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Introduction

The development of an Import Health Standard (IHS) for turkey meat was identified as a
priority for MAF. It was proposed that the highly specific Import Risk Analysis (IRA)
developed in 1999 for Bernard Matthews Foods Limited (BMFL) be updated to examine
the risks associated with turkey meat and meat products from all countries. This updated
IRA was completed in May 2010 and the draft IHS was completed in October 2010.

Under the new MAF process the IHS and IRA aong with arisk management proposal
(RMP) were provided to stakeholders. MAF released the draft documents Import Health
Standard: Turkey Meat and Meat Products, Import Risk Analysis: Turkey Meat, and the
Draft Risk Management Proposal: Turkey Meat and Meat Products for public consultation
on 7" October 2010. The closing date for public submissions on these documents was 15"
November 2010. To meet New Zealand' s international obligations, notification was also
made to the World Trade Organisation (WTO), with a closing date of 8" December 2010.
Three submissions were received.

The submitters and the organi sations represented were as follows:

e Michael Brooks representing the Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand
(PIANZ) and Egg Producers Federation of New Zealand (EPF)

e Ella Strickland (European Union Notification Authority and Enquiry Point of the
WTO Agreement on SPS measures) representing the European Union, European
Commission

¢ Laura Scandurrarepresenting the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)

Acronyms used in the document:

Al Avian influenza IRA Import Risk Analysis

APMV Avian paramyxovirus LPNAI Low pathogenicity notifiable avian influenza
BMFL Bernard Matthews Food Limited MAF Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry

EPF Egg Producers Federation MHS Meat Hygiene Service

EU European Union NDV Newcastle disease virus

FSIS Food Safety Inspection Service NPIP National Poultry Improvement Plan

GMP Good Management Practice Nz New Zealand

HACCP Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point OIE World Organisation for Animal Health
HPNAI Highly pathogenic notifiable avian influenza PIANZ Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand
IBDV Infectious bursal disease virus RMP Risk Management Proposal

ICPI Intracerebral pathogenicity index TCV Turkey coronavirus

IHS Import Health Standard TVH Turkey viral hepatitis

ILT Infectious laryngotracheitis vvIBDV Very virulent infectious bursal disease virus
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Asaresult of comments made, the following is a summary of amendments to be made
to the Import Health Standard for Turkey Meat and Meat Products:

The RMP to no longer refer to options as ‘equivalent’, but rather refer to the options
all effectively managing the risk.

The scope of the product in the IHS will include the following with regards to whole
turkey carcasses:

» Wholeturkey carcasses that have been subject to routine
evisceration procedures (including head-and-feet-on carcasses)

A definition included in the IHS for reconstituted meat.
Removal of theterm ‘offal’ contained within the definition of carcass.

The flock testing requirements for Newcastle disease and avian influenza to be
removed from the IHS.

The IHS to include the words “ samples were collected under the supervision of the
Official Veterinarian”.

Appendix 1, production system outline requirements, to include vaccination
systems used in turkey farm health programmes: “V accination (including details
about all vaccines administered to birds for slaughter e.g. type, manufacturer’s
recommendation, registration for the use in turkeys etc.)”.

Regarding turkey viral hepatitis, aliver condemnation rate of <2% to replace 30% in
the IHS.

Regarding Salmonella arizonae, ‘ salmonella culture’ to replace ‘ bacteriology
culture'.

Regarding time/temperature requirements to manage the risk of Salmonella arizonae
inturkey meat. The following thermal treatment options (which will achievea 7
Log reduction in Salmonella in turkey meat with 12% fat) to be included in the IHS:

60°C for 2030 seconds; or
62°C for 1073 seconds; or
65°C for 370 seconds; or
70°C for 41 seconds; or
72°C for 19 seconds; or
74°C for 9 seconds; or
76°C for 4 seconds; or
79°C for 1 second.

The IHS to provide for alternate security features offered by paper certificates as
stated in the response to 3.3 of the review of submissions.

The IHS to include the provision for the transport container seal to be applied “under
Veterinary Authority supervision.”

All documents to reference the correct Ol E recommended thermal treatment for the
Inactivation of Al virusin poultry meat.
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e The RMP to reference the correct Article number 10.4.26. for the inactivation of Al
virusin poultry meat.

This review of submissions document will review each submission in turn. The
submissions are broken down into numbered paragraphs. Each paragraph is an extract
from the submitters' letters, no amendments have been made. It should be noted that any
grammatical errors from the submissions have not been corrected in the document.

Internal submissions
According to MAF process an internal review period is available to staff of MAF to
comment and recommend changes prior to public consultation on an import health
standard. One internal submission was received after the internal review deadline. The
recommendations as aresult of this submission are included in this document.

e All definitions specific to the regulatory requirements in the import health standard
to be moved into the IHS. Thiswill include zone, compartment, flock, biosecurity
plan, carcase, reconstituted meat.

e The IHS to be changed to omit the words “may be”’ and replace with “means’
regarding the following clause: “For the purposes of this standard, turkey meat and
meat products means one or more of the following”.

e The IHS to be changed to omit the words “shall” and replace with “must” for the
following: “Turkey meat and mesat products imported into New Zealand must be:”
also, insert ‘and’ after each bullet point in the list that follows, asthelist is
cumulative.

e Delete the following clausein its entirety from the IHS which does not contain any
regulatory requirements. “MAF and the Veterinary Authority of the exporting
country will negotiate the content of the zoosanitary certificate to determine how the
level of risk management specified by the standard will be achieved, taking into
account:” Thisinformation will be contained in the guidance information for the
IHS.

e To replace the word ‘€eligible countries’ with ‘approved countries'.
e Delete the commodity eligibility clause of the IHS as this clause is superfluous.
e Documentation requirements in the IHS to be amended with the following:

0 “Permit to Import issued under the Biosecurity Act”.

0 To be concise, remove the word “specified” and replace with “the
documentation must be”.

0 The documentation specified must be “ attached to the imported goods”.

e The second option under Newcastle disease in Part C of the IHS, and the first option
under Avian Influenzato have “from ND” and “from HPNAI” inserted at the end of
the clauses respectively.

e The second clause under turkey viral hepatitis to read “Veterinary Authority
approved abattoir” in reference to the approved abattoir.
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Asaresult of modifications to the presentation of documents under the new MAF
Border Systems Programme the documents will have the following amendments:

e Deéletion of theitalicised text “See Guidance Document for permit to import
information and model documentation”. The permit to import information will be
contained in guidance information available either on the web or in a generic
guidance document for animal products.

e Dedletion of “See Guidance Document on how to apply for equivalence.” Under
Part D.

e Dédletion of the words “including definitions of common import health standard
terms used in this standard.” Common IHS definitions will be located in generic
guidance information available on the MAF website and not in the specific
guidance for this Standard. Definitions relating to regulatory requirements will be
placed into the Standard.

e “Zoosanitary certificate (Negotiated export certificate)” will be replaced with
“veterinary certificate”.

e Where‘shall’ isused in the Standard ‘must’ will replace the term. This provides
for the mandatory nature of the requirements stated in the IHS.

e Referencesto Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 in the IHS will be modified to ensure
they are properly referenced.

e Thefollowing generic clause to be included in the background section of the
import health standard:

0 A biosecurity clearance, under section 26 of the Biosecurity Act 1993, may
be issued when the turkey meat and meat products meet all the requirements
of thisimport health standard.

e Thefollowing generic clause to be included under the title “Inspection”:

0 Any documentation accompanying the consignment must be inspected on
arrival by an inspector. The inspector may also inspect the consignment, or
asample of the consignment on arrival.

Copies of all external stakeholder submissionsin their entirety are presented in
Appendix 1.
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Review of submissions

1. Poultry Industry Association New Zealand and Egg Producers
Federation (PIANZ/EPF)

1.1. Document complexity: There are 4 documents published by MAF at the one time.
The risk analysis, the IHS, the draft risk management proposal and the guidance
document. The comments in this submission are referenced to one of these four
documents, generally the IHS or IRA but address issues in either one or all of the
documents. The new process that MAF has developed where all four documents
are required to be commented on at the one time is not in our submission user
friendly and is complex for submitters.

MAF Response: MAF has recently reviewed the nature and purpose of the consultation
documents provided to stakeholders, in response to concerns over the size and technical
complexity of the documents MAF used in the past. MAF has also considered how to be
more transparent in decision-making, and more efficient and timely in the way standards
are updated. The two key changes are:

e Guidance or non-regulatory information has now been moved out of the import
health standard (IHS) into a guidance document. This guidance material can now be
updated separately from and more easily than the legal requirements held in the IHS.

e The specific factors considered and rationale used in making the regulatory decisions
reflected in the IHS is summarised into a separate document called the Risk
Management Proposal (RMP). The RMP isintended to enhance the ability of
stakeholders to find the essential information considered in drafting the proposed
Import requirements.

The changes, while not altering significantly the depth or scope of information provided to

stakeholders during consultation, are intended to present that information in a manner more
suitable to their diverse consultative needs. MAF will continue to engage with key affected
stakeholders through the devel opment process to ensure that their views are considered.

The status of |HSs has not changed with the new process. The IHS still sets out the
requirements to be met and compliance with these is necessary prior to clearance.

1.2. Information sources. (Page 5. Guidance document.): Industry notes the total
reliance placed on the exporting countries Veterinary Authorities to source
relevant information from the commercial poultry companies who wish to export.
The process outlined in the IHS requires the poultry companies to report changes
in the health status of all the flocks within the exporting
country/zone/compartment. The basis of the permit issue by the appropriate
Veterinary Authority is totally dependant on this company supplied information.
That requires the company to ensure that a number of actions are completed by
them every day but gives no process to provide proof that daily collection of
information occurs.
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MAF Response: Asamember country of the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE)
MAF assesses the quality of Veterinary Services in the exporting country according to the
OIE Terrestrial Animal Health Code. The OIE provides agenera information document
International trade: Rights and obligations of OIE Members, the last paragraph states
“Confidence in the quality of veterinary servicesisthe cornerstone of international trade.
Good governance, ensuring transparency in disease reporting, efficiency in disease
management and reliability in veterinary certification, is key to provide the necessary
assurances to trading partners’. All international trade is dependant on mutual trust and this
IHS is no different to any other in this respect. The IHS also states “MAF reserves the right
to audit facilities from countries approved to export product to New Zealand.”

1.3. If in the process of collecting information if a non — compliance was detected by
the company what safeguards are in place to ensure it is reported? In such a
situation a non - compliance could mean that the company cannot export for up
to twelve months therefore the pressure not to report will be very high. This
scenario does not appear to be addressed or accounted for in the Biosecurity
plans or Veterinary Authority oversight. PIANZ submits this is fundamental
weakness that must be addressed.

MAF Response: Biosecurity Plans of a compartment must follow OIE guidelines and an
essential part of thisis clarifying the reporting procedures in the plan.* With regard to
Veterinary Authority oversight, MAF relies on the Official Veterinarian to certify the
product and offers flexibility to determine exactly how the Veterinary Authority will
ensure all clauses of the standard are met. Thisisin line with what New Zealand regulatory
authorities expect from partner authorities accountable for safe importation of products. In
addition please see the response to 1.2.

1.4. Non Notification. (Page 56, 59 Risk analysis.): The risk analysis considers IBDV-1
as a non risk organism. PIANZ therefore asks how will a change in the status of
IBDV-1 by findings of IBDV-1 in imported turkey meat ever be considered and re-
evaluated as a different risk. Exporting countries are not required to undertake
any surveillance. Even if detected there is no requirement to report the presence
of IBDV-1 in turkey flocks supplying turkey meats to New Zealand. This is a major
area of risk that is not addressed within the IHS and risk analysis. PIANZ submits
that MAF should reconsider the decision to classify IBDV-1 as a non risk
organism.

MAF Response: Thereis currently no published evidence to indicate that IBDV-1 should
be considered arisk organism associated with turkey meat from commercial flocks.

With the exception of the report by Owoade et al (2004)? there is no evidence of natural
infection of turkeyswith IBDV-1. Asdiscussed at some length in the IRA, IBDV-1

! http://www.oie.int/index.php?id=169& L =0& htmfile=chapitre 1.4.4.htm

2 Owoade AA, Mulders MN, Kohnen J, Ammerlann W and Muller CP (2004) High sequence diversity in
infectious bursal disease virus serotype 1 in poultry and turkey suggests West-African origin of very virulent
strains. Archives of Virology 149, 653-672.
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seropositivity has only been recorded in commercial turkey flocks that have a history of
breeder hens being vaccinated with chicken IBDV vaccines (Jackwood et al 1982%; Barnes
et al 1982%; Chin et al 1984°). Furthermore, Eddy et a (1985)° surveyed 32 turkey flocks
in England and found widespread seropositivity to IBDV-2 but no serological evidence of
IBDV-1 despite widespread infection of chickensin England with IBDV-1.

The IRA considers the likelihood of natural infection of commercial turkeys with IBDV-1
in some depth and it should also be noted that, as indicated on page iii of the IRA, the
IBDV chapter of this document was subject to additional external scientific review by
Professor Y ehia Mohamed Saif, a recognised OIE expert on this disease who heads an OIE
reference laboratory for IBD.

MAF has the flexibility to review new material, reassess risk, and amend IHSs if future
publications question previously published scientific findings.

1.5. Carcass definition and Offal. (Page 4 Guidance documents.): The definition of
carcasses in the IHS states that it is a processed body of a slaughtered animal
after evisceration procedures to ensure the removal of all offal. The conditions of
the IHS allow entire turkey carcasses with head and feet on or without head and
feet to be imported. Bone in turkey product is also able to be imported. As the
cervical (neck bones) and long bones (leg bones) may contain respiratory tissue,
which is commonly defined as offal, then the import of these products would not
be possible under this IHS.

MAF Response: In turkeys, the anterior thoracic air sac and the paired posterior thoracic
and thoraco-cervical air sacs are combined as an aggregate sac which communicates with
the anteroventral portion of the lung. A large ventral diverticulum from the aggregate sac
pneumatises the sternum through several foraminaon its dorsal surface and a diverticulum
from the dorsal surface of the aggregate sac communicates with the spine from the second
cervical vertebrato the fourth coccygeal vertebra, with numerous pneumatic foraminain
each thoracic and coccygeal vertebra. A dorsal extension of the aggregate sac also
pneumatises the humerus. The pelvic bones are also pneumatised from the greater
abdominal air sacs (Cover 1953).

Of al the hazards identified in the IRA, freedom from respiratory tissue was presented as a
risk management option component only for APMV-2 and APMV-3. The exposure

3 Jackwood DJ, Saif YM and Hughes JH (1982) Characteristics and serological studies of two serotypes of
infectious bursal disease virusin turkeys. Avian Diseases 26, 871-882.

4 Barnes HJ, Wheeler J and Reed D (1982) Serologic evidence of infectious bursal disease virusinfection in
lowa turkeys. Avian Diseases 26, 560-565

® Chin RP, Yamamoto R, Lin WQ, Lam KM and Farver TB (1984) Serological survey of infectious bursal
disease virus serotypes 1 and 2 in California turkeys. Avian Diseases 28, 1026-1036

6 Eddy RK, Chettle NJ and Wyeth PJ (1985) Serological survey of the incidence of infectious bursal disease
serotypes 1 and 2 in chicken and turkey flocks in England. Veterinary Record 117, 415.

" Cover MS (1953) Gross and microscopic anatomy of the respiratory system of the turkey I11. The air sacs.
American Journal of Veterinary Research 14, 239-245.
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assessment (Section 6.2.2) stated “ Any respiratory or intestinal tissue remnants in
imported turkey carcases would be unlikely to be removed prior to cooking although, in
the absence of any data to support this, it is assumed that some of this may be discarded as
raw tissue prior to cooking and therefore accessible to backyard poultry”. MAF
recognises that some air sac tissue may remain in carcases after routine evisceration, hence
the requirement that entire turkey carcases be from flocks free from APMV-2 and APMV -
3 or be heat treated. However, it is reasonable to assume that there is anegligible
likelihood that susceptible species will be exposed to air sac remnants associated with
pneumatised bones in bone-in turkey products prior to cooking.

1.6. The IHS, Guidance documents and OIE codes do not offer a definition of offal so
MAF needs to provide a definition in order to clarify this point. To assist on this
important issue PIANZ provided the following definition of offal to MAF in April
2010. “Offal includes giblets, the bursa of Fabricius, respiratory tissue, crop,
gizzard, heart, intestine, kidney, proventriculus and spleen. “PIANZ again
recommends that this definition be adopted by MAF and included in the IHS.

MAF Response: To avoid ambiguity, the term ‘offal’ will be removed from the definition
of carcass contained within the Guidance Document. Instead, “carcass’ will be defined as
“the processed body of a slaughtered animal after routine evisceration procedures’.

1.7. Export systems/Compartments (Pages 15 Risk management documents): PIANZ
is extremely concerned at the option offered in the IHS and Risk management
Documents. (Page 15 of 21.) “For exported product produced in systems that
may not be aligned with OIE Code requirements systems, a specific flock testing
option aligned with sampling requirements for other risk organisms is included”.
The export of product from a system that is not aligned to OIE code requirements
is a fundamental defect in the IHS. It offers to exporters a reduction in the
requirements required to export to New Zealand. It is a reduction in the standards
recommended for international trade by the OIE code. It has been previously
accepted by MAF that the OIE code recommendations are the minimum required
for import of animal products into New Zealand. The concept that the OIE Code
recommendations are not to apply to imports ( or in this case a selected product)
to New Zealand appears to signal a new policy stance by MAF that has not been
consulted on or notified by any policy announcements or discussion with New
Zealand Agricultural Industries.

