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I wish to submit on Animal Welfare Regulations

I am concerned that MPI have not gone far enough in their proposal to protect our animals, particularly our
goats. [ believe that MPI has ignored the people that have spoken and raised their concerns about the way
we treat our animals and in particular our goats. Please recansider your starting point of animal welfare
standards.

Allowing goats to be tethered their whole life alone and on roadsides is a cruel practice to such an
intelligent and social animal. Furthermore, tethered goats are at risk of not being able to protect themselves
from people passing by and choosing to inflict intentional cruelty.

I believe that we need to go further in NZ to protect all of our animals that are tethered, or are allowed to be
tethered for their entire life. This is a cruel and unacceptable practice that should not be allowed. Sheep
and cows are left to be free range within a paddock and goats should be afforded the same rights.

A fine is not sufficient to guarantee the protection of these animals. The fact that a petition was taken to
parliament signed by over 7000 people supports the belief by the everyday New Zealander that allowing
goats to be tethered is a cruel and unacceptable practice.

Instructing the owners to supply the basics of shelter, food and water is not sufficient. That is the basics that
every living animal deserves. That is simply enforcing the barest of standards and is not going far enough to
ensure their protection and well-being. The standard of food is not sufficiently defined; they deserve more
that just grass and water. The same can be said about their shelter; it needs to stated to a certain level.

Furthermore, goats should have company as well as shelter, water and food. They are not designed to
simply exist on the side of the road with no other contacts, including animals. Like dogs, they are a pack
animal, and need company.

I do not agree with any long term tethering of animals, including horses, donkeys, goats and dogs.

The welfare of dogs have a tough enough life without being condoned to being allowed to be chained in
backyards full time. Other countries have repealed condoning animals to be tethered 24/7; it is time NZ, a
country with a reputation for humanity, stood up and was counted for setting high animal welfare standards,
as opposed to the bare minimum.

There is much that MPI could do to improve our animal welfare including, but not limited to,
opposing rodeo as they are nothing but cruelty, banning factory farming and raising the standards on the
treatment of all animals, farmed or domestic.



New Zealand could and should become a "world leader” in animal welfare. Sadly the proposals in this
document do not achieve any meaningful change.

[t 1s truly disappointing to read and I feel that we as New Zealanders are letting our animals down,

Furthermore, the people who worked hard to gain the signatures petitioning for change have also been let
down and ignored. Really disappointed in this set of proposed Animal Welfare Regulations.

Please reconsider, warmest regards Leanne






Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form

Name: SANDRA IRLAM
s9(2)(a)

My feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

I am a member of the Australian National Kennel Control {ANKC) and am a registered hreeder of
pedigree dogs.

The NZCDB as an organisation was established in 2004 and their membership is focussed on the
welfare of tail shortened breeds. They operate as a fully audited and regulated group under the
umbrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee
(NAWAC).

| have never heard of a complaint or issue arise from any litter that have completed banding on and
to the best of my knowledge | understand that as an accredited group, they have performed tail
shortening on over 10 500 neonate puppies without incident since 2005.

I am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding {described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and that accredited banders only
perform the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act (No2) 2015; this is not a surgical
procedure.

The breeds that | am associated with and that are banded by accredited banders are traditionally
docked dogs that still perform their duties that they were designed for.

| understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths arcund the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not inciuded as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.



I understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA, This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

| am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that

perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members necnate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated {greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be perfermed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, this pracess is completed in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or

under. At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
bone (has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed guestions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.




I understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakehclder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

in my profession as a Groomer and qualified Veterinary Nurse | have witnessed many incidents of
dew claws growing back into the skin of the dog as the pet owner doesn’t understand how to trim
the nails and often as the dog is of a coated variety, they are not aware of a dew claw being present.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the hreed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MP1 have been advised incorrectly.

| understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
farge membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing body (and only - NZKC} have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is.

In conclusion, in the past 37 years of being invalved in the dog world, | have never witnessed nor
heard of an issue arising from tail banding or dew claw removal that has been carried out by
accredited persons and experienced pedigree dog breeders. However, both as an experienced
pedigree dog breeder and a vet nurse | have seen countless complications and injuries as a result of
leaving particular breeds undocked or dew claws un-removed. These Injuries range in severity from
minor breaks or fractures of the tail to adult dogs with dew claws completely torn off and tails being
completely broken in half. Therefore, | do not agree with either of these proposals.






Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form

Lynette Smith
s 9(2)(a)

My feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

I am a member of the New Zealand Kenne! Club (NZKC) and am a registered breeder of pedigree
dogs.

| am a member of the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds (NZCDB) and have witnessed multiple
neonate puppies being banded by a number of accredited members and all adhere to the policy and
procedures set out by the NZCDB

The NZCDB as an organisation was established in 2004 and our membership is focussed on the
welfare of tail shortened breeds. We operate as a fully audited and regulated group under the
umbrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Weifare Advisory Committee
{(NAWAC).

lam of the understahding that the procedure of tail banding {described hy the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and as a member of the NZCDB | have
only witnessed the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act (No2) 2015 and this is not a
surgical procedure.

I understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

) understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

t understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer



such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

I am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind
iimb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed hy a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, | have witnessed this process on neonate puppies 4 days of
age or under. At thistime itis a weil-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the
neonate puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting
through bone (has nat calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crosshred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

l.understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |



also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were notincluded as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.









Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form

Name Gloria Geraghty
s92)@ s 9(2)(@)
My feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

I disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

| am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC) and am a registered breeder of pedigree
dogs.

I am an accredited member of the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds (NZCDB) and have had my
animal husbandry skills signed off by a veterinarian, who must complete my application for
accreditation by either witnessing neonate puppies being banded or being in the presence of
another accredited bander to enable me to perform tail shortening.

The NZCD8 as an organisation was estabklished in 2004 and ocur membership is focussed on the
welfare of tail shortened breeds. We operate as a fully audited and regulated group under the
umbrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee
(NAWAC).

I have never had a complaint or issue arise from any litter that | have completed banding on and to
the best of my knowledge | understand that as an accredited group, we have performed tail
shortening on over 10 500 neonate puppies without incident since 2005.

| am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and as an accredited bander | only
perform the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act (No2) 2015 and thisis nota
surgical procedure.

The breeds that  am associated with and that are banded by me are traditionally docked dogs that
still perform their duties that they were designed for.

| understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should he completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so !
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this propaosal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over



6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

| am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
infarmation.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw remaoval, | complete this process in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or
under. At thistime it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
hone (has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the worid has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the heaith
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used In its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog.

I understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely gquestion the stakeholder’s ability to answer



such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

In my profession as a Groomer/Boarding Kennel facility | have witnessed many incidents of dew
claws growing back into the skin of the dog as the pet owner doesn’t understand how to trim the
nails and often as the dog is of a coated variety, they are not aware of a dew claw being present.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

| understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing body (and only — NZKC) have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is.






Sancra Farms Ltd
$92)(@)

17" May 2016

Animal Welfare Policy
Ministry for Primary Industries
PO Box 2526

Wellington 6140

Dear Sir/Madam

Submission on Animal Welfare Regulations

| represent Sancra Farms Ltd which is operating a Free Range Layer Hen farm in Hamurana, Bay of
Plenty.

This submission primarily relates to Proposed Animal Welfare Regulations (Care & Conduct and
Surgical & Pain Procedures) section 19. Laver Hens — Housing and equipment design subsection

Barns {vii}

The above mentioned section is incorrect in my view due to the inclusion of the words “...at all
times..” in relation to the provision of friable litter to allow the hens to scratch and forage.

