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Research underpins benefit of prevention versus cure

Participation in a VHHM program is

: : : related to a higher milk production
Management had a higher milk production per cow per (kg/cow/year) of farms. Even when the
year (+336 kg), a higher number of inseminations per net return was corrected for the costs
of the VHHM program, the benefit to

; B cost ratio was positive: 4.2 euros per
culled per year (+1.05%), a lower mean SCC (-8.340 x euro spent for the cost of the program
1,000 cells/mL) and a lower age at culling (-68.77 d) which makes it cost efficient. [V, I. Ifende
et al, 2014, Financial aspects of veterinary
herd health management programmes|

Farmers who participated in Veterinary Heard Health

cow (+0.09 inseminations), a higher percentage of cows

than nonparticipants. [Derks M, van Werven T, Hogeveen H,
Kremer WD. Associations between farmer participation in
veterinary herd health management programs and farm

performance. J Dairy Sci. (2014) |



What's new — Animal Health visits

Recital 63

To ensure close collaboration and exchange of information between operators and veterinarians(...)

establishments should, as appropriate (...), be subject to animal health visits. (...)
Article 25

Operators shall ensure that establishments under their responsibility receive animal health visits from a

veterinarian (...) for the purpose of disease prevention through
» Provision of advice to the operator concerned on biosecurity and other animal health matters

« Detection of, and information on, signs indicative of the occurrence of listed diseases or emerging diseases

IMPLEMENTING ACT
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Risk-based animal
health visits

Art. 25 requires operators to make sure
that establishments receive risk-based
animal health visits from a veterinarian:

Type of establishment
Animal species and categories kept
Epidemiological situation

Other relevant surveillance, or official
controls

- Frequencies that are proportionate to
the risks
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In addition, Article 25 requires operators to make sure that the receive animal health visits from a veterinarian shall be risk based
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FVE position paper: Prevention is better than cure: regular
animal health visits make this happen

* Task Force with national experts

Prevention is better than cure:
regular animal health visits make this happen

Freoamcoss

Why are regular veterinary visits essential?

. . . . . . . In Article 25 of the European Union Animal Health Law, Regulation 2016/429", the EU

[ W I d e C O n S u | tat I O n I n C | u d I n W I t h S e C I e S S e Ct I O n S requires operators to make sure that establishments receive animal health visits from a
veterinarian. These ‘animal health visits’ shall be implemented in all EU countries by
April 2021 and aim to strengthen animal health by improving disease prevention, in
particular biosecurity and detection of disease.

To date, no Act lays down the minimum requirements necessary for the uniform
application of Article 25. Without these supporting Acts, the Article is in serious danger
of being implemented inconsistently or insufficiently in the Member States.

. There are great challenges for livestock farming today: keeping disease out (e.g. ASF, Al),
(] reducing the climate footprint of farming (to make climate-neutral by 2050), reducing
the use of antibiotics (by 50% by 2030), to make animal farming more welfare-friendly

and sustainable (e.g. closer farming cycles) and more generally, to rebuild trust in
farming. Regular veterinary visits have great potential to improve animal welfare and
economic efficiency, as well as to reduce use of antibiotics and enhance sustainabiliy.
This is shown in countries that already implement regular health visits.

Without these regular visits, some farmed animals only receive veterinary care when
they have serious problems’. To advise farmers in improving animal health, to improve

. .
biosecurity and to carry out preventive work, the veterinarian needs a robust and
. advocates to communicate these new rules In a Rne ety et
Obnenner achieved by regularly visiting the farm and with further education. Regular visits are also

practical, understandable and targeted way to all the . » ! %
different actors involved!

FVE CALLED UPON THE COMMISSION TO PREPARE A DETAILED IMPLEMENTING ACT WITH THE
DETAILS AND ALL COUNTRIES TO IMPLEMENT THE CRUCIAL ARTICLE 25
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1t FVE survey on
regular animal health visits in 2017

Many European livestock farms had already preventive visits in 2017, but

there was a huge spread of coverage between farms and countries

Different types of visits (from mandatory to voluntary) were organised by
multiple parties and with different topics covered.

Private veterinarians were indicated as one of the main sources to deliver
information to the farmers - regarding management, biosecurity, responsible
use of medicines, disease monitoring and prevention

Developing recommendations for
preventive animal health farm visits in
the EU

Catile, pigs, small rumingnts and poultry

E. Nijhof and N. De Briyne (supervisor)
October ‘17




2"Y FVE survey

on regular animal
health visits (AHV)
in 2022
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Collected all information & created a checklist

* Are the AHV performed by a private veterinary practitioner?

* Are the AHV mandatory?

*  Which type of holdings are included in the Visitation scheme?

* How is the coverage of total holdings?

* Which subjects are covered in the Animal Health Visitation scheme?

« Is Visitation scheme covering all production types (intensive to extensive) with a high

enough frequency (risk-based)?

BASED ON FVE POSITION PAPER i
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Presentation Notes
The plethora of national requirements with respect to the covered species, type of holdings, executing veterinarian, and subjects indicate a crucial need for harmonisation on community level. 



Example: BELGIUM

Belgium already implemented regular visits in various forms for commercial and
private establishments having all kinds of animals.

The FASFC (Federal Agency for the Safety of the Food Chain) demands that all livestock
farmers should have epidemic surveillance on the farm done by a veterinarian who
must check, stamp and sign the medication register on the farm every three months.
The visits are performed by a private practitioner who has a one-to-one contract.