MAF Response: The wording PIANZ have quoted above is taken from the RMP and
relates to the options assessment for Salmonella arizonae. As stressed inthe IRA, S.
arizonae isnot an OIE listed disease, so there are no specific recommendations made by
the OIE for this disease. However the IRA states the risk estimation as non-negligible and
S. arizonae is classified as hazard in the commodity.

Although S. arizonae isnot an OIE listed disease the flock testing option for S. arizonae
provided in the IHS (clause 37) does reflect recommendations specified in the OIE Code
regarding poultry for the production of meat, Chapter 6.5 (Prevention, detection and
control of Salmonella in poultry). The Code recommendation is stated as follows:
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c. “Poultry for the production of meat
i. Flocks should be sampled at least once before slaughter.

ii. When sampling occurs on farms and when thereis along period (2 weeks or
more) between thinning and final depopulation, further testing should be
considered.

lii. When sampling occurs on farms, flocks should be sampled as late as possible
before the first birds are transported to the slaughterhouse. In order to allow for
the implementation of control measures during processing, this should be done
at atime that ensures the results are available before slaughter.”

It should also be noted that the flock testing option for S. arizonae provided in the IHS
(clause 37) meets the sampling recommendations specified in the OIE Code regarding
poultry for the production of meat, Chapter 6.4. The Code recommendation is stated as
follows:

4. “Thetotal number of samplesto be taken on each occasionisshownin Table2 and is
based on the random statistical sample required to give a probability of 95% to detect
one positive sample given that infection is present in the population at alevel of 5% or
greater.

Table 2. Number of samples

Number of birds Number of samples to be taken

in the flock on each occasion
25-29 20
30-39 25
40-49 30
50-59 35
60-89 40
90-199 50
200-499 55
500 or more 60

5. All samples should be selected at random to represent the house or in the case of
samples taken at the hatchery to represent the hatching eggs from that poultry flock.”

1.8. PIANZ has said in previous submissions that a production plan should also be
submitted to MAF pre the issue of the permit to import to ensure that the
biosecurity/ production system can meet and maintain the disease freedom
claims. The concept of a production plan was in addition to the OIE code
requirements, not a substitution. PIANZ submits that alternative an exporting
system that is not meet OIE code recommendations is not acceptable.

MAF Response: Where the IRA identified specific hazards, the options for risk

management have been applied in the IHS. The submission of the production system plan
isin addition to these requirements and is a pre-requisite to trade in turkey meat and meat
products. The exporting system must meet the requirements as set out in the IHS; the risk
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management measures, specified in the standard, provide at |east the appropriate level of
protection to effectively manage the biosecurity risk.

The requirementsin the IHS for al non OIE listed diseases comply with OIE guidelines
(please see response to 1.7.). For further discussion on OIE listed diseases please see the
responseto 1.9 and 1.11.

1.9. Within 7 days testing of 60 Birds. (IHS pp 7, 8, 9.): The IHS proposes an option of
testing 60 birds in a shed within 7 days of processing for a range of the risk
organisms notified in the IHS. The draft risk management proposal at pages 12,
14, - 17, and 19 states that: “Options 1, 2, 3, and or 4 are considered to offer
equivalent levels of protection”. MAF is thus saying in the IHS that end point
testing of 60 birds within 7 days of slaughter is equivalent to a country, zone,
compartment freedom or cooking the product for a specified temperature and for
a specified time. PIANZ submits that this equivalency argument is not valid and if
adopted would represent a dramatic and unacceptable risk.

MAF Response: Options 1, 2, 3 and 4 all effectively manage the risk by providing at |east
the appropriate level of protection for the following non OIE listed diseases:

e Salmonellae arizonae
e APMV-2 and -3
e TCV

Please see the response to 1.10. and 1.11. for further discussion on OIE listed diseases.

1.10. The risk analysis states” (page 48, page 24?7?): “However, antibodies are unlikely
to be detected until at least 7 days following infection, so serological assays
alone cannot reliability demonstrate freedom from infection at the point of
slaughter. However, serology may be used as a component of a surveillance
programme to demonstrate country, zone, or compartment freedom”.

MAF Response: The option to demonstrate flock freedom from HPAI presented in the
draft IHSs required testing based on virus isolation and not serology for antibodies as
quoted by the submitter. (Section 8, p48 IRA)

1.11. The Risk Analysis and the OIE does not support within 7 days testing of 60 birds
as stated in the [HS as an option for risk mitigation because of the fundamental
issue of unreliability, yet it appears in the IHS, the guidance document and the
draft management proposal as an equivalent. The purpose of the risk analysis is
to identify the risk organism in the proposed imported product and to offer risk
management options. This IHS has developed a risk mitigation step that is not
supported by the risk analysis. PIANZ understands that this is a major deviation
from accepted MAF policy. When has the policy change occurred? How was this
option developed outside the risk analysis? How will it be evaluated? What
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specific criteria will be evaluated to ensure it is equivalent to the OIE Code
Requirements? PIANZ submits that an outcome that does not require OIE Code
requirements to be met is not acceptable for New Zealand. As with the option of
the production plan a lesser standard is being offered as equivalent to or in place
of OIE code requirements in our submission. PIANZ submits that this is a
fundamental biosecurity and trading issue and a dilution of the protective steps
that are MAF is required and obliged to take to protect New Zealand under
section 22 of the Biosecurity Act 1993.

MAF Response: The IRA provides options for the management of risk organismsin the
commodity. The options provided in the IRA have been incorporated into the IHS. The
IHS risk mitigation measures have not been developed outside the risk analysis, as stated
by the submitter. See the response to 1.10.which clarifies that the proposed options of
demonstrating flock freedom for HPAI and NDV required the use of virusisolation (not
serology).

The establishment of flock freedom, by testing at slaughter, is provided as an option in the
IRA for Newcastle disease virus, APMV-2 and -3, HPAI, TCV and Salmonella arizonae.
The optionsin the IHS have considered the degree of specification required regarding
timing of sampling in relation to slaughter.

MAF recognises the specification of flock freedom is not arecommended measure in the
OIE Code for avian influenza and Newcastle disease. However, the demonstration of flock
freedom, as described in the draft IHS, may be used to verify disease freedom as a
component of an application to establish arecognised disease-free compartment.

It is recommended that requirements relating to individual flock freedom from Newcastle
disease and avian influenza based on virus isolation within 7 days of slaughter be removed
from the IHS.

1.12. Equivalency of options in IHS. (COOKING VS TESTING): The IHS offers a number
of conditions for each particular risk organism and the guidance document states
that these selected options are considered to be equivalent. The risk
management proposal pages 12, 14,15,16,17, and 19 states that: “Options 1, 2, 3,
and or 4 are considered an equivalent level of protection. The IHS accepts that a
country, zone, compartment freedom, testing of 60 birds within 7 days of
slaughter and is equivalent to cooking the product for a specified temperature
and for a specified time. PIANZ submits that cooking time and temperature
criteria give the highest degree of confidence in the treatment of turkey meats or
indeed other poultry meats to destroy organisms of concern. PIANZ submits to
claim equivalence of time and temperature with testing of 60 birds within 7 days
of processing is not credible. This is further supported by the Risk Analysis and
the OIE Code not recommending this as acceptable for trade. The NZ Poultry
Industry is an industry that has not had to contend with imports of raw poultry
products. The low number of endemic avian diseases present in New Zealand
and the naivety of the avian population mean any introduction of an endemic
avian disease will result in a very large production and welfare impact on avian
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populations, both farmed and wild. PIANZ submits that as a minimum all risk
organism mitigations are required to meet conditions equivalent to or higher than
OIE requirements for trade in turkey meat products. PIANZ would support the
extra risk mitigation step of testing 60 birds as a supplementary test in addition
to the other IHS requirements to supplement country/zone/compartment freedom
or cooking.

MAF Response: Please see theresponseto 1.8, 1.9 and 1.11.

1.13. IBDV types 1 and 2. Risk analysis document. (Page 53-, 62.): PIANZ submits that
the MAF should reconsider the risk analysis decision that determines IBDV-1 and
IBDV-2 as non specified risk organisms. PIANZ questions the suggestion that
IBDV-1 is not present in turkeys and submits there is no evidence to disprove
that it is or maybe present.

MAF Response: Please seethe responseto 1.4.

1.14. There is no surveillance for IBDV-1 or a requirement to control IBDV-1 in turkey’s
worldwide, and information as to the status of IBDV-1 in turkeys is limited. The
risk analysis references a limited number of papers that report the presence and
absence of IBDV-1 in turkeys and turkey meats. This limited information needs to
be reconsidered and a case for further investigation is compelling to demonstrate
the actual picture in the exporting countries.

MAF Response: The IRA has gone to some length to consider the available evidence
regarding whether IBDV-1 should be considered as a pathogen of turkeys. Please seethe
responseto 1.4.

1.15. Giambrone et al. (1978) observed microscopic lesions in lymphoid tissues of
infected turkey poults and also in uninfected contacts and concluded that IBDV-1
in turkeys is infectious and can spread horizontally in turkey flocks. The authors
concluded that there remains a definite possibility that turkeys may serve as a
reservoir for IBDV-1.

MAF Response: The publication by Giambrone et al (1978)® describes the experimental
infection of turkeys that required the IBDV isolate to be passaged six successive timesin
poults in order to increase the isolate pathogenicity. Although the conclusion that there
was a“ definitive possibility that turkeys may serve as a natural reservoir for IBDV” was
reasonable when this work was published over thirty years ago, subsequent studies (as
reviewed in the IRA) have not supported this conclusion.

1.16. Oladele et al. (2009) has also reported that IBDV-1 can infect turkeys. This work is
evidence that IBDV-1 does transfer by natural routes to turkeys.

8 Giambrone JJ, Fletcher OJ, Luckert PD, Page RK and Eidson CE (1978) Experimental infection of
turkeys with infectious bursal disease virus. Avian Diseases 22, 451-458.
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MAF Response: Oladele et al (2009)° demonstrated experimental infection of turkeys
following the administration of 2x10*° LDs, of IBDV-1 viathe conjunctival route. In
reviewing the available literature no evidence of naturally-occurring infection of
commercially-reared turkeys with IBDV-1 has been found.

1.17. There is little requirement for any country in the world apart from New Zealand to
have an interest in IBDV-1 in turkey and turkey meats. It is accepted that IBDV-1
causes little clinical disease in turkeys which results in little interest in
surveillance for this disease but there is still a possibility that IBDV-1 can be
present in turkeys and turkey meats resulting in the possibility of tissue
containing IBDV-1 being exported legally into NZ.

MAF Response: Asindicated in 1.4., MAF has reviewed the published literature on this
subject and concluded that there is no evidence for natural infection of turkeys with IBDV -
1. Furthermore, these conclusions were not challenged when they were subject to
technical review by Prof Saif. MAF also notes that its assessment of the likelihood of
IBDV-1 being present in commercial turkey meat was not challenged by the external
technical reviewer of the IRA nominated by PIANZ.

1.18. The MAF risk analysis notes most birds in flocks would be infected between 4
and 7 weeks of age (Chattel et al 1985; MAF 1999) and that IBDV-1 and IBDV-2 is
recoverable from muscle tissue of chickens or turkeys for 2-6 days post
infection. The 1999 risk analysis assumes processing at 12 weeks of age and a
probability of turkey muscle meat being infected with IBDV at .001 (<0.1%) The
proposed IHS allows the turkeys to be processed from 8 weeks of age thus
increasing the possibility of IBD virus being present in turkey meats. This is not
modelled in the risk analysis (May 2010) as it assumes the same risk factors for
the possibility of imported turkey meats containing IBDV. PIANZ contends that
this significant change in the processing dates from 12 weeks reducing to 8
weeks has not been taken into consideration in the 2010 risk analysis.

MAF Response: No quantitative modelling has been undertaken in the 2010 IRA due to
the number of assumptions that would be required to successfully characterise the risk
pathway. Section 9.2.1 of the IRA makes it clear that the 0.1% likelihood of aturkey
muscle meat being infected at the time of slaughter was based on modelling undertaken in
1999 which assumed that all birds would be slaughtered at 12 weeks with most birds being
infected between 4 and 7 weeks old, and virus being recoverable from muscle tissue for 2-
6 days post infection.

This model in 1999 was constructed in the following way:

A1, age of turkey at slaughter, in days 84

% Oladele OA, Adene DF, Obi TU and Nottidge HO (2009) Comparative susceptibility of chickens, turkeys
and ducksto infectious bursal disease virus using immunohistochemistry. Veterinary Research Communications
33, 111-121.
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A2, age of turkey at infection, in days PERT (1, Uniform (28, 49), 84)

D, duration of infectivity in muscle tissue, in days | Uniform (2,6)

At each of 20,000 iterations the model asked the question “Is the turkey muscle tissue
infected at the time of slaughter?’ using the algorithm;

If Al is greater than A2, use (if Al is less than A2+D, use 1, else use 0), else use 0.

An answer of 1 meant that the turkey meat was infected, an answer of O meant that it was
not infected. That is, an answer of 1 was returned on each occasion when the time of
slaughter was after the tissue became infected but before virus was eliminated.

The mean output of the model provided the probability that the turkey meat was infected at
the time of slaughter. Running this model which assumes all birds will be slaughtered at
12 weeks returns a mean probability of 0.001 (0.1%) asindicated in Section 9.2.1 of the
IRA.

The requirement in the IHS that birds be slaughtered after eight weeks reflects the
assumption in Chapter 14 of the IRA, which assessed the likelihood of Astrovirus
infection. Given the concern raised above, it isrelatively straightforward to amend this
1999 model to accommodate for birds being slaughtered as low as 8 weeks.

The following calculation therefore assumes that birds may be slaughtered from eight
weeks of age. Most hensin the EU reach market age at 12 weeks, whilst hensin the US
reach market age between 14-16 weeks. Reflecting this the age of turkeys at slaughter (in
days) could be modelled as PERT (56, Uniform (84, 98), 112).

Using:
A1, age of turkey at slaughter, in days PERT (56, Uniform (84, 98),
112)
A2, age of turkey at infection, in days PERT (1, Uniform (28, 49), A1)
([j), duration of infectivity in muscle tissue, in Uniform (2,6)
ays

20,000 iterations of this model now returns a mean value of 0.0012 (0.12%). It would be
reasonable to suggest that this represents a very low but non-negligible likelihood
consistent with Section 9.2.1 of the IRA.

1.19. This 1999 particular quantitative risk assessment was based on United Kingdom
data and then extrapolated to all countries assuming the prevalence and
infectivity of IBDV-1 and IBDV-2 are the same for all countries. The possibility of
viable IBDV virus being present in the imported turkey meat and thus present in
New Zealand is increased.
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MAF Response: Asdiscussed in 1.4, thereis no evidence to suggest that IBDV-1 islikely
to be associated with imported turkey meat. The IRA recognisesthat IBDV-2is
widespread in commercial turkey flocks (Section 9.1.5) and that thereis avery low but
non-negligible likelihood that viable virus may be present in turkey meat at the time of
slaughter (Section 9.2.1).

1.20. The presence of IBDV-1 and IBDV-2 virus in New Zealand is a major concern to
PIANZ. The equivalent situation for red meats would be meats containing foot
and mouth disease virus present in New Zealand but MAF considering it not an
issue, as the risk exposure pathways are considered to be negligible.

MAF Response: Asdescribed in the IRA (and please see the response in 1.4.), after
reviewing the available literature and subjecting this review to scrutiny by internationally-
recognised expertise, MAF has concluded that the entry assessment for IBDV-1 in turkey
meat should be considered negligible. The IRA recognises that IBDV-2 may be associated
with imported turkey meat although the consequences of introduction were assessed to be
negligible.

1.21. PIANZ submits that MAF do not seem to be taking a precautionary approach on
this issue. MAF states that “where biosecurity risk management measures are
adopted in situations where there is not sufficient scientific evidence necessary
for a comprehensive analysis of risks, biosecurity departments will take
appropriate steps to seek the additional information necessary for a more
objective assessment of risk, and review these measures accordingly within a
reasonable period of time”. PIANZ considers that MAF has not fulfilled this need
for additional information to make a more objective assessment of risk. It seems
that the risk is totally borne by the NZ Poultry industry. MAF needs to reconsider
IBDV as a risk organism.

MAF Response: The above quote is taken from the Position Statement on the Application
of Prec%uti on in Managing Biosecurity Risks Associated with the Importation of Risk
Goods™.

This position statement also observes that it is impossible to have a perfect understanding
of every situation and the amount of variation that exists. It is likely that all risk analyses
will be conducted in situations where there is incomplete scientific evidence, and a balance
must be sought between trying to acquire complete knowledge and obtaining reasonable
estimates upon which predictions can be based with a reasonable level of confidence. ...
Deciding at what point scientific evidence is sufficient is a judgment to be made by
appropriately-qualified specialists, and will be different for different situations.
Biosecurity departments build a level of precaution into such determinations. The key point
is deciding when scientific evidence is sufficient to be the basis for risk management
measures; science can never prove a complete absence of risk, but it can assist in
assessment of risk and providing measures to manage uncertainty.

This position statement also states that All relevant scientific opinion should be considered
in a risk analysis and judged on the weight of available scientific evidence. Restrictive

v see: http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/bio-strategy/library/position-precaution.htm
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regulatory measures will not be imposed simply on the basis of minority scientific opinion
about perceived risks.

