This submission will argue that:

(a)

(b)

(©)
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PIANZ RESPONSE — INTERESTED PART@M

nd poultry industry,

There are sufficient and significant differen@te
d at allow us to have a

with management, housing, health, bio
welfare than is reported

significantly improved situation wi to~anim
elsewhere overseas. We hope to al tr te@ the NAWAC Poultry Sub-

Committee during the farm visits.
Internationally a number of revie e ¢ on the welfare of broiler chickens.
3 4]

In some of these the conclu$igns drawn {érent in some way to the details in the
discussion itself. We wj ht spr\Ofthese inconsistencies with the European
Commission Scientifi hifee @ jal Health and Animal Welfare (SCAHAW)
report on The Welf; or Meat Production.
Even though ma %e 3n scientific publications discuss the multifactorial
nature of the cf w% ated conditions in broilers, most of the experimental
work has Ren a multifasprial approach, but rather has looked at single or at the
most two ter{\Thug, if we look just at the results of the experimental work
condysted 10e } Me will be limiting the possible welfare outcomes available
j ‘th g@y of the industry. The Code, as part of its criteria must take
i % ractice’. Unfortunately the limitations on experimental design
oW ustry good practice is overlooked or cannot be tested.

iher addressed the concerng of the two major submissions to the 14" draft

of oiler Welfare Code (SAFE and NZSPCA) or addressed some as invalid, and
t Sub-committee Meeting and field visits will show that these concerns are
not valid.
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Save Animals From Exploitation (SAFE) Response

Page 3 Point C

“That these proposed standards reflect existing industry farming practices based on farmer
convenience and profitability, not animal weifare.’

PIANZ refutes this accusation.

The following papers from the scientific literature clearly dem te the i &n
profitability the industry can face if welfare issues are seen and ed.

* Sullivan 1994 Poult. Sci. 73:879-882

‘Estimated losses in US are §US 80-120 million, represent ity an grades.’
Hester 1994 Poultry Sci. 73:904-915

‘Leg abnormalities among meat type birds have cgst_the po

dollars annually.’

* Buyse et al World Poultry Science In Vol 52 J 3
‘It is clear that the reduction in lameness due t }
both economic and welfare implications.’

o Classen 1992 Bone Biology and Skeletal
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‘It is generally agreed that skeleta
and cause considerable economic

[ "Leg abnormalities are an important sourQaeobno POy
» Riddell 1992 Bone Biology and Skelet] rd
TS 1 rcial poultry flocks are common

» Tucker and Watkin

p ndustry.’
‘Hock burn in broilers ams A i @ ortance to the poultry industry in both

‘Leg disorders are f economic loss for poultry meat producers.’

¢ Duncan et al 986 27: 109-114
‘Financial logs : t of injury and premature death during transport 1s
) n pounds per annum. (Kettleweli 1985)’

%My Science Journal Vol 52 July 1996) believes that fear in

desirable from the birds and the farmer’s viewpoint and its

is.cl
0 % portance,
%ar €rous reports that both acute and chronic fear states can seriously
ha @ d performance. )
r

om these statements that the industry has much to gain from the reduction of

It t
ultry flocks.
adies by Jones et al 1993 Hemsworth et al 1994 show that the birds’ fear of humans

accounted for 9 points of FCR. In New Zealand this is conservatively worth a profit or
ioss of 18 miltlion dollars.

The poultry industry in New Zealand is dominated by a number of well-recognised and
trusted brand names- Tegel, Inghams, Brinks. Because of the degree of branding the
industry cant hide behind anonymity as other livestock industries can. Thus the industry is

[



1.3

1.4

acutely aware of any issues that could lead to a lack of trust in the brands and is therefore
keen and committed to achieve public trust with animal welfare.

The above clearly illustrates from an economic perspective, that it doesn’t pay the
industry to neglect animal welfare in any way.

History
SAFE contends that there are hardly any differences in behaviour between the jungle.fowl

and the domestic chicken. (R Bryan Jones 1996) .

Chickens are generally frightened of large open areas and they t td €nterthem.

Because domestic fowl are descended from Red Jungle fo natura tat is
dense rainforest, it has been suggested that chickens ma)& osed a%ﬁ?rable to

attack by predators in open areas.

