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Summary

Foreword
Until recently it was unusual to consider whether we had moral obligations towards individual animals living in the wild. After all, the animals live their own lives, outside human society. However, this has changed with the introduction into nature reserves of animals originating from within human society. If problems should arise as a result, we have to consider how far we are responsible, and whether we have an obligation to save the animals from harm. Large ‘wild’ animals such as roe and red deer appear to ‘share the benefits’ of the introduction of beavers, horses and cattle. Now we face further dilemmas, such as whether we have an obligation to provide supplementary feed for hungry deer.

These developments have been brought to the attention of the State Forest Service partly by questions and concerns raised by visitors. Managers of nature reserves would also like guidelines to assist them in the management of the large grazers and other animals in the reserve. These guidelines were drawn up in close consultation with reserve managers and relate to the way the managers operate. They also aim to enable the managers to explain their actions and to base their actions on good arguments. Members of the public who regularly visit nature reserves and indicate their concern have a right to clear explanations.

Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Why guidelines?

The State Forest Service and its inspectors and foresters are regularly confronted with difficult situations in which they must decide how to deal with wild and de-domesticated
 animals on their land. When should they intervene for the benefit of the animal, and when is it better to let nature take its course? What should they do if they find a starving deer, a rabbit with myxomatosis, or an abandoned foal? When facing these dilemmas there is often a need for options which are underpinned by the arguments of experts and ethicists. These guidelines aim to clarify the position of the animals. The decisions taken are based on expert arguments and are supported by the organisation (the State Forest Service). Because they were framed for use in practice, it is important that they offer sufficient scope for a flexible response to the specific situation in a given area. Different types of reserve have different problems. At the same time, however, they must clearly indicate the boundaries of acceptability. The majority of the guidelines are drawn up so that they indicate both the ‘frameworks’ within which managers must operate (i.e. what is the least that must be done, and what is absolutely forbidden), and the preferred line to take within that framework. This can produce more freedom of action than may be obvious at first sight, and furthermore, can provide certainty that a person is operating in accordance with the correct principles, founded on and supported by the knowledge of the members of the working group.

How were the guidelines drawn up?

The guidelines were drawn up by a working group comprising experts in animal behaviour, population zoology, legislation, animal welfare, veterinary pathobiology, a veterinary practitioner, ethicists and managers of both Track A
 and Track B
 State Forest Service reserves, among others
.  Practically all the guidelines are based on a combination of expert information and ethical arguments. The technical information was used largely to determine, for example, when suffering would be caused, or whether an animal has the necessary space to express itself through species-specific behaviour. Subsequently a decision was taken on ethical grounds on the boundaries within which the actions of managers should fall
.

A number of ideas contained in the report ‘Goede tijden, slechte tijden’ (Good times, bad times) by Keulartz et al (1998) served as a starting point for drawing up guidelines. It is particularly important that the principle of ‘respect for  potential wildness’ referred to in this report is elaborated in the guidelines and the background document by emphasising that we must respect the independence and species-specific behaviour of animals. Consideration for animals goes beyond monitoring their health and welfare.  In other sectors, too, such as livestock farming and biotechnology, we increasingly see more emphasis being placed on respect for the intrinsic value and integrity of the animal
. In that sense, these guidelines are in line with recent developments in general animal ethics.

Which animals?

For the sake of practical implementation, the guidelines apply only to a limited group of animals: self-reliant vertebrates
.

For which reserves?

The working group decided only to draw up guidelines for Track A and Track B reserves. Animals in Track C reserves either are not self-reliant (particularly the large grazing animals like cattle and horses: this covers 95% of the animals under State Forest Service management) and so the usual rules for domestic farm animals provide sufficient guidance, or else they are hidden from systematic observation by the managers so that it is not possible to monitor their individual welfare (e.g. in the case of frogs and rabbits). The guidelines make a distinction between Track A and Track B reserves. The management strategy in Track A reserves centres on ‘greater scope for the natural course of events’. The strategy in Track B reserves aims to ‘reinforce the semi-natural landscape which may [otherwise] be difficult to achieve’. Of course, the ‘rights’ of the animals are the same in all reserves, but in Track A reserves
 there will be a greater reticence to intervene than in Track B reserves, since other nature policy objectives must be taken into consideration. A management regime entailing greater human influence also increases human obligations, and different practices will be adopted, including those involving animals in the reserve. The working party consciously chose to link the guidelines to policy objectives (i.e. the management strategy) because these indicate the extent of the managers’ ‘interference’ in the area or system, in contrast with the (subordinate) types of objective which are based on output or vegetation type. The dilemma of whether or not to intervene makes such a choice more relevant. 

In conclusion

It must be said that these guidelines were designed for the Dutch situation, in which there is some human influence in all nature reserves. However, this cannot be an excuse for over-hasty intervention. Such intervention can lead to an unnecessary infringement on the self-reliance of the animals.

There is still much that is unknown about the process whereby horses and cattle gradually revert to a wild state (de-domestication). In the coming years it will become clear how rapidly the animals learn, how well they adapt and how many animals an area can accommodate. The introduction of large grazing animals into the natural landscape is also virgin territory for ethicists and lawyers. The new situation forces us to reconsider the way we deal with self-reliant animals. This applies not only to recently introduced animals, such as horses and cattle, but also to animals whose traditional habitat is in the nature reserves. Existing standards, values and legal rules concerning our treatment of animals must be adapted to the new situation. After all, they were not designed for these new circumstances. Existing legislation provides very little clarity on some points, and on other points seems at first sight to offer little scope for new initiatives in nature management. It will take time to adapt existing regulations and ethical insights about dealing with animals so that they can be applied to the new situation. But the State Forest Service does not feel that we can wait for a further few years. Problems already arise from time to time. The State Forest Service hopes that these guidelines will provide clarity. At the same time, they are not meant to be a straitjacket. Management involving large grazers is a an evolving practice, and scope must be maintained for new developments. We indicate here largely where such scope exists and where it is (currently) lacking. 

Application in practice

On 11 August 1999, on the recommendation of the Management Team, the ethical guidelines were officially laid down by the Director of the State Forest Service. They are now binding on all employees of the State Forest Service. The Management Team also decided that for critical reserves, where it may be expected that important decisions will have to be made concerning animal welfare, these guidelines should be further elaborated in a protocol, aimed at the specific circumstances in that reserve. To aid this process, some practical examples have been included (Chapter 4), and a flowchart has been drawn up to aid decision-making.

Chapter 2

THE GUIDELINES 

The animals in the somewhat larger, almost natural and semi-natural reserves – in the language of the policy-makers Track A and Track B reserves – lead an independent life throughout the year. Whether they are roe or red deer, wild boar or cattle and horses, they all have the opportunity to live in a manner appropriate to their species in suitable terrain. They can  forage in their own way, and interact with other animals. This benefits the animals, even as individuals. They have the opportunity to develop, in contrast with many other animals in other situations.

However, such an existence is not without risk. Self-reliant animals can be wounded, and sometimes have difficulty finding food. These guidelines are intended to indicate how to deal with such problem situations.