The short point is that hens are non-nocturnal, they roost and sleep at night and therefore have no
behavioural requirement to have access to litter outside daylight hours.

We as farmers know that the hen’s behaviour is diurnal. After dark they are inactive and return to
the barns to roost on the perches to sleep. This behaviour is indisputable and can be commonly
witnessed in all wild bird species except nocturnal cnes such as owls. In the wild trees provide
security where birds will roost to sleep away from any perceived threats at ground level.

This fact is well known and recognised by leading behavioural scientists including Professor Christine
Nicol, Professor in Animal Welfare from Bristol University and a {eading global researcher in Layer
Hen Welfare

“Feeding and foraging are activities performed by chickens during daylight hou rs”t

1. *The Behavioural Bielogy of Chickens. C.J. Nicol 2015 Section 5 Behavioural Needs, Priorities
and Preferences page 79 subheading Feeding and Foraging para 1



Additionally she states further that “Dustbathing appears to be a low-resilience behaviour that is
nl

forfeited when other needs are more pressing
Furthermore in providing hens with litter access farrn managers need to balance this against other
requirements of the hen’s welfare. The Code of Welfare gives an obvious example of this in
Minimum Standard No 10 — Litter Management in Barns specifically part (b) “Litter condition must
be managed to avoid levels of dustiness or dampness that could cause leg, respiratory, or other
heuith problems such as the build-up of parasites or diseases.”

Adverse weather, maintaining higher ambient temperature or the risk of predation may be other
reasons why litter areas are closed off to hens during the night pericd.

The wording in section 19. Layer Hens - Housing and equipment design subsection Barns {vii)
should be amended ta remove “..at all times..” and replaced with “..during daylight hours..”. This

amendment would better represent the actual hen's behavioural needs whilst allowing the
necessary flexibility for farmers to manage other aspects affecting the hen’s welfare.

{ have no further comments beyond this section and am in agreement with the other areas of the
proposed regulations as they relate to Layer Hens.

Yours faithfully

” Stefan Craddock

2. The Behavioural Biology of Chickens. C.J. Nicol 2015 Section 5 Behavioural Needs, Priorities
and Preferences page 91 paragraph 5







Gillian Murdoch
s9(2)(a)

animal.welfaresubmissions@mpi.govt.nz

Hon Nathan Guy, Minister for Primary industries
nathan.guy@national.org.nz

Animal Welfare Policy
Ministry for Primary Industries
PO Box 2526

Wellington 6140

12 May 2016

Submission on the Animal Welfare Act Review

As a NZ Kennel Club and Waikato Gundog Club member, and owner of a working gundog; | would

like to put forward my submission.

| request that tail banding be allowed to continue for working gundog breeds, including hunt point
retrieve breeds, spaniels and terriers, by accredited tail docking practitioner in NZ as is the current
approved practice. The Accredited Banders Scheme is audited by the NZ Kennel Club to ensure
compliance with agreed protocols and current Code of Animal Welfare.

This would follow on from the UK example brought in from 2007, where tail docking is banned
with exemptions for working dogs and for medical treatment. In the UK, puppies are to be docked
before they are five days old and have to be certified likely to work in specified areas, including
law enforcement, the military, emergency rescue, pest control and the lawful shooting of animals
{such as pheasant or duck shooting). The legislation provides clear protocols to ensure that this
will not be abused for other purpases, and also includes the banning of showing dogs with docked
tails, ensuring that dogs are not docked for cosmetic purposes.

In countries where tail docking has been banned for working gundog breeds, there is evidence
that this has resulted in an increase in tail injuries for dogs involved in this sport. Working
gundogs with long whipping tails commonly injure their tails whilst hunting through heavy
vegetation and thick brambles, where their fast tail action often eads to tearing and bleeding

which is painful and difficult to treat.



In Scotland, where tail docking across all breeds has been banned since 2007, a new consultation
document has recently been released proposing to allow tail docking in spaniels and hunt point
retrievers. The Scottish Government commissioned research in 2011 to look at the incidence of
tail injuries into working breed dogs. A survey of 1000 owners of working dogs found thatin one
shooting season, 57% of spaniels and 39% of hunt point retrievers experienced a tail injury of
some sort. They have established that docking the tails of these breeds could significantly
decrease the risk of injury in these breeds.

As breeders of both working cocker spaniels and Deutsch Drahthaars, my partner, lason Farrow,
and | take pride in ensuring that our dogs and puppies are well taken care of and meet NZ Code of
Welfare standards. All docking is undertaken when cur puppies are two days old by Jason, who is
an accredited tail docker. We have invested considerable money into importing new breeding
bitches to improve the working lines in NZ, and to meet the growing demand for well-bred dogs
with a high level of natural drive that are fit for purpose. As a result, our dogs are used for hunting
across New Zealand, as well as being used by the police as drug dogs and the only mobile phone
dog in NZ.

For the Deutsch Drahthaar breed, all of our dogs are now registered under the German system,
which requires them to go through considerable heaith and natural ability tests to ensure that
they meet the appropriate standard. In order to be registered on the German register, all dogs
must be docked. Banning tail docking would mean we would no longer be able to breed Deutsch
Drahthaars in NZ, resulting in less choice for the NZ hunter as well as a considerable loss of money
for us.

The argument being put, that vets do not see many working gundogs with damaged tails, is flawed
because most individuals of these breeds are currently docked thus preventing damage from
happening. So for the welfare of working gundogs in NZ, | ask that you consider this practice to be
allowed to continue,

Thank you for taking the time to read this submission.

Yours sincerely

Gillian Murdoch







Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission:

Name: Mary Davis
$92)(a)

My Views and Responses as Below.

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reascns

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

| am a member of the New Zealand Kenne! Club (NZKC).

Within the NZKC is the NZ Council of Dacked Breeds who operate as a fully audited and regulated
group under the umbrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory
Committee (NAWAC). There accredited Members carry out the Banding and Dew Claw removal
under strict and Measured Standards.

| am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and an accredited bander will only
perform the tait banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act {(No2) 2015 and this is not a
surgical procedure.

The breeds that | am associated with and that are banded are traditionally docked dogs that still
perform their duties that they were designed for.

| understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

| understand that MP! partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

I understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.



l understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

I am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members necnate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

| believe the Shortening of a Dogs Tail has Absclutely no effect an their ability to Communicate,
Swim or Run and is purely an emotive argument which is impossible to base on fact as the over
whelming evidence proofs otherwise.

Currently Tail injuries are only a small percentage of why Dogs are presented to a Veterinary Clinic
and this is because a lot are shortened and if they were left long there will be a huge increase in this
issue which can be a very drawn out and painful experience for the Dog.

61. The propased regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, The process is completed in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or
under. Atthis time itis a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
bone (has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has propesed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fuily versed in the damage that a dew claw can cause to the
dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its traditional purpose and the dew claw
if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the dog.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ahility to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal,




1 understand that anather major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw remaoval.

1 understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing hody of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

There have been many incidents of dew claws growing back into the skin of the dog as the pet
owner doesn’t understand how to trim the nails and often as the dog is of a coated variety, they are
not aware of a dew claw being present.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

| understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing body (and only — NZKC} have also not been included in the proposal ta not
allow this process to remain as is.

Ironically both the Shortening of Tails and Removal of Dew Claws are done at Birth for the Dogs best
interest and long term Health. WE care for our dogs more than any Vet or Government Agency and

would never do anything to them we didn't believe was in there best interest.