This of course would necessitate a rethink in how@%\ld yi -fange operations

from a welfare perspective.
&ied by increased docility.

ifying the animal behaviour,

Grigor 1993 discusses the impact of domestj
‘It is rightly argued that domestication.}
Domestication is a continuing genetic prose
anatomy and physiology in order to

It is well known within the po

associated with certain lines iC
O & !
NS e
ap when comparing modern birds with older strains 1s
ange in behaviour per se’.

D e Jhave demonstrated an improvement in growth plate quality since
I t
3

e scientific literature show huge variation in the level of welfare-related
pat and mortality. PIANZ would therefore contest how one could present the
ar, ftitat there has been no improvement in-skeletal problems in broilers.

4 ¢ needs.’
u@ ifferent behavioural traits can be
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Pagd 8 ‘Production systems are substantially the same as overseas technologies’
RIANZ would argue that the New Zealand poultry industry is substantially different to the

poultry industry overseas in a number of respects.

The disease situation in New Zealand is significantly different to that experienced
overseas. New Zealand is free from Infectious Bursal Disease (IBD), whilst no other
country in the world is. IBD is a major immunosuppresant, causing significant damage to
the bursae of fabrictus, as well as being able to cause disease in its own right.

L
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Very few of New Zealand’s broilers are vaccinated for any disease agent. In Europe and
the US broilers are vaccinated routinely for Infectious Bronchitis (IB), Mareck’s Disease
(MD), Newcastle disease (ND} and IBD. Australia routinely vaccinates for IBD, MD and
IB. Multiple vaccinations are often necessary to control infections.

Avian Pneumovirus has not been recognised in New Zealand, but is widespread in

A

Disease has a major impact on bird welfare. Mireles has s t bo@lgth
decreases significantly after disease challenge. (Mireles et s (Ve 001).
Some of the more hot (pathogenic} vaccines would have a& . V

icall

Lack of continual disease challenge results ina moreé\z logically % 3% byoiler, which is

Europe.

New Zealand broilers are free from mycoplasmal infections.

far less susceptible to the severe welfare issues that

e @ |
The New Zealand broiler industry has ve hi @ds ity, arguably some
n

e
avesimilar levels of
up to 10% lower energy and up to

2 [ 'E (d is substantially different with
gher els than European feeds and
with micronutrients on or above bre2de e@ jons. Enzymes are used routinely.
This transtates into a lean ".{;@:h er t bird.
t

In feed antibiofics us i New 3 control subclinical and clinical necrotic
enteritis and other @ Gt condicdsns , which can have a significant impact on
welfare by causipg. 1l esti ﬁh sorbtion and even mortality. Maldigestion and
malabsorbtion a .i uence on availability of macro and micronutrients
necessary for figal d welfareof broiler chickens.
The cligtagtic Qohd} 'w Zealand are not as extreme as if most other countries of
the wORMINY R sCR v e extreme of hot weather or cold weather that make

k ¢ Ventilation is essential in removing moisture and heat,

s¥ airborne pathogens and removing the build-up of noxious gasses

—
(W)
]

=

aerly Review 2:2001)

ANnce 5.9%
Denmark 5.0%
Netherlands 4.7%

UK 4.7%
Us 5.0%

Mo@ seen in New Zealand (between 3-3.5%) are lower than those seen overseas

Page 10 Sections G/ H
Under the Animal Products Act 1999 the poultry industry is required to have a Whole

Flock Health Scheme (WFHS) registered. The WFHS is a supporting system required for
risk management plans for poultry processors. The definition of the WFHS is detailed in
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1.6

the Poultry RMP Working Group Generic RMP (see attached appendix 4); “a
documented system of health surveillance and, where applicable, disease control or

eradication (including nutritional diseases).

The critical limit for mortality currently in the draft document is 0.1% per day. The
corrective action is the poultry grower notifying a livestock advisor who then will assess
the flock and notify a veterinarian if required. The documentation required is detailed in

the Generic WFHS document. In all cases where medication is used the use must be
recorded in a precise way as outlined in the regulations under the Animal Prod&:t

1999.

The appropriate sections of the Generic WFHS are attached Dy 4 @
These requirements are all legal requirements under the&ml roducts g;t 1999 that
the industry has to comply with.