In this case, MAF has reviewed the available published information concerning the risk
posed by IBDV-1 and IBDV-2 in turkey meat and subjected its findings to review by local
poultry veterinarians (including one appointed by PIANZ) as well as by internationally-
recognised experts.

Given the findings of the IRA (which reflect MAF s consideration of published literature
and comments from expert reviewers) MAF has concluded that there is sufficient scientific
evidence to demonstrate that sanitary measures for IBDV-1 in turkey meat cannot be
justified.

1.22. IBDV-2 as a confounder In Industry Surveillance: PIANZ submits that IBDV-2 will
be a possible confounder in the IBDV surveillance programme that the N.Z.
Poultry industry (meat and egg) has fully funded and maintained for the last 11
years. IBDV-2 is reported as present in most turkey establishment’s world wide
therefore the potential for IBDV-2 to be present in imported turkey meats is non-
negligible. (IRA page 56)

MAF Response: The IRA recognises that there isavery low but non-negligible likelihood
of IBDV-2 being present in imported turkey meat (Section 9.2.1) and industry concerns
regarding ongoing testing of chicken flocks for IBDV-1 is also acknowledged in the IRA
(Section 9.2.3). However, asthereisanegligible likelihood of exposure for commercial
poultry, there is considered to be a negligible likelihood of IBDV-2 introduction into
commercia poultry flocks associated with the importation of turkey meat.

1.23. The risk analysis assessment that IBDV-2 is considered a negligible risk is
entirely dependant on the assumptions that the likelihood of exposure is
negligible. PIANZ contends that this exposure risk is underestimated in the risk
analysis due to increasing free range birds numbers and the absence of any
controls on the distribution of turkey meat waste. The proposed IHS allows the
import of turkey products that will result in the production of turkey meats waste
which further increases the risk of imported turkey waste being fed to poultry.

MAF Response: The conclusion that the risk assessment for IBDV-2 is estimated to be
negligible is drawn from the negligible likelihood of entry into commercia poultry flocks
and the negligible consequences if free-living avian species were to be exposed to the
virus.

Before finalising the risk analysis, MAF contacted PIANZ to clarify the likelihood that
commercia poultry farms registered with PIANZ/EPF would be fed food scraps
(specifically meat scraps). At that time PIANZ responded that any commercial producers
(i.e. those possessing a risk management plan) will not be feeding scraps to their birds,
although there is a strong risk that small backyard operators could be.

PIANZ also suggested at that time that another issue to consider is what happens to any
imported turkey meat which passes its use-by date or which must be disposed of asthereis
currently no legal requirement that poultry is not fed to poultry (although thereisa
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voluntary agreement between feed manufacturers) and consequently, such product could
end up being rendered and fed back to poultry. MAF has previously considered the effect
of rendering on IBDV ™ and concluded that, even under the least stringent conditions likely
to be used for rendering; at least 99.99% of IBDV will be denatured.

Asindicated in 1.4. MAF has the flexibility to amend risk analyses or IHSs if future
publications question previously published scientific findings.

1.24. The risk analysis has no evaluation of the risk exposure for the risk organisms on
the assumption that a number of Industry practices are static. The Industry is
evolving and practices are changing and IRA risk evaluations may longer be
current due to these changes as are mentioned above. Pianz submits that the
IRA needs to readdress these increased exposure risks.

MAF Response: Please see the responseto 1.22 and 1.23.

1.25. IBDV eradication of a vaccine strain IBDV: The risk analysis notes IBDV was
eradicated from New Zealand farms in the 1990s. However the risk analysis
makes no reference that the eradication was of an attenuated IBDV vaccine. This
live vaccine virus had reduced infectivity and virulence compared to field strain
IDB viruses. The IBD virus’s ability to extend from farm to farm in the 1990's in
N.Z. was due to vaccinated birds being placed on these farms, not infectivity and
virulence. The risk analysis notes IBDV did not re establish itself in poultry and
concluded the risk of IBDV as negligible. Is such a statement justifiable for a
more infective and virulent strain of virus?

MAF Response: The example of IBDV eradication following its introduction in 1993
illustrates the likelihood of commercial poultry being exposed to IBDV if scraps of meat
from infected birds are fed to backyard poultry. Between 1993 and 2001 it has been
estimated that 8 million processed broilers from IBD-positive flocks were sold into the
New Zealand market as fresh or frozen broilers with no further controls and IBDV did not
re-establish in commercial birds.

Asnoted in the IRA, although IBDV-2 may be associated with imported turkey meat, there
is no evidence of commercial turkeys being infected with IBDV-1 or the very virulent
strains of thisvirus (vIBDV).

1.26. Exposure Considerations. (Pages 56, 58 Risk analysis): PIANZ submits that risk
analysis underestimates the possible exposure pathways of infected turkey
meats to N.Z. poultry and thus the level of risk. The N.Z. poultry industry takes
major biosecurity steps to reduce exposure to wild birds and vermin but there is
no guarantee that exposure will not take place. There are an estimated 480 sheds
on N.Z. poultry meat farms and between an estimated 320 and 500 layer hen
sheds and the possibility of a biosecurity failure on such a large number of sites
cannot be discounted.

" see: http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/files/regs/imports/'risk/fishfood-ra.pdf
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MAF Response: The publications considered in the IRA (Campbell 2001*%; Hofle et al
2001%; van den Berg et al 2001*; Kasanga et al 2008°; Jeon et al 2008"°; Ogawa et al
1998"": Gough et al 2002*®) demonstrate that there isa very low likelihood that wild avian
species could be infected with IBDV-2, either following exposure to an infected backyard
flock or through consumption of kitchen waste.

Whilst on-farm biosecurity will minimise the biosecurity risk posed by wild birds, the risk
analysis recognises that that there remains avery low likelihood that commercial poultry
could be exposed to free-living avian species. However, thereis only one report of wild
birds with a productive IBDV infection (van den Berg et al 2001) which was achieved
through using very high doses of vwIBDV. Although other studies have shown evidence of
seroconversion to IBDV in wild birds, no studies have shown a natural productive
infection of wild birds with thisvirus.

Therisk analysis also notes that Biosecurity Australia also concluded that spread of IBDV
from wild birds to poultry was extremely unlikely.

Similarly, the risk analysis notes that only one publication®® has described rats that were
seropositive to IBDV athough no virus antigen was recovered from the sampled ratsin
thisstudy. Thereisno further evidence that vermin should be considered to act as vectors
of IBDV (Eterradossi and Saif 2008)%.

12 Campbell (2001) Investigation into evidence of exposure to infectious bursal disease virus (IBDV) and chick
infectious anaemiavirus (CIAV) in wild birdsin Ireland. 11. International symposium on infectious bursal
disease and chicken infectious anaemia, Rauischholzhausen, Germany, 16-20 June 2001. 230-235.

13 Hofle U, Blanco JM and Kaleta EF (2001) Neutralising antibodies against infectious bursal disease virusin
sera of free-living and captive birds of prey from central Spain (preliminary results). 1l. International symposium
on infectious bursal disease and chicken infectious anaemia, Rauischholzhausen, Germany, 16-20 June 2001.
247-251.

14 van den Berg TP, Ona A, Morales D and Rodriguez JF (2001) Experimental inoculation of

game/ornamental birds with avery virulent strain of IBDV. Il. International symposium on infectious bursal
disease and chicken infectious anaemia, Rauischholzhausen, Germany, 16-20 June 2001. 236-246.

15 Kasanga CJ, Yamaguchi T, Wambura PN, Munang'andu HM, Ohya K, Fufushi H (2008). Detection of
infectious bursal disease (IBDV) in free-living pigeon and guinea fow! in Africa suggests involvement of wild
birds in the epidemiology of IBDV. Virus Genes 36, 521-9.

18 3e0n W-J, Lee E-K, Joh S-J, Kwon J-h, Yang C-B, Yoon Y-S and Choi K-S (2008) Very virulent
infectious bursal disease virusisolated from wild birds in Korea: Epidemiological implications. Virus Research
137, 153-156.

7 Ogawa M, Wakuda T, Yamaguchi T, Murata K, Setiyone A, Fukushi H and Hirai K (1998).
Seroprevalence of infectious bursal disease virusin free-living wild birds in Japan. Journal of Veterinary
Medical Science 60, 1277-9.

18 Gough RE, Drury SE, Welchman D de B, Chitty JR and Summerhays GE (2002) Isolation of birnavirus
and reovirus-like agents from penguins in the United Kingdom. Veterinary Record 151, 422-424.

19 Okoye JOA and Uche UE (1986) Serological evidence of infectious bursal disease virusinfection in wild
rats. Acta Veterinaria Brunensis 55, 207-2009.

2 Eterradossi N and Saif YM (2008) Infectious bursal disease. In Diseases of Poultry 12" Edition, 2008, Ed
Saif YM, Blackwell Publishing, 185-208.
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1.27. There is also an increasing trend to free range in meat poultry farming in NZ. In
New Zealand there is a projected 150% increase in free range meat poultry
numbers in the next 18 months. It is estimated that could be up to 20% of bird
numbers or 3,000,000 birds at any one time. Currently 11% of commercial layers
are free range or 320, 000 birds with an estimated 300,000 extra birds in backyard
flocks. Thus the assumption of negligible exposure based on limited numbers of
birds being farmed in free range production systems is not credible and needs to
be reassessed.

MAF Response: The assessment of a negligible likelihood of commercial poultry being
exposed to IBDV-2 from free-living birds is not based on there being limited numbers of
birds being farmed in free range production systems. Rather, this assessment is based on
the negligible likelihood that free-living birds could be productively infected with IBDV-2.
Please al so see the response to 1.26.

1.28. This results in a larger risk population that is both exposed to wild birds and
vermin and also to feeding of imported turkey meat scraps. The IHS also refers
to a ban of feeding of poultry meat to poultry and refers to this as another reason
for identifying exposure as a limited risk pathway. The ban on the feeding of
poultry meat to poultry species is a voluntary ban only and there is no legislative
or regulatory ban. One feed company has used poultry protein in poultry feed for
a number of months in 2009 /10 for cost reasons and has not ruled out returning
to such practice.

MAF Response: The IRA acknowledges that there is avoluntary agreement in place
between feed manufacturers to prevent the feeding of poultry meat to poultry and it also
recognises that there are no legidlative controls to prevent such practices. The IHS does not
refer to a ban of feeding of poultry meat to poultry. Please also see the response to 1.23.

1.29. The risk analysis (page 56) states that “In New Zealand, commercial producers
are required to have a risk management programme (RMP) prescribing how their
products are processed to meet the requirements of the Animal Products Act
1999. Such commercial producers will not feed food scraps to their birds
whereas non —commercial poultry flocks containing 100 of fewer birds are not
required to have an RMP and are likely to feed scraps to their birds”. The RMP
does not prohibit this feeding of scraps to commercial flocks as the risk analysis
suggests. The option of feeding meat scraps including importing turkey meats is
still available for commercial producers and as noted in the risk analysis possibly
widespread in the backyard poultry sector. The driver of the use of scraps as a
feed alternative for poultry is driven by the costs of manufactured poultry feeds.
When these are driven higher by increasing raw material costs the option of
scrap feeding to more poultry flocks becomes a major consideration for poultry
farmers. This in turn increases the risk exposure to poultry of possible imported
risk organisms in the imported turkey meats.
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MAF Response: Please see the response to 1.23.

1.30. The IHS allows an extended commodity range to be imported that includes whole
carcasses and offal. This will result in increased waste and off cuts and therefore
an increased possibility that poultry may be fed turkey meat wastes.

MAF Response: The IRA acknowledges that there is a greater likelihood that scraps will
be generated from the commodity under consideration compared to the consumer-ready
product (BMFL) previously considered (Section 9.2.2).

1.31. MAF’s conclusion is that “Such measures ensure that the likelihood of
commercial poultry being exposed to free living avian species is low, very low”
but PIANZ submits that this needs to be readdressed in light of the information
supplied above.

MAF Response: The IRA notes that surveys of commercia poultry farms have shown a
generaly high level of compliance with biosecurity measures to prevent the introduction of
exotic and endemic disease agents (Rawdon et al 2007%'; Rawdon et al 2008%%). Such
measures will limit the exposure of commercial poultry to free-living avian species.
However, as noted in 1.26., there isavery low likelihood that wild avian species could be
infected with IBDV -2, either following exposure to an infected backyard flock or through
consumption of kitchen waste and no studies have shown a natural productive infection of
wild birds with this virus.

1.32. Biosecurity on commercial poultry farms: The risk analysis (page 47) states that
recommended biosecurity standards for domestic producers include measures
to minimise the biosecurity risk posed by wild birds and vermin. Standard
biosecurity practices on commercial farms include a prohibition of staff to have
regular contact with other poultry livestock, pigs, racing pigeons and operations
that use poultry manure.

MAF Response: Noted

1.33. The risk analysis does not factor in the possibility of dealing with an agent of the
robust nature of IBDV. Poultry farmers in New Zealand have not factored in a
biosecurity programme that has to deal with an agent on this magnitude as they
do not have this virus present in New Zealand. The recent Infectious
laryngotracheitis (ILT) outbreak reported in MAF Surveillance (September 2010)
conclude that “It seems very likely that the disease was spread between the
sheds and between the two farms by equipment, workers and possibly vehicles.
This highlights the importance of strict biosecurity between poultry sheds to

%1 Rawdon T, Thornton R, McKenzie J and Gerber N (2007) Biosecurity risk pathwaysin New Zealand's
commercial poultry industry. Surveillance 34(3), 4-9

22 Rawdon T, Tana T, Frazer J, Thornton R and Chrystal N (2008) Biosecurity risk pathways in the
commercial poultry industry: free-range layers, pullet-rearers and turkey broilers. Surveillance 35(4), 4-9
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minimise impacts in a highly integrated industry.” Given the outcome stated
here does MAF still consider that on farm biosecurity results can reduce the risk
of exposure to very, very low?

MAF Response: The example of the recent ILT investigation highlights the need for
commercia poultry producers to observe good basic biosecurity measures to prevent the
spread of endemic disease between sheds and farms. The risk analysis notes that surveys
of commercial poultry farms have shown a generally high level of compliance with
biosecurity measures to prevent the introduction of exotic and endemic disease agents
(Rawdon et al 2007%%; Rawdon et al 2008%*).

The IRA does not consider the ability of such measures to prevent the spread of IBD
between commercial poultry units as the available evidence indicates that IBDV-1 isnot a
risk in imported turkey meat and there isanegligible likelihood of IBDV-2 being
introduced into commercia poultry properties.

1.34. Based on the assumptions in the IHS MAF appears unlikely to revisit the IHS or
risk analysis on an ongoing basis for IBDV. The exporting countries are not
required to notify any change in disease status with IBDV-1 or IDBV-2 in turkeys
and there is no active surveillance for IDBV in turkeys in exporting countries.
Therefore the first evidence of IBDV in New Zealand may be when the PIANZ/EPF
surveillance scheme detects IBDV in poultry. PIANZ believes the risk of IBDV
exposure from imported turkey waste meats is understated in the risk analysis
and mitigation measures do not provide an acceptable level of risk and requests
that MAF re evaluate this part of the risk analysis process.

MAF Response: With the exception of West Africa, IBVD-1 isnot considered to be a
potential hazard in turkey meat (Section 9.1.5 of the IRA). Therisk estimation for IBDV-2
in turkey meat was found to be negligible (Section 9.2.4 of the IRA). Therefore thereisno
justification for the imposition of any risk management measures against IBDV in
imported turkey meat from commercial flocks.

MAF s assessment of the risks associated with IBDV-1 and IBDV-2 in imported turkey
meat has considered all the published evidence cited in Chapter 9 of the IRA and these
conclusions have been subject to peer review by domestic poultry veterinarians, and
internationally-recognised expertsin poultry disease. Stakeholder submissions on this
analysis have not identified any new information that MAF has not already considered in
their assessment of these risks. If further information concerning therisks of IBDV in
turkey meat is presented, thiswill be considered by MAF and IHSs can be amended if

appropriate.

1.35. The concept that there are risk organisms present in imported products but MAF
accepts that the safeguard is exposure to New Zealand agricultural populations

%3 Rawdon T, Thornton R, McKenzie J and Gerber N (2007) Biosecurity risk pathwaysin New Zealand's
commercial poultry industry. Surveillance 34(3), 4-9

24 Rawdon T, Tana T, Frazer J, Thornton R and Chrystal N (2008) Biosecurity risk pathways in the
commercial poultry industry: free-range layers, pullet-rearers and turkey broilers. Surveillance 35(4), 4-9
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is negligible means a major risk is placed on the Poultry Industry in our
submission.

MAF Response: Asnoted in Section 4.3 of the IRA, the overall risk estimation for a
potential hazard is based on the release, exposure and consegquence assessments.

Therefore, if either the release, exposure or consequence assessments for a potential hazard
are negligible then the overall risk estimate will be negligible. In this case, the risk
analysis has assessed that there is a negligible likelihood of commercia poultry being
exposed to IBDV-2 from the importation of turkey meat and a non-negligible likelihood of
either backyard poultry or wild birds being exposed through this pathway.

1.36. Section 1. Import Health Standard. Part A. Scope. (Page 3 of 14 IHS): It is not
clear from the current definition whether meat preparations are defined and
include reconstituted turkey meat or not. PIANZ submits that reconstituted turkey
meat should be included in the definition section of the IHS, as it may contain
remnants of the bursa of Fabricius, respiratory tissue, kidney and other internal
organs. All these tissues are identified as high risk by the risk analysis. PIANZ
has previously submitted that these reconstituted turkey meats should not be
permitted entry as they may contain turkey tissues that have been identified as
high risk of containing risk organisms.

