COSTING THE CODE
A Provisional Impact Assessment of Defra’s Gamebird Rearing Code
Published by the Game Farmers’ Association 

24 March 2010

[image: image1.jpg]



www.gfa.org.uk
COSTING THE CODE

Introduction

Defra’s Code of Practice for the Welfare of Gamebirds Reared for Sporting Purposes was laid before Parliament on 15 March 2010, with an intended commencement date of 1 October 2010. It provides recommendations for gamebird rearers, and it must be taken into account by the courts when judging, under the Animal Welfare Act 2006, whether or not a gamebird keeper has provided for the needs of his birds.  Anyone not following the code from 1/10/10 will be at risk of prosecution.

An earlier draft of the code was issued for public consultation in November 2009. This had been written by a panel of experts on a Gamebird Working Group set up by Defra for the purpose. It was accompanied, when published, by an economic impact assessment prepared by Defra in accordance with legislative requirements. This indicated that the costs of implementing the code (with the enrichment ‘option 2’ for laying cages) would be low because the code was, at that stage – and in common with other codes issued under the Act - largely a statement of best welfare practice already in general use. The GFA fully supported the draft code, with the inclusion of ‘option 2’.
The code was then changed by Defra, after the public consultation had closed and without further discussion with the industry, in several important ways. Among these were an effective ban on all laying systems smaller than a size specified for each species. These sizes had been suggested to Defra by the British Association for Shooting and Conservation (BASC) but they had not been discussed with the game farming industry, nor is there any scientific evidence to support them. Other new measures were a requirement not to mix incoming birds with existing stock and increased levels of veterinary involvement and checking of birds.
The new measures introduced to the final code were only made public when it was laid. No new or amended economic impact assessment has been published by the Government to inform the public as to the likely costs of the new measures or their impact on bird welfare. Nor is there any official economic guidance to inform Parliamentarians, who now have the task of considering the code during the 40 days specified by the negative resolution procedure, ending in late May
. 
The Game Farmers’ Association (GFA), as the main representative body for the industry has therefore urgently prepared and published this provisional impact assessment to fill that gap. It should be considered very much a work in progress. The GFA is issuing it now partly because of the urgent need for indicative costs and a welfare assessment to be available, but also so that other interested parties can check and contribute to the assumptions and calculations made in the report. In this way, we hope that a fully accurate impact assessment of the code can soon be made. 
Comments and contributions will therefore be particularly welcome and should be sent, by email please, to the GFA’s Political Adviser, Charles Nodder, at cnodder@msn.com. Given the very short Parliamentary timetable for approval of the code, the deadline for feedback to be taken into account is Friday 16 April 2010.
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PART 1: Impacts Associated With Changes To Laying Systems

Partridge Egg Production in England
The code as laid contains a new paragraph (6.12) which states: 
“All laying systems for partridges should provide: 0.5 square metre per bird for grey partridges; and 0.29 square metre per bird for redleg partridges.”
IMPORTANT NOTE:  

Paragraph 6.12 does not state that the areas given are minimum areas. In strict legal terms, therefore, a court interpreting Section 9 of the Animal Welfare Act 2006 (the requirement to provide for an animal’s needs) in light of the code, could look at this paragraph and conclude that any partridge laying system of a size different to those stated, whether smaller or larger, would be in breach of the code and therefore that the birds’ needs had not been met and an offence had been committed. For the purposes of this report we are assuming that this was not the intention of paragraph 6.12 and that the word ‘minimum’ is meant to be included. This is, however, a serious flaw in the code which must be corrected for the avoidance of doubt. Were the courts to interpret the code as written to the letter, virtually all partridge laying systems would fall outside it.

The GFA’s Impact Assessment Assumptions
:
1. Flock-mating partridges (greys and redlegs) is impractical on any commercial scale.