Page 14 Stocking Densities @

The 1ssue of stocking density is complex a he-tgated in depth. This

discussion occurs below. There are howeve ety 0 SAFE submission that

need some specific discussion.
ti.on maximum density as the

» SCAHAW 2000, does not make g%m
SAFE submission states,
» SAFE have been very selective eferey ey have chosen to demonstrate
their point of view.
* SAFE misquotes the pa aw@ dardie 1989.
The mean space that a d n (not a broiler chicken) took to stand was
475.3 cm” (SAFE an space of 892.9 cm2 (SAFE 1500-1800 cm?) for
ng b

wing stretching.

The author kadat a ra chaviours and their effects with increasing stocking
density. werg adt layer hens in cages, with densities ranging from 450
cm2/bipd to 3 cm2/b d individual hens on their own. Behaviours looked at were,
, turning, wing stretching, wing flapping, feather ruffling and

gro g,
prechifig.  he s d for feather ruffling, wing stretching, and wing flapping space
n @ wincreasing density; ground scratching, turning, and preening were
%fo d e higher densities but in a lesser area, than individual animals. These
n chickens. The question however has not been answered as to the impact

ont @idual bird’s welfare, of having to perform a behavioural trait in a smaller area.

; d by SCAHAW (2000) in their review of broiler behaviour that activities such as
stretching and wing flapping are only seen infrequently in broilers. They ask the
quEstion whether these behaviours are fimited by density, however the observations made
by Murphy and Preston were at 14 birds/m2. No other papers looking at behavioural
aspects mention these behaviours at al}.

Using the space requirements in this paper as an argument for limiting density assumes
that, all birds will want to do the same behaviour at the one time, assumes that it is a
welfare issue if birds perform these behaviours in less space and assumes that broilers
require the same space as layer hens in cages.
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Page 18 Lighting

SAFE feels that darkness should be equivalent to natural daylength. It is unclear whether
SAFE feels that there should be a single dark period during the day equivalent to natural
darkness or whether the dark periods during the day should be equivalent to the amount

of dark period naturally occurring.

NZSPCA. feels strongly in their submission that this should be the case.

It is interesting to note what broilers will choose in a light pref: test ( T

Puncan 1982). With a background of darkness and where b able(to fhck a
switch for one or three minutes of light per response they, 0 % of
e to be

thrad, minutes of

darkness per response they chose darkness for less than t is 18 in conflict
with calls for a more natural daylength. This show oiler o Clear preference

the time. When allowed to switch lights both on and AT
illuminated for >80% of their time. With a backgroun L

1%
for natural periods of darkness.

Having an eight-hour continual dark period in/bd &ing significantly hungry
on waking. This may cause stress in the @d Ay’ CAWR

other as they try to crowd around feeders,

SAFE feels that a lighting intensjt 20 lux’ should be a minimum
standard. Appendix 1 lists most o ropite rences on broilers and the effect of
lighting intensity. Generally is an in€easmpy level of activity with increasing light
intensity, however one stu whef: wed the reverse trend. It is interesting to

note however that that j I nsity had no effect on leg pathologies, no
effect on sudden death aconsistent effect on carcass quality (hock burn,

breast blisters etc). @

Newberry aiso tt ence of light on intensity is ambiguous (Newberry

1986). Siopg$concision of h periments is that intensity on its own doesn’t influence

lameness. % 983). Classen also concludes from the literature that there is no
eMects leg disabilities in poultry. (Classen 1992)

y chicks should have a light intensity of 100 Jux. There is no

evidenf that in
S els that -
@ s t creasing light intensity to 100 lux benefits chick welfare in any

eletal Disorders and Appendices | and 2).

For %@discussion on the photoperiod effects of lighting patterns see below.

SAPE believes that there are insufficient provisions for individuals to be qualified in a
manner that can properly diagnose and monitor health problems and disease during

inspections.

&

SAFE is also concerned at no point is there reference to seeking a veterinary assessment
ot report on the health and condition of the birds.
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These points are adequately covered in the WFHS. See discussion above Section 5- Page
/ 10 Sections G/H. also see Appendix 4

1.9  Page 22 Catching and Leading
PIANZ agrees with the statements in the SAFE submission that catching by hand may
result in low levels of injury if all catchers are careful conscientious and well supervised.

(Berry et al 1990, Kettlewell and Turner 1985) . Hence inclusion in the codes of correct
training and supervision of the catching teams, and the requirement of handling all birds

with care.

