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Subject: Petition 0380/2009 by PhilipMota (French), on the bluetongue virus affecting 
sheep and cattle

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner objects to the fact that the bluetongue vaccination is compulsory in the case of 
cattle and sheep crossing Member States borders, although not for those moving within a 
Member State. He indicates that this makes it difficult for him to sell livestock in 
Luxembourg (40 km from his home), since French veterinarians do not stock the vaccine and 
argues that this amounts to a restriction of free movement of goods.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 23 June 2009. Information requested from Commission under Rule 
202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 25 September 2009.

The petitioner refers to the rules on the movement of animals susceptible to bluetongue and 
the bluetongue vaccination policies in the Member States. He refers to the different 
requirements that should be met in order to move animals within France compared to those 
that have to be met before an animal can be moved to another Member State (Luxembourg).

The Commission's comments on the petition
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Bluetongue (BT) is a non-contagious viral disease of ruminants which is transmitted to 
animals by means of vectors (insects of the Culicoides family) that spread the virus from one 
animal to another. BT control is based on vaccination, protection from vector attack and 
restrictions on animal movements. There are 24 different BT virus serotypes. There is no 
cross-protection between different serotypes and this means that different vaccines must be 
used against this disease depending on the virus serotype(s) circulating in each zone. 
Movement restrictions for live animals are implemented in a sufficiently large area 
(approximately 150 km around the disease outbreaks) to avoid further disease spread due to 
animal movements. This disease has caused major economic losses in several Member States 
during the last decade.

Community legislation on the control of BT is laid down in Council Directive 2000/75/EC 
and Commission Regulation (EC) No 1266/2007. The Commission Regulation is aimed at 
adapting the basic rules laid down in Directive 2000/75/EC to new scientific knowledge and 
experience gained on disease control. It makes EU rules more sustainable, proportionate and 
in line with international standards, while reducing as far as possible obstacles to trade.
In accordance with EU legislation, movements within the same restriction zone where the 
same BT serotype(s) circulate(s) do not pose a major additional risk. Therefore these 
movements are allowed under the condition that the animals do not show clinical signs of BT 
on the day of movement if the same virus type circulates in the restricted zone. However, 
movements of animals from a restricted zone to a zone with a different status - with no BT or 
where different BT virus serotype circulates – pose a risk of further virus spread outside the 
restricted zone and therefore additional restrictions apply. It should be noted that the 
requirements for the movements of live animals depend on the disease status of the zone; 
however, they apply in the same way both for national (domestic) movements and intra-
Community trade.
As regards the additional conditions for movements of animals from a restricted zone to a 
zone with a different status, the Regulation offers a set of alternatives (health guarantees) that 
provide for safe trade of animals from the affected areas. One of the options is vaccination. 
Vaccination against the BT serotype present in a restricted zone, in conjunction with 
appropriate surveillance can guarantee safe trade of live animals from the restricted zones in 
which the particular serotype occurs into disease-free zones. Vaccination can only be carried 
out in the restricted zones.

It is for this reason that the EU Member States are implementing vaccination programmes 
against the serotypes circulating on their territory. Substantial Community financial support 
has been granted to the Member States for their vaccination programmes for 2008 (around 
152 M EUR) and 2009 (around 120 M EUR).

Planning and implementing the co-financed vaccination plans are under the responsibility of 
the Member States' competent authorities. The speed and intensity of the vaccine coverage of 
the susceptible population in each Member State largely depend on the availability of the 
vaccine. Only a limited number of manufacturers produce BT vaccines and priorities are 
established in the national vaccination plans.
French territory in mainland Europe is restricted for serotypes 1 and 8 and France is currently 
applying an intensive vaccination programme for both those serotypes.
In Luxembourg, only one virus serotype is circulating (BTV-8).



CM\792277EN.doc 3/3 PE429.642

EN

The relevant information on the different serotypes and restricted zones demarcated by the 
Member States can be found on the following page of the Commission's website: 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/diseases/controlmeasures/bluetongue_en.htm

Conclusion

In summary, Community rules on BT are proportionate, science-based and subject to 
continuous review in light of experience and new scientific development to make them 
sustainable. Movement of animals from BT restricted zones should only take place under 
sufficient health guarantees, such as vaccination. 

The situation described by the petitioner refers to movements within mainland France where 
two BT serotypes (BTV-1 and BTV-8) circulate as compared to movements from mainland 
France to Luxembourg where only serotype (BTV-8) circulates. Therefore, in order to prevent 
the spread of serotype 1 to Luxembourg, it is necessary that the animals moved from BTV-1 
restricted zones (such as the whole mainland French territory) comply with the required health 
guarantees, namely vaccination against BTV-1. The different epidemiological situation 
between France and Luxembourg, and the different types of vaccine used in the two Member 
States justify the application of certain restrictions on the movements of animals from France 
to Luxembourg. 
Therefore, for all these reasons the Commission rejects the allegations of the petitioner.