Thank You,
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Animal Welfare Policy
Ministry for Primary Industries
PO Box 2526

Wellington 6140

13" May 2016
Submission on the Animal Welfare Act Review
To whom it may concern

As a NZ Kennel Club and Versatile Hunting Dog Assn member, and owner of a working gundog; | would like to
put forward my submission.

| request that tail banding and dew claw removal of working gundog puppies by accredited practitioners
continues to be allowed in NZ as is the current approved practice. The Accredited Banders Scheme is audited
by the NZ Kennel Club to ensure compliance with agreed protocols and current Code of Animal Welfare.
Working gundogs with long whippy tails commonly injure their tails whilst hunting through heavy vegetation
and thick brambles, where their fast tail action often leads to tearing and bleeding which is painful and
extremely difficult to treat. This is a repetitive injury that worsens every time the dog works. The only
resolution for an adult dog suffering from chronic tail damage is a painful and traumatic amputation.
Shortening the tail humanely at a few days old eliminates a huge risk of injury.

The argument being put, that vets do not see many working gundogs with damaged tails, is flawed because
most individuals of these breeds are currently docked thus preventing damage from happening. So for the
welfare of working gundogs in NZ, | ask that you consider this practice to be allowed to continue.

When dew claw removal is performed correctly in the first week of life, there is no bone to cut through, there
is no bleeding and only momentarily pain. Most breeders are scrupulously conscious of sterile conditions and
there is no chance of infection. Many dogs are extremely fast runners and they do not have dew claws to
provide support. | personally have not witnessed any foot injury by a dog without dew claws.

Thank you for taking the time to read this submissicn.

Yours sincerely

Nathan Palmer
s9(2)(@)










Your cat’s body is perfectly designed to give it the grace, agility and beauty that is unique to felines. Its

- claws are an important part of this design. Amputating the important part of their anatomy that contains
the claws drastically alters the conformation of their feet. The cat is also deprived of its primary means
of defense, leaving it prey to predators if if ever escapes to the outdoors.

1 have also had people tell me that their cat’s personality changed after being declawed. Although, the
medical community does not recognize this as potential side effect.

Source: hitp://www.declawing.cony

The American Veterinary Medical Association has also raised concerns about the implications to the
animal's welfare in regard to declawing. https://www.avma.org/KB/Policies/Pages/Declawing-of-Domestic-

Cats.aspx

The following points are the foundation for full understanding and disclosure regarding declawing:

- Surgical declawing is not a medically necessary procedure for the cat in most cases. While rare in
occurrence, there are inherent risks and complications with any surgical procedure including, buf not

- limited to, anesthetic complications, hemorrhage, infection and pain, If surgical onychectomy is

- performed, appropriafe use of safe and effective anesthetics and perioperative analgesics for an

. appropriate length of time are imperative. Pain management is necessary (not elective) and required for
© this procedure. Multimodal pain management is recommended, and there should be a written aftercare
| plan. The surgical alternative of tendonectomy is not recommended.

Owners should provide suitable implements for normal scratching behavior.
Examples are scratching posts, cardboard boxes, lumber or logs, and carpet
or fabric remnants affixed to stationary objects. Implements should be tall
or long enough to allow full stretching, and be firmly anchored to provide
necessary resistance to scratching. Cats should be positively reinforced in
the use of these implements.

Appropriate claw care (consisting of trimming the claws every I to 2 weeks)
should be provided fo prevent injury or damage to household items.
Temporary synthetic nail caps are available as an alternative to
onychectomy to prevent haman injury or damage to property. Plastic nail
caps are usually applied every 4 to 6 weeks.

Declawed cats should be housed indoors and allowed outside only under
direct supervision.

Scientific data do indicate that cats that have destructive scratching
behavior are more likely to be euthanatized, or more readily relinquished,
released, or abandoned, thereby contributing to the homeless cat
population. Where scratching behavior is an issue as fto whether or not a
particular cat can remain as an acceptable household pet in a particular
home, surgical onychectomy may be considered.

There is no scientific evidence that declawing leads fo behavioral
abnormalities when the beliavior of declawed cats is compared with that of
cals in control groups.Scratching is a normal feline behavior, is a means for
cats to mark their territory both visually and with scent, and is used for claw
conditioning ("husk" removal) and stretching activity.

Declawing of Captive Exotic Cats held in Containment Facilities and Circuses
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4n 2008 MPI undertook an investigation into the declawing of 21 lions and 9 tigers at the former Zion
Wildlife Gardens in Kamo Whangarei. The procedures were carried out between 1999 and May 2008 when
the practice was ceased. The report produced dated 24 February 2009, noted the issue over the interpretation
of "in the best interests of the animal” and whether or not under terms of the Animal Welfare Act 1999 that
large felids were included and covered under the Restricted Surgical Procedures. The wording "Offences”
had been used more than once in the report and noted the issues regarding the welfare of the Zion cats.
However no prosecutions were forthcoming against either Craig Busch the (then) operator, the veterinary
surgeons concerned, or the MPI veterinarians who had been present, but failed to question, when the
procedures on the animals had been carried out. Such procedures were of no benefit to the 30 animals
affected by these decisions. As a result those surviving animals remaining at the former Zion Wildlife
Gardens facilities have had their natural behaviours curtailed by the Front Pad declawings. A copy of the
report has been attached for your information.

The American Veterinary Medical Association in 2012 put out a policy statement condemning the
declawing of exotic and wild (indigenous) cats.

- The AVMA has strengthened its opposition to declawing captive exotic and other wild indigenous cats
- for nonmedical reasons by condemning the practice.

. Concerns that pain and suffering associated with declawing may be exacerbated in wild and exotic
. felines prompted the Executive Board fo revise the Association’s position on the maiter from opposition
. fo condemnation.

. The Association’s policy “Declawing Captive Exotic and Wild Indigenous Cats” was adopted in 2003

- and stated: “The AVMA opposes declawing captive exotic and other wild indigenous cats for

. nonmedical reasons.” The policy was reviewed and reaffirmed in 2008 and was reviewed by the Animal
- Welfare Committee in 2012, in accord with the directive that all policies be reviewed every five years.

 The policy was discussed at length during the committee’s fall 2012 meeting, and AVMA member input
- was considered, according to the AWC recommendation to the Executive Board. Although the AVMA
backgrounder “Declawing of Domestic Cats” is not specific to captive exotic and wild cafs, references
reviewed in conjunction with developing the backgrounder suggest that welfare concerns associated

1 with declawing are worsened for these populations, tie recommendation stated.

Committee members unanimously agreed that changing “opposes” to “condemns” is warranted. Other
than for medical reasons that would clearly benefit the animal, there appears fo be no justification for
performing the procedure in this population of cats. While the suggested revisions are strong, the
recommendation noted that similar language is used elsewhere in AVMA policy, namely, in the policy

! condemning soring of gaited lrorses.

Source: htips://www.avma.ore/News/ JAVMANews/Pages/130115Laspx

In conclusion, the declawing of cats both domestic and exotic is an outdated and inhumane practice. It
should be banned completely unless it is for medical purposes only. The Ministry of Primary Industries and
the Animal Welfare Committee need to be more progressive in this issue. The practice has been banned in
Europe and the United Kingdom for some years. The same should now be applied in New Zealand

Yours sincerely
Elizabeth Clark
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INVESTIGATION SUMMARY

criminal Investigation progressed. You may Include additional Informatfon which would assist the
investigation process or assist any subsequent reader.

Nole: The template headings displayed in this document are the minimum planning requirement for arZ

NS
INCIDENT: ID 2713 Zion Wildlife Gardens, Whangarei, Northland @
Date: 24 February 2009 &

Zion Wdleard lmied : ; <§
Gray Road,

Kamo,

Whangarei @
OC File: g % @: ;

Team Manager:Alan Wilson @

1. Outiine the facts (CM12© @
N4

During the course of M insp@étiéris of large felids at Zion Wildlife Gardens Limiled
during the winter of 2 D e aware that the routine front pad declawing of
lions and tigers hagd.gc in 0. This routine front pad dectawing had occurred
both at the origina io rikert and subsequently at the Grey Road, Kamo,

Whangarei location ré the Zo resently situated.