Moreover, poultry and pig farmers must subscribe to a health surveillance programme
(by the private organisation and _). Therefore, visits are ‘demanded’
at least six visits per year (or more, if or breeding cycle is shorter). In addition, during
the visits the veterinarian shall check the medication register of the farm and sign it
(even if he didn’t administrate the treatment). As well poultry and pig farms have,
additionally to the mandatory AH visits, private contracts including specifications
where AH visits are foreseen on a regular basis such as quality assurance schemes,
which are existing for practically all livestock species.

On regional level in the Walloon part, a detention permit will soon require a
presentation of a certificate from the municipality of the adopter in order to be able to
acquire a companion animals. This certificate will certify that the owner is not subject
to any forfeiture of the license to keep an animal.

However, there is no specific implementation of the art. 25 but plans are made for
further work on national level.

Implementation

Private practitioner
with a one-to-one
relationship

Extensive report
available to the
CA/OV

Mandatory

Establishments

Commercial
and non-
commercial
animal holdings

Content

Wide range of
subjects, incl.
biosecurity

Coverage

Frequency

Very high
coverage for
livestock
species

Animal welfare
is not covered

Low frequency
for some

poultry
species
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https://www.belpork.be/
https://www.belplume.be/

Annex 3 - Benchmarking scores per country

Checklist for regular AHV Moc. A
Points T

Are the Yes, with a one-to- 10
AHY per- one relationships
contract

2“:;.'5:&'” Yes, with additional
. education

veterinary .

practition Mo, by a quality

assuranos

veterinarian

Mo, by an official

veterinarian

There are no

preventive AHV in

my country

Are the Yes, they are

AHY mandatory

manda- No, they are

tory? voluntary

Do the Yes, including useful

AHY advice and feasible

result in g | FEcommendations

report of Yes, including useful

the visit advice and fegsihle
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30

FVE

Objectives of .
the visits

Biosecurity, while
specifically mentioned in
Art 25, was only included
in 21 countries

Animal health  Animal treatment Production ificati Animal welfare Management Eradication status  Food safety

Biosecurity

data parameters
m AUSTRIZ - Cliaiun = BULGARIA B CROATIA B CYPRUS B CZECH REPUBLIC m DENMARK
B ESTONIA m EINLAND m FRANCE W GERMANY B GREECE m HUNGARY = ICELAND
*Based bined dat
ased on combpine ata u TALY B IRELAND = LITHUANIA # LUXEMBOURG B MALTA B NETHERLANDS mNORWAY 44

from 20 1 7 a nd 202 2 B POLAND B ROMANIA B SLOVENIA u SPAIN ® SWEDEN SWITZERLAND B PORTUGAL
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Based on combined data from 2017 and 2022, animal health data followed by animal treatments (e.g. antibiotics, withdrawal times), performance parameters (e.g. mortality data, production rates), and identification & registration were the most current subjects covered by animal health visits (Fig. 4). Biosecurity, while specifically mentioned in Art 25 of the Animal Health Law, was only included in 19 of the 27 countries having implemented regular animal health visits. 
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Conclusions 2"d Survey

 The majority of countries (and more than in 2077) already had
animal health visits, but many were restricted to

Specific production animals (e.g. Germany, Norway, Spain and
Sweden),

Official controls by authorised and state veterinarians (e.g.
Switzerland)

Only covering specific aspects (e.g. medicines control)

« The plethora of national requirements continued and indicates a
crucial need for harmonisation on community level.

* Some countries have not yet implemented Art 25
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Recommendations

- FVE calls upon Member States to further
ensure proper implementation of Art 25

—->FVE calls upon the EC to look into
implementation and to give further guidance
to ensure proper and consistent application
of article 25 (eg via unit F2 or 1A)

GRAPH 1. Four specific objectives of the F2F Strategy

Sustainable

Eo‘l.;’a:?:s Food Production

Prevention

Farm

to Fork

Sustainable
food consumption

Source: European Commission
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* FVE through its members collected as much
information as possible, but seeing the complexity
of this topic, no responsibility or liability for errors

or omissions can be guaranteed.

Disclaimer

 All information is provided ‘as is’, with no guarantee

of completeness

 This is a living document on a fast-moving topic, so ’

we will continuously update our report. ,

> 4
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The plethora of national requirements with respect to the covered species, type of holdings, executing veterinarian, and subjects indicate a crucial need for harmonisation on community level. 
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Animal
health
visits:

prevention
is better
thancure

REGULAR VETERINARY
VISITS ENHANCE TRUST
BETWEEN FARMERS,
VETERINARIANS AND
CONSUMERS

Animal
health
visits:

prevention

is better
thancure

VETERINARIAN REGULARLY
VISITING ANIMAL HOLDINGS
CAN FOSTER PREVENTIVE
HEALTH CARE FOR ALL
ANIMALS

Animal

L health
visits:
prevention
is better
thancure

REGULAR ANIMAL HEALTH

VISITS LOWER THE DISEASE

BURDEN AND REDUCE THE
USE OF ANTIBIOTICS

Animal
health
visits:

prevention
is better
thancure

ANIMAL HEALTH VISITS
IMPROVE ANIMAL HEALTH &
BIOSECURITY
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