTF herds presenting with a confirmed bTB lesion at slaughter, but with no evidence of bTB or within-herd transmission in the source herd. The study was particularly interested in determining whether these animals could have been infected, and available to be detected, during earlier field surveillance. A case-control study was conducted, with animal as the unit of interest. There were no significant differences between cases and controls by the number of different testers that had tested them. The time since the animal was last tested was not significantly different for cases and controls.

This study confirms the importance of previous bTB history, which reflects the potential for past bTB exposure on the risk of finding a bTB lesion at slaughter. In this study, this risk increased with the time spent in restricted herds, the severity of the previous restriction and the time since the previous restriction (maximum risk when the previous restriction was 2 to 5 years prior). This indicates that case animals were unlikely to be optimally responsive to test or, at best, only transiently or intermittently responsive. It is anticipated that an increasing proportion of OTF status withdrawn restrictions will be triggered by a single bTB-lesioned animal, with no evidence of within-herd transmission. In other words, animals that are likely latently infected and non-infectious, but with the potential, while alive, for bTB to recrudesce and spread. In herds with a single bTB-lesioned animal, early detection of any within-herd infection is important, allowing the rapid removal of infected animals. The time interval to the first test should therefore be as short as possible. However, a series of subsequent herd-level tests, with defined times, as currently laid down in Directive 64/432/EEC (European Commission, 1964) may not be warranted, if there is no evidence of within-herd transmission following the detected case.



With respect specifically to performance of routine tests, the following paper, which has been published, indicates an increase in consistency of testing, since 2011, after accounting for other known risk factors.

Clegg, T.A., Duignan, A., More, S.J., 2015. The relative effectiveness of testers during field surveillance for bovine tuberculosis in unrestricted low-risk herds in Ireland. Preventive Veterinary Medicine 119, 85-89. 

 



		The risk of reduced sensitivity due to repeat testing should also be considered. This might be assessed by analysing individual test data from e.g. non-reactors with confirmed infection. 

		



		The group agreed that Ireland should continue to conduct analyses of data on testing results of individual vets to reassess if there is a hitherto undetected problem with individual private vets performing routine testing of herds. In particular, data from herds given OTF status may need to be scrutinized so as to ensure that they have been properly tested. Further analyses should also focus on breakdown herds where cases are detected at slaughter, in animals that have tested negative, to see if they can be associated with a certain category of vet, geographic locality or other factors. 

		



		Herds detected by slaughterhouse surveillance, a thorough evaluation of all data from such herds needs to be done in order to substantiate the assumption that these herds reflect a sensitive surveillance system in slaughterhouses and not a suboptimal testing in the field.

		



		Animal movements represent a risk of disease movement and this should be continuously emphasised to farmers by all parties involved in advising them on various issues. The risk presented by animal movements should be regarded as a part of biosecurity that all farmers must be aware of.

		See reply under item 9 above – General biosecurity for disease is part of the remit of Animal Health Ireland. One of the key messages from the TWG is on the biosecurity risks associated with added animals. Added animals include animals bought in (whether imported from abroad or from Irish farms), returning from sales, shows, out-farms, communal grazing or housing and ‘borrowed’ stock, e.g. a bull. These animals represent the greatest biosecurity risk to the resident herd livestock. Mitigation of these risks requires implementation of bioexclusion practices before, during and after animal movement.



		Enhancement of restrictions on high-risk movements is recommended. For H herds and contiguous herds, a shortening of the 6-month movement window before retesting is suggested. Thus, only allowing movement of animals out of such herds for a couple of months after the last clear herd test is recommended, and then re-restricting it again before the 6-month retest. An optimal time window should be decided based on further analyses of the 2011-2013 data presented at the meeting.

		Incorporated into the 2016-2018 programme as detailed in section 4.4.5.4



		The licensing of movements into restricted herds should be revised to ensure that this is only allowed for herds where all animals are destined for slaughter. Movements out of restricted herds must only be allowed directly to slaughter.

		Licensing of movements into restricted herds, other than into feedlots, is confined to herds where all animals are free from clinical signs of tuberculosis, and have reacted negatively to a tuberculin test. With very limited exceptions (replacement bull in a breeding herd, replacement calf for beef suckler dam, between herd movement for herds with separate units) introduced animals are destined for slaughter.

Movements out of restricted herds are normally only directly to slaughter with very limited exceptions, dictated by a need to prevent or mitigate a welfare problem (see next recommendation).



		For herds with separate units/farms for e.g. rearing and milking, where movements must be allowed for animal welfare reasons (no milking facility in replacement unit, no room for rearing calves in milking unit etc.), such movements must lead to restrictions on all epidemiologically linked units/farms.

		Such movements when facilitated to prevent or mitigate a welfare problem take place within 30-days of a clear test and always results in restrictions on all units involved. 



Details of moves between such linked herds in 2014 is provided under item 3 above.



		In addition, the group suggests that all testing data be reassessed using criteria so as to mimic a SIT (preferably analysed stratified by reason for test/risk group). In this way conclusions about false positives, old lesions versus active infection etc. can be evaluated and any misinterpretations or overestimations of SICTT sensitivity be discovered.

		A Study has commenced and initial paper is being prepared for publication under the working title: Would the single intradermal tuberculin test be effective to screen for Bovine Tuberculosis in Irish cattle herds? Detail provided below.

A further study is also underway - Longer-term risk of Mycobacterium bovis infection in Irish cattle following an SIT respond