How to use this booklet

In the text which follows the guidelines are printed in italics. Each guideline is immediately followed by brief explanatory notes. The notes are intended to help in interpreting the guideline. Any interpretation of the guideline which conflicts with the explanatory notes is not in line with the intentions of  the State Forest Service. The guidelines are accompanied by a background document. This document describes the ethical arguments underlying the guidelines. If desired, the background document can be read before the guidelines themselves. Guidelines, explanatory notes and background document form a coherent whole and must be read in conjunction with each other.

A
Introduction: definitions and demarcation

1. These guidelines relate to the actions of managers of Track A and Track B reserves of the State Forest Service.
Track A reserves are areas in which there is an almost natural (‘subnatural’ or ‘supervised natural’) situation. (However, with the exception of the Wadden Region there are no ‘subnatural’ areas in the Netherlands). Track B reserves are those where conditions can be described as semi-natural.

Given the scale of these reserves and occasional difficulty of access, animals living in them have to be largely self-reliant. Thus the animals in these reserves can be said to lead an independent life. There is also a certain amount of conflict between the nature policy objectives for the reserve and the (short-term) interests of individual animals. It may thus be expected that managers in these reserves in particular will be confronted with ethical issues about how to deal with animals in their areas. 

2. These guidelines apply in principle to all vertebrate animals which live independently in the reserve throughout the year and whose mode of existence is affected by the fact that human activity has resulted in the presence of certain barriers and hindrances.

The reason for selecting vertebrates in particular is partly due to the fact that we can assume that in any case vertebrate animals are capable of suffering and discomfort. That is also the reason all vertebrate animals are covered by the Experiments on Animals Act (Wet op de Dierproeven). However, small vertebrates, such as mice, rabbits and frogs, which often occur in large numbers, do not entirely fall under these guidelines. The reason for this is not that the suffering of these animals does not count, or that these animals are not restricted by human activity. It is the way they live which removes these animals from systematic observation by the manager, while often the sheer number of these animals makes it impossible to track the fortunes of individuals. There is no point in formulating guidelines which, with the best will in the world, cannot be implemented.

We would like to avoid a fruitless discussion of the definition of ‘domesticated’ and ‘wild’ animals, particularly since it scarcely seems relevant in terms of the responsibilities of managers with regard to animals. These guidelines therefore apply to all vertebrate animals which live independently in the reserve throughout the year and not only to animals which were originally ‘domesticated’.
  The one proviso is that the animals’ mode of existence is affected by the fact that human activity has resulted in the presence of certain barriers and hindrances. Such a proviso can be justified because it is these very ‘restrictive’ human influences which place certain obligations on us. (See also the explanatory notes to A.3).

The barriers and hindrances referred to in the guideline can vary widely in nature. In principle we are talking about barriers and hindrances which have arisen from human action or neglect, such as fences, building development and roads, but also more natural barriers such as large stretches of water. Also, the lack of certain essential minerals in the reserve and the isolation of individual animals caused by abnormal behaviour on the part of other animals (such as extreme territorial behaviour) are among the hindrances referred to here. 

Such hindrances, which may appear natural on first sight, are often also the result of human action or inaction – for example, where people have introduced animals into a limited area surrounded by water or into an area in which certain minerals do not occur. Likewise, if we fail to control the size of animal populations, problems can arise with animals displaying aberrant behaviour.

In practice this means that these guidelines relate mainly to two categories of larger vertebrates:

1. species such as red deer, roe deer and wild boar (i.e. animals traditionally associated with wildlife areas and the Dutch landscape), and

2. animals like cattle, horses and goats, which have been introduced into reserves to achieve nature policy objectives and where management is aimed at de-domestication. A farmer’s cattle, which only graze in the reserve in the summer, are explicitly beyond the scope of these guidelines. After all, these animals were never intended to live independently in the reserve, nor are they equipped to do so.

2.1 If a guideline also relates to animals other than those referred to in the last paragraph of the explanatory notes to A.2, this will be explicitly stated.

3. These guidelines relate to the issue of the moral responsibilities of managers in respect of self-reliant animals in their areas and the consequences this has for their actions.

Two particular factors are important in defining our moral duty of care towards animals living independently in a nature reserve. The first is that the extent to which the animals’ freedom of movement (space to roam) is restricted. The main considerations here are the size of the reserve and the opportunity to roam beyond its bounds.  That is why the hedges around a reserve and any other barriers are referred to under A.2. The second is the extent to which the animals are adapted or can adapt to the conditions of the reserve in terms of behaviour and appearance and inherited aptitude.  In other words, it is important whether the reserve is suitable for the animals and generally provides everything they need in terms of food and space to roam. The question of whether the animals were introduced, or whether they are domesticated or wild, is in our view of lesser importance in defining a moral duty of care. After all, it is ultimately a matter of what the animals need and whether they get it. The background document looks at the interpretation of this ‘duty of care’ in more detail.

B. Dealing with individual animals

1. If the manager is confronted with a wounded or sick animal that is suffering severely and without hope of recovery then he should intervene by putting the animal down painlessly, or having it put down.
This guideline is intended for situations in which the manager comes across an animal, which is suffering severely and has no hope of recovery. The manager is expected to keep an active watch on the welfare of all individual vertebrates in his area, but in practice it is impossible to see all the animals in the reserve on a regular basis, let alone daily. 

Suffering without hope of recovery means that the injury or illness of the animal cannot be adequately treated, nor can it get better of its own accord, so that the animal will ultimately die. Suffering severely means that the animal is in a lot of pain and/or shows clear signs of stress.

Not every dying animal is necessarily suffering severely or hopelessly, nor can it necessarily be regarded as needing assistance. There can be well-founded reasons for not intervening in the case of a moribund animal. Animals living in the wild in the Netherlands do not automatically die at the hands of man. An animal which has lived its whole life independently should in principle be allowed to die independently. If it is obvious that an animal will die quickly anyway, without human intervention, the preferred approach is to allow it to die. Even if the animal shows no signs of pain or stress, but is still expected to die within a foreseeable time, then it is preferable to let it die. In cases where it is difficult to tell whether the animal is suffering, or where there is doubt about how long the process of dying will last, a veterinary practitioner will be consulted.

It is still generally permissible to cull moribund animals which are otherwise not suffering severely or hopelessly, even though, from an ethical point of view, it is preferable not to intervene in such cases.

1.1. Guideline B.1. applies expressly to all vertebrate animals in the reserve
There is a general moral obligation to prevent or alleviate suffering when encountered if at least reasonably possible. This duty also extends to those animals not directly covered by these guidelines, such as the rabbits referred to under A.2. The State Forest Service would like to emphasise that intervention is a matter or course in such instances of severe and hopeless suffering. Firstly because the suffering is hopeless and thus pointless. Secondly because in the absence of large predators in the Netherlands, it is unlikely that the animal will be put out of its misery by any other means.