The front pa ec\gl{@ng 6@;{9 Kelids constitutes a restricted surgical procedure as defined
by the v{si? { i elfare Act 1993. The Act requires that the responsible
A% i

veterinari Q,n ¢ firs Mllt}ify mself or herself that the performance of the declawing
pro V@ i lh%merests of the animal which is o be declawed.

¢/¥ mal dlscussichs with SEERFRENEER the Zoo Owner and Operator both at the Kerikeri
anct.é oad, Kamo, Whangarei, it appeared that the rationale behind the front
% id not strictly comply with the requirements of the Act.

Th dvanced bySEESSEREE included the following:
@rotecung the trees in each enclosure,
nhaneing the animals’ envircnment by permitting interaction with him,
permitting interaction with the public in general on interactive tours,
N limiting the abiity of the animals to do damage to each other in the enclosures
« |imiting the ability of the animals to do damage to each other when travelling for
promotional purposes.

ocati
pad.dec

On the face of it, the routine front pad dectawing procedures adopted by Zion Wildlife
Gardens Limited did not conform with the requirements of the Act which reguire that a net
animal welfare benefit accrue to the animal on which the restricted surgical procedure is to be
carried out, i.e. directly to the specific animal that is to be declawed,

Investigation Summary template 180808 1
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party to offending against the restricted surgical procedures provisions by the veterinarian
concernad.

The owner or person in charge and potentialiy the veterinarian inappropriately carrying out a
restricted surgical procedure may also fail foul of the secticn 28 and 29 offence provisions of
the Act where it could be proved that the owner or person in charge or veterinarian concemed
wilfully ill-treated an animal or ili-treated an animal by declawing.

The Animal Welfare Act 1998 by virtue of section 130 provides that wher peclor
the Act forms a view thal an owner or person in charge of an animat has @eet
obligations imposed by the Act, he or she may issue in wriling a statuto cv irl é)

owner or perscn in charge of the animal to mitigate or prevent the u su
that animal. %

Given that the veterinarian performing a surgical procedure is not the a ‘IQ\OH y able
to be considered a person in charge of animal whilst the a on whlch aEstrieted surgical

precedure is to be performed is directly in his care or con blht , e o5e a statutory
restriction on specific veterinarians ulilising section 13 cl is i

The Act requires that the necessity of a restncte %le]y up to the
veterinarian who Is to carry out the declawing pi c@@ e elief could possibly
comprise a subjeclive belief, an objeclive beli th subjection and

objective beliefs,

There appears however to be no subs ntivejbdicia %ﬂ ion to date as to the nature of
the betief that is required to be held b rin rla to carry out the procedure.

it would also appear that the re r r befiefs % ner or person in charge of the animal
responsible for commlss:omn su rigarian to carry cut the procedure are
irrelevant to the belief held rln the ultimate decision made by the
veterinarian as to the rea rtl wing procedure. Itis up to the individual

velerinarian. @)
Obviously the vie f nerol
taken into accoun eterf\a%’
surgical proc an’ied ou

Althoug freMr carrying out a restricied surgical procedure are limited fo
d do not apply to the owner or persen in charge, there remains
fs:bxllly that an owner or persen in charge could be considered a
icted surgical precedures or potentiatiy fall foul of the il treats
s set cut al sections 28 and 29 of the Acl.

in charge of the animal may be persuasive and
but the uitimate decision as to whether the restricted
is that of the veterinarian not the owner or person in

\rm ug %ne of the MAF ED AW inspections carried out during 2008 the majority of
the lio 52 tigers at Zion appeared to have previously been declawed, there remained a
lids including the adolescent tigers and the wild pride which at that time had yet
clawed.

endeavour to impose future restrictions on what was considered by MAF ED AW and
HENZVA fo be unnecessary and potentially illegal declawing it was determined that the
legislation facilitated the use of section 130 of the Animat Weliare Act 1999 by imposing a
restriction on the owner or person in charge of the animal which might be declawed.

As already noted above section 130 of the Animal Welfare Act 199% provides that an
inspecior may issue in writing a stalutory instruction to an owner or person in charge of an
animal (where the inspecter has reasonable grounds to believe thal and animal is likely to
suffer unreasonabie pain or distress) requiring that person to take such steps as the Inspector
considers necessary or desirable to prevent or mitigate the suffering of an animal.
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In order to limit the routine front pad declawing of felids al Zion Wildlife Gardens Limited a
statutory AWS 130 instruction was drawn up by MAF ED AW whlch reqwred the owners and
operators of Zion Wildlife Gardens Limited (at that tim U e

when contemplating or seeking any future declawing, to provlde their veterlnanan S reasons
and rationale for the declawing of any large felids, for review by two (ndependent
velerinarians nominated by the New Zealand Veterinary Assaciation.

The provision of the AWS 130 instruction reqguiring the review of the vetesl y o |on
provided by Zion's veterinarian was discussed with and endorsed byt e BX
Zealand Veterinary Association,

To ensure that MAF records as to which felids had already been ed an wh m, the
AWS 130 Notice served on Zion Wildlife Gardens Limited alg requlre to prowde
to MAF ED AW, a list of all farge felids held at Zion at the t é lt%> tR the
declawed, or not declawed stalus of each large felid held

ildlife Gardens

The AWS 130 Notice was then served on¥Eting

S ; MRS subsequently a tel sts of all large felids
held at Zlon Wlldhfe Gardens Limited and the ta U0 e h as regards declawing.

The lists identified four lions and three i ers ained to be declawed, along
with the leopards and cheetahs which b Zion Wildlife Gardens Limited
as being appropriate or necessary.far the ure.

The lists provided by Zlon W J
MAF ED AW that G 3
practice which had carrle
Limited.

firmed informal advice received by
e had been the principal veterinarian
dures on behalf of Zien Wildiife Gardens

lfQ

An investigation hb he MAF ED AW Team to establish the background
to, and Justificat (é)n Zion fr: declawing of its felids, and to ascertain possible
offenders a z{h of offending under the Animal Welfare Act 1999.

Aninformal in Qwas 3

veteri w ;
jw@(nls ¢ QL} at the veterinary practice had been involved in the declawing of

né ited's lions and tigers at CEEEEERE request, in approximately
go g}! clawing of felids was Instituted by Zion,

property at Kerikeri, The land and building which comprised the Zoc were

ing leased by (EEETEEENER om the SEEERERR amly.

Veterinarian principals advised that RIgEmEh had been a previous
\cu f the practice before he purchased the Zoo facility and operation at Kerikeri. The first
“Tontact between GEERTIREED and the FENRRENNREED Veterinarian practice occurred when
ad formerly resided in Papakura and had been a client of the practice in 2
private capacity.