MAF Response: Reconstituted meat is part of the commodity definition in the IRA
(Section 3) “Reconstituted turkey meat products comprised of turkey meat and skin” and
this commodity definition is applied in the IHS.

It is recommended that the definition of reconstituted turkey meat products be included in
the import health standard definitions. It should be noted that the Veterinary Authority
must certify either the risk tissues are excluded from the commodity for export or the risk
tissues are present and the measures applied appropriately to meet the standard
requirements (clauses 39 and 41 of the IHS).

1.37. Outcomes. (Page 4 of 14 IHS): PIANZ notes the absence of IBDV-1 and IDBV-2
and maintains these should be part of the risk organisms subject to specific risk
management requirements within this IHS. (See previous comments).

MAF Response: As discussed above, after having regard to studies referenced in Chapter 9
of the IRA, MAF has concluded that it is reasonable to consider that there isanegligible
likelihood of IBDV-1 being associated with imported turkey meat and that the
consequences of introducing IBDV-2 would be negligible. Reflecting these assessments,
sanitary measures for IBDV-1 or IBDV-2 in imported turkey meat cannot be justified.

1.38. Clause 11. (Page 4 IHS): PIANZ notes with concern that the negotiation process
for the zoo sanitary certificate is not transparent. PIANZ submits that given the
importance of these Biosecurity plans to the establishment of an IHS this
information should be available for scrutiny by an independent poultry expert
agreed to by the exporters and the Regulatory Authorities.
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MAF Response: The biosecurity plan must provide MAF with adequate assurance that the
biosecurity requirements of the IHS are met by the exporter. MAF and the recognised
Government Veterinary Authority are required to approve the biosecurity plan prior to
export of product. MAF aso reserves the right to audit facilities if deemed necessary.

The production system outline is consistent with an official assurance programme.
Country-to-country negotiated official assurance programmes can play an important role in
ensuring risks are managed largely offshore.

For many animal products, veterinary certification is necessary to assure MAF that the
required risk management processes have been carried out by the exporting country during
rearing, slaughter, packing, and transport.

When such agreement(s) are required before trade occurs, these requirements must be
stated in the IHS. The negotiations MAF undertakes with the exporting country are to
determine the most practical and sensible ways it can meet the requirements of the IHS

(i.e. the how), and not to re-negotiate the requirements of the standard itself. Often, the IHS
will provide a number of different approaches showing how to meet the requirements. This
reflects the reality that our different trading partners have different needs, and a‘ one-size
fitsall’ approach is not appropriate.

1.39. Part B General Requirements. Approval of export systems. / Biosecurity Plans.
The process of approval of the production system will require a level of
knowledge of commercial poultry systems worldwide. The regulatory bodies
have very little daily and or ongoing relationship with these poultry systems. How
will the exporting countries Veterinary Authority and MAF ensure the system is
robust, present and working for the entire period of the current permit to import?

MAF Response: MAF rely on the Official Veterinarian to certify the product and the
Veterinary Authority must determine how they will ensure all clauses of the standard are
met. Please see the response to 1.38.

1.40. PIANZ submits that given the importance of these Biosecurity plans to the
establishment of an IHS this information should be available for scrutiny by an
independent poultry expert agreed to by the exporters and the regulatory
authorities.

MAF Response: Please see the response to 1.38.

1.41. The Bernard Matthews plant in Suffolk was under Department for the
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and the Meat Hygiene Service
(MHS) supervision when an out break of HPAI occurred in 2007. Reports issued
by these agencies concluded that all food importing processes at the plant were
in line with EU law. Ongoing problems at this plant and adjoining farm were
identified but again the published reports indicate that these were not considered
to be of major concern. PIANZ notes with concern that this plant was on the brink
of exporting turkey meats to New Zealand yet was able to process turkey meats
containing avian influenza virus. Given that this was an example of an EU turkey

Review of Submissions Turkey Meat and Meat Products Page 28 of 66



processing plant and turkey farm meeting normal practice and having regulatory
oversight how will MAF have confidence that all that is required to be done on a
continual basis to the required standard to maintain the required disease free
status is actually completed? The regulatory authority’s controls for this plant
and farm were met yet they did not stop an Avian Influenza outbreak.

MAF Response: The avian influenza outbreak in Holton was diagnosed quickly and
notified appropriately and there was a suspension of exports of affected commoditiesto all
third countries on day zero until it could be confirmed that it did not contain meat from the
avian influenza restricted zone in Hungary where the infected meat was imported from.
This demonstrates to MAF that the system of notification worked in this instance and
provides assurance that a similar outbreak in the United Kingdom would be quickly
notified and trading partners alerted. L essons learned and atime line from the Holton
outbreak can be found on the DEFRA website:

http://www.defra.gov.uk/foodfarm/farmani mal/di seases/atoz/ai/documents/holtonlessonsle
arned-070803.pdf

1.42. PIANZ has previously submitted, and does so again, that a mechanism that could
give MAF and the Poultry industry extra confidence in the processes surrounding
the export of turkey meat is a production plan that is submitted by the exporting
company. This plan would then be approved by the exporting Veterinary
Authorities and MAF and then audited as part of the exporting process by the
exporting Veterinary authorities. This plan is an additional requirement and not
an alternative to OIE code requirements. PIANZ submits that the evidence of the
Al outbreak in Suffolk makes such an addition necessary.

MAF Response: MAF agrees the production system outline is an additional requirement
and not an alternative to OIE Code requirements.

1.43. Laboratory testing requirements. (Page 6 of 14, IHS) Clause.22: The IHS states a
requirement for randomised testing. PIANZ submits that such testing must to be
undertaken done by the exporting government veterinary officers to give the
appropriate levels of confidence.

MAF Response: The wording “samples were collected under the supervision of the
Official Veterinarian” has been inserted in the IHS.

1.44., PIANZ would support the extra risk mitigation step of testing 60 birds as a
supplementary test on top of the other IHS requirements to further increase risk
mitigation measures

MAF Response: Noted. Please see the responseto 1.11.

1.45. Part C. Specified requirements for identified risk organisms. Clause 28. Poultry
Vaccines used in Turkeys. (Page 7 IHS): For exporting countries that have
licensed genetically modified live vaccines for poultry and poultry vaccines that
are used off label in turkey production PIANZ asks how these will be handled by
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the MAF. It is possible that some of the viable viruses from vaccination may be
present in the imported meats. PIANZ has previously submitted to MAF is that
this should be part of the production plan and general information supplied pre
permit issue and again submits this proposal is adopted.

MAF Response: Flock management practices are a requirement of the production system
outline. It is recommended that Clause 2, Part E, Appendix 1 of the IHS be amended with
dot point 6 to include vaccination as an example.

1.46. Highly pathogenic notifiable avian influenza (HPNAI) Clause 33. (Page 7 IHS.):
PIANZ again is concerned that the IHS options offered include testing 60 birds
within 7 days, for HPNAI yet the OIE code Article 10.4.19 /20 for importing poultry
meats requires a country/zone or compartment free from HPAI. The option of a
further testing 60 birds is not an OIE option and MAF has not shown that this is
an equivalent measure. PIANZ would support the testing of 60 birds as a
supplementary test on top of the other IHS requirements to further increase the
risk mitigation procedures.

MAF Response: Please see the responseto 1.11.

1.47. Exposure. (Page 46 IRA.): The risk analysis states that: “Such measures ensure
that the likelihood of commercial poultry being exposed to free living avian
species is low, very low. With the increase in free range poultry numbers does
MAF consider that this exposure risk has moved from low, very low? Given that
free range poultry numbers is an expanding area of poultry meat production and
it has been suggested that upwards of 25% of the national commercial flock
(meat and eggs) may be farmed as free range is it not appropriate to readdress
this likely exposure of commercial poultry flocks to free living avian species and
the likely introduction of disease from these free living avian species. In the N.Z.
turkey industry one of the three commercial turkey producers is entirely free
range. PIANZ submits that this exposure risk must be considered.

MAF Response: The IRA considers that there is a non-negligible likelihood of commercial
poultry being exposed to Al from free living avian species. The risk mitigation options
presented address the exposure risk associated with free range production systems.

1.48. Salmonella arizonae. (Page 8 of 14 IHS.): PIANZ notes that S.arizonae is not a
notifiable organism in most countries and as such official surveillance will not
exist. The risk analysis note that the testing of turkey flocks for arizonosis is
difficult. (Pagel14. IRA.) The inclusion of the testing of 60 birds within 7 days of
slaughter for S.arizonae is not supported by the risk analysis. PIANZ would again
reiterate that any requirements must not be less than the OIE Code requirements.
PIANZ would support the extra risk mitigation step of testing 60 birds as a
supplementary test on top of the other IHS requirements to further increase risk
mitigation measures.
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MAF Response: Please see theresponseto 1.7 and 1.11.

1.49. Avian paramyxovirus. (AMPV-2 and APMV-3). (Page 8 of 14 IHS): The Draft Risk
management proposal states that options 1, 2, 3, and 4/5 are stated as equivalent.
PIANZ does not agree that the testing of 60 birds in the flock within 7 days of
export provides the same risk controls as correctly cooked product or
country/zone/compartment provides. PIANZ would support the extra risk
mitigation step of testing 60 birds as a supplementary test on top of the other IHS
requirements to further increase risk mitigation measures

MAF Response: Please see theresponseto 1.11.

1.50. Turkey corona virus. (TCV). (Page 9 of 14. IHS.): Industry notes that TCV is not a
notifiable disease and as such the default position would be for the exporter and
exporting veterinary authority to provide a country/zone/compartment freedom.
The inference from the IHS guidance is such that the countries would simply sign
as they know of no case of TCV being recorded. This is a default position giving
no safeguard at all. PIANZ would expect MAF to require acceptance that a
country/zone/compartment freedom statement supported by surveillance
requirements to OIE Code recommendations was a minimum requirement for
trade and a basis on which to base a freedom from disease statement.

MAF Response: Passive surveillance in New Zealand has not identified the presence of
TCV in this country athough further investigation of New Zealand' s status for this
organism is under consideration. MAF considers the requirement in the IHS demonstrates
equivalent health status.

1.51. Turkey viral hepatitis. (TVH). (Page 10 of 14 IHS.): The IHS has no controls in
place for TVH. A turkey flock with 29% liver condemnation is considered not a
risk yet a turkey flock with 30% liver condemnation is considered a risk. Given
the unknown prevalence of TVH in the exporting countries of flocks how a cut off
of 30% is selected is not explained in the IHS. A 30% liver condemnation rate in a
New Zealand turkey flock would render the turkey meat unsuitable for human
consumption. Indeed in NZ, 2-3 % levels of liver condemnation, which are rare,
would be the basis to consider the product possibly not fit for human
consumption. This level of condemnation would require further investigation
under the Whole Flock Health Scheme that controls the ability of flocks to be
presented for processing in New Zealand. As the IRA has determined that TVH is
a risk to New Zealand turkeys and poultry in general, PIANZ would expect MAF to
have required acceptance that a country/zone/compartment freedom statement
supported by surveillance requirements to OIE code recommendations was a
minimum requirement for trade.

MAF Response: Monthly liver condemnation data from turkeys in Canada (see:
http://www.agr.ca/poultry-volaille/condmn_eng.htm) from January 1999 to October 2010
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shows the mean number of condemnations per 10,0000 birds at slaughter can be expected
to be around 8.1, with a standard deviation of approximately 3.54.

It is recommended that the above suggestion of requiring aliver condemnation rate of <2%
beinserted in the IHS.

2. European Union

2.1. The European Union (EU) congratulates the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry —
Biosecurity New Zealand for the impressive work with a clear and logical Import
Risk Analysis for turkey meat and meat products including the exhaustive review
of scientific literature. The EU further welcomes the proposal of an Import Health
Standard for these commaodities.

MAF Response: Noted.

2.2. However, the EU would like to submit comments on the Import Health Standard
developed for the 5 viral and 1 bacteriological agents that have been identified by
New Zealand (NZ) as potential hazards for introduction into NZ by imports of
turkey products. The EU would like to be further informed about NZ's justification
of laying down import standards for the listed disease agents mentioned below.
The EU questions whether the production losses or human health risks justify
such standards. Has an estimation of the costs of the possible introduction into
NZ and subsequent eradication of these agents been carried out, and if so what
were the conclusions?

MAF Response: New Zealand’s Biosecurity Act requires IHSsto consider issues beyond
production losses and human health risks. Under Section 22a of the Act, when making a
recommendation regarding IHSs, the Chief Technical Officer must have regard to the
following matters:

o thelikelihood that goods of the kind or description to be specified in the IHS may
bring organismsinto New Zealand,;

e the nature and possible effect on people, the New Zealand environment, and the New
Zealand economy of any organisms that goods of the kind or description specified in
the IHS may bring into New Zealand,;

e New Zealand'sinternational obligations;

e Such other matters as the chief technical officer considers relevant to the purposes of
this Part.

Regarding the specific hazard identified in the IRA for turkey meat:

e APMYV 1 could have serious consequences for the poultry industry and could also
result in substantial mortalitiesin wild and/or caged birds, with possible minor
public health consequences.

e AMPV 2-3 could affect egg production in poultry and has been associated with
severe respiratory disease in psittacine species. New Zealand’ s endemic fauna
includes a number of psittacine birds, including several for which the population is
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considered to be under threat. New Zealand places a very high value on the
preservation of native threatened psittacine species (especially kakapo, kea, and
kaka) and assurances that importations do not threaten such endangered species are
necessary.

e Theintroduction of HPAI in domestic poultry could result in widespread disease
with high mortalities and disruption of the poultry industry.

e S. arizonae can cause severe disease in turkey flocks and has been associated with
fatal hepatitisin psittacines.

e TCV may cause an acute highly contagious enteric disease of turkeys.

e THV may cause up to 100% morbidity and 25% mortality in infected turkey flocks.

2.3. It is the view of the EU that disease agents that have been identified as a serious
hazard should either require notification, official national control measures or
otherwise the control should fall under the responsibility of the poultry producers
by keeping these agents out of their flocks by observing strict biosecurity
measures. Are preparedness and disease awareness programmes and
appropriate diagnostic procedures in place to allow early detection of these
agents?

MAF Response: Preparedness and disease awareness programmes and appropriate
diagnostic procedures are in place to allow early detection of these agents.

2.4, The EU would like to receive additional information about the real risks of
disease transmission through turkey carcasses, taking into account that the
carcasses enter the food chain first and appropriate waste management could
effectively minimise the remaining risk. In particular, it is questionable that
evisceration is seen as one of the most important risk factors in the risk
assessment to justify laying down additional rules for entire carcasses which is
not the case in the EU, neither is it recommended by the OIE.

MAF Response: Non-commercial poultry flocks containing 100 or fewer birds are
considered likely to feed food scrapsto their birds. Raw scraps may be generated from
imported carcases prior to cooking so there is a non-negligible likelihood of such small
flocks being exposed to any of the hazards that may be present in imported turkey meat.

The IRA has assessed the likelihood that risk material may be left behind in entire carcases
following automatic evisceration. Given the quoted inefficiency of automated lung
remova machinery and automatic evisceratorsit is reasonable to conclude that relying on
such machinery alone to ensure imported carcases are free from lung or intestinal material
would not effectively manage the risk.

2.5. It also appears that there is no sufficient clear evidence for the confirmation of
the oral route of infection by these pathogens via meat. In the EU's view the
described pathways seem quite hypothetical, and are not supported by
quantitative data for maintaining the chain of transmission. The introduction of
the agents via raw swill consumed by wild birds or backyard flocks and the
necessary indirect transmission to commercial flocks described in the risk
assessment process has also to be seen under the aspect of the producers' own
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responsibility to avoid breaches in biosecurity, instead of putting the burden on
the exporters to NZ.

MAF Response: MAF accepts that, for many of the identified hazards, there is very little
quantitative information. However, the IRA has reviewed the available publications
concerning these hazards and where such publications have demonstrated that transmission
though the oral route seems likely then risk management measures have been proposed.
See comments below regarding specific pathogens.

2.6. The proposed standards set out below make it difficult for the EU Member States
to export whole turkey carcasses to NZ, which means that export of whole
turkeys e.g. for Christmas, which might be of interest to the EU producers, is
excluded, even, if all other conditions for diseases notifiable to the OIE are met.

MAF Response: The IHS includes options that allow for the importation of turkey
carcases from any EU member state.

2.1. The EU questions therefore whether the measures for the prevention of
introduction of the agents below into NZ turkey flocks are proportionate to the
significance of the diseases.

MAF Response: Inthe MAF risk analysis process, risk is assessed as a measure of
likelihood and consequence, and risk mitigation measures proposed seek to effectively
manage the risks identified.

2.8. Salmonella arizonae: This disease is not notifiable to the OIE. The EU therefore
wonders, if it is notifiable to the NZ authorities. NZ states that Salmonella
arizonae has never been reported in NZ. The EU would therefore be interested
which data support NZ's free status.

MAF Response: S. arizonae islisted on MAF s unwanted organisms register as an
unwanted exotic organism. S. arizonae has not been identified from the salmonella
isolates recovered in veterinary diagnostic laboratoriesin New Zealand. Investigations into
cases of suspect exotic salmonellain animals are recorded in the ‘ Quarterly report of
investigations of suspected exotic disease’ in the Surveillance issue for the relevant period
http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/publications/surveillance/index.htm

2.9. Are results of surveillance in turkey flocks and testing for that agent in the frame
of differential diagnosis available to back up the above statement, in particular in
light of the agent's worldwide distribution and as being recognised also in the
risk assessment as an opportunistic pathogen in humans which could equally
introduce the agent to NZ.