1.2. Where there is doubt about whether an animal is suffering severely or hopelessly, the manager will consult a veterinary practitioner and/or other expert (for example an ethologist).
2. If the manager encounters a sick or injured animal, or is informed by others that an animal in his reserve is sick or wounded, he will only intervene if it can be assumed that the advantages of intervention outweigh the disadvantages (for the animal).
Catching and treating a self-reliant animal often entails risks for the animal itself. Among other things, this relates to how easily the animal can be handled, and the nature or state of the terrain. In addition it can be disruptive to other animals in the area and may also mean that the animal cannot be returned to the reserve. This can even result in the animal having to be put down, because there are no other options. 

When animals are sick or injured and they would recover without intervention, and the sickness or injury does not unduly hinder the animals in their normal activities or cause severe pain, the manager can assume that, for the animal, the advantages of intervention do not outweigh the disadvantages, such as the risk of injury, stress and disruption entailed in an attempt to treat the animal.

It can happen that intervention is unnecessary, but that the public (visitors or local residents) still calls for intervention. If intervention is indeed unnecessary, but would not harm the animal, then intervention is permissible. In cases where it may be expected that intervention would cause harm to the animal itself, the manager will not intervene. In that case a public explanation must be given as to why there has been no intervention. It must be made clear that the report was investigated seriously and that this type of decision is taken in consultation with a veterinary practitioner or other relevant expert.

2.1. Guideline B.2. applies to all vertebrate animals in the reserve.
2.2. If the animal has a disease for which intervention is required by law, the manager will intervene in the prescribed manner.

3. The manager must exercise extra care in monitoring the welfare of individual animals in cases where animal welfare problems are anticipated, for example on the (re)introduction of a species or in extreme weather conditions.

(Re)introduction of animal species creates moral responsibilities with regard to the supervision of the animals. It should be preceded by a properly conducted feasibility study and followed by extra-cautious observation of the animals. Any errors in assessing the ability of the animals to fend for themselves can thus be brought to light and corrected in good time. 

3.1. Guideline B.3. applies to all vertebrate animals in the reserve.
C. Management of the population

These guidelines for the management of populations apply specifically to the larger vertebrates referred to in the explanatory notes to A.2.

1. The size of the population of various animal species is regulated by the manager so that the population does not exceed the capacity of the reserve to support it.

There is much debate among ecologists about how to define and determine the capacity of a reserve to support a population. Many factors are still unclear, mainly because there are still insufficient research data.

Generally however it can be taken to mean the maximum number of animals of a particular species which can live long-term in a reserve without serious problems such as sickness or severe hunger, and without seriously affecting the terrain. Determining factors include the size of the reserve, the amount of food available in the winter and the availability of sufficient suitable habitats. If the size of the population exceeds the capacity of the area, there will be a higher than average incidence of phenomena such as disease, hunger, mortality and social unrest (fighting). In the worst case this leads to a ‘crash’, which means that a large part of the population, including even healthy animals in good condition, will die out within a short period (e.g. in greater numbers than the normal annual population growth
). Clearly this will be accompanied by serious welfare problems.

Although crashes do sometimes occur in more natural (virgin) conditions among certain species, it is not acceptable to allow crashes to occur in the present situation in the Netherlands. The animals cannot escape from the situation of scarcity in which they find themselves, because even in larger reserves there is insufficient opportunity to move to another area. In the Netherlands there are no large predators which could otherwise help to keep the population within certain bounds, and so reduce the impact of the crash. These two factors, coupled with the fact that Dutch public opinion would be against it, mean that it is unacceptable to allow a crash to take place.

1.1 Where possible in Track A reserves, preference must be given to allowing natural mechanisms to control numbers.
Incidental or moderate mortality among weaker and older animals as a result of sickness or infirmity is acceptable. After all, it does not necessarily mean that the conditions are not suitable for the animals. Furthermore there is a useful argument here: a form of selection takes place which strengthens the population and so reduces problems in the future. Nonetheless the overriding principle of helping individual animals which are suffering severely still applies in all cases. 

In Track B reserves, in which the animals lead a less independent life and the ecosystem is less self-supporting, selection can scarcely be used as an argument for allowing natural mechanisms to regulate the population. However, even in these reserves, not all sick or moribund animals are by definition in need of help (see guideline B.1. and the accompanying explanatory notes).

If it is clear that the natural process of selection is not operating properly, for example because mortality is linked to the barriers and hindrances referred to under guideline A.2, then intervention is the correct course. A number of the animals can be culled or removed from the reserve.

There are indications that animals reproduce less rapidly when the size of the population approaches the capacity of the area to support it. Cows no longer bear calves every year, and roe deer resorb their embryos. Premature action to reduce the population might prevent this process from taking place. This is undesirable because it would be an unnecessary infringement on the independence of the animals
.

1.2. If it is clear that the size of the population has exceeded the capacity of the area and problems can be anticipated, the manager will take preventive measures to reduce the population. In track A reserves this should if possible be done in such a way that ‘natural selection’ occurs (“He sees them through the eyes of the wolf”).
The relevant population size and the time to reduce it can be determined on the basis of a ‘condition assessment’. The advice is that this should be performed twice annually: in early spring and late autumn. In Track B reserves the size of the population will be adjusted annually if necessary. This must be done before the winter, i.e. before welfare problems arise. At this point a choice can be made between culling the animals in situ or removing the animals. This may make it awkward to select animals “through the eyes of the wolf”, but since this relates to Track B reserves, it should not pose too many problems. 

In Track A reserves the same approach may be adopted as in Track B reserves. However, here there is also the option of waiting longer before culling or removing the animals. Intervention can be postponed until welfare problems start to appear. This increases the chances of ‘natural selection’.  If the anticipated welfare problems do not arise or are very limited, no intervention will be necessary. However, here too, assistance must still be given to any individual animals which are suffering severely. 

In this way it may prove possible in practice to remove or cull a large part of the population once every 3, 4 or 5 years without any serious welfare problems arising. This type of simulated ‘crash’ is permitted in Track A reserves as long as it is accompanied by careful monitoring.

2. The animals in Track A reserves do not in principle receive supplementary feeding. There are two exceptions to this: 1. Supplementary feed must be given if certain essential nutrients (such as minerals) are absent from the reserve, and 2. Supplementary feed must be given if there is a risk of a ‘crash’.

Supplementary feeding of animals has a number of undesirable side effects. It changes the behaviour of the herd so that the desired grazing effects are not achieved. Bringing in extra nutrients also has undesirable effects on the ecosystem. Supplementary feeding leads to social unrest among the animals. Furthermore, territorial behaviour can mean that the very animals that need the extra food are unable to reach it. Supplementary feeding makes the population grow more rapidly than normal, so that it outgrows the capacity of the reserve, causing a further food shortage. Then large numbers of animals would ultimately have to be removed or culled.

As already indicated above, it is the responsibility of the manager to keep the population at a level at which there is normally an adequate supply of food for the animals. This is the justification for not, in principle, providing supplementary feed. Generally speaking there is so much food available that normal healthy animals can survive the winter with little difficulty. Incidental or moderate ‘natural wastage’ of weaker and older animals is then acceptable, as long as measures are taken wherever possible to prevent serious suffering.

If certain essential nutrients (such as minerals) are lacking in the reserve, and this leads to health problems among the animals, the manager is required to supplement these nutrients. The animals do not have the option of migrating to areas where the nutrients are available. Nor does this problem bear any relation to the capacity of the reserve: even a very small population would suffer from a nutrient deficiency.