RuEEEEERmEmen \/ots confirmed that at some time in 2000 SEEREBE approached them
to carry out the declawing. They advised that they did not need the work at that time as they
were operating a very busy practice. They were however considered appropriate practitioners
by , because he was aware that they had extensive large animal experience due
to their veterinary practice involvement with horses,

.f wnth Messers —— -
. e gpary 5 ractice 51tuated alﬂ Auckland.
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indicated at the time when Vets were first approached, that
his principal rationale for front pad declawing of the felids was:

¢ To protect them from damage by and to each other when travelling and when
in close proximity with each other q

+ Protection of himself given a need to interact physically wlit‘h/{ e animals fof,&a\|
number of reasons such as veterinary intervention and e Q;

gem oft
environment ?
» The need to interact physically with the animals in o qﬁb‘u f

preservation of the endangered species as a grou

Vets advised that they had undertaken a nuriBerabprelimidaty
discussions with an unnamed veterinarian in Wellington in ?'deﬁ? ascértajfrthe:appropriate
procedures and processes invelved in declawing. They bsg! e had i

e{gu past

declawing for the CEESREE® Zoo some time previously %\7 Q}

They confirmed during the interview, that they had ca@ifw % wing of the three

white tigers imported into the Zion facility at Keri/k . time.of that initial front

pad declawing fwo MAF veterinarians were pr t\n)

These two MAF vets have been subsequeﬂ%r\)ﬁ \%l and D
% erinarian at that time based in

was the principa'%qga\ﬂéisin
ri a%ﬁo tra W MAF from Agriquality/Asurequality

i} i
Auckland and GEEESEEE was a veleha

to supervise the importation and quara?if prior to subsequent release to
Sneamag at Zion Wildlife Gar nﬁmi
The three tigers subjected tothefiral decla at'Kerikeri were at that time under MAF

Quarantine restrictions im

?np cr St as a condition of importation.
el

The quarantine supen@ﬂa F
permit requirements i ﬁ bygl&ﬁ%
whilst the animal o

e
monitaring a%p \ .

arians was undersiood to be a condition of the
AF veterinarians took blood and other samples
declawing, for the purpose of satisfying quarantine

ed at no time was there any abjection raised by other
R

veterinap@ns t onsulted egards the possible illegality or otherwise of the front pad
decla fg\\eg?'% feli or} ver no objection was raised nor the issue of restricted surgical
pro % cussed e

Km,a wep‘ic7

dli ;

u m by either of CERSEEIEEER o IRER
e is‘ ctors appeared to be aware of the procédure or present at Zion
\Ih s Limited during the implementation of this procedure by B at Zion
[\yg NS S R RS,

B advised that they had assumed that MAF either directly or indirectly
eclawing process requested by g on Zion felids, and accordingly
&1d. no specific objections to it being carried out by them on behalf oy and
WVildlife Garden's Limited.

. o
Vets advised that they had subsequently carried out similar dectawing on
several felids during 2004 when the Zoo had relocated from Kerikeri to Kamo Whangarel.

They stated that once again, as was the case at Kerikeri, a MAF contracted veterinarian was
present when they carried out the declawing and at that time, took the oppartunity to sample
bloods.

The MAF contracted veterinarian was also believed to have inoculaled the animals whilst they

N
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pad declawing of Zion Wildlife Gardens Limited's felids, (he practice believed it was acting
[awiully.

Investigations by: MAF ED AW revealed that one of the MAF veterinarians present at Zion
declawing was a Dr QUSSR DS was originally employed by MAF and after a MAF
restructuring by Agriquality and then, Asurequality. He is presently employed by Asurequality, /4

Dr & P was interviewed by MA ED AW, as the local veterinarian utilised Q i to

supervise the Zion tiger and lion importations during the quarantine of th e&}% bef OU

eventual release to Zion Wildlife Gardens Limited.

When interviewed, Dr -conﬁrmed that he was present at two lawiqgs of Zio&@

both at Kerikeri in 2000 and subsequently at Grey Road Kamo, Wﬁn el.

He advised MAF that Dr EESuaain@ieee. 2 ful time Mmgéﬁ\ ed vete

Auckland was also present at the Kerikeri declawing in &g > <Q

He confirmed that in addition to SR EREREREREy Vet ians, weterinarian, SRS
p

S of GREERRY \/cterinarians, also carried out | %}? clawing of Zlon Wildlife
Gardens Limited's liens.

Drmonﬁrmeél that declawing occurredWherrfagde felids ?/n ers and lions were in
quarantine under his supervision, under . ) é instigation of S5

ob E’- o the declawing and that it was
Hi5malic, He confirmed that it would be
ved of the declawing because MAF

He confirmed that neither he nor GEISRISNEED
never considered by them as being-up futd
reasonable for anyone o assul

vets were present. % 5

He also advised that and
sedation of the felids faGilitated.{f ion of the permit requirements for bloods smears
and inoculations to be (} A

The reasons D Tpcailed
declawing wer /> or safety, inment issues (possible escape) and the safety of the
animals fron&/nvﬂl;e eswhilst in containment or whilst being transported.

}1 imself, REREEEIREAREE and BRSNS both velerinarians

He co in Zdgiti
emgm%gég%\wa e that the declawing procedure was being carried out by Zion

Wil ltj{%atﬁ‘den itechihrough contracted velerinarians instrucled by GEEREEEEsy. He
ed tha \vledge no objections were ever raised or considered by he or by the
F

itepat t atis
thi {t(e}?i@jj\ns associated with Zion Wildlife Gardens Limited.

He Confir. at MAF veterinarians were present at, or aware of the front pad declawing of
larg %ﬂs\ three instances - ance at Kerikeri and twice at Zion Wildlife Gardens Limited at
Gri ~Ramo, Whangarei whilst imported animals were in gquarantine.

@ ieded that SRR learnt of the process and techniques for declawing frome{EERR
B of EEEEARSERRNy \/clerinarians in @i He confirmed that declawing sedation
\ass' ted the MAF veterinarians’ ability to comply with permit requirements as regards import
sampling and inoculations. .

He advised that there was one instance of MAF presence and involvement at an instance of

declawing Grey Road, Kamo, Whangarel which was filmed for the Lion Man Serieson TV.

The declawing of the animals was not of itself filmed, as it was considered too sensitive by
bul that he, DrBEER) was filmed as the MAF vel carrying out quarantine

~

sampling and inoculations of the imported felids.
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Outof\Scope
T
From: Helene s9@@
Sent: Wednesday, 18 May 2016 2:17 p.m.
To: Animal Welfare Submissions
Subject: Submission from the South Island Dobermann Club
Attachments: Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form (SIDC).docx

Attached please find a submission from the South Island Dobermann Club.

Thanks

Helene Street
Secretary/Teasurer
SiDC



Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form

South Island Dobermann Club (SI1DC)
s9(2)@)

My feedback:

62. Dogs — Tail Docking
Proposal
» Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct
supervision of a veterinarian
e Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons
e Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

The SIDC disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

We are a member club of the New Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC) and represent many registered
hreeders of pedigree dogs.

We use accredited members of the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds (NZCDB) to band the tails
of our litters. These people have their animal hushandry skills signed off by a veterinarian, who must
complete the application for accreditation by either witnessing neonate puppies being banded or
being in the presence of another accredited bander to enable them to perform tail shortening.

The NZCDB as an organisation was established in 2004 and membership is focussed on the welfare
of tail shortened breeds. They operate as a fully audited and regulated group under the umbrella of
the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee (NAWAC).

We are not aware of any complaints or issues that have arisen from any litter that has been banded
by an accredited bander and we understand that as an accredited group, they have performed taif
shortening on over 10,500 neonate puppies without incident since 2005.

We are of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and accredited banders only perform
the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act (No2) 2015 and this is not a surgical
praocedure,

The accredited bander that we use, bands the litters of traditionally docked dogs that still perform
their duties that they were designed for.

We understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel
any myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC
so we are surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

We understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which we see as being extremely one sided and is not factual.
We also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has



over 6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these
proposals and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

We understand that over 170 countries do not han the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPL.

We understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. We would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to
answer such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

We understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This
group also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to ance again offer their
opinion on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

We are of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases
that perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members
neonate puppies, however in the last 4 years we only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on
this information.