MAF Response: Please see the responseto 2.8.
2.10. The requirement for country/zone/compartment freedom for this agent appears
therefore excessive.

MAF Response: Other options are availablein the IHS for Salmonella arizonae. The
other options presented are as follows:

EITHER
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The product for export is derived from turkeys in a country/zone/compartment free from
S. arizonae as demonstrated by surveillance, conducted in accordance with Chapter 6.4
and 6.5 of the OIE Code, and approved by MAF,;

OR

The product for export is derived from turkey breeding flocks, hatcheries, and rearing
farmsfree from S. arizonae, as demonstrated by surveillance conducted in accordance
with Chapter 6.4 and 6.5 of the OIE Code;

OR

The turkey meat is derived from flocks demonstrated to be free of S. arizonae by testing at
least 60 birds within the 7 day period before slaughter with either:

(i) Salmonella culture on samples of pooled faeces or intestinal content; or
(i) A MAF approved diagnostic test;

OR

The product for export has been cooked and reached a core temperature of one of the
following:

) 60°C for 2030 seconds; or
(i)  62°Cfor 1073 seconds; or
(iii)  65°C for 370 seconds; or
(iv)  70°Cfor 41 seconds; or
(V) 72°C for 19 seconds; or
(vi)  74°Cfor 9 seconds; or
(vii)  76°C for 4 seconds; or
(viii) 79°Cfor 1 second.

‘Salmonella culture’ will replace ‘ bacteriology culture’ as advice from laboratory experts
in New Zealand states that ‘ bacteriology culture’ is not specific.

2.11. In the EU disease surveillance programmes for Salmonella arizonae in
hatcheries, breeding and productive turkey flocks is required by the EU
legislation.

MAF Response: Noted.

2.12. Avian paramyxovirus -2 and -3: This disease is not notifiable to the OIE. The EU
would therefore like to know, if it is notifiable to the NZ authorities. It appears that
the last survey in poultry/turkeys for Paramyxoviruses dates from 2001/02. The
EU would therefore welcome more recent information that would give evidence
for NZ's freedom of these agents.

MAF Response: Although there have been no further surveys specifically for APMV-2 or
APMV -3 since those mentioned above, there is ongoing industry surveillance for APMV-
1%, Asserological cross reactions are seen between APMV-3 and APMV-1 antigens, this
ongoing surveillance provides some further evidence for continuing freedom from APMV -
3.

% Seer Watts J (2010) Poultry Health Surveillance. Surveillance 37(3) 20-1.
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2.13. Turkey coronavirus (TCV): This virus is not notifiable to OIE. The EU is interested
to know, if it is notifiable to NZ authorities and how the statement "it has not been
recorded in NZ's turkey population™ can be supported by data, to prove that TCV
is indeed an exotic agent to NZ.

MAF Response: Although there have been no specific studiesto look for TCV in New
Zedland turkeys, passive surveillance has not recognised this agent here. Asnoted in 1.50.
further investigation of New Zealand' s status for this organism is under consideration.
There have been no imports of live turkeysinto New Zealand since TCV wasfirst
described, with imports limited to hatching eggs (TCV is known to not be transmitted by
this pathway).

2.14. For the risk assessment process the EU notes that infection with TCV via the oral
route has not been demonstrated. The species specificity limits infections only to
turkeys and therefore transmission to wild birds is negligible. Furthermore
infection of backyard flocks would only concern those of turkeys, which are
usually not numerous and of which the numbers are not available to NZ. The EU
suggests that the overall risk estimation should be re-considered.

MAF Response: Several experimental studies cited in the IRA have demonstrated
successful infection of turkeys with TCV with inoculation viathe oral route® %8 2.

2.15. As regards Option 2, the EU assumes that the statement "TCV has not been
recognised in the exporting country" means 'never' or if a time period could be
identified since the last recorded case?

MAF Response: The IHS assumes the exporting country has not recognised the disease in
the exporting country ever. The IHS states “ The turkey carcasses are derived from birdsin
a country/zone/compartment where no known case of TCV has been recorded;” For those
countries where the disease has been reported in the past, the IHS provides an option for
testing for TCV presence by RT-PCR on samples of pooled faeces or intestinal contents
from the flock of origin.

% Breslin JJ, Smith LG, Barnes JH and Guy JS (2000) Comparison of virus isolation,
immunohistochemistry, and reverse transcriptase-polymerase chain reaction procedures for detection of turkey
coronavirus. Avian Diseases 44, 624-631.

%" Jsmail MM, Tang Y and Saif YM (2003) Pathogenicity of turkey coronavirusin turkeys and chickens. Avian
Diseases 47, 515-522.

28 Naqi SA, Panigrahy B and Hall CF (1972) Bursa of Fabricius, a source of bluecomb infectious agent. Avian
Diseases 16, 937-939.

29 \Watson DW, Guy JS and Stringham SM (2000) Limited transmission of turkey coronavirus in young
turkeys by adult Alphitobius diaperinus (Coleoptera: Tenebrionidae). Journal of Medical Entomology 37, 480-
483.
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2.16. Turkey viral hepatitis (TVH) The agent is not notifiable to the OIE. The EU
questions the justification of laying down Import Health Standards for a disease
agent that has not been fully identified yet, for which diagnostic tests are not
sufficiently robust to give evidence of absence of the agent and for which the
economic consequences are not yet known.

MAF Response: The findings of the IRA are consistent with those of MAF’ s 1999 Import
Risk Analysis: chicken meat and chicken meat products; Bernard Matthews Foods Ltd
turkey meat preparations from the United Kingdom, and the proposed risk management
measure in the IRA is the same as that suggested in 1999. MAF considers the proposed
risk management measures for this disease to be appropriate to effectively manage the risk.
Please al so see response to 1.51. for the recommendation for this clause in the IHS.

2.17. The EU would be interested to learn, on what findings the NZ status "no records
of THV" is based upon.

MAF Response: Although there have been no specific studiesto look for TVH in New
Zedland turkeys, this disease has not been recognised here through passive surveillance
activities.

3. USDA

3.1 Under “Outcomes”, number 11, [the IHS] states that “MAF and the Veterinary
Authority of the exporting country will negotiate the content of the zoosanitary
certificate...” taking into account several factors pertaining to the health status
and veterinary infrastructure and capabilities of the exporting country. The
United States is pleased that New Zealand intends to negotiate country-specific
zoosanitary certification requirements, and notes that the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) is willing to work with MAF to provide the
information needed to successfully negotiate requirements that will allow market
access for U.S. origin turkey meat and meat products.

MAF Response: Noted

3.2. Comments on Part B — General Requirements, Approved countries (#13): MAF
indicates that “A list of eligible countries is included in the Guidance Document
for this standard”. The United States notes that the Guidance Document states
that no countries are currently approved to export turkey meat and meat
products to New Zealand, and respectfully requests clarification on requirements
for attaining approval. As noted above, the USDA is willing to work with MAF to
attain market access for U.S. origin turkey meat and meat products.

MAF Response: Country eligibility is confirmed following MAF's approval of an Official
Assurance Programme (production system outline) submitted by the Veterinary Authority
of the exporting country describing the mechanisms for verification of the IHS
requirements.

3.3. Documentation Requirements (#15): This section states that zoosanitary
certificates must be “signed and stamped on every page by an Official
Veterinarian of the Veterinary Authority of the exporting country.” The United
States understands the need for security and to prevent fraudulent certificates.
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However, there is no mention of electronic certification, where protection against
fraud can be provided using secure internet sites and watermarked (or similarly
safe guarded) certificates. Proper safeguards are also possible on paper
certificates without the need to sign and stamp every page. The United States
therefore requests that New Zealand include text that allows for the added
protection provided by electronic certification or alternate security features
offered by paper certificates.

MAF Response: Electronic certification systems for incoming goods are under
development. The standard will be amended to include the allowance for alternate security
features offered by paper certificates such as those used on APHIS Veterinary Services
security paper.

3.4.  Approval of export systems (#17): As stated here, and elaborated further
in Appendix 1 — Production system outline requirements, New Zealand is
requiring approval of individual farms, hatcheries, and slaughter/processing
facilities, in addition to country approval. The United States believes that this
requirement is unnecessarily restrictive and that a system approach is more
appropriate, more effective, and less resource intensive. We believe that U.S.
industry practices and USDA regulatory oversight of the turkey slaughter and
processing inspection system provides comparable/equivalent animal and public
health safeguards to those of New Zealand. Therefore, the United States
respectfully requests that New Zealand evaluate and approve the overall U.S.
production system.

The U.S. turkey industry is vertically integrated, i.e., the processing companies
own the birds and supply feed to growers, who in turn, own the land and housing
units and provide daily care. The integrated processors provide veterinary care
and require adherence to strict standards verifiable through periodic inspections.
The vertically integrated system in the United States ensures consistent health
and quality of the birds.

All commercial turkey producers in the United States participate in the National
Poultry Improvement Plan (NPIP). The NPIP is an internationally recognized
Federal-State-Industry cooperative program designed to monitor and protect the
health of all U.S. poultry through consistent disease monitoring and diagnostic
standards and requirements which apply to hatcheries, as well as breeding and
commercial meat birds.

Additionally, U.S. State and Federal agencies provide regulatory controls on
feeds, feed additives, and pesticide/rodenticide use; and ensure the safety,
quality, and efficacy of veterinary biologics. The USDA Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS) provides regulatory oversight for the slaughter and
processing of turkeys for meat production, to include mandatory hazard analysis
and critical control points (HACCP) programs, and ante- and post-mortem
inspection under veterinary supervision. Disease surveillance and mandatory
disease reporting at both the national and State levels provide the monitoring
essential to verify disease freedom; accurately assess disease prevalence; and
evaluate the effectiveness of disease control programs.

As noted previously, the USDA is willing to support a general evaluation of the
U.S. system by MAF. This includes providing information on our poultry health
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status, veterinary infrastructure and capabilities, as well as general industry
practices (good agricultural practices), NPIP, and regulatory controls over
slaughter, processing, and various aspects of production. The USDA and our
turkey industry could also support an audit, as deemed necessary by New
Zealand to approve the overall U.S. production system.

MAF Response: Noted. MAF expects approval of export systems to be completed on a
case by case basisin amanner that takes account of existing systems under the control of
trading partner Veterinary Authorities.

3.5. Packaging and storage requirements (#26): The draft IHS requires transportation
containers to be sealed by an Official Veterinarian or a veterinarian approved by
the Veterinary Authority. The United States notes that this is not a requirement
for other products exported to New Zealand (such as spray dried egg powders),
and questions why MAF has determined this is necessary for turkey meat and
meat products. U.S. turkey slaughter and processing plants operate under the
supervision of the USDA FSIS. Commercial seals are applied to containers under
FSIS supervision, and the seal numbers are recorded on the commercial
documents by the company. The United States respectfully requests that New
Zealand allow sealing of transport containers under official FSIS supervision in
lieu of requiring an Official or approved veterinarian to actually apply the seals.

MAF Response: MAF agrees. It isrecommended that the wording in the standard be
changed, alowing seals to be applied under Veterinary Authority supervision.

3.6. Comments on Part C — Specified requirements for identified risk organisms.
Avian paramyxovirus (APMV-1), Newcastle disease (ND) (#28): This section
provides very specific requirements for the use of vaccines. The United States is
free of Newcastle disease (ND) as defined by the World Organization for Animal
Health (OIE), and therefore regulates the use of Avian paramyxovirus (APMV-1)
vaccines. In accordance with international standards established by the OIE, the
USDA only permits the use of inactivated vaccines or live lentogenic vaccine
strains. Currently, the USDA has only licensed one live non-recombinant vaccine
(B1 Type, LaSota Strain) for use in turkeys. While this LaSota strain vaccine
meets New Zealand’s criteria (2 or less basic amino acids between residues 113
and 116 and no phenylalanine at 117), the United States questions why New
Zealand is exceeding international standards.

MAF Response: New Zealand poultry surveillance demonstrates no evidence of viral
strains with more than 2 basic amino acids between residues 113 and 116 and no
phenylalanine at 117. Therefore there is no evidence of strains that meet the OIE criteria
for virulence and definition of Newcastle disease. Allowing the use of live lentogenic
vaccines for Newcastle disease with more virulent viral strains could introduce these
strainsinto New Zealand compromising our poultry health status. The OIE Code Chapter
10.13. Genera provisions for Newcastle Disease provide the following:

1) Newcastle disease (ND) is defined as an infection of poultry caused by avirus
(NDV) of avian paramyxovirus serotype 1 (APMV-1) that meets one of the
following criteriafor virulence:

a) the virus has an intracerebral pathogenicity index (ICPI) in day-old
chicks (Gallus gallus) of 0.7 or greater; or
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b) multiple basic amino acids have been demonstrated in the virus (either
directly or by deduction) at the C-terminus of the F2 protein and
phenylalanine at residue 117, which is the N-terminus of the F1 protein.
The term ‘multiple basic amino acids' refersto at least three arginine or
lysine residues between residues 113 and 116. Failure to demonstrate
the characteristic pattern of amino acid residues as described above
would require characterisation of the isolated virus by an ICPI test.

MAF notes that the OIE Manual describes the use of live lentogenic and mesogenic
vaccines although the mesogenic viruses used in the latter would fall under the OIE
definition of ND described above. New Zeadland is free of any APMV-1 isolates that fall
within the OIE definition of ND so the use of mesogenic vaccines has not been included in
the IHS.

3.7. Live lentogenic vaccine strains should pose no risk for disease transmission.
While gallinaceous birds may shed virus in feces and respiratory secretions for
1-2 weeks (according to the Center for Food Security & Public Health, lowa State
University, Institute for International Cooperation in Animal Biologics/OIE), the
withdrawal time for live lentogenic vaccines is 21 days. Therefore, birds should
not be shedding virus at the time of slaughter.

MAF Response: MAF requires assurance that any potential circulating virus does not
contain strains of higher virulence than those present in New Zealand.

3.8. Avian paramyxovirus (APMV-1), Newcastle disease (ND) (#28): This section does
not address the use of live recombinant vaccines. The United States requests
clarification regarding New Zealand’s requirements for the use of live
recombinant vaccines which include a ND component.

MAF Response: Live lentogenic vaccines where sequence analysis of the FO gene has
demonstrated no more that two basic amino acids between residues 113 and 116 and no
phenylalanine at residue 117 would be acceptable to MAF as per the IHS. The use of
recombinant vaccines would need further consideration including consultation with other
Government Departments such as ERMA.

3.9. Avian paramyxovirus (APMV-1), Newcastle disease (ND) (#29): This section
requires certification, in lieu of flock testing, that the product is derived from
birds kept in a country/zone/compartment free of ND virus since hatching or for
the 21 days prior to export; and notes that surveillance in accordance with OIE
requirements is necessary to claim freedom.

The United States is free of ND, as defined by the OIE. ND is a mandatory
reportable disease in the United States, and all suspect cases of ND are
investigated. Testing for ND is mandatory for all birds submitted with respiratory
or neurological signs. Commercial turkey producers also routinely test breeder
and production flocks for ND virus titers as part of vaccination follow-up, and
investigate any incidents of unexpectedly elevated titers.

The United States seeks clarification as to whether or not New Zealand
recognizes the United States as free of ND.
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MAF Response: Decisions on the freedom status will be made during country-country
negotiation.

3.10. Highly pathogenic notifiable avian influenza (HPNAI) (#34): This section requires
certification, in lieu of flock testing or heat treatment, that the product is derived
from birds kept in a country/zone/compartment free from highly pathogenic
notifiable avian influenza (HPNAI) since hatching or for the 21 days before export,
and notes that surveillance in accordance with OIE requirements is necessary to
claim freedom.

The United States is free of HPNAI, as defined by the OIE. Extensive avian
influenza (Al) surveillance is conducted through NPIP on all breeder and
commercial production poultry flocks. The USDA also does extensive Al
surveillance in the live bird marketing system and backyard flocks, as well as
wild birds. While low pathogenicity notifiable avian influenza (LPNAI) is
occasionally detected and rapidly eradicated in commercial flocks, the United
States has not had an occurrence of HPNAI since 2004.

The United States seeks clarification as to whether or not New Zealand
recognizes the United States as free of HPNAI.

MAF Response: Decisions on the freedom status will be made during country-country
negotiation.

3.11. For exporting countries that cannot claim country/zone/or compartment freedom
from HPNAI and do not want to do flock testing, New Zealand is requiring that the
product for export be cooked to reach a core temperature of one of the following:

e 65°C for 840 seconds; or
e 70°C for 574 seconds; or
e 74°C for 280 seconds; or
e 80°C for 203 seconds.

The above requirements are the OIE guidelines for the inactivation of ND virus in
poultry meat. The OIE guidelines for the inactivation of Al virus in poultry meat
are addressed in Article 10.4.26 of the OIE Code and are as follows:

e 60°C for 507 seconds; or
e 65°C for 42 seconds; or

e 70°C for 3.5 seconds; or
e 73.9°C for 0.51 seconds.