If there is a risk of a ‘crash’, whereby a large proportion of the population is wiped out almost at a stroke, and even relatively healthy animals are at risk of death due to exceptional circumstances, then the manager is required to provide supplementary feed. Such a case might arise for example if there is a very heavy fall of snow or if the reserve is flooded. The animals are then practically unable to find any further food and do not have the option of migration. In these situations, again, the mortality has little to do with the capacity of the reserve: even a small group of animals would be unable to find any more food in such a situation.

2.1. Supplementary feeding must be carried out in such a way as to minimise the negative effects referred to above, without leaving the animals short of food.
2.2. In Track B reserves supplementary feeding must begin as soon as the manager deems it necessary

This is certainly necessary as soon as it is evident that the animals are suffering severely from a shortage of food, or if it is anticipated that they may suffer permanent damage. Here too, however, extra feeding must be done in such a way as to minimise the adverse effects.

D. Letting dead animals lie

1. In Track A reserves it is recommended that the carcasses of dead animals should be left alone, as long as there are no legal impediments.

In the view of the State Forest Service letting dead animals lie cannot be interpreted as a lack of respect for the animals. In that sense it is not a moral problem. Large carcasses left in the reserve will benefit biodiversity. There are no legal impediments to letting the carcasses of (wild) species such as roe and red deer lie. The State Forest Service would however also like to have the option of similarly leaving the carcasses of animals such as cattle, horses and sheep (‘domesticated animals’) in the reserve, provided they do not present a danger to passing members of the public or surrounding livestock farms. This is currently prohibited by statutory provisions, so managers do not have that option.

Although letting carcasses lie need not present any moral problem and is not prohibited by law for a number of species, a number of requirements must still be met in terms of due care. These are listed below (1.1. - 1.4).

1.1. Carcasses must only be left lying if they do not present any danger to the quality of the system.
The first consideration here is the outbreak of disease (e.g. botulism) among the animals in the reserves.

1.2. Carcasses must only be left in places and circumstances in which they cannot present a danger to public health.

1.3. Carcasses must only be left lying if it is clear that they do not pose a threat to livestock farms in the vicinity.

1.4. It is recommended that carcasses are not left in places where the public may encounter them unexpectedly.

The manager has a duty to try to make it clear to the members of the public before they enter the reserve that it is a reserve under natural management, which means that the carcasses of certain species are left to rot. Some explanation should also be given of the underlying reasons.

2. In Track B reserves the manager must remove the carcasses of larger animals, particularly if these are in a place where the public may encounter them unexpectedly.
In Track B reserves the removal of carcasses makes little or no difference to the achievement of nature policy objectives. For this reason the principle adopted is that the manager of a Track B reserve will normally remove the carcasses of larger animals. An exception can be made to this rule if the carcass is in a place where there is little chance of the public stumbling across it. A good reason for letting a carcass lie is that it then serves as food for scavenging (carrion-eating) animals, which would otherwise run into problems.

Chapter 3

BACKGROUND

3.1. Introduction

This chapter providing the background accompanies the guidelines for dealing with self-reliant animals in nature reserves which the State Forest Service has drawn up for the benefit of its managers. It explains the theoretical background to the ethical choices made in the guidelines. In addition the arguments underlying the guidelines are elaborated in more detail. Guidelines, explanatory notes and background document (this chapter) form a coherent whole and should be read in conjunction with each other.

3.2. The moral position of  animals

Views on the moral position of the animal in our society are subject to change. That moral position has been incontrovertibly strengthened in recent decades. The current thinking is that animals  are morally relevant. We must take account of the fact that animals can have interests, they can suffer, and we should respect them as they are. In response to this, the body of law and regulations concerning the way we treat animals has greatly expanded. There is the recently amended Experiments on Animals Act (Wet op de Dierproeven), the Animal Health and Welfare Act (Gezondheids en Welzijnswet voor dieren) and there will soon be a Flora and Fauna Act (Flora en Faunawet), not to mention the many laws and provisions which relate to animals but are not primarily framed for their benefit (such as the Livestock Act (Veewet) and the Dry Rendering Act (Destructiewet)).

Underlying all these laws and rules which regulate our behaviour towards animals is the recognition of the intrinsic value of the animal. It is also enshrined in the law in so many words. Thus expression is given to the thought that animals are morally relevant– they are not mere things or instruments. They have a ‘good’ of their own, they have interests and they are capable of suffering. We have certain moral responsibilities towards animals. That, in short, is what is meant by recognising the intrinsic value of the animal. We also have certain moral responsibilities towards self-reliant animals ‘living in the wild’. That is not, of course, to say that we should treat these animals exactly as we would domestic animals on the farm or at home. After all, they live a different kind of life. And if we look at that life as a whole, then it is justifiable to strike a different balance in the case of self-reliant animals between, say, our duty to leave them in peace and our duty to save them from suffering. 

3.3. Self-reliant animals

The working group which drew up the guidelines made a conscious decision to apply the guidelines to all vertebrate animals which live independently in an area throughout the year and whose mode of existence is affected by the fact that there are certain barriers and hindrances created by humans.

This significant decision does not mean that all vertebrates, thus even rabbits, mice and frogs, come under the guidelines. The intention was to make it particularly clear that, in terms of man’s moral obligations to self-reliant animals, no distinction should be made in principle between wild and domesticated animals. It was also intended to put in perspective the importance of the distinction between animals which have traditionally inhabited a region and those which are introduced. The guidelines aim primarily to give an ethically acceptable interpretation of the duty of care (see section 3). For these purposes the matter of whether the animals are introduced, domesticated or wild is in fact of lesser importance. Furthermore the terms ‘wild’ and ‘domesticated’ give rise to problems of definition which are best avoided, particularly since ethical problems can rarely be solved by tinkering with definitions.

Some animal species in the Oostvaardersplassen make a good example. The red deer, heck cattle and konik horses in the Oostvaardersplassen area were all introduced by man. So were many other animals and species in the Netherlands, which we now often think of as ‘wild’ animals. The heck and konik may be said to be primitive and only slightly domesticated. Red deer on the other hand are generally considered to be wild. As long as all these animals are capable of surviving independently in a particular area without too many problems there is absolutely no reason to interfere with that independent existence. Where they run into problems there is little reason to suppose that the suffering of a red deer would be any less severe than that of a konik horse or heck bull. This cannot be argued on the basis of the distinction between wild and domesticated or that between introduced and indigenous species.

A similar type of rationale applies to encroaching on the independence of animals. Ultimately it is not important whether the animals are really wild. There are far more important issues, such as how much the many barriers and hindrances introduced by man affect the animals’ ability to fend for themselves and whether the terrain is suitable  for the animals and offers everything they require for independent survival in terms of nutrients and migration space. The guidelines only apply to vertebrates, because the borderline between animals which can suffer and animals which cannot roughly coincides with that between vertebrates and invertebrates. That may be slightly arbitrary, but it is still a clear demarcation and is also in line with, for example, the Experiments on Animals Act (Wet op de Dierproeven), which also only applies to vertebrates. Thus we avoid applying the guidelines to creatures like grasshoppers and snails.