61. Dogs — Dew Claws

Proposal

s Frontlimb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed} hind limb dew claw removal;
o Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct

supervision of a veterinarian;

o Mustonly be performed for therapeutic reasons; and
o Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

s Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age):
o Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
o Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

We disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, this process is performed on a neonate puppy 4 days of age
or under. At this time it is 2 well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the
neonate puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting
through bone {has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a group of professional dog breeders and caretakers of our chosen breed, we are fully versed in
the damage that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. Our chosen breed has been bred to be
used in its traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and
suffering to the dog.

We understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented

and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. We would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to




answer such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

We understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This
group also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their
opinion on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

We understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which we see as being extremely one sided and is not factual.
We also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has
over 6000 members, but NZKC were notincluded as a major stakeholder when writing these
proposals and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

We understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MP! have been advised incorrectly.

We understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and we further
understand that the largest governing body (and only — NZKC) have also not been included in the
proposal to not allow this process tc remain as is.






Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form

Helene Street
s9(2)(a)

My feedback:

62. Dogs — Tail Docking
Proposal
¢ Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct
supervision of a veterinarian
¢ Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons
+ Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

I am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC) and am a registered breeder of pedigree
dogs.

| use an accredited member of the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds (NZCDB) to band the tails
of my litters. These people have their animal husbandry skills signed off by a veterinarian, who must
complete the application for accreditation by either witnessing neonate puppies being banded or
being in the presence of another accredited bander to enable them to perform tail shortening.

The NZCDB as an organisation was established in 2004 and membership is focussed on the welfare
of tail shortened breeds. They operate as a fully audited and regulated group under the umbrelia of
the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Weifare Advisory Committee (NAWAC).

| am not aware of any complaints or issues that have arisen from any litter that has been banded by
an accredited bander and 1 understand that as an accredited group, they have performed tail
shortening on over 10,500 neonate puppies without incident since 2005.

| am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and accredited banders only perform
the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act {No2) 2015 and this is not a surgical
procedure.

The accredited bander that | use, bands the litters of traditionally docked dogs that still perform
their duties that they were designed for.

| understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried cut by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

I understand that MPi partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing bady of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over



6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

t understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

L understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crosshred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

| am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. Dogs — Dew Claws

Proposal

s Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind limb dew claw removal:
o Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct

supervision of a veterinarian;

o Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and
o Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

e  Hind limb dew claws: non-ariiculated {greater than or equal to four days of age):
o Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
o Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

I disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, this process is performed on a neonate puppy 4 days of age
or under. At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the
neonate puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is remaoved without cutting
through bone (has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country inthe world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented

and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC} dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
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such detailed guestions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

I understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, vet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

| understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and ! further understand
that the largest governing body (and only — NZKC) have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is.
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Finally, 1 would like to you to ban the use of exotic animals in circuses. There is ample evidence
that these animals suffer in captivity, and there is no reason to allow that suffering for

enfertainment purposes.

Regards, Frances Caldwell, s92)@) |
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Submission on Animal Welfare Regulations

From:
Joanne Austin
s 9(2)()

My feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

| am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club {(NZKC) and am a registered breeder of pedigree
dogs.

| have never had a complaint or issue arise from any litter that | have had banding done on and to
the best of my knowledge [ understand that as an accredited group the NZ Council of Docked Breeds
have performed tail shortening on over 10 500 necnate puppies without incident since 2005.

| am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and this is not a surgical procedure.

The breeds that | am associated with and that are banded for me are traditionally docked dogs that
still perform their duties that they were designed for.

| understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MP|.

i understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal,



| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

| am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. The proposed reguiations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind limb
dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be perfermed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

t disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, | complete this process in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or
under. At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
bone (has not calcified} and does not bleed when perfermed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its
traditional purpese and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder's ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal,

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.




| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

| understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing body (and only — NZKC) have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is,
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MPI SUBMISSION ON SPURS AND INJURY STATISTICS
16 MAY 2016

1 am making this submission on behalf of the NZ Anti Rodeo Coalition (NZARC).

The National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee (NAWAC) Report to Accompany the Code
of Welfare: Rodeos {Hellstrom 2013) that supports the Code of Welfare: Rodeos (Minister of
Primary Industries 2014) has fundamental errors that | would like to address in this
submission. It would appear that the NAWAC report has omitted critical information that
forms the foundation of the rodeo code. In turn this has meant the rodeo code has not
addressed critical and fundamental issues related to rodeo.

I would also like to submit reports by NZ animal behaviourists and vets who are fuily
prepared to make such reports but as the submission timeframe is prohibitively small this is
is not possible. Although subsequent to the reading of this and on NAWAC/MPI’s
agreement, | am fully prepared to commission such reports.

| have made this submission on points outside of the MPI's “proposed rodeo code changes”
as MPI/NAWAC officials at the Auckland MP1 public consultation advised myself and others

to do so.

Tom Davidson, NZARC.
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SPURS

The NAWAC Report to Accompany the Code of Welfare: Rodeo (2013} states:

20, Gear
(a} Is the use of spurs on bucking animals necessary?

A number of submissions called for the use of spurs to be prohibited at rodeo events, Spurs
used in rodeos can be of different types and the rowel, which presses against the bull’s or
horse’s skin, may be either locked, or able to rotate to some degree, or be able to rotate
freely. The locked rowels have a harsher effect than the non-locked rowels as they do not
move against the animal’s flesh. The competitors use the spurs as another point of contact
{with the seat and handhold} to remain on bucking animals, and removing the spurs would
make it hard for the contestant to remain seated on the bull or horse.

NAWAC is satisfied that the spurs used on the animals in the bucking events are adequately
dulled and rotate sufficiently that they will not cause the animals undue pain or distress.
NAWAC has therefore added minimum standards stating that rowels that are able to be
locked must not be used in any event, and that partially locked rowels must not he used in
the saddle or bareback bronc riding events. The committee has also included an example
indicator providing the minimum dimensions to which the rowels need to conform to ensure
that they do not place unnecessary physical stress on the skin of the animais. These
minimum rowel dimensions are, in fact, also the current industry standard,

With regards to NAWAC's statement:

NAWAC is satisfied that the spurs used on the animals in the bucking events are adequately
dulled and rotate sufficiently that they will not cause the animals undue pain or distress.

NZARC RESPONSE:

A big part of the reason an animal will buck is that the spurs are driven with force into the
animals shoulders and then raked violently across the forequarters of the animal causing
intense pain. Rotating spurs generally won't tear the animal’s skin, but they are painful and
damaging nonetheless. Putting so much force onto a small area can only be painful. Even
without scientific evaluation this is just common sense.

Video 1 shows a spurboard in use (which is also used in New Zealand}. Video 2 shows the
damage of spurs on a piece of wood.

There is no purpose for this style of spurring outside of rodec but riders participating in
bucking events especially practise this ‘spurring’ on spurring boards to maximise accuracy,
pressure and pain. Video 3 shows a horse forced to buck by spur induced pain.

The action starts with a “mark out” (which is a stabbing motion) then the spurs are “raked”
and on the completion of the rake the horses are spurred again in a stabbing motion. This
cycle can repeat many times until the rider is either ejected or the 8 second time limit is
reached. Although dulled and rotating spurs will not generally pierce the skin {this would
cause a massive public outcry in NZ), they are still painful and do cause bruising and soft
tissue damage.
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it is blatantly obvious that this would be incredibly stressful and painful far the animal and
as such contravenes the animal welfare act. It is disturbing and simply untrue that NAWAC
states this would not cause the animal undue pain and distress. Coramon sense clearly
dictates otherwise. The report in this circumstance is critically flawed and incorrect.

Spurring bucking animals with practised precision and force cause bruising that is only
evident after bucking events, and even then only immediately obvious on animals with light
coloured coats. This is why spurring generally evades the public eye and critical scrutiny.
Image 1 shows physical trauma on a white horse. Other effects include mental health issues
involving stress and post-traumatic behaviours are harder to see.