MAF Response: Thiserror will be amended in the final version to reflect the OIE Code
thermal treatment requirements for HPNAI addressed in Article 10.4.26.
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3.12. On page 14 of the Draft Risk Management Proposal: Turkey Meat and Meat
Products, Option 3 for mitigation of HPNAI risks is described as “Imported turkey
meat could be cooked in accordance with Article 10.4.27 of the OIE Code”. The
same document, however, then lists the OIE heat treatment guidelines for the
inactivation of NDV in meat as noted in Article 10.13.21 of the OIE Code. [Current
OIE heat treatment guidelines for the inactivation of the Al virus in meat are
found in Article 10.4.26.] Were the OIE heat treatment guidelines for the
inactivation of NDV cited by mistake as a risk mitigation option for Al? If not, the
United States respectfully seeks clarification as to why New Zealand’s heat
treatment risk mitigation measures exceed international standards for the
inactivation of Al virus.

MAF Response: Thiserror will be amended in the final version to reflect the OIE Code
thermal treatment requirements for HPNAI addressed in Article 10.4.26.

3.13. This section addresses the requirements for the option of certifying that product
for export is derived from turkey breeding flocks, hatcheries, and rearing farms
free from S. arizonae, noting that the guidelines in Chapters 6.4 and 6.5 of the OIE
Code must be met to claim freedom. Chapter 6.5, “Prevention, Detection, and
Control of Salmonella in Poultry” refers to the Terrestrial Manual for sample size
and laboratory methods, noting that both are “under development”.

MAF Response: Noted

3.14. The United States respectfully requests the surveillance data (e.g., frequency of
sampling; sampling numbers; species sampled; type of samples; culture
methods; production surveys) supporting New Zealand’s claim to be free of S.
arizonae. We also request clarification on New Zealand’s criteria for sample size
and laboratory methods. Will the criteria be the same as those listed for flock
testing in option 3 (#37), i.e., testing of at least 60 birds within the 7 day period
before slaughter with either (i) bacteriology culture on samples of pooled feces or
intestinal content; or (ii) a MAF approved diagnostic test? If so, can New Zealand
clarify what other diagnostic tests are approved by MAF?

MAF Response: Please see the response to 2.8. The addition of the term “MAF approved
diagnostic test” alows for countries who may request to use a validated test that is not
prescribed for international trade by the OIE to be evaluated by MAF IDC (Investigation
and Diagnostic Centre).

3.15. In lieu of country/zone/compartment or flock freedom from S. arizonae, New
Zealand is proposing that the product for export must be cooked and have
reached a core temperature of 79°C as a risk mitigation measure.

The USDA FSIS requires ready-to-eat poultry products, including poultry
products that have a ready-to-eat appearance to be subjected to a heat treatment
sufficient to obtain a 7-log10 lethality of Salmonella. The FSIS standard for
Salmonella is based on a given time and temperature, on fat level, and on
species. This has been determined to be 165°F (74°C) for <10 seconds (with the
required lethality being achieved instantly at 165°F or 74°C internal core
temperature). This heat treatment has been shown to effectively inactivate
Salmonella in turkey meat with up to 11 percent fat.
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The United States respectfully requests that New Zealand accept the USDA FSIS
standards for destruction of Salmonella in ready-to-eat poultry products or
provide the scientific data supporting the need for the higher requirement of 79°C
core temperature.

MAF Response: Asindicated inthe IRA, the requirement to cook to a core temperature of
79°C was based on the publication of Schnepf and Barbeau (1989)*. This study
demonstrated that cooking contaminated chickens (using a conventional oven or
convection microwave oven) to a core temperature of 79°C was sufficient to eliminate
Salmonella whereas viable organisms were recovered when the core temperature was
reduced to 77°C.

MAF notes that the USDA FSIS standard referred to above is based on the findings of
Junejaet al (2001)*! who estimated (based on extrapolation from studies performed over a
temperature range of 58°C to 65°C) that exposure of turkey meat to 74°C for around 9
seconds would be required to ensure a 7 log reduction in Salmonella. MAF has reviewed
the findings of Jungja et al (2001) and agrees that the non-linear survival curves generated
by their modelling (which form the basis of the USDA FSIS standard) are appropriate to
specify the time/temperature requirements to manage the risk of Salmonella arizonae in
turkey meat. Based on these results, the following conditions (which will achieve a7 Log
reduction in Salmonella in turkey meat with 12% fat) will be included in the IHS:

60°C for 2030 seconds
62°C for 1073 seconds
65°C for 370 seconds
70°C for 41 seconds
72°C for 19 seconds
74°C for 9 seconds
76°C for 4 seconds
79°C for 1 second

3.16. Avian paramyxovirus-2 (APMV-2) and APMV-3 (#39-40): The occurrence of APMV-
2 and APMV-3 is uncommon in the United States since most commercial turkey
flocks are currently reared indoors. APMV-3 is occasionally encountered as a
regional issue in the United States, and affected areas control the disease
through the use of inactivated vaccines in breeders.

The United States would like to confirm that no additional risk mitigation
measures would be required for the export of turkey meat and meat products
(excluding entire turkey carcasses) free from intestinal and respiratory tissue.

MAF Response: MAF agrees that no additional risk mitigation measures will be required.
3.17. We also request clarification on MAF’s surveillance requirements to prove

country/zone/compartment freedom, as well as MAF approved diagnostic tests to
prove flock freedom other than virus isolation.

% Schnepf M and Barbeau (1989) Survival of Salmonella Typhimurium in roasting chickens cooked in a
microwave, convection microwave and a conventional electric oven. Journal of Food Safety 9, 245-252.

% Juneja VK, Eblen BS and Marks HM (2001) Modeling non-linear survival curvesto calculate thermal
inactivation of Salmonellain poultry of different fat levels. International Journal of Food Microbiology 70, 37-
51.
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MAF Response: MAF realisesthere are avariety of ways a country/zone/compartment
can achieve freedom from disease by way of surveillance and MAF will assess
surveillance regimes broadly based on the OIE Code Chapter 1.4., when presented with a
production system outline. As stated above the term “MAF approved diagnostic test”
allowsfor countries who may request to use a validated test that is not prescribed for
international trade by the OIE to be evaluated by MAF IDC (Investigation and Diagnostic
Centre).

3.18. With respect to virus isolation, the United States notes that this process can take
5-10 days to accomplish; therefore we respectfully request that the time period
allowed for testing be extended beyond the proposed “7 day period before
slaughter”.

MAF Response: MAF recommend allowing for some flexibility to the timing of slaughter
tests and 7 days has been included in the standard, to enable practical obstacles to testing to
be managed by the exporter. MAF believes thisis an acceptable time frame given the
assurances provided for by the IHS.

3.19. Turkey coronavirus (TCV) (#41-42): The United States would like to confirm that
no additional risk mitigation measures would be required for the export of turkey
meat and meat products (excluding entire turkey carcasses) free from bursal
tissue.

MAF Response: MAF agrees, turkey meat products that do not contain remnants of the
bursa of Fabricius could be considered eligible for import.

3.20. Turkey coronavirus (TCV) (#41-42): With respect to demonstration of flock
freedom, the United States requests information on MAF approved diagnostic
tests other than rt-PCR testing of pooled feces or intestinal content.

MAF Response: Please see the response to 3.14.

3.21. The United States also notes that the heat treatment options for risk mitigation
for TCV are the same parameters used to mitigate the risk of ND, and we
respectfully request the scientific basis for using these criteria.

MAF Response: The IRA page 76 makes the following comments regarding justification
for thermal treatment equivalent to that for ND: “Turkey coronaviruses have been shown
to beresistant to 50°C for 1 hour (Guy 2008) and no reports of thermal inactivation studies
of TCV at higher temperatures have been located. However, most strains of infectious
bronchitis virus are inactivated after 15 minutes at 56°C and after 90 minutes at 45°C
(Cavanagh and Gelb 2008). Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that cooking imported
turkey meat under the conditions described to manage the risk associated with NDV (see
Section 5.3.1) would be sufficient to manage the risk of TCV.”

3.22. Turkey viral hepatitis (#43): The United States would like to confirm that no
additional risk mitigation measures would be required for the export of turkey
meat and meat products (excluding entire turkey carcasses) free from liver,
pancreatic, and intestinal tissue.

MAF Response: MAF agrees, turkey meat products that do not contain remnants of liver,
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pancreas and intestinal tract could be considered eligible for import.

3.23. The United States respectfully requests additional information on the equivalence
process, including the approximate time needed for MAF to complete the
process.

MAF Response: The formal equivalence process requires the Veterinary Authority to
present a case to MAF for assessment of the proposed equivalent measure. The time frame
for assessment will be dependant on the complexity of the decision required and the
resource available and will be prioritised. An approved equivalence request may require an
amendment of the IHS. Equivalence is provided for under section 22 of the Biosecurity
Act 1993 and requires a Chief Technical Officer decision. Article 4 of the SPS Agreement
also requires member countries to accept the sanitary and phytosanitary measures of other
members as equivalent if the exporting member objectively demonstrates to the importing
member that its measures achieve the importing member’ s appropriate level of sanitary or
phytosanitary protection.

3.24. Please see comments on Part B, #17, Approval of export systems. The United
States respectfully requests that New Zealand evaluate and approve the entire
U.S. system for producing turkey meat and meat products in lieu of individual
production system approvals. Requiring the approval of individual production
systems, including hatcheries and growers, as well as slaughter and processing
plants is unnecessarily restrictive and will create a technical barrier to trade.

MAF Response: Please see the response to 3.4.

3.25. As noted in #2 under required steps, the timeline for completion of MAF approval
of a production system outline “will be subject to available resources”. This
requirement would also cause an unnecessary drain on U.S. resources since the
USDA will be required to review and approve each production system outline.

MAF Response: Noted

3.26. The commercial turkey industry in the United States is vertically integrated and
standardized. The United States is willing to work cooperatively with our
industry to provide the necessary information for New Zealand to evaluate and
approve the U.S. system. As noted previously, the USDA and industry would
also support a systems audit if deemed necessary by New Zealand.

MAF Response: Noted
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Appendix 1: Copies of Submissions

The Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand (PIANZ) and Egg
Producers Federation of New Zealand (EPF)

Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand (Inc)

15t Ao, 960 Corlbon Gore Rood, Aucklond 1023, Mew Zealond
Telembhons &4-7-020 4200, Fax &44-7-520¢ 1 553
itetsile Wi olone. org. ne

Bordar Sisndards Directorste
Biosecurity Meow Zaaland

Minigiry of Agrculture and Forestry
P.C. Box 2528

Wallington

5140

15 Novembar 2070,

Digagr Charlatis,

Rs: Submission on the Import Health Standard for Turkey Meat and Meat products. 04
Qctober 2010,

Intraduction.

Ihe Foulfry Industry Association of Mew Zealand (PIANZ), confactable at the sbove
address, reprasents all of the poultry breeding and orocsssing companiss (99% by walu me)
in Mew Zesland. The Egg Praducers Faderation of New Zealand {(EPF) reoresents all
commaercial egy croducsrs in Mew Zealand inzluding fres rangs egg fammers. The PIANZ
and EFF Veterinary Technical Cormmittes, which includes industry wets and foad safety
personnal. has reviewsd the draft Import Heallh Standard for turkey meat and turkey mest
producks (penenic). (subsequently referrsd to as the draft IHS). Tha submission outlines a
series of key points which is followed by a more comprabensive discussion of the |HS.

Summary

Key pointa:

1. Mew Zesland Biosecurily policy has bean to hase all IHS reguirements on DIE Code
requirsments az & minimum. The draft IHS does not follow this leng stending
practice. FIANZ submils the IHE should have QIE coda raquiraments es a base
principle.

Z. The concept of a production plan which has besn prepared by the exporting pou try
industry iz designed to provide a set of criteriz that provides guidance to veterinany
authorities in & niche sector, wners there is limited sxpartise i® regulstory bodies.




The preduction plan would be an addtion to the OIE Code regquirements, net a
substitution.

3. The progosal of testing 60 birds within 7 days as a risk mitigation option equivalent to
country/zonefcompartment freadom or caoking Lo & gefined ime and lemperature ig
nat suppored a5 an option by tha Risk Analysis. However, inthe IHS. it is deemed
as eguivalent fo the above standzmds
FIAMZ submits that the inclusion of a risk mitigation apticn in the IHS that is not
suprported a3 & credible ogption inthe IRA or the GIE iz a major change of policy and
one that can not be supportad.

The testing cption mayba a usaful additian to E Code raquirsmeants but cannok b2
a subshitubizon.

A, Afundamental principle of biczecurity iz that the purpose of the IRAIHS consent is Lo
identify risk organisms and putin place practices thal prevent the rigk organisms
entering Mow Zealand. Tha IS in aur apinien ackrowlsdges IBDY as a risk
arpanism thal will orter Mew Zesland under the IHS . but the potential pressncs will
e dentified aither by the fully funded indusiry surveillance programme or the risk is
rrinimised dus te goed industry biosecurty practice. The IHS appears to move the
nizk threugh the torder to be dealt with by MZ poultry indostoy.

5 Therizk of IBDV-2 cannol be considarad to ba mimmal dus to tha rangs of New
Foaland industry praclice and siructure as sppears to be the pasition st out in the
IHZ. PIANZ submites that the IHE pesition that there is & minimel rigk is dusto a
mitical lack of understanding of the poteniial risks, which will only increaze due to
changes in industry cractices. E.g. The increase in free range poultry bird num bars.

Theze key points will be expanded on the body of the submizsion tagether with the
other issuas.

Document corrplexity.

Iherz are 4 documents published by MAF at the one time. Tha risk analysis, he [HE, the
draft risk managomeant proposal ans the gudance dosument The comments in this
subrmizsion are refersnced to ans of these four documents, gensrally the IHS or IRA Dut
address issues in 2ither one ar all of the documents

The new process that MAF has developed where all four documents are required to ba
commented on at the one time is nal in oor submission user friendly &nd is complex for

submitbers.

information sources. (Page 5. Guidance docurment.)



Incustry nates the tolal reliance placed on the exporting counlrias Vetarinary Authoiitie: to
zource relevant information fratm tha commearsial poultry companies who wish to export. The
pracess autlined in the IH3 requires the poultry companies to report changes in tha health
status of all the flocks within the exporting country/zonefcompartment.  The basis of the
parmit issus by the approprigte Veterinary Authority is totally dependant on this company
supplisd information. That raguires the company to ensure thal & nomber of actions are
completad by ihem every day but qives no process to provide proof that daily collection of
infermation ocours.

It in the process of collecting information if a non - compliance was detecled by the
company what safeguards are in plaga to ensure it is reported? In such 3 situation 8 non —
compliance could mean that the company cannot export for up o twelve months thersfora
the pressure not o report will be very high. This scenano does not apoear 1o be addressad
of accountzd for in the Bigosecurily plans or Yelerinary Authority aversight. PIAMZ submils
this iz fundamentzl weakness that must be addrecsed.

Non Mofification. (Page 55, 59 Risk analysis.}

The risk anafysis considers IBOY-1 ag & non sk arganizsm. PIAMZ thersfore asks haow will a
change in the status of IBOWV-1 by fingings of (BOV-1 in impoiled turkey mest sver be
considersd and re-eveluated &5 a differsnt risk. Exparting countries are not required to
Jndertake any suveillance. Even if detecled there is no requiramsnt to repar the presancs
af [BONW-1 in turkey flocks supplying turkey msets to New Zealsrd Thiz i 8 major ares of
risk that is not addressed within the IHS and risk analysis. FIANZ submite that MAF ghould
reconsider the decisicn to classify IEDV-1 as 2 non risk onganism

Carcass definifion and Offal. {Page 4 Guidance documents.)

The definiion of carcasses in the IHS slates that it is a processed bady of a sleuohiered
animal after evizcaration procaduras 1o ensure the removal of all offsl, The conditions of the
IHE allow =rtire turksy carcasses with head and feet on or without “ead and fest to be
impared. Bone in turkey product is also abls ta ba imported, As the cervical {nack bones)
and long bones (leg bones) may contain respiratory tissue, which is cammenly defned as
affal, then the import of thase products would not be poesible under this 1HS.



The IHS, Guidance documernts and OIE codes do not offer a definition of offal 2o MAF naads
o provice a definition in order fo clarfy this poink. To assis; on this important issue PIANS
provided the fellowing definition of offal 1o MAF in April 2010,

"Cffal includes giblsts, the bursa of Fabricius, respirstory tissue, crop, gizzard, hear,
irtestne, kidrey, proventriculus and sploan. ©
FIANZ again recommends that this definition be adapted by MAF and included in the IHS

Export systems/Comparttmenis (Papes 15 Risk managemeni dacurmeants)

PIANZ s exromaly cancerned at the opfion offered in the |HS and Risk management
Ceocurments. (Page 15 of 21.)

=« “For exportesd product produced in systems that may not be aligned with
DIE Code requirements systems. a spacific flock tasting option alignad with
sampling requirements for other risk prganisms is includsd”

The export of product from a system that is not aligned to SIE code reguirements iz a
fundamental defect in the IHE. It offers Io exporers & reduction in the requirements requirsd
e sxport to Mew Zealand. It is a reducicon in the standards recommencead for intemational
trace by the OIE code. It ha: been oreviously scoepted by MAF that the OIE code
recammandstians ara the minimum required for impart of animal groduecks into New Zsaland.
The concapt that the CIE Code recommendations ara not to apply W@ imaorts ¢ or in this case
a salecled product) to Mew f=aland appears to signal 3 new palicy stance by MAF that has
not been consulted on or notified by any policy anncuncements o discussion with Mew
Zezland Agricultural Industries.