A further consequence of declaring the guidelines applicable to all vertebrate, self-reliant animals would however be to include animals such as frogs and mice. Theoretically that would seem to be correct: mice and frogs can also suffer and their self-reliance can also be compromised. However, in practical terms this would create huge problems. Many of these small animals live a concealed existence and occur in such large numbers that it would actually be impossible for a manager to monitor the welfare of individual rabbits, mice or frogs. There is no point in insisting that someone do something which we know in advance cannot be done. Ethical guidelines which prescribe the impossible are not fair, since those trying to follow them would always fall short of the mark.

For this reason the explanatory notes to the guidelines state that the guidelines do not entirely extend to smaller vertebrates such as rabbits, mice and frogs. Where a manager encounters such smaller animals which are wounded or have other problems, he should of course intervene to prevent or alleviate suffering if possible.

However, there is no requirement to actively monitor these species, either individually or as a population, although the manager should exercise his common sense. Of course, it is still generally recommended that he close a road or path during toad migration and keep the size of the rabbit population under control. 

In concrete terms all this means that the guidelines relate mainly to larger vertebrate animals which lead an independent life throughout the year in Track A or Track B reserves. Thus we are talking about the following two categories: 1. species such as red deer, roe deer and wild boar (i.e. the original wild fauna which traditionally occurred in the wild in nature reserves and the Dutch countryside), and 2. species such as cattle, horses and goats where management is aimed at de-domesticating the animals or allowing them to live self-reliantly throughout the year in the reserve. The list of species is not intended to be exhaustive (restrictive). Again, the manager should use his common sense. If the guidelines apply to goats, then they will obviously also apply to sheep. 

3.4. Regulations on dealing with animals in the wild

There are two important passages in Dutch legislation, one in the Animal Health and Welfare Act (Gezondheids en Welzijnswet voor dieren) and one in the Flora and Fauna Act which say something about our responsibilities  towards animals living in the wild. Section 36 of the Animal Health and Welfare Act says: “every person has a duty to provide the necessary care to animals in need”. It is clearly stated that this applies equally to animals which are not kept by humans. Section 2 of the Flora and Fauna Act states: “every person shall exercise due care in relation to animals and plants in the wild, and to their immediate living environment”. The second subsection of  this section indicates that this means at least that we must wherever possible avoid taking damaging action which would disturb animals or affect their living environment.

When the term ‘duty of care’ is used in the discussion, it usually refers to the sense of these two passages in the legislation.  It is primarily a legal term. It is not at all clear how that duty of care should be interpreted. Does it apply to all animals? Even to grasshoppers? When is a self-reliant animal in need of help? And if we can agree about that, what does the necessary care entail? The same question can be asked about exercising due care. It is clear that this legal duty of care needs to be examined in a moral context, so that we can arrive at a tenable interpretation. 

To achieve this we must consider the ‘shared morality’ that has evolved in the public debate in recent decades. We are thus concerned with standards and values which can indicate how the duty of care can be interpreted in concrete situations. How far does our responsibility extend? What must we do, and what may or must we not do when dealing with self-reliant animals? That is the subject of the guidelines accompanying this background document.

3.5 The ethics: standards and values in the public debate

3.5.1. The “animal ethics” approach 

Public debate on the way in which we should behave towards animals is not restricted to self-reliant animals. On the contrary, until recently self-reliant animals scarcely came up in the ethical debate. The discussion centred on intensive cattle farming (‘bio industry’), experiments using animals and genetic manipulation of animals.

The most important recurrent themes in those discussions relate to the health and welfare of animals and to intuitions about what might be called the specific nature of the animal. Such considerations can be linked to underlying norms. These norms do not appear from thin air. We can deduce from people’s statements and moral judgements that they uphold certain ethical norms or principles and with a little effort we can also reconstruct how those principles come into being and evolve
.

The first principle which plays a role in the social debate about dealing with animals is that we ought not unnecessarily damage the health and welfare of animals and that wherever possible we should prevent or make good such damage.  The underlying idea is of course that animals can suffer and that they suffer as a result of such damage. This is in line with what in medical ethics is referred to as a principle of nonmaleficence (‘doing no harm’) and of beneficence (‘doing good. and intervening to prevent or repair damage)
.

The second principle is that we ought to respect the integrity  of the animal
. As an example could be mentioned  the animal’s appearance, or its species-specific behaviour, and its capacity to fend for itself in suitable surroundings or conditions.  If possible we ought to avoid interfering with these characteristics, even if interference does not appear to bother the animal itself. That is what we mean by respect for integrity.

Considerations relating to the health and welfare of animals and their ability to fend for themselves also play an important role in the debate about how we deal with self-reliant animals. Thus we can assume that, with the necessary adjustments, these two principles can also be applied in that context.

3.5.2. The “eco-ethics” approach

In the previous section we looked mainly at our moral responsibility to individual animals. However, when discussing how we should treat self-reliant animals the ethical problems can be approached from other angles. For example, some people assert that it is wrong to shelter and treat sick or weak wild seals because it is bad for the species or the seal population. Weaker animals, which are genetically less well equipped, are eventually returned to the population. Natural selection is not given a chance. These people look at the problem not from the perspective of the suffering of the individual animal, but from that of the population which would be weakened as a result, or even from the perspective of the ecosystem which would be distorted by such human intervention on behalf of weaker animals. Their view is that it is not natural. They feel that the animals should be left to die, or be put down in cases of serious suffering.

Even people who adopt this ecocentric approach would rarely maintain that the suffering of individual animals is entirely unimportant. That is a misunderstanding which leads to unnecessary polarisation. These people can get just as upset as anyone else about abuses in the bio-industries. They simply believe that in this context, i.e. that of animals living in the wild, eco-ethical considerations, such as the natural course of events and the unspoilt nature of the terrain, should be given greater weight than ethical considerations that focus on the individual animal.

3.5.3. The two approaches in  the debate on obligations to self-reliant animals

In the debate about our obligations to self-reliant animals (living ‘in the wild’) both these approaches are fairly easy to recognise. At first sight they are difficult to reconcile. The arguments for and against supplementary feeding in times of food shortage seem to be diametrically opposed. 

However, this need not always be the case. We have already indicated that eco-ethicists rarely maintain that the welfare and suffering of individual animals is totally irrelevant. They will be able to agree to intervention on behalf of individual animals which are suffering severely if it does little or no harm to the overall population or eco-system. They will also countenance intervention if it is also clear that the system does not function entirely ‘naturally’ anyway, due to the absence of large predators which would otherwise put dying animals out of their misery.

Those who favour the “animal ethics” approach will in turn recognise that it is important for the population to flourish and that there is scope for allowing the natural course of events to continue undisturbed in nature reserves as far as possible. In an ethical debate like this it is important to be ready to consider the views of others and fairly assess the arguments put forward by the other side on their merits
.

Approaching the question in this way can bridge the gap between the ecocentric and zoocentric positions by giving the ethical principle of respect for the integrity of the animal more attention in the discussion than before. This can be achieved by interpreting that principle in this context as meaning that we should respect the capacity of individual animals to fend for themselves (their independence) and their species-specific behaviour
. 