Unless onloakers know exactly what is happening, it appears the rider is just flailing, as
opposed to the reality which is spurs being purposely driven into the animal’s shoulders
with force. Spurring happens very fast and usually at quite a distance from spectators. As
such the brutality of it is often not apparent to onlookers. Video 4 shows a rider putting
their spurring technique into action.

Image 1 This damage was demonstrated on a TV3 piece last year

Image 2 shows spurs used at Methven rodeo.
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Also omitted from the NAWAC report is the opposing views from the likes of eminent
American lawyers, Vets and the SPCA.

For example: Peggy Larson {2016), North American Vet, Lawyer and ex rodeo participant
states:
Pain and fear are the reasons animals go nuts in the chute. They know what is coming. Steel
spurs driven into their shoulders. | would have less concern for the bucking horse events if
spurs were removed. The bucking strap does not cause them physical pain but it is irritating.
The spurs, however, not only cause pain but also injure the skin and muscle tissue of the
shoulders.

Last year, NZARC recorded hulis heing chute-stalled refusing to go into the riding chute
where they would be spurred. We supplied a full vet/animal behaviourist’s report on this by
one of NZ's most eminent and qualified veterinarians who was totally independent of NZ
Rodeo, MP1 and animal activists.

MPI did not even acknowledge this repart although it was damning. This footage has now
gone viral and sparked massive public outcry towards the perpetrators and MPI. This bull
would rather get multiple electric shocks than be ridden and spurred. Video 5 is a copy of
this video. MPI already has a copy.

The Royal New Zealand Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals’ (RNZSPCA 2004)
stance and policy has also been totally omitted by NAWAC in its report. The omission totally
contravenes and conflicts SPCA POLICY which states:

The SPCA is opposed to the use of spurs and rowels in rodeos

NAWAC {Hellstrém 2013) STATEMENT:

The competitors use the spurs as another point of contact {with the seat and handhold) to
remain on bucking animals, and removing the spurs would make it hard for the contestant
to remain seated on the bull or horse.

NZARC RESPONSE:

Although this may be true on some forms of horse riding, in the context of bucking
animals/events it is very misleading and nonsensical, as the contest is between man and
horse to see if the rider can remain seated.

The pain of the spurring action encourages/activates the animals bucking as the animal
attempts to get the source of the pain off their back. This is more their purpose in this
context, not to simply to hold position. NAWAC has not portrayed this side of the equation.

If this is not the case, we would like to respectively ask NAWAC why does NZRCA give points
for spurring if not to get the animal to start bucking and to buck more vigorously?

What purpose would there be to reward the stabbing motion if not to cause the animal to
buck? So the rider could stay on? That is simply against the nature of bucking events and
makes no sense.
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We would also like to ask NAWAC why the SPCA would oppose spurring (rodeo style) if its
purpose was simply for the rider to hold position? Natural horse riders are quite capable of
holding position without spurs.

Spurring to provoke bucking is unequivocally animal abuse.

SUGGESTION: As has been adopted in the UK, spurring is completely barred from rodeo.
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INJURY STATISTICS
NAWAC IN ITS REPORT (Hellstrdm 2013) STATES:

{b) How many animals are injured in rodeos?

Reports from the USA indicate that there are few injuries associated with the modern rodeo.
For example, one minor injury out of 915 calf roping runs [August- September 1994), 15
injuries from 27,767 animal runs at 19 rodeos {1998-1999) and 15 injuries from 26,584
animal runs at 21 rodeos {1998-2000) {Furman, 2001}.

Recent surveys reflect a similar level of injuries. A survey by veterinarians independently
contracted to be present at Professional Rodeo Cowhoys Association events in the USA in
2009 recorded 28 injuries in 75,472 rodeo exposures, giving an injury rate of 0.00037%. A
survey of Australian Professional Rodeo Association rodeos held in Victoria from 2005 to
2012 found an overall injury rate of just 0.072 %, that is less than cne injury for every 1405
times an animal is used in competition. Based on severity of injury, that is where veterinary
attention was needed, the injury frequency is 0.036 %, or one injury in every 2810 times an
animatl is used, including transport, yarding and in competition.

NAWAC therefore considers that there is not a high risk of injury to rodeo animals. However,
the committee considers that every effort should be made to minimise the risk of injury to
these animals. As rodeos are a form of entertainment there is an ethical obligation on
society to ensure that the welfare of these animals is paramount. For this reason, NAWAC
considers that the review of the code of welfare for rodeos as important to ensure that
standards are in place to maintain the welfare of rodeo animals.

NZARC RESPONSE:

On face value this would indicate that rodeo is almost totally injury free. A less superficial
examination reveals a very different story.

[ have deep concerns at not only how NAWAC has collated this report but also the lack of
nen-biased rodeo industry-aligned sources used.

THE ISSUES

These statistics are generally Wikipedia-sourced (this in itself is often inaccurate), poorly
qualified and are rodec-industry collated statistics. The rodeo industry very clearly has a
vested interest in “NOT” reporting injuries for the obvious reason that there would be a
public outcry — which would lead to the closing of rodeo.

For example, NAWAC has used the Furman 2001 report for a statistic resource. JW Furman
is an ex rodeo rider and is industry aligned. He could hardly be considered to be a neutral
source. Yet NAWAC has quoted his 15 year old report from a non credible non neutral
source.,

Conversely those that oppose rodeo have no way of collecting data as they can only collect
it from what are generally pro-rodeo sources as they don’t have free access behind the
chutes or access to the animals between leaving the rodeo arena and going back to their
origin or to the slaughterhouse.
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Reporting prior to 2001 was very one-sided as anti-rodeo groups were not recording rodeo
footage significantly and indeed video cameras at that stage were not as covert as they are
now. Once Shark {an American anti-rodeo lobby group) started lobbying and videoing in
America incidences of recorded injuries dramatically increased.

‘Reported’ injuries and ‘actual’ injuries are obviously different. After rodeo eventsanimals
are often destined for slaughter and there is clearly no will for the rodeo organizers to
report injuries and no way for the anti-rodeo sector to check or collect these statistics. For
NAWAC to claim that a lack of statistics is a basis to take a pro-rodeo stance is akin to
legislating in favour of child abuse for lack of full child abuse statistics. It is not a fair or just
stance.

NAWAC has made no mention of the other side of the debate in its report on injury
statistics. The following is a report from an American Vet in the time that NAWAC based the
initial part of its reporti.e. before 2001.

Larson (1998) documents that Dr. T. K. Hardy, a veterinarian who was also a calf roper, was
quoted in Newsweek stating that calf roping is an expensive sport. He stated that 2or 3
calves are injured in each practice session and have to be replaced.

“As a pathologist and former meat inspector, | believe my colleagues when they report
horrendous injuries to rodeo cattle.” Dr. C. G. Haber, a veterinarian with thirty years’
experience as a USDA meat inspector says, "The rodeo folks send their animals to the
packing houses where...| have seen cattle so extensively bruised that the only areas in which
the skin was attached was the head, neck, legs, and belly. | have seen animals with six to
eight ribs broken from the spine and at times puncturing the lungs. | have seen as much as
two and three gallons of free blood accumulated under the detached skin.” (also
documented in Larson 1998).

A career USDA meat inspection veterinarian, Dr. Robert Fetzner, Director of Slaughter
Operations for FSIS {USDA) stated in our phone conversation on September 9, 1998, "Lots of
rodeo animals went to slaughter. | found broken ribs, punctured lungs, hematomas, broken
legs, severed tracheas and the figamenta nuchae were torn loose." Torn ligamenta nuchae
are broken necks (Larson 1998).