FIANZ has said in pravious submissions thal a production plan should alsa ba submittad to
WAF pra the issue of the parmit to import to enaure that the binzecurity! production system
can maet and maintain the dizesss freecom claimz. The concept of 3 production plan was in
addition to the OIE codo reguiremeants, net a substitution. PLANZ submis that altarnaive a6
exporting systam ihat i not mest OIE code recommendations is nat acceptable.

Within ¥ days festing of 60 Birds. (HS pp 7. 5.9

The IHS proposes an ogtion of lasting &0 birds in & shed within 7 days of processing for a
range of the risk orgenisme notitied in the IHS. The draft risk management proposal at pages
12 14, - 17, and 19 states that "Options 1. 2. 3, and or 4 ara considerad ta offer squivalart
levals of protection®. MAF is thus saying in the IHS that end point testing of 60 birds within 7



days of slaughtar is agquivalent to @ country. zons, compartment fresdam ar cooking the
praduct far @ specified ksmperature and for a specified time.

FIAMS submits that this equivalensy ergument is not valid and if adopted would represent a
dramatic and unacceptable risk.

The risk analysis stales’ (page 48, page 2477)

s “Howsver, anfibodies are unlikely to be detected until 3t lsast 7 davs
following  infeciion. 2o serological assays  alone  canaol  reliabilily
camonsrate freedom lrem infection &t the point of slaughier. Howsver,
serology may be used as & component of a surveillance programme to
demanstrats country, zene, ar compartment fresdom”

The Risk Analyeis and the OIE does not support within 7 days testing of 60 birds as stated in
th= IHEZ a3 an oplion for sk mitigstion because of the fundamental izsue of unreliability, vt
it appears in the [HS, the guidancs document end the dralt managemenl proposal s an
equivalent. The purpose of the risk gnalysis is to identify the risk organism in the proposed
imported product and to offer risk management oplions. This IHS has developad a nisk
miligation stap thal is not supported by the nsk analysis. FIANT understands that this iz 58
major deviation from sccepied MAF policy. When haz the policy changs cccurred?

Howe was this option developad outsida the risk aralysis? How will it ba avaluated? Whst
specific criteria will b2 evaluated to ensure it is squivalent 1o the OIE Code Reguirements?
PIAML submits that an cutcome that does net requine OIE Code requirernents to be met is
rot sccaptable for Mew Zealend. As with the agtion of the production plan a lesser standard
iz heing offered as equivalent 1o orin plzce of QIE codo raguiraments in cur submission.

FIAMNZ submits that this iz & fundamental bicssoudty and trading izsus and a dilution af the
proteciive 2teps that are MAF iz required and obliged 10 ke Lo protsct New Zealand undar
saction 22 of tha Binsacunty Act 1583

Equivalency of opfions jn [H3, [COOKING V5 TESTING)

The IHS offers & number of conditions for each particular risk organism and the quidancs
document states that these seleci=d options are cansigered o be equivalent.

Tha risk managemant proposal pagas 12, 14151817, and 19 elalas ihet:

"Qpiions 1, 2. 3, and or 4 are considered an eguivalent level of protection.



The IHS accepts thal a8 country, zone, compartment freedom, testing of 60 hirds within 7
days of slavghter and iz eguivalent to caoking the product for & specriad temparature and
far a specified fime.

PIANZ submits that cooking time &nd tsmpersture oriteria give the hiphest degree of
corfidencs in the treatment of turkey meats or indesd other poulty meats to dastroy
orpanisms of conczm. PIANZ submits to claim equivalence of time and temperaiurs with
testing of 62 birds within 7 days of processing is not credible. This is further supported by the
Risk Analysis and the CIE Coda nol recemmanding his es acceptable for frede.

The MZ Poultry Industry is an industry that has nat had te cantand with impors af raw peultry
products. The low number of sndemic avian diseases present in New Zealand and the
naivety of the avian population mean any intreduction of an endemic avian diseasze will result
in a vary large srodudtion and welfare impast on avian pepulations, beth farmed and wild.

FIANZ submits that as a minimum all risk organism mtigations 8= reguired ta mest
conditions egquivalent to or higher than QIE reguiremems for trade in tukey meat preducts.
FlaNS would suppar! the extra rick mitigation step of i=sting 80 birds as 3 supplementary
test in sddition to the other IHS reguirements (o supplement count~yzonecompartment
freedom or cooking.

IBDV types 1 and 2. Risk analysfs document. (Paga 53- 52}

FLANZ submits that the MAF should recaonzider the risk analysis decsion that determines
IBOY-1 and IBN-2 &s non specified risk arganisms. FLANE questizns the suggestion that
IBOV-1 is not present in furkeys and submits there is no svidence to disprove that it is or

reybe presant.

Thera is na survaillances for IHDY-1 or a requiremant to conbre! 1BEY-1 inturkey's worldwides,
and information as lo the status of IBDW-1 in turkeys is limited. The risk analysis references
a limitad number of papers that report the presence and absence of IBOV-1 in orkeys and
turkey meats. Thiz limited information needs w0 be reconsiderac and & caze for further

investigation iz compelling 1o demaonstraie the actual picture in the exporting countries.

Giambrone 2t sl (1978) observed microscopic egions in lymphoid tiszuesz of infected furkey
poults mnd zlso in uninfected contacis and concluded that IBDW-1 in turkeys is infzctious and
can spread harizortally in turey Aocks. The authors concluded that there remains a definite
cossibility that turkeys may serve as a reservair for IBDY-1. Oladele €t al. (2009) has also
raportad that IBEY-1 can infact turkeys, This work is avidense thet IBCY-1 does tranafer by



hatural roubes to turkeys. Theare is little requirament for aiy country in the world apart from
Mew Zealand to have an intarast in IBOV-1 in turkey and sy meats. |t is scosplad that
IBOY-1 causzee liftle clinical diseasa in turkays which resultz in little imerast in survaillanze
for this dizease but thers is still a possibility that IBOWV-1 can be prassat n furkays and turkay
mests resulting in the possibility of tissue containing IBOV-1 baing axported legally into NZ.

The MAF nisk analysis notes most birds in locks would be infacied betersen 4 and 7 wosks
of age (Chattel et al 1965 MAF 1938 and that |IBDW-1 and IBOY-Z is recovereble from
muscle tissue of chickens o twrkeys for 2-6 days post infeclion. Tha 1289 rsk analysis
asgumes processing al 12 weshz of age and = probabilty of turkey muscls meat bsing
infected with IBCY st 001 (=0.1%) The propozed 1HS allows the iukeys (o ba processead
from & waeks of age thus incraasing the passibility of IBD virus baing present in turkey
meats. This is not modelled in the risk analysis (May 2017 as it assumes the same risk
factors far the cossibility of imported tukey moals containing 1BOY.

PLANZ contends that this =ignificant change in the procsssing dates fram 12 wasks raducing
to 8 weeks has not been taken info consideration in the 2010 nsk analysis.

This 1999 particular gquaniialive risk assessment was bazed an United Kingdom dafa and
then axtrapolated to all countries assuming the prevalence and infectivity of 1IBDV-1 and
IBCY-2 are the: sama for all countrias. The possibility of viable [BEDY virus beirg prassnt in
the irmported turkey maat and thus pressnt in Mew Zealand is increased.

The presznce of IBDW-1 and |BOW-2 virus in Mew Zealand is a major cancermn to PIANL
The eauivalent situstion fior red meats would be moats containing foot and mowth dizesse
wirug present in Mew Fealand but MAF considering it not an issue, as the rigk exposure

paihways are considered o o negligible.

PlAKNE submits that MAF do not s2em io be taking & precautionany approach on this issue.
MAF states that “where binsecurity risk management measures are adopted in situstions
wihare thare is not sufficient scientfic evidence necessary for & comprehsngive analysis of
riske, biosscunty departmants will take sppropriate steps bo ssek the additional information
recessary for a mora objeciive assessmant of risk, and raview thess measures accordingly

within @ reasonable period of Cme’.

FIANZ considars that MAF has not fulfilked this need for adeiional information ta make =
more chiective assessment of risk. 1 sooms that the risk iz tetally barne by tha NZ Paultry

industry. WMAF needs [z recensider IEDY as & risk organisim.



1B8DV-2 a5 a confounder fn industry Surveillance,

FIAME submits thet IBOWV-2 will be a pessible confounder in the IBDV surveillance
grogramme that the N2, Foultry industry (meat and 203 has fully fund=d and maintained
far the last 11 years, IBCY-Z iz repared as present in most turkey establishment’s world
wids therefors the potengsl for IEDV-2 o be present in impered turkey meats is non-
negligitie (IRA pags G6) The risk analysis assesament thet IBDY-2 is cansidersd a
negligibie risk is entirely dependent on the assumptizns that the likelihaod of sxpesure is
negligible. FIAME contends that this expasure risk s undsresiimated in he risk analysis due
ioincressing free range birds numbers and the absence of any controle on the distribution of
turkey rmeat wasts, The propossd IHS allows the import of turkey products that will result in
the production of turkey mests wests which further increases the risk of imporisd turkey

waste beirg fed to pouliry.

I'he nek analyzis has no evaluation of the rigk exposure for the risk crgenisms on the
assumption that a numbar of Indusiey practices are static. The Industry is evolving and
practices are changing and IRA risk evaluations may longer be cument due io these changes

ag ara mentioned above.

Fianz submits that tha IRA neads 10 readdross those increasaed exposire rizks.

IBDV eradicaiion of a vaccine sirain fBDV,

The rizk analysiz notes IBOW was eradicated from Mow Zealand farms in the 19%0s.
Howesver the risk anafysis makes no reference that the eradicaton was of an atenuated
IBDY vaccine. This live vacsineg viruz bad redused infectivity and wirulence compared to field
strain IDE viruses. The IBO virua's ability to extend from farm to fam in the 19905 in N Z.
was dus to vaccinated birds being placsd on thase famns, not infectivity and virulence, The
g« analysis notes |IBOY did nat re establish iiself in poultry and concluded the risk of IBDW
as nagligible, |2 such & statamant justifiables far a mors infactvs srd virdlent strain of virus?

Exposure Considerations. (Pagas 56, 58 Risk analysis)



PI&AME submits that risk analysis undersstmatss the posaible sxposure pathways of
infactad turkey meats to K2, pouliry and thus the |euvel of sk

Tha M.Z. poultry industry takes mejor bivsesurity steps te reduce exposurs to wild tirds and
warmin but thera is ne guarantes that sxposurs will not take place. There are an estimsted
480 sheds on MLZ. poultry mest farms and betwesn an estimated 320 and 507 layer hen
sheds and the poesibility of a biosecunty failure on such & large number of sifes cannat be

digcountad.

There is also an incraasing trand to fras rangs 0 maat poultry faming in M2, In Mew
Zzaland there is a projectod 120% increase in free rangs mest poultry numbers in the next
13 manthe. It is estimated that could be wp to 20% of bird numbers or 3,000 000 birds a8t any
ang ime, Currantly 113 of commarcial layers ara free range or 320, 000 hirds with an
estimated 300000 axtra birds it backyard flocks, Thus the assumptian of negligikie
exposure based an limiled numbers of birds being farmead 0 fres range production systems

iz not credible and nesds to be reassessed.

This results in 2 larger risk population that is Doth exposad to wild birds and vermin and alsg

fa fe=ding of impaorted turkey meat scraps,

The IH3 slso refers to a ban of fesding of poultry meat to poultry and refers to this as
analner reasan for identifying expesure as a limited risk pathway. The ban on the feeding of
poultry mest to poultry species iz 2 voluntary ban only and thare is no leglslative or
regulatory ban. One feed company has used poultry profzin in paultry fzed for a numbear of
months in 2008 C10 for cost reesons and hes not ruled out returning to such practice.

The nsk analysis (page 50) states thet

= In Mew Zealand, commercial producers ana recuired to have & rsk management
programme (RMP) prascribing haw their praducts ara procsssed o meet e
requiremenis of the Animal Producks Act 1955, Such commerzia praducers will not
fieed food scraps to their birds whereas non —commercial poultry flacks containing
103 of fewer birds are not required to have an RMF and are lkely te fead seraps la

their birg=".

Tha RMP deas not prohibit this feeding of acraps to commercial flocks a5 the risk analysis
sufgesis. The option of feeding meat scraps including importing furkey meats is still
available for commersial producers and 25 noted in the rigk analysis pozsibly widespread in



the hackyard poultry sacter. Tha driver of the use of scracs as a fsed altemative for pauliny
is driven by the costs of manufactured pouftry feeds. When thes2 are driven highsr by
increasing raw matarial costs the aption of scrap feeding to mars poultry flacks becames a
major congideration for poultry farmers, This in tum increasss the risk exposurs to poulry of
pozzible importad fzk croarisms in the imponed turkey maats,

The [HE allows an extended commedity range to be imparied that incluces whole cercasses
and offal. This will result in incraased wasta and aff cuts and thersfore an increased
poasibility that poultry may ba fod turkoy maat wastas.

The risk analysis has determinad that evan if an agert iz present in imporisd mests than its

ability to enter the poultry food chain iz negligible.

MAF*s conclusion is that “Such measures ansurs thal the likelibood of commersal poultry
heing expozed o fraa living avian spacias is law, vary lzw” but PIANS slbmits that this

needs to be readdressed in light of the information supplied abova,

Efezecurty on cemimercial poultry fanﬁs.

Tne risk analysis (page 47) states that recommended hicsecurity standands for domesiic
praducers include measures o minimise the bicsecurity nsk posed by wild birds and wvermin.
Standard bigsequrity pragtices on commearzial farms include a prehibition of staff to have
regular cortact with othar poultry livastock, pigs, racing pigeons and operations that use

poullry manure.

Tha risk aralysis doss nat Bactor in the possibility of dealing with an ageni of the mbust
natune of IBOW. Foulry fammears in Mew Zaaland have nol factorad in & biosecuiiy
programime that has to deal with an agant on this magrituda ss thay de Bat have s virs
present in New Zealand, The recent Infectious laryngotracheitis (ILT) outbreak repored in
MEF Surveillance (Saptember 2010 conclude that *It eeems vary likaly thal tha disgase was
spread bebwesn the sheds and betwaen the two fanms by equipment, workers and possibly
venicies Thiz highlights the importance of sirict biosecurity between poulry sheds to
minimize imezacts in & highly integraisd industry.”  Given the cutcome siated here goes MAF
still cansider that on farm bissecurity rezults can reduce the rizk of exposure o very. very

lewe?

io
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EBazsd on the agsumetions in the IHS MAF appears unlikely to revisit the IHS or risk analysis
on an ongaing kasis for IBDY. The exporing couniries are not required to natify any changs
in disease stetus with IBOW-1 or IDBEY-2 in turkeys and there is no active surveillance for
IDBY in turkeys in exporting countries.

Therefora the first evidenes of IBOY in New Zssland may be when the FIAMZEPF
surveillance schame dstecis IBOV in pouliry.

PIANZ believes the risk of IBDV sxposure fram importad turkey waste Teats is understated
in the risk analysis and mitigation measures do nol grovids an accaplable loval of risk and
regugsts that MAF re evaluate his pait of the risk analysis process.

The concect that thare are rigk organisms present in impgored products but MAF accopts
that the safeguard is exposure to Mew Zzaland agricultural pepulations is negligible means a

majer rizk iz plaged an the Poultry Industry in our submission.

Seciion 1. fmpori health standard.
Part A.
Scope. (Page 3 of 14 |1HE)

It g nat chear from the curent definition whelther meat preparations are defined and inciude
reconstituted turksy meat or not. FIANE submita that reconstituted turkey meat should be
included in the definiticn zection of the |HS, 25 it may contain rempants of the bursa of
Fabricius, respirstory tissue. kidney snd ather intermal organs. Al these tissues are
identified as high risk oy the sk analyzis. PIANZ has previously submilted thal these
raconstituted twrkay meals should nol be parmilled entry gz they may centein turksy tissues
that have besn identified &s high risk of containing risk organisms.

Cuteomes, (Fage 4 of 14 [H3)

PLANZ notes the absence of IBDY-1 and IDBEY-2 and maintains thess shoukl be part of the
risk organisms subject to specdic risk manzsgement requirsments within this 1HS. (Ses
orevious commenta.

Clause 11. (Fags 4 IH3)

FIANZ notes wilh concern that the negotiation process for the zoo sanitary cartiicate = net
bransparent,

11



PIAMZ submits that given the impartance of thess Biosecurity plans fo the establishment of
an [HZ this information should be available for scrutiny oy an independent poultry experl
agreed to by the exportars and the Regulatary Authorities.

Parl 8 Genaral Reguiremenis.

Approval of export systems. / Biesecurily Plans.

The process of approval of the production syslem will require a2 level of knowledge of
commercial poultry systams worldwids, The regulstory bodiss have very little daily and or
ongaing relztionship with thess poultry svstems, How will the exporting countriog Watarinary
Authority and MAFBNZ ensura the systemn s robust, present and warking for the sntire
period of the current permit o import?

PlaMZ submits that gven the importencs of these Bicseourity plans to the establishmeni of
an IHS this informmnation should be available for seruting by an indapendsnt poultry axpes
agresd o by the exporters and the regulatany authorities

The Barmard Matthews plant in Suffolc was under Department for the Erwvirenment, Food
and Rural Affeirs (DEFRA) and the Meaat Hygisne Service (MHS) supenision when an out
break of HPAI ccourred in 2007, Reporls issued by thess agencies concludad that sl foad
importing processess ai the plant were in ling with EW lzw, Ongoing preblems at this plant
and adjeining farm were identified Sut again the published repors indicate that thesa warg
rot congidarsd to ba of major concarn. PIAME notes with concsrm that thiz plant wes on the
brink of exporting turkkey meais to New Zealand yet was able to process furkey meats
containing avian influenza virus.