The ethical reasoning underlying practically all the obligations contained in the guidelines makes use of the principles referred to in section 3.5.1.: 1. ‘respect for integrity’ and 2. ‘doing no harm’ and ‘doing good’ (i.e. preventing or repairing damage). The argument runs as follows:

As indicated in the guidelines, these apply to animals living self-reliantly, which are capable of fending for themselves in an environment suited to their species. In such a situation in which animals live independently in suitable conditions for their species and develop as examples of their species, one can argue that it is our primary duty, based on the principle of respect for integrity, to leave the animals in peace and not interfere with them. That is to say, we ought to  allow them to live independently in accordance with their own nature. Respect for a self-reliant animal also entails respect for its independence
. Any violation of this is wrong in principle. Such a violation is only permissible if it can be justified with good reasons. For example, by pointing out that one had another serious duty which made such violation necessary.  Where possible in such a case compensation should also be offered for the violation. 

In addition to this primary duty towards self-reliant animals, namely ‘non-interference’, a second duty can be distinguished based on the principles of nonmaleficence and beneficence(doing good and preventing or repairing damage), and that is to prevent suffering. In the case of self-reliant animals this duty must in every case be weighed against the primary duty of non-interference. On the one hand there is a duty to respect the independence of the animal, and on the other hand there is a duty to prevent suffering. Often it is not possible to meet both obligations at once. In a way one is continually confronted with a dilemma.

Where animals are not living self-reliantly, for example in the case of dairy cattle or domestic pets, the duty of non-interference weighs less heavily, since their capacity to fend for themselves is in many ways limited by human action. This gives rise to certain obligations. In the case of these animals one will almost invariably be obliged to intervene to prevent suffering if possible. The more the animal’s self-reliance is restricted by man, the greater the obligation to intervene.

This balancing act is a little less simple in the case of self-reliant animals. A reasonable approach seems to be to assume that intervention in the lives of self-reliant animals is not permissible in principle, but can be justified on the following grounds: 1. if we have first inflicted damage ourselves (for example, by harming or polluting the animals’ habitat) or restricted the capacity of the animals to fend for themselves (by introducing various barriers and hindrances), 2. if it turns out that our faith in the animals’ ability to survive independently was misplaced (this is particularly valid when animals are introduced) and 3. if by so doing we can prevent severe suffering (based on the obligation to do good). If there is severe suffering, then the obligation to prevent that suffering weighs more heavily than the duty to respect the independence of the animal. 

The argumentation in the preceding paragraphs, in which an important place is given to the “animal ethics”  principle of respect for integrity, offers us the opportunity to give proper weight to both considerations from an eco-ethical approach and an “animal ethics” approach. It is important to someone who is largely in favour of a animal ethics approach that an animal can lead a ‘good life’, in accordance with its nature. The animal has its own ‘good’, and must be able to flourish. Seen over the entire lifetime of the animal, that is at least as important to its welfare as the prevention of relatively brief episodes of suffering and discomfort. This will be an acceptable position for someone in favour of the eco-ethical approach, because the animal is thus allowed to live a ‘natural’ life and fulfil its role in the ecosystem.

3.6. Role and position of introduced animals

Where new animal species are introduced to nature reserves it is almost invariably done with a view to realising certain nature policy objectives, i.e. landscape or vegetation types. The animals which are introduced are an instrument of management. The introduction of animal species is rarely an end in itself. However, this may change over time in Track A reserves. In the Oostvaardersplassen the presence of herds of heck cattle and konik horses is regarded as intrinsically (as opposed to instrumentally) valuable. We should also bear in mind  that efforts to achieve particular landscape and vegetation types are often also intended to provide a suitable living environment for particular animal species. This does not alter the fact that in most situations the introduced animals are regarded as an instrument of management. In principle this instrumental use of animals should pose moral problems. In this case however there is little reason for concern. After all, the animals are not reduced to a mere instrument. The animals chosen can cope with the conditions. The expectation is that the animals will carry out the intended tasks entirely of their own volition, by living their normal lives. Thus they have the opportunity to live and to develop independently in a suitable environment. More than that: a certain degree of development towards independence is actually required, particularly in Track A reserves, to achieve the managers’ objectives. 

However, the introduction of animals does still give rise to moral responsibilities in terms of the supervision of the animals. It must be preceded by a properly conducted feasibility study, and followed by a period of extra-careful observation of the animals, so that any errors in evaluating the ability of the animals to fend for themselves will come to light in good time.

Animals in Track B reserves have a different ‘ecological position’ from those in Track A reserves. The animals in Track A reserves may be said to form a part of the ecosystem. Efforts are made to achieve populations which fit into particular ecological niches. Natural selection produces a population which, in composition, characteristics and skills, fits into that particular part of the system. In these circumstances there is some point in allowing natural selection to take its course, and, when reducing the population artificially,  to select “through the eyes of the wolf”. In Track B reserves management does not generally have the same objectives. Here there is little point in allowing natural selection to take its course or in imitating that natural selection, so the manager has the option of selecting animals with a view to other objectives
.

3.7. Scope for new developments in management

At various points the guidelines indicate that the manager may intervene but is not required to do so. At other points they state that intervention is compulsory, and elsewhere that intervention should be avoided if possible. Most ethicists would agree that things need not always be either required or forbidden
. There are numerous possibilities in between. Often a particular action is permissible, but not required. This is particularly true in cases where it does not make much difference whether you intervene or not: for example, where it is clear that a wound will heal naturally without intervention, and the animal is not suffering unduly. In such a situation intervention is not required, but if it involves scarcely any risk to the animal itself, then it is not forbidden either. In such situations the manager has leeway to consider other matters relating to visibility to the public, and  public support for the policy of the State Forest Service. This may lead him to intervene. In other situations it may seem at first sight that intervention is indicated, but there is no harm in waiting to see how the situation develops. 

For a new practice, such as management involving large grazers, which is in the process of evolution, it is important to leave sufficient scope for new developments and for obtaining new insights. No such scope exists if everything is simply either required or forbidden. Strict guidelines would probably lead to worse results for the animals than allowing leeway for the managers to exercise their judgement or use their common sense. By recognising that there are many shades of grey in ethical issues, such leeway can be maintained, without adversely affecting individual animals. Of course, managers would be required to be able to defend their decisions with proper arguments. We must not give the impression that our only concern is with allowing things to take their course. These guidelines, together with the explanatory notes and the background document, aim to contribute to such careful argumentation.
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Chapter 4

EXAMPLES

To support the use of the ethical guidelines we give a number of elaborated examples below, contributed by various State Forest Service inspectors.

A. A foal is separated from the herd and has a badly injured leg, is walking on three legs, is six months old and still looks well, moves well and runs away when approached. What should you do?