2. Virtually all partridge eggs produced in England come from raised pair units.
3. These units are all either of ‘home made’ wooden construction, or the more standardised commercially available metal types.
4. There are around 50 establishments using wooden units in England and 20 using metal
.
5. The metal units will all be smaller than is allowed by paragraph 6.12 of the code.
6. One fifth of all wooden units will be smaller than the code allows.
7. Each establishment has on average 1000 units (= pairs) with wide variation round the mean
.
8. Each raised partridge pair unit (wood or metal) has a nominal average value of £75 
(cost plus installation, usually on a concrete bed).
9. Each pair of partridges in a raised unit produces on average 60 fertile eggs a year.
10. The egg production turnover for a 1000-pair partridge establishment is £40k
 
Calculation and Impact
Total partridge eggs produced in England (70 establishments x 1000 pairs x 60 eggs): 4.2 million eggs
Total partridge eggs from units too small to meet code requirements:





       (30 establishments x 1000 pairs x 60 eggs):           1.8 million eggs
Percentage of partridge egg production impacted by the code: (from the above):                            43%
Value of lost partridge units: (30 establishments x 1000 units x £75):                                     £2.2 million
Annual partridge egg production turnover lost: (30 establishments x £40,000):                   £1.2 million
Pheasant Egg Production in England
The code as laid contains a new paragraph (6.11) which states: 
“All laying systems for pheasants should provide a minimum space of 1 square metre per bird.”

The GFA’s Impact Assessment Assumptions
:

1. Pheasant eggs are all produced either in on-ground systems or raised units.
2. All raised pheasant units in England are smaller than allowed by paragraph 6.1 of the code.
3. There are 5,000 small, moveable, on-ground pheasant laying pens in England

4. Stocking of small moveable laying pens will have to be reduced by two hens per pen

5. There are 138 game farms in England producing pheasant eggs.

6. On average each of the above game farms produces 120,000 pheasant eggs.

7. There are 500 shoots in England producing their own pheasant eggs. 
8. Each of the above shoots produces on average 2,000 eggs.

9. Three large game farms in England have raised pheasant units, and six smaller farms
 
10. Annual pheasant egg production from large farms with raised units is averages 200,000 eggs per farm
. 
11. Smaller farms with raised units produce on average 20,000 eggs from them each year.

12. Average egg production turnover of large pheasant farms with raised units is £80,000.
 
13. Average egg production turnover of small pheasant farms with raised units is £8,000.
14. Each raised pheasant unit has a nominal value of £250 (cost plus installation).
Calculation and Impact:
Total pheasant eggs produced on English farms: (138 farms x 120,000 eggs):           16.5 million eggs
 

Total pheasant eggs produced on English shoots: (500 shoots x 2,000 eggs):                    1 million eggs
Total pheasant eggs from raised units too small to meet code requirements:





(3 farms x 200,000 plus 6 farms x 20,000):                   0.7 million eggs
Total egg production lost by reducing hens in small, moveable pens



(5,000 pens x 2 hens removed x 35 eggs lost each):                  0.3 million eggs
Total pheasant egg production impacted by the code (add the above):                              1 million eggs
Percentage of pheasant egg production lost as a result of the code: (from the above):                      6%
Value of lost raised pheasant units:  (2900
 units x £250)             


               £0.7 million
Annual pheasant egg production turnover lost: (3 large farms x £80,000, plus 

6 small farms x £8,000, plus 0.3 million eggs from 3x2m pens @ 40p each):                          £0.4 million
Sale of Equipment
When a game farmer is denied the use of a piece of equipment, such as a raised laying unit, he has various options. He can scrap it and accept the loss of his asset (the ‘value’ for these units given above) or he can try to sell it. Raised laying units for gamebirds have no other known use, so the only possibility is of a sale to someone located somewhere else who is still allowed to use them. Setting aside the obvious point that this does not help with the achievement of whatever the Government wished to achieve by imposing size restrictions on game laying systems, the net value of such units second-hand, once disassembled and transported is likely to be very low. We do not believe that sale of redundant units will do much, if anything, to offset the losses calculated above.
Likely Continuance of Trading
The lost turnovers calculated above will be denied to the UK economy year on year unless and until the game farmers restricted by the code tool up with new equipment to produce the ‘lost’ eggs in a different way. The likelihood of their doing so, however, seems low. The farms involved will have taken a big financial hit, may be unable to afford to re-equip and may be reluctant to do so in case further unforeseen restrictions force more changes in the future.
Replacement Costs and Space
If a game farmer denied a means of production does decide, rather than giving up, to carry on with new, allowable, equipment, there will be costs associated with buying it and setting it up. Replacement of redundant raised laying units would either be with larger ones (only realistic under the terms of the code for partridges), or - in the case of pheasants - with extensive on-ground systems. The latter usually consist of single-harem pens made of wood and wire, or large flock-mating pens of poles and wire. Both take up a lot more space, which will have a cost either in land purchase, rental or profit foregone on some previous land use. 
It therefore seems reasonable to assume that the cost of setting up a new system of an allowable type to house birds displaced from redundant raised units may be approximately the same as the lost value of the raised laying units themselves. If every game farmer with raised units affected by the code re-equipped to carry on, there would be an additional re-equipment cost of:
 