Given that this was an axample of an EU turkey proceszing plant and tuieay farm masting
normal practice and having regulaiary oversight how will MAF have confidence that all that is
required to be done on 2 continual basis to the required standard to maintain the required
dizgsaze free status ig acially compleled? The regulatory autharity's controls for this plant
and farm were met yei they did not stap an Avisn Influenza outbrask.

PIANE has praviously submitted. and does =0 again. that a3 mechanism that could give MAF

and the Poultry industry extra confidence in e procesass surrounding the export of turkey
mzat is a production plan that is submitied by the exporting company. This olan would then
be approved by the exporting Vaterinary Authorities and MAF and then audited &s part of the
exporting process by the ewporting Veberinary authorties. This plan s an additicnal
reguirement and nol an alternative to OIE code requiraments, PIANZ submitz that the
evidence of the Al outbresk in Suffolk makes such 2n addifion necessary.

12



Laborafory testing requirements, (Page G of 14, IHS)

Clapga. 22, The IHS states a2 raguiramant for randamised testing, PIANZ submits that such
testing must io b2 undertzken done by the exporting government veterinary officers (o givie
the appropriate levelz of confidence. PIANZ would support the sxira sk mitigation step of
tegting 80 birds g3 a supplementary test on top of the other IHS reguirements o further
incresze nzk mitigation maasures

FPart C. Specified requiresments for identified sk organisms.

Clause 28, Poultry Vaccines used in Turkeys. {Page 7 IHS)

Far exporting countries that have licenssd genebzally modified live vaocines for poutry and
poultry vaccinas that ame used off labal in turkey prodoction PIANZ as<s how these will be
handlad oy the MAF It is possible that some of the vishle viruses from vaccination may be
pressnt in the imported meats.

FIANZ has previously submilied to MAF is that this should be pert of the production plan and
general information supplied pre pemi issus and again submitz this proposal is adopled.

Highly pathogenic noliflabfe avian influenza (HPNAT)

Clatrsa 32 (Page ¥ IH3)

FLAMNZ again iz concerned that e IHS aptions offerced include toating S0 birds within 7 days,
for HPMAL yat the JIE code Ardticle 10418 /20 for importing pooliry measts requires a
countryfzone or comparkment free from HPAL The option of a further testing 6C birds is mot
an JIE opticn and MAFBMNZ has not shown that thiz iz an equivalant messure. PLANS would
support the testing of 60 birds as 3 supplementary test on top of the other IHS requirements
to further increase the risk mitigation procedures.

Exposure. (Fage 45 IRA.)
Tha rigk analysis states that “Such maasures ansure that the likeliheod of commeargisl
paultry being exposed to free living avian species is low, vary low.

With the increase in fres range poultry numbers does MAF congider that fhis exposure risgk
has moved from low, very low?

Giwen that tree range pauliry numbers is an expanding arez of poulry mest production and it
has been suggesisd that upwards of 25% of the national commercial flock {meat and =ggs)
may be farmed az fras range is it not appropriste to readdress this liksly sxposure of
commercial poultry flacks to free living avian species and the liksly infroduction of disease
from these free living avian species. In the N2 turkey industry ans of the three commercial



turkey producers is endirely free range. PIANZ submits thal this exposure rsk must be
considared.

Salmonella arizonas. (Page 8 of 14 |HS))

FIANZ notes that S.arizenae i3 net a notifabls crganism in most couniriss and 35 such
official surveillance will not exist

The risk analysis note that the testing of turkey flocks for arizonosis i3 difficult. (Page114.
IRA

The inclusion of the lesting of 60 birds within T days of slaughter for 5.arzonas i= not
supported by the risk analysiz. FIANZ would again reiterate that any reguirements must not
ba lass than thae OIE Code requiremants.,

PIANZ would supporl the oxtra nsk mitigation step of testing S0 birds 25 a supplemantary
teat an top of the ather IHS requiremeants fa further increase risk mibgation measures,

Avian paramyxovirus, (AMPV-2 and APMV-3). (Page B of 14 IHS)

The Craft Risk managemen! praposal stales that oplions 1, 2. 3, and 45 are =laled as
equivalent, PIANZ doss not agree that the issting of B0 Birds in the flagk within 7 deys of
export  provides the same sk controls  as cormecily  cooked  product  or
country/zonel/compartment grovides.

FIAMNE would suppart the sxtra risk mitigation step of testing G0 birds 25 a supplementary
test on top of the olthar IHS reguirements to furthes increass rigk mitig ation measures

Turkey corona virds, (TCV). (Page 9 of 14, IH5)

[rdustiy netes that TCW is not a rotifiable disease and as such the default position would be
for the sxporizr and exporting weterinary authority to provide a country’zonelsompartment
freedarm.

The inference from the IHS guidance is such that the countries would simply sign as they
kmew of no case of TCW being recerded. This s a defaull position giving no safepuard at all.
PIANZ would expect MAF to requirs acceptance thet a country/zone/zompartment freedom
statement supported by surveillance requirements to OIE Code recommendations was a
rminimum reguirement far trade znd a basis on which fo base a freedom from diseass
statement.

Turkew viral hepatitis. {TVH). (Page 10 of 14 |HS.)



The IH5 has no cortrols in placs for TVH, A turkey flock with 29% liver cendemnetion is
corsidersd not 3 risk vel a turkey flock with 30% liver condemnation is considered a risk.
Givan the unknown pravalence af TVH in e exparting countries of fiocks haw 2 out off of
o iz seleched is not explained in ths IHE.

A 30% liver condemnation rata in a New Zealand turkey flock wauld render the turkey meat
unzuitable far human consumotion. Indsed in NZ. 2-3 % levels of liver candemnation, which
are rare. would be the basis to consider the product possibly nat fit far human consumption.
This level of condernnation would requirs further investigation under the Whale Flock Health
Scheme that contrele the ability of flocks 1o be presentad far processing in Mew Zealand.

A5 the IRA has determined that TWH is & risk 10 New Zesland turkeys and poultry in gensral,
PlAMZ would expecl MAF Lo have ragquired accegtance that a countrywzona!sompartmant
freadom siatement supparted by surveillance requirements to OIE code recommendatizns
Wwas & minimum requirament for trade.

Corncfusion

FIANZ and the EFF represent a Pouliry Incustry that is proud of Mew Zesland's pouliry
health ihat continues (o be the envy of the rest of the world, We would submil thal any
reduction in raguirsments for impart of grimels or gnimal pregusts 35 & direst challenge to
this status and must b2 carefully considerad.

We lgok forward to working with MAF Biosecurity Mew Zesland on the development of 2
robzust and sppropriate IHS. Fleags do not hesitata 1o contact our offices should you have

any questians.

L

Kind regsrds.

Michasl Brooks
Executive Director
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P.O Box 5106 E-mail: delegation-new-
Level 6, Sybase House, zealand(@ec.europa.eu
101 Lambton Quay, Wellington
EMMERLING THEA RELEX WTO DEL GVA
HIVONNET JOELLE
SITAR OLIVIER
ENTR-EU - TBT ENTR/C3 B100 6/09
VAN GOETHEM BERNARD SANCO/D B232 3/85
LADDOMADA ALBERTO SANCO/DI F101 3/60
VAN GELDORP PAuUL SANCO/D4 B232 2/94
SANCO SPS SANCO/D3 F101 2/66
WEIGL ULRICH TRADE /C1 CHAR 9/32

Subject: EU comments to the Import Health Standard notified in document G/SPS/N/NZL/444

Dear Mrs Jennings,

Please find attached the European Union comments in reply to the legal draft notified in document
G/SPS/N/NZL/444.

It would be very much appreciated if any reply to this letter were also copied to the EU Delegation
in Wellington (address above).

> d
EU SPS Noﬁﬁ%-~

EU Notification Authority and Enquiry Point of the WTO Agreement on SPS measures.
Rue Froissart 101, B-1048 Bruxelles {Belgium) Tel:+32 (0)2 29 68185, Fax: +32 (0)2 29 98090. Emall: sps@ec.europa.eu




AT x EUROPEAN COMMISSION
;.‘e HEALTH & CONSUMERS DIRECTORATE-GENERAL
-4
*ﬁ " Directorate D - Animal Health and Welfare
* D3 - International questions (multilateral)

EUROPEAN UNION COMMENTS ON THE IMPORT HEALTH STANDARD
PROPOSED FOR THE IMPORTATION OF TURKEY MEAT AND MEAT PRODUCTS
INTO NEW ZEALAND NOTIFIED TO THE WTO SECRETARIAT UNDER THE CODE
G/SPS/N/NZL/444

The European Union (EU) congratulates the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry - Biosecurity
New Zealand for the impressive work with a clear and logical Import Risk Analysis for turkey
meat and meat products including the exhaustive review of scientific literature. The EU further
welcomes the proposal of an Import Health Standard for these commodities.

However, the EU would like to submit comments on the Import Health Standard developed for the
5 viral and 1 bacteriological agents that have been identified by New Zealand (NZ) as potential
hazards for introduction into NZ by imports of turkey products.

The EU would like to be further informed about NZ's justification of laying down import standards
for the listed disease agents mentioned below, The EU questions whether the production losses or
human health risks justify such standards. Has an estimation of the costs of the possible
introduction into NZ and subsequent eradication of these agents been carried out, and if so what
were the conclusions?

It is the view of the EU that disease agents that have been identified as a serious hazard should
either require notification, official national control measures or otherwise the control should fall
under the responsibility of the poultry producers by keeping these agents out of their flocks by
observing strict biosecurity measures. Are preparedness and disease awareness programmes and
appropriate diagnostic procedures in place to allow early detection of these agents?

The EU would like to receive additional information about the real risks of disease transmission
through turkey carcasses, taking into account that the carcasses enter the food chain first and
appropriate waste management could effectively minimise the remaining risk. In particular, it is
questionable that evisceration is seen as one of the most important risk factors in the risk
assessment to justify laying down additional rules for entire carcasses which is not the case in the
EU, neither is it recommended by the OIE.

It also appears that there is no sufficient clear evidence for the confirmation of the oral route of
infection by these pathogens via meat.

In the EU's view the described pathways seem quite hypothetical, and are not supported by
quantitative data for maintaining the chain of transmission. The introduction of the agents via raw
swill consumed by wild birds or backyard flocks and the necessary indirect transmission to
commercial flocks described in the risk assessment process has also to be seen under the aspect of
the producers' own responsibility to avoid breaches in biosecurity, instead of putting the burden on
the exporters to NZ.



The proposed standards set out below make it difficult for the EU Member States to export whole
turkey carcasses to NZ, which means that export of whole turkeys ¢.g. for Christmas, which might
be of interest to the EU producers, is excluded, even, if all other conditions for diseases notifiable
to the OIE are met.

The EU questions therefore whether the measures for the prevention of introduction of the agents
below into NZ turkey flocks are proportionate to the significance of the diseases.

1) Salmonella arizonae

This disease is not notifiable to the OIE. The EU therefore wonders, if it is notifiable to the NZ
authorities. NZ states that Salmonella arizonae has never been reported in NZ. The EU would
therefore be interested which data support NZ's free status.

Are results of surveillance in turkey flocks and testing for that agent in the frame of differential
diagnosis available to back up the above statement, in particular in light of the agent's worldwide
distribution and as being recognised also in the risk assessment as an opportunistic pathogen in
humans which could equally introduce the agent to NZ.

The requirement for country/zone/compartment freedom for this agent appears therefore excessive.

In the EU disease surveillance programmes for Salmonella arizonae in hatcheries, breeding and
productive turkey flocks is required by the EU legislation.

2) Avian paramyxovirus -2 and -3

This disease is not notifiable to the OIE. The EU would therefore like to know, if it is notifiable to
the NZ authorities. It appears that the last survey in poultry/turkeys for Paramyxoviruses dates
from 2001/02. The EU would therefore welcome more recent information that would give
evidence for NZ's freedom of these agents.

3) Turkey coronavirus (TCV)

This virus is not notifiable to OIE. The EU is interested to know, if it is notifiable to NZ authorities
and how the statement "it has not been recorded in NZ's turkey population” can be supported by
data, to prove that TCV is indeed an exotic agent to NZ.

For the risk assessment process the EU notes that infection with TCV via the oral route has not
been demonstrated. The species specificity limits infections only to turkeys and therefore
transmission to wild birds is negligible. Furthermore infection of backyard flocks would only
concern those of turkeys, which are usually not numerous and of which the numbers are not
available to NZ. The EU suggests that the overall risk estimation should be re-considered. As
regards Option 2, the EU assumes that the statement "TCV has not been recognised in the
exporting country” means 'mever' or if a time period could be identified since the last recorded
case?

4) Turkey viral hepatitis (TVH)

The agent is not notifiable to the OIE. The EU questions the justification of laying down import
health standards for a disease agent that has not been fully identified yet, for which diagnostic tests
are not sufficiently robust to give evidence of absence of the agent and for which the economic
consequences are not yet known.



The EU would be interested to learn, on what findings the NZ status "no records of THV" is based
upon.

The EU would like to thank New Zealand again for the opportunity to comment on the proposed
legislation and asks for its comments to be taken into account.



United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)

Subject: [Requires Classification] U.S. comments on NZ 444
Importance: High

BEGIN COMMENTS:

The United States appreciates the opportunity to comment on New Zealand' s draft import health standard
(IHS) for turkey meat and meat products, notified to the WTO as G/SPS/N/NZL/444 on November 15,
2010. Sincethe draft IHS and the WTO Noatification reference New Zealand' s Ministry of Agriculture
and Forestry (MAF) “Guidance Document for the Turkey Meat and Meat Products Import Health
Standard”, some of our comments may also address this document.

Comments on Part A — Introduction

Under “Outcomes’, number 11, it statesthat “MAF and the Veterinary Authority of the exporting country
will negotiate the content of the zoosanitary certificate...” taking into account several factors pertaining
to the health status and veterinary infrastructure and capabilities of the exporting country. The United
Statesis pleased that New Zealand intends to negotiate country-specific zoosanitary certification
requirements, and notes that the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) is willing to work with
MAF to provide the information needed to successfully negotiate requirements that will allow market
access for U.S. origin turkey meat and meat products.

Comments on Part B— General Requirements

Approved countries (#13)

MAF indicates that “ A list of eligible countriesis included in the Guidance Document for this standard”.
The United States notes that the Guidance Document states that no countries are currently approved to
export turkey meat and meat products to New Zealand, and respectfully requests clarification on
requirements for attaining approval. As noted above, the USDA iswilling to work with MAF to attain
market access for U.S. origin turkey meat and meat products.

Documentation requirements (#15)

This section states that zoosanitary certificates must be “signed and stamped on every page by an Official
Veterinarian of the Veterinary Authority of the exporting country.” The United States understands the
need for security and to prevent fraudulent certificates. However, there is no mention of electronic
certification, where protection against fraud can be provided using secure internet sites and watermarked
(or similarly safe guarded) certificates. Proper safeguards are also possible on paper certificates without
the need to sign and stamp every page. The United States therefore requests that New Zealand include
text that allows for the added protection provided by electronic certification or aternate security features
offered by paper certificates.

Approval of export systems (#17)

As stated here, and elaborated further in Appendix 1 — Production system outline requirements, New
Zealand is requiring approval of individual farms, hatcheries, and slaughter/processing facilities, in
addition to country approval. The United States believes that this requirement is unnecessarily restrictive
and that a system approach is more appropriate, more effective, and less resource intensive. We believe
that U.S. industry practices and USDA regulatory oversight of the turkey slaughter and processing
inspection system provides comparable/equivalent animal and public health safeguards to those of New
Zealand. Therefore, the United States respectfully requests that New Zealand evaluate and approve the
overal U.S. production system.
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	The USDA FSIS requires ready-to-eat poultry products, including poultry products that have a ready-to-eat appearance to be subjected to a heat treatment sufficient to obtain a 7-log10 lethality of Salmonella.  The FSIS standard for Salmonella is based on a given time and temperature, on fat level, and on species. This has been determined to be 165oF (74oC) for <10 seconds (with the required lethality being achieved instantly at 165oF or 74oC internal core temperature).  This heat treatment has been shown to effectively inactivate Salmonella in turkey meat with up to 11 percent fat.
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	3.16. Avian paramyxovirus-2 (APMV-2) and APMV-3 (#39-40): The occurrence of APMV-2 and APMV-3 is uncommon in the United States since most commercial turkey flocks are currently reared indoors. APMV-3 is occasionally encountered as a regional issue in the United States, and affected areas control the disease through the use of inactivated vaccines in breeders. 
	The United States would like to confirm that no additional risk mitigation measures would be required for the export of turkey meat and meat products (excluding entire turkey carcasses) free from intestinal and respiratory tissue.  
	3.17. We also request clarification on MAF’s surveillance requirements to prove country/zone/compartment freedom, as well as MAF approved diagnostic tests to prove flock freedom other than virus isolation. 
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	3.24. Please see comments on Part B, #17, Approval of export systems.  The United States respectfully requests that New Zealand evaluate and approve the entire U.S. system for producing turkey meat and meat products in lieu of individual production system approvals.  Requiring the approval of individual production systems, including hatcheries and growers, as well as slaughter and processing plants is unnecessarily restrictive and will create a technical barrier to trade.  
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