1.10  Page 23 Loading Densities (in catching crates) @
SAFE is opposed to the maximum stocking density of 66kg/ lexes clfare
was not constdered in proposing such densities ig
The following is a list of the crate stocking densitigsrequired 1 er of overseas
countries.

Council of Europe Recommendations concern €st] o recommendations
on crate density.
WATO (Welfare of Animals Transport O K) d tve 95/29

Poultry<1.6kg

Poultry >1.6kg but <3kg
Poultry >3kg but <Skg
Poultry >5kg

Australian Model Cod

" Hot and humid

kg/m?2

66.0kg/m?2
v 90.9kg/m?
95.23kg/m2

sn’t include crate density in any of its discussions, conclusions or

< %e%ﬁ?ﬁ% )
The @n t}zf has been reduced considerably from the previous voluntary codes (now
d(ég g/m*).

@ believes that the crate density within the codes is well within what the rest of the
vofid allows and 1s not a welfare issue.

1.11  Page 23 Transport Containers
SAFE believes the crate height should be no less than 30 cm. They also assert that

broilers need 60 cm to stand. As you will see when viewing the birds this is not correct at
all.

No other code that PIANZ could access specifies crate height.



PLANZ would view birds standing in crates as a welfare issue. Significantly less damage
will be caused to the birds if they are sitting during transport rather than standing. This is
one situation where being anthropomorphic helps. Are we more or less stable when being
transported (e.g. by train) when seated or standing.

1.12 Page 23 Unloading and Shackling
PIANZ belicves that the committee will be able to judge for themselves how much

‘violent struggling and wing flapping’ occurs when they view the proiessing facil

McDonalds and other customers are auditing NZ suppliers o prog ifare
standards. Thus again the NZ poultry companies have reaspfido erious abgut-welfare.
Therefore the New Zealand poultry industry has a moral ah ncge gity to meet

1.13  Page 25 Consumer Market

welfare standards.

réek, compared to 1%
hirds have a minimum

slaughter age of 81 days. Thus 1if birds
mortality would be a minimum of 2.89

The attached mortality graphs @1 7 represent mortality from two
production regions in New Zealand. a ttality ranges in one region is about

3.5% with the average mort in the othe¥€pidn averaging about 3.25% for the last
few years. Mortality in N dj wastage including both birds that die and
birds -that are culled. P, ot that the extra total mortality seen in the
intensive production { us@w ealand is a significant welfare issue.

l A recent report thi ¢il for Domestic Animals of The Danish Ministry
o‘ ?&

I Y)

[ ]

of Agricultur e/rang s casts doubt on the benefits if these systems for
welfare co th conventisaial systems (layer hens). The death rate reported 1s three
to four time coventjonal systems. Poor quality foods, illness, lack of medicines,

feathcrw cnd stress contribute to a death rate of 16%. NCCWR

&0
%
S




al New Zealand Society for Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
(RNZSPCA)Response

Minimum Standard 6 Stocking Densities
See discussion below on stocking density.

Minimum Standard 7 Lighting
For a general discussion of lighting see below. Also refer to the discussion above in the

SAFE response, section 7- Page 18 Lighting. &
The RNZSPCA feel that light intensity at a minimum of 20 lux ase activipy.
There are other ways of increasing activity that are more effegh elowh
Catching and Loading &

See the comments above re SAFE submission. - %E

Minimum Standard 16 @

See the comments above re SAFE submission@ \

Antibiotics &D

RNZSPCA (and SAFE) questions the pfe iotics in poultry feeds.

ic
is Sﬁguse antibiotics prophylacticaly to
1 to a bacterium called Clostridia

The current situation in New Zeala

the use of these antibiotics mortality due to
t" level. One commercial poultry company
gtic enteritis when using natural antibiotic
to 300 broilers per day before being controlled by
tks 2001). A less acute form of this condition is
1). This is called cholangeohepatitis

-feed antibiotics play a crucial role in limiting the negative
phase inflammatory reaction in poultry. Using an ‘E colt LPS
a cell wall component) to mimic infection Mireles showed that

' SagChar
t @ the loss in tibial bone strength was around 8% after three days. It is
r@ 6 note that even in the absence of the LPS challenge the use of antibiotics
p

Mir
e he

=

also sitive effect on tibial bone strength., being 13% above the controls. The
of action is believed to be a modulation of the immune system. (Mireles et al

%@ireles 2001)