         £1.9 million.  
The cost of housing the 5,000 x 2 hens that will have to be taken out of small, moveable pens, estimated as requiring a further 1,400 pens at about £125 each, plus space, may total: 
 









        £0.3 million.
Imports
Lost egg production capacity in England might, in time, be made up by other systems located here but the above analysis indicates this will not happen overnight, if at all. It seems probable therefore that the total egg production shortfall of 2.8 million eggs
 will, in the short term, be made up by further imports from abroad, where game farms will not be restricted by the code. Once lost to the UK industry, this production is unlikely to be fully recovered, however, because any new allowable laying systems introduced in England could not compete on price with overseas producers using unrestricted raised units. This lost production would also be lost to the UK economy as a whole.
Key Findings in Relation to the Restriction of Small-Area Laying Systems:

Percentage of partridge egg production (England) impacted by the code:                       43%

Percentage of pheasant egg production (England) impacted by the code:                          6%

Total one-off costs relating to equipment
 




           £6.1 million 
Annual lost turnover of English game farms relating to laying systems
: 
           £1.6 million
PART 2: Other New Requirements in the Code

Restriction on Mixing Incoming Birds

The code as laid includes a new requirement (paragraph 1.2) which reads:
“Where adult laying birds have to be brought in, particularly from the wild ..... they may be mixed with some sentinel birds
 but should otherwise be kept separate from existing stock for the duration of the breeding season.”

It is common and necessary game farm practice to add birds to a laying flock from time to time, either to make up numbers, to increase the size of a breeding enterprise, or to bring in new blood to change physical and behavioural traits. Many shoots catch up laying birds of their own from the wild in late winter, so as to be ready for breeding from February till June. If such birds cannot be mixed with others, there will be losses to production and costs associated with keeping the incoming birds in a non-productive state until they can be mixed (feed, staff time, etc). These costs are extremely difficult to assess as there are so many possible scenarios but they will be significant. We hazard the following indicative analysis and would welcome comments. 

The GFA’s Impact Assessment Assumptions
1. There are 138 game farms in England and 500 shoots which produce their own eggs

2. Half of the above will be affected by the ‘mixing prohibition’ in any one year

3. The nominal cost of this effect will be £2,000 per establishment

Calculation and Impact

Total annual cost of the ‘mixing prohibition’ (638 x £2,000):               

£1.3 million
Increased Requirement to Check Birds
The code as laid increases the frequency with which birds must be checked for signs of injury and disease to, ‘at least twice daily and more frequently during the breeding and rearing period’ (paragraph 3.8). 

This new measure is a hard requirement to assess in terms of economic impact but there will certainly be a cost.
The GFA’s Impact Assessment Assumptions

1. There are 7500 premises that keep gamebirds in England

2. All 7500 premises that keep gamebirds in England will have to make these checks.
3. For half of these premises this will represent a doubling of current checking practice.
4. A nominal ‘additional checking cost’ is £1,000 per establishment every year.