This is a self-reliant animal, whose mode of existence is restricted due to human activity: it cannot roam beyond the boundary fence (A.2). After consultation with the veterinary practitioner about the animal’s ability to fend for itself (is it alert and active, can it get to water, etc.) and its condition, the choice remains: either to put the animal down or to give it a chance to recover, with or without treatment by a veterinary practitioner. In a Track A reserve one must also bear in mind that it is not possible for an animal which has been removed from an unregulated herd or pack to be accepted back after treatment. If the animal would not be able to resume the course of its species-specific lifestyle in the herd, then such intervention would not contribute to the welfare of the animal (B.2).

If the animal does not run away, is in poor condition, its leg does not heal after a certain time, in other words, it deteriorates, it is put down (rather than allowing time for a natural death which would be accompanied by suffering). If the animal is in good condition and displaying normal social behaviour it is given a chance to recover. When an animal is put down it is on the assumption that the wound or injury no longer has a chance of healing. An animal which is lame but otherwise ‘functions well’ is not put down.

B. A stallion has an injury to its jaw (a significant flesh-wound), it doesn’t look good, but he struggles on, continues to eat and continues to protect his harem. Members of the public are shocked that the State Forest Service is aware of the injury yet does nothing about it, and threaten to involve the press. What should you do?
This animal is not suffering severely or without prospect of recovery. It is functioning normally and displaying normal social behaviour. In this case intervention would cause great stress, (not only to the animal concerned but to the other horses and other animals in the area), which would not be offset by any acceleration in the healing process. Thus the manager does not intervene (B.2). However, since it is an animal which is covered by the guidelines, he keeps a watchful eye on it to ensure it does not deteriorate. This must also be clearly explained to members of the public. 

C. A fairly seriously injured bull is roaming the area, its eye is badly damaged and there is bleeding from it. The animal has also lost some weight, from which you can deduce that it is in pain. The bull is still eating well and does not show any signs of social problems: it is a lone animal. What should you do? Put it down, tranquillise and treat it, or allow it to recover on its own?
The veterinary practitioner must determine whether or not the animal’s suffering is severe. If the animal is not suffering severely without hope of recovery, it need not be put down. In a Track A reserve the most obvious option is to allow it to recover on its own (but it should be carefully monitored to see whether severe suffering ensues). In a Track B reserve it is more likely that the veterinary practitioner will be asked to treat the animal.

D. On his rounds the manager encounters a wounded deer in poor condition. Likewise a rabbit with myxomatosis. What should he do?
These are both animals which are not in principle restricted by human barriers, but when a manager is confronted with any (vertebrate) animal which is suffering with no prospect of recovery, he has a general moral responsibility to intervene (B.2). If it is clear that there is no further hope of spontaneous recovery and the animal is suffering severely, it must be killed to put it out of its misery. Otherwise it must be given a chance either to recover or to die independently, without human intervention. However, he is not expected to actively seek out such animals: apart from the practical difficulties, the commotion and searching would cause enormous disturbance to the animal.

E. At the end of the winter you encounter an old bull which is having a very hard time and there is a real chance that it will not make it to the spring. Do you put it down, treat it or let it live?

This is an animal which is affected by human action (it lives in an enclosure). Thus if it is suffering, action should be taken. The action to take depends on whether it is a Track A or Track B reserve. In a Track B reserve supplementary feeding of animals is permitted, on the proviso that any adverse effects are be kept to a minimum, for example by taking the animal out of the reserve, putting it on a feed, and then returning it to the herd. In Track A reserves supplementary feeding is only permitted in extreme circumstances, when the food supply is inadequate for the population as a whole, irrespective of the normal capacity of the reserve (i.e. there is a risk of a crash), or if there is a shortage of certain essential nutrients in the reserve (C.2). If neither case applies, no supplementary feeding is permitted. It is important here to realise that starvation of herbivores in the winter is a natural process which occurs whether or not there are predators present. If the animal is not suffering severely, it can be given a chance to make it through to spring, or die a peaceful death. If its death clearly involves suffering, the manager may intervene to put it out of its misery.

F. An old bull or an old stag runs into problems in mid-summer, clearly due to age. It is lying on the ground and can no longer get up. Should it be put down, or left to die?

If the animal is not suffering, or not suffering severely, we should in principle give it a chance to die peacefully and independently. The process of trying to shoot it would cause great stress to the animal and probably make it struggle to escape. In this case the principle is that the cost of intervention in stress to the animal outweighs the benefit (of curtailing the dying process). (B.1) However, if there is a real case of severe and hopeless suffering, the manager may intervene by killing the animal or having it killed. There is still a problem here in that the public often cannot tell the difference between an old animal that is on the way out and an animal lying on the ground which is suffering severely.

G. A new-born foal has been rejected by the mare and seems to be marked for death. The animal stands forlornly by.  Should it be put down, allowed to die, or (at the instigation of the public) be sent to animal rescue? 

Experience has shown that such foals cannot be saved, and transportation and other disturbances merely add to their suffering. A predator such as a fox could dispatch the animal.  However, to shorten its suffering the manager must intervene and put the animal down. 

H. Is it possible to provide extra feed during the winter for weakened birds or waterfowl?

Wading and other birds can in principle migrate to another area, thus their behaviour is not restricted by the hand of man. The food shortage they are suffering is part and parcel of their species-specific way of life, so supplementary feeding cannot be considered.

I. A reserve with a type 12 objective is beginning to dry out after flooding. There are still a few fish in pools which are about to dry out. Should you let the fish die, or rescue them. for example by returning them to the river?
If the water in the pools is evaporating one can assume that the fish will suffer and eventually die. If the fish are caught in a dry area due to the presence of a dam or dike (i.e. due to the hand of man), intervention is compulsory (A.2), so the manager must decide whether to return the fish to water or kill them. If they are left behind in a (shallow) pool in a natural water meadow and this is not due to the hand of man, the manager may intervene under guideline B.2, but only with the aim of putting them out of their misery.

J. The manager of a meadow bird sanctuary notices that a bird of prey has spotted some duck chicks and is trying to catch them. Can he try to drive the predator away?

The chicks have not been endangered by the hand of man. Any intervention would put the bird of prey (which is also a part of the system) at a disadvantage, and would thus be fundamentally wrong. 

APPENDIX I

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE GUIDELINES 

These guidelines were drawn up in close consultation with a number of managers of State Forest Service reserves and an expert working group.

The following people were involved:

R. van den Bos, Interfaculty Centre for Animal Welfare, University of Utrecht 

P.J.H.van Bree, population zoologist, University of Amsterdam

F.W.A. Brom, Centre for Bioethics and Health Law, University of Utrecht

D.W. Bruil, Institute for Agricultural Law, Agricultural University of Wageningen

A. de Gelder, regional director, State Forest Service, Flevoland/Overijssel

J. Griekspoor, Oostwaardersplassen fauna manager, State Forest Service 

N. van Heijst, deputy director, State Forest Service 

P. Koene, Head of Ethology, Animal Science Department, Agricultural University of Wageningen

H. de Kok, Slikken van Flakkee Management Farm, State Forest Service 

S. Krap, Inspector, Lauwersmeer Management Unit, State Forest Service 

J.M. van Leeuwen, veterinary pathobiologist, Institute for Animal Science and Health  (IDDLO)

H.A. Luten, veterinary practitioner 

J. Meesters, Supervisor, Rijk van Nijmegen Zuid Management Unit, State Forest Service

M.H. Rijks, Reserve Management Department, State Forest Service 

M.G.C. Schouten, Reserve Management Department, State Forest Service

During a preliminary meeting with managers an inventory was made of the problems which arise in day-to-day practice. The exact purpose of the guidelines was also discussed at this meeting. Three further meetings were held between managers and experts. During the first two the major themes were discussed and a start was made on formulating the guidelines. At the last meeting the draft version of the guidelines was discussed and a definitive version was established. 

