
DBG Response to Government Consultation on Bovine TB: consultation 

on proposals to manage the delivery of both badger vaccination and 

culling in Edge counties. 

 

Q5. Should vaccinated badgers be protected from culling to some degree, to 

manage delivery of adjacent vaccination and culling? 

 

Yes 

• The Devon Badger Group (DBG), does support the protection of 

vaccinated badgers but does not support badger culling nor the proposal 

to deliver adjacent vaccination and culling.  

• The DBG recognises that Bovine TB is a serious threat to livestock and 

causes real distress and hardship for farmers and their families but is 

wholly opposed to badger culling as it is inhumane, (the results of the 

Independent Expert Panel showed that between 6.4% and 18% pf 

badgers took more than 5 minutes to die in its review of the pilot badger 

culls in 2013), and as the major cause of TB in cattle is from cattle to 

cattle transmission. 

• Part A of the consultation states that the TB Strategy includes badger 

control ‘where the disease is widespread in cattle and in badgers’  and 

‘some counties have a reservoir of infection in badgers,’  and yet very 

little research has been carried out on badgers to determine the level of 

TB infection and those that have been tested have shown very low levels 

of infection. In 2016, the government tested 994 badgers from a HRA and 

only 4.6% were infected, this is at odds with the government’s 

assumption of a high level of infection in badgers.  

• The government has so far invested hundreds of thousands of pounds of 

public money on badger vaccination projects, as have many NGO’s, 

badger groups and individuals, which would be wasted if vaccinated 

badgers were culled. It would also risk losing valuable scientific data on 

the effectiveness of badger vaccination gained over many years which 

could have informed future government policy.  

• The importance of protecting vaccinating badgers is clear but there is no 

effective method of identifying vaccinated badgers during the cull 

especially when controlled shooting.  

• A no-cull zone would be effective but only if it is of sufficient size, is 

properly monitored and enforced.  

 

  



Q6. If so, to what degree, in what circumstances and subject to what 

conditions? In particular –  

 

(i) Should any such protection only be provided to badgers 

vaccinated in the Edge Area? 

No 

The DBG believes that all vaccination sites should be protected regardless of 

whether they are in an Edge area, HRA or LRA. Failure to do so could 

undermine the government’s commitment set out in their ‘Next Steps 

Strategy’ to “look at the introduction of four different vaccination schemes in 

different epidemiological situations: 

1. Post-intensive cull vaccination phasing out SBC. 

2. Complementary vaccination within a cull area. 

3. ’Cordon sanitaire‘in defined at-risk parts of the Edge Area 

(refined BEVS). 

4. Vaccination of badgers in those parts of the HRA and Edge Area 

where there is a reservoir of infection in badgers but farmers 

have decided not to cull or have been unable to organise 

sufficiently to do so.” 

 

(ii) Should protection be achieved by means of a no-cull zone? 

 

A no-cull zone would, in theory, afford some protection for vaccinated 

badgers but it would be extremely difficult to monitor or enforce. There is 

also no effective method of identifying a vaccinated badger when it is in trap 

and impossible when free shooting.   

 

(iii) If so, how should the size of the no-cull zone area be 

determined? 

 

Paragraph 4.5 of the consultation document states that “It is proposed that 

the primary management tool should be to prevent culling i.e. in no-cull 

zones, surrounding vaccination sites, to reduce the risk of vaccinated 

badgers being culled.” The DBG believe that to afford vaccinated badgers 

maximum protection, a no cull zone of 7km around each vaccination site 

needs to be put in place. A recent study partly funded by Defra and carried 

out by Woodroffe et al on 65 collared badgers showed that badgers 

behaviour changed during culling.  The research confirmed that a badger’s 

range increased on average by 39% in areas which were being culled.  

 

 



(iv) Should eligibility for a no-cull zone be subject to meeting 

certain minimum criteria? 

No 

 

The proposals for a no cull zone include a number of minimum criteria which 

would make it difficult for many landowners to apply, this is counter 

productive if the government is serious about encouraging more landowners 

to consider badger vaccination.  

 

(v) Should any such eligibility criteria include a condition as to 

the minimum size of a vaccination site? 

No 

 

Introducing a minimum size vaccination site could prevent a number of small 

but contiguous sites being granted a licence and the benefits that could bring 

to other landowners as even small sites can have large main setts. 

The consultation document states at 4.10 “that if population coverage 

(badgers per km2) were the only criterion to qualify for no-cull zones that 

might provide a perverse incentive for many small vaccination sites to be 

licensed purely to prevent or disrupt future culls”.  This assumption 

questions the integrity of both landowners and badger groups and does 

nothing to encourage landowners to consider vaccination as an option.  

 

 

Q7.  

• The premise that providing no-cull zones around vaccination sites would 

encourage landowners to sign up for vaccination, we feel, is a flawed one. 

Licencing culling adjacent to vaccination sites where vaccinated badgers 

are at risk of being culled is counter intuitive and could result in fewer 

landowners choosing vaccination. A better option would be to provide 

financial support to encourage more take up of badger vaccination over 

larger areas.  

 

• The suggestion that ‘Vaccination groups have several months in which to 

capture 70% of the badger population using cage-trapping, which we 

don’t think is unreasonable,’ shows a lack of understanding of the process 

as current licence conditions only allow vaccinating for up to four  

consecutive nights.      

• A major concern of this proposal is the requirement to disclose to cull 

companies, the location of sites licenced for badger vaccination but not 

vice versa. This could potentially put landowners at risk of intimidation 

and therefore make them unwilling to apply for no cull zones. A further 

difficulty for adjacent landowners is the suggestion in Paragraph 28 (d) of 

the draft guidance to Natural England states “where culling and 



vaccination are taking place on adjacent land in the HRA, applicants 

should take reasonable steps to negotiate an agreed approach to badger 

control operations along the relevant boundary with the 

landowner/occupier of the land where vaccination is occurring.”  This 

would be impossible to achieve as landowners do not know which of their 

neighbours are signed up for culling, how would these negotiations be 

recorded and what would happen in the event of a dispute? The only 

plausible solution would be for Natural England to be responsible for any 

such negotiations. 

 

Q8 

• The implementation of no cull zones around vaccination sites is, in theory, 

a way of preventing vaccinated badgers being culled but only under 

strictly controlled conditions. In reality though, this is not feasible, as 

there is no way of enforcing it. It is, therefore nothing more than a cynical 

nod to badger groups and those landowners who oppose the cull to have 

us believe the government is serious about badger vaccination when it is 

simply looking for a way to expand culling in Edge Areas. 

 

• This proposal does nothing to address the real problem of TB in cattle or 

the Government’s policy change as a result of the Godfrey Review, of 

phasing out culling, delivering a cattle vaccine and supporting badger 

vaccination. A far better strategy would be to enforce the biosecurity 

measures detailed in Culling policy requirements: ‘All participating farmers 

are complying, and for the duration of any licence continue to comply, 

with statutory TB controls,’ and ‘Reasonable biosecurity measures are 

being, and for the duration of any licence will continue to be, implemented 

by participating farmers on their land to provide a strong protection 

against the spread of infection…,’ These measures should be enforced and 

landowners who don’t comply should have their licence to cull badgers 

revoked.  

 

 

• We feel that the proposal to licence culling adjacent to vaccination sites in 

Edge Areas will significantly undermine the government’s commitment to 

phasing out badger culling in favour of badger vaccination.  