Calculation and Impact

Annual cost of additional checks of birds (3,750 x £1,000):                           
£3.7 million
Involvement of Vets

In several places the code as laid increases the requirement for game rearers to involve vets. It implies that every rearing establishment should have an annual flock health and welfare plan, written in consultation with a vet, (paragraph 3.5). The code also specifies that bumpa bits and spectacles should only be used in consultation with a vet, (paragraphs 5.4 and 5.6). The health plan requirement will apply to all game rearing establishments, game farms and shoots – even those which just release poults. There are 7500 such premises on the GB Poultry Register for England, suggesting a total annual cost (at a nominal average of £100 per establishment) of £0.7 million.
Use of Bits
Paragraph 5.1 of the code as laid includes bits in a list of management devices that, “should not be considered as routine and keepers should work towards the ideal of management systems that do not require these devices.” 
Bits are used by nearly all pheasant rearers to prevent welfare problems associated with feather-pecking. In that sense their use is currently ‘routine’. It is not clear whether this paragraph will affect the use of bits but were it to do so, because their use is so widespread and so important to the industry, the costs would run to many millions of pounds. In view of the uncertainties of legal interpretation, however, we do not feel able to calculate a figure at this stage.

Release Pen Siting

Paragraph 9.2 of the code as laid includes a new requirement that, “The siting of release pens should take into consideration the avoidance of subsequent harm or injury, for example by predators or vehicles.” Whilst the ideas behind this are driven by good intentions, the inclusion of this particular wording in a code with legal standing may well become problematic, with highly significant cost implications for the shooting industry if release pens could not be sited as now.
Total costs arising from impacts assessed in Part 2
‘Mixing prohibition’ (1.3m) + additional checking (3.7m) + vets (0.7m):            £5.7 million
 

Knock-on and Knock-back Effects

This report only assesses direct costs to game rearers and makes no attempt to calculate the ‘knock-on’ and ‘knock-back’ effects up and down the supply chain (eg. game feed industry, game shooting). In typical economic models of the impact of changes at one stage of a supply chain, the knock-on and knock-back effects often exceed by several times the direct costs for the production stage actually being assessed. 
Summary and Conclusion
The final version of Defra’s Code of Practice for the Welfare of Gamebirds Reared for Sporting Purposes, laid before Parliament on 15 March 2010, requires significant changes to current game rearing practices. Some render existing equipment and management techniques redundant. Others increase labour requirements and the need to involve vets. The code also contains new provisions of uncertain legal impact, for example regarding the ‘routine’ use of bits and the siting of release pens.
These new requirements, all added since public consultation on the code ended, have little or no welfare benefit; some may actually be welfare negative. Yet all carry significant cost implications, many of them large in the context of the game rearing industry, and catastrophic at the level of some individual small-businesses that will be affected. The Government has not published any assessment for the public or Parliamentarians of what these impacts might be. This report endeavours to fill that gap.
Key Findings:

· 43% of partridge egg production and 6% of pheasant egg production in England will be impacted by the code.
· The total one-off cost relating to lost equipment associated with laying systems too small to comply with the code, and its replacement, is assessed at £6.6 million.
· The recurring annual loss of turnover arising from the restriction on laying systems is assessed at £1.6 million
· The total annual cost arising from other new requirements in the code is assessed at £5.7 million. 
Only direct costs to game rearers have been included. Knock-on and knock-back effects further up and down the supply chain will multiply these costs significantly.

The GFA emphasises that these are provisional figures and invites comment and suggestions on how they can be improved. 

The report clearly indicates that implementation of the new measures in Defra’s gamebird code will have dramatic impacts on game egg production in England, with substantial costs for the game rearing sector. There will be little or no welfare benefit arising from the new measures. The most likely result will be to increase UK dependency on gamebird eggs produced in lower-welfare systems overseas.
WELFARE IMPACT OF THE NEW MEASURE:�Adding minimum sizes to the code will not have any welfare benefit because the code already requires (Paragraph 6.1) that: “When birds are housed or penned, the accommodation should be well-constructed and of sufficient size to ensure good health and welfare.” The Animal Welfare Act 2006 already makes it an offence not to provide for the welfare needs of a kept bird.