Although there was a high level of consensus about what is desirable and feasible, the guidelines do not necessarily reflect the personal views of all the managers and experts who took part in the working group. The primary concern was that the guidelines should offer clarity and should form a cohesive and defensible whole.

The working group was led by Ronno Tramper of the Centre for Bioethics and Health Law at the University of Utrecht. He was also the author of the draft and definitive versions of the guidelines. It goes without saying that he relied heavily on the input of managers and experts without whom these results could not have been achieved.

Utrecht, 16 June 1999

APPENDIX II

TRACK-A RESERVES, MANAGED BY THE STATE FOREST SERVICE 

	Region
	Reserve
	Track A area (in hectares)

	Flevoland Overijssel

Friesland

Gelderland

Groningen Drenthe

NoordHolland

WestBrabant Deltagebied

GRAND TOTAL
	OOSTVAARDERSPLASSEN

HORSTERWOLD

AMELAND

AMELAND

ENGELSMANPLAAT

LAUWERSMEER

TERSCHELLING

TERSCHELLING

VLIELAND

VLIELAND

KOOTWIJK

ROTTUMEROOG

ROTTUMERPLAAT

DUINEN NOORD

WESTERSCHELDEZUID

WESTERSCHELDENOORD

VEERSE MEER

BEISBOSCH

SCHOUWENDUIVELAND

SASSENPLAAT

AAKVLAAI

OOST EN NOORDWAARD

WILLEMSTAD

KRAMMERVOLKERAK

HOLLANDS DIEP

HOEKSE WAARD

HARINGVLIET

AUVERGNEPOLDER

OOSTERSCHELDENOORD


	5451

922

1

13

150

4253

3199

413

296

18

609

277

709

294

111

327

18

3768

129

40

184

90

77

1876

15

18

1185

188

114

24745


Summary

Changing human attitudes to nature and the new situation of animals being introduced into nature reserves, have created a need for further elaboration, specifically aimed at nature reserves, of the existing legislation in the field of animal welfare. To this end guidelines have been drawn up by a working group of experts
 in collaboration with ethicists and inspectors from the State Forest Service. The specialist knowledge of the experts was used mainly to determine whether, for example, suffering is caused, or whether an animal has sufficient space to express species-specific behaviour. In addition a decision was taken on ethical grounds about the boundaries within which the operations of the managers should fall. 

The guidelines are aimed at the ethical aspects of dealing with animals in the reserves run by the State Forest Service. They apply to all vertebrates which live independently in the reserves throughout the year. A number of guidelines based on a general moral human duty to prevent suffering where one is confronted with it, applies to all vertebrates. Among other things the guidelines deal with the issue of whether or not to intervene in suffering, making a distinction between suffering which (indirectly) stems from human actions and that which arises from normal species-specific behaviour. In addition there are guidelines for the management of the size of populations and for dealing with carcasses on the reserves. For the majority of operations a distinction is made between Track A (almost natural > 500 ha.) and Track B reserves (semi-natural nature reserves). The underlying decisions and background to the guidelines are explained in a separate chapter. The point of departure for all the guidelines was the principle of ‘respect for potential wildness’ and respect for the intrinsic value of the animal. This is further elaborated in the background document by emphasising that we should respect the independence and species-specific behaviours of animals.

The guidelines are formulated in such a way as to demarcate the ethical frameworks within which people should operate. Often where there are certain options, a preferred approach is indicated, while the alternative, though not recommended, is not prohibited. Comments from inspectors indicated that this flexibility was necessary to enable managers to anticipate or respond to varying degrees of public interest or involvement in the reserve. Since the guidelines must be read in conjunction with the explanatory notes, they are not further summarised here. 

� The tern ‘de-domestication’ is taken from the report ‘Goede tijden, slechte tijden’ (Good times, bad times) by Keulartz et al (1998). The term is now widely used in many circles and for that reason will also be used here.  However, this does not imply any judgement on the issue of whether this is a suitable term for the process it denotes.


� Main groups 1 and 2, almost natural > 500 ha. Track A reserves are areas in which there is an almost natural (‘subnatural’ or ‘supervised natural’) situation. (However, with the exception of the Wadden Region there are no ‘subnatural’ areas in the Netherlands). Management strategy in Track A reserves centres on ‘greater scope for the natural course of events’.


� Main group 3: semi-natural. Track B reserves are those where conditions can be described as semi-natural. The strategy in Track B reserves aims to ‘reinforce the semi-natural landscape which may [otherwise] be difficult to achieve’


� A full list of participants is included in Appendix I.


� These options are explained in detail in the background document (chapter 3).


� For a description of these concepts see section 3.2. of the chapter on the background to the guidelines. 


� See also Chapter 2, part A, for definitions and demarcation.


� A list of Track A reserves managed by the State Forest Service is included in Appendix II.


� In this context some people talk about ‘animals living in the wild’. We would prefer to avoid this expression too, since it can also reopen a debate about the meaning of the word ‘wild’.


� This is expressly given as an example. Any number or percentage mentioned in this context would be fairly arbitrary, and thus should not be taken too seriously.


� A more extensive explanation of this can be found in section 3.5.3. of the chapter giving the background to these guidelines.


� See Van Willigenburg et al, 1993, p. 32 ff.


� See Van Willigenburg et al, 1993, pp 33-37.


� See Brom, 1997, p. 131


� In essence this is what is meant by ‘ethical cartography’ on pages 41ff of the report by Keulartz et al, Goede tijden, slechte tijden (Good times, bad times). A problem should not be approached from a single angle (either the individual animal or the species or ecosystem). A single-angle approach does not do justice to the complexity of the problem.


� Keulartz et al put forward a similar idea in a slightly different way on page 43 of their report Goede tijden, slechte tijden (Good times, bad times). They do not link it directly to a principle of respect for integrity but call it respect for potential wildness.


� See Norton, 1995, p. 105. 


� We are not trying to imply here that there is a sharp distinction between Track A and Track B reserves. The argument about whether or not to allow natural selection revolves around the difference in objectives.


� Keulartz et al introduce the concept of deontic operators, (Goede tijden, slechte tijden, p. 43). In essence this comes down to the idea that more ethical judgements are possible than simply ‘required’ or ‘forbidden’ (e.g. there is also ‘desirable’ and ‘commendable’ and ‘neutral’ (you can do it or not do it – it doesn’t make any difference). Many differences of opinion, they believe, can be solved by getting away from the stark juxtaposition of ‘required’ and ‘forbidden’. In this context it is not only sensible to get away from the juxtaposition, it has the added advantage that evolving practices offer scope for further development.





� See Appendix I for a list of participants.