WELFARE IMPACT OF THE NEW MEASURE:�Adding a minimum size to the code will not have any welfare benefit because the code already requires (Paragraph 6.1) that: “When birds are housed or penned, the accommodation should be well-constructed and of sufficient size to ensure good health and welfare.” The Animal Welfare Act 2006 already makes it an offence not to provide for the welfare needs of a kept bird.








WELFARE IMPACT OF THE NEW MEASURE:�There will be no welfare benefit from the new measure over and above that conferred by the 30 day separation requirement in the draft code, which paragraph 1.2 replaced. Veterinary advice is that a 30-day quarantine period, with the use of sentinel birds, is quite sufficient to assess if there will be a disease problem before any incoming birds are mixed with existing stock.








WELFARE IMPACT OF THE NEW MEASURE:�This new measure will have little, if any, welfare benefit. The draft code had recommended, “at least daily...and more frequently during the breeding and rearing season”. That is sufficient to ensure good welfare and has the support of gamebird vets. It is in no gamebird rearer’s interest to check his birds any less frequently that is good for their wellbeing.





WELFARE IMPACT OF THE NEW MEASURE:�This new measure could be welfare-negative if its effect is to reduce the use of bits. The issue was subject to Defra-funded research between 2005 and 2007, which found that bits could have benefits for the welfare of the birds in the prevention of feather pecking and subsequent plumage damage or injury. Paragraph 5.3 of the code already addresses all the possible welfare downsides of using bits identified by the research. 








� The precise date ‘day 40’ will depend on the timing of the forthcoming General Election.


� Derivations for some assumptions are given. Others are informed estimates. The GFA welcomes comments on whether the assumptions made throughout this report can be improved.


� This is a combined figure for game farms and shoots.


� Most game farms producing partridge eggs will have more units (up to 5,000). The shoots will have less.


� Assumes turnover equals sales value of eggs: 60,000 eggs x 67p each


� Derivations for some assumptions are given. Others are informed estimates. The GFA welcomes comments on whether the assumptions made can be improved.


� Small, moveable, single harem pens are not unusual. A 3x2m unit is commercially available with handles for moving it to clean ground each week. Home-made versions are included in this figure.


� Small, moveable pens (3x2 m) are typically stocked with one cock and seven hens. To meet the space requirement this would have to be reduced to one cock and five hens.


� Assumes 300 pheasant farms in total and that 46% produce their own eggs (GFA Members’ Survey, 2009)


� Average taken from GFA Members Survey 2009


� The three large farms are well known; the GFA is aware of several others with a smaller number of units.


� An average-sized pheasant farm produces 130,000 eggs (GFA Members’ Survey, 2009). The three main users of raised pheasant units are all substantial game farms, well above average size.


� Based on turnover equals sales value, with a nominal sale value of 40p per pheasant egg.


� PACEC 2006 gives a UK total of 35 million pheasants released so, excluding Scotland and Wales, and allowing for mortality, this fits fairly well with the common estimate that 50% of all pheasant eggs are imported.


� 1.8 million raised eggs, divided by 35 eggs per hen, divided by 7 hens per unit = number of units.





� 1.8 million partridge eggs (both species) and 1 million pheasant eggs, from the above.


� Value of all lost equipment: (partridges + pheasants units, from the above) = £2.9 million, plus replacement estimated at the same again, a further £2.9 million, plus cost of re-housing birds displaced from small on-ground moveable pens @ £0.3 million.


� Lost partridge turnover £1.2 million, plus lost pheasant turnover £0.4 million (as above).


� GFA Explanatory Footnote: It is usual practice in bird husbandry that a few birds from existing stock are mixed with incomers for a few weeks (typically 30 days) to see if there is likely to be any adverse disease interaction between the two flocks before they are mixed. These are called ‘sentinel birds’.


� As above.


� Feed, staff time, veterinary charges, space foregone and, in some cases, travel to separate premises.


� GB Poultry Register.


� Staff time and travel (especially to release pens). Large game farms will need additional staff. On smaller farms and shoots, existing staff will make the checks but will be taken away from other work when doing so.


� This excludes any costs that may arise from the change in the status of bits or from the new clause about the siting of release pens.
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