NAWAC have used veterinarians “independently contracted” by the PRCA to give spurious
results such as injury rate of 0.00037% which even people inside rodeo circles highly doubt.
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NAWAC (Hellstrém 2013) states:

A survey by veterinarians independently contracted to be present at Professional Rodeo
Cowbays Association events in the USA in 2009 recorded 28 injuries in 75,472 rodeo.

What NAWAC has not taken into consideration is that some vets that are “independently
contracted” to rodeo in NZ have vested interests and don’t necessarily report injuries. Just
because they are independently contracted it does not necessarily go to follow that those
same vets don’t have vested interests, are industry aligned or are not biased. Numerous
Vets in NZ are employed by the Agricultural sector and would not like to make waves in
communities where they work for fear of losing business or worse.

An example in NZ is Totally Vets and Taupo Vets who much to the disdain of a lot of
mainstream Vets in NZ actually sponsor rodecs. And yet would be considered
“independently contracted” vets.

If this report is what the rodeo code is based on and this is a report that the Minister
references and 1 surmise commissioned. Then the rodeo code is very skewed and
misrepresentative and has resulted in a lot of unnecessary animal suffering.

If such reports are commissioned then a critical evaluation must occur before it is submitted
to the public. It also should not be compiled and implemented by any entity that receives
monetary gain directly or indirectly from such a report. MPI has a clear conflict of interest
and this report is not independent enough to be valid.

There is presently a large petition in front of parliament of nearly 63,000 signatures. This
petition to Ban Rodeos is run by SPCA (who have to attend rodeos), SAFE, Farmwatch and is
supported by all the animal advocacy groups including HUHA and PAW JUSTICE. The fall out
from a Non Ban will be incredibly bad public relations for MPI and NAWAC, and will resultin
a lot of bad press for the Minister who himself is a sheep and Beef farmer and will be judged
fairly or unfairly as hiased.

The main areas of issue in the NAWAC report are in the areas of Spurring and Injury
statistics. There are other areas of rodeo that | would like to address such as calf roping but
as MPI has only allowed such a limited time frame for submissions this is not possible. This
small timeframe makesone think of how much MPI considers external submissions,
discussions and opinions to be important.

The Farmwatch video on bobby calf treatment was a huge PR disaster for MPI. If a rodec
Ban doesn’t ensue | am confident MPI/NAWAC will be a huge source of public discontent
especially considering rodeo is for entertainment purposes only.

The general public is becoming more aware of the problematic issues including animal
abuse involved in rodeo. It is progressively becoming more apparent that mainstream NZ
does not support rodeo. It is contributing to a rural urban divide like never befare and is
simply not ethical.

The only solution is a totai ban.
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Media included in this submission
(accessible via: https://drive.google com/folderview?id=0B91VX4QxU1gObVZIOFRIWVZIdiARusp=sharing)

Image 1: Spurring damage.jpg, taken at Methven Rodeo.
Image 2: Spur nz.jpg, taken at Methven Rodeo.

Video 1: Spurboard practice.mp4, downloaded from (please copy & paste}:
https.//www.youtube.com/watch?v=i-Use3Hq_6k
last accessed May 2016.

Video 2: Rodeo Spur Abuse.mp4, downloaded from:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CR 5ZhligCq0
last accessed May 2016.

Video 3: DSCF2800 shows spurring to start horse bucking and a tie up.mov, taken at Kihikihi
Rodeo 2015.

Video 4: DSCF2799 |ot of spurring injured cowboy.mov, taken at Kihikihi Rodeo 2015.

Video 5: Video 5 TV1 bull shocking.mp4, taken at Fielding Rodeo, 2015.
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IVIPI SUBMISSION ON SPURS AND INJURY STATISTICS
16 MAY 2016

| am making this submission on behalf of the NZ Anti Rodeo Coalition (NZARC).

The National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee (NAWAC) Report to Accompany the Code
of Welfare: Rodeos (Hellstrém 2013) that supports the Code of Welfare: Rodeos (Minister of
Primary Industries 2014) has fundamental errors that | would like to address in this
submission. It would appear that the NAWAC report has omitted critical information that
forms the foundation of the rodeo code. In turn this has meant the rodeo code has not
addressed critical and fundamental issues related to rodeo.

| would also like to submit reports by NZ animal behaviourists and vets who are fully
prepared to make such reports but as the submission timeframe is prohibitively small this is
is not possible. Although subsequent to the reading of this and on NAWAC/MPI's
agreement, | am fully prepared to commission such reports.

| have made this submission on points outside of the MPI's “proposed rodeo code changes”
as MPI/NAWAC officials at the Auckland MPI public consultation advised myself and others
to do so.

Tom Davidson, NZARC.
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SPURS

The NAWAC Report to Accompany the Code of Welfare: Rodeo (2013) states:

20. Gear
(a) Is the use of spurs on bucking onimals necessary?

A numbher of submissions called for the use of spurs to be prohibited at rodeo events. Spurs
used in rodeos can be of different types and the rowel, which presses against the bull’s or
horse’s skin, may be either locked, or able to rotate to some degree, or be able to rotate
freely. The locked rowels have a harsher effect than the non-locked rowels as they do not
move against the animal’s flesh. The competitors use the spurs as another point of contact
{with the seat and handhold) to remain on bucking animals, and removing the spurs would
make it hard for the contestant to remain seated on the bull or horse.

NAWAC is satisfied that the spurs used on the animals in the bucking events are adequately
dulled and rotate sufficiently that they will not cause the animals undue pain or distress.
NAWAC has therefore added minimum standards stating that rowels that are able to be
focked must not be used in any event, and that partially locked rowels must not be used in
the saddle or bareback bronc riding events. The committee has also included an example
indicator providing the minimum dimensions to which the rowels need to conform to ensure
that they do not place unnecessary physical stress on the skin of the animals. These
minimum rowel dimensions arg, in fact, also the current industry standard.

With regards to NAWAC's statement:

NAWAC is satisfied that the spurs used on the animals in the bucking events are adequately
dulled and rotate sufficiently that they will not cause the animals undue pain or distress.

NZARC RESPONSE:

A big part of the reason an animal will buck is that the spurs are driven with force into the
animals shoulders and then raked violently across the forequarters of the animal causing
intense pain. Rotating spurs generally won’t tear the animai’s skin, but they are painful and
damaging nonetheless. Putting so much force onto a small area can only be painful. Even
without scientific evaluation this is just common sense.

Video 1 shows a spurboard in use (which is also used in New Zealand). Video 2 shows the
damage of spurs on a piece of wood.

There is no purpose for this style of spurring outside of rodeo but riders participating in
bucking events especially practise this ‘spurring’ on spurring boards to maximise accuracy,
pressure and pain. Video 3 shows a horse forced to buck by spur induced pain.

The action starts with a “mark out” (which is a stabbing motion) then the spurs are “raked”
and on the completion of the rake the horses are spurred again in a stabbing motion. This
cycle can repeat many times until the rider is either ejected or the 8 second time limit is
reached. Although dulled and rotating spurs will not generally pierce the skin {this would
cause a massive public outcry in NZJ}, they are still painful and do cause bruising and soft
tissue damage.
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It is blatantly obvious that this would be incredibly stressful and painful for the animal and
as such contravenes the animal welfare act. It is disturbing and simply untrue that NAWAC
states this would not cause the animal undue pain and distress. Common sense clearly
dictates otherwise. The report in this circumstance is critically flawed and incorrect.

Spurring bucking animals with practised precision and force cause bruising that is only
evident after bucking events, and even then only immediately obvious on animals with light
coloured coats. This is why spurring generally evades the public eye and critical scrutiny.
Image 1 shows physical trauma on a white horse. Other effects include mental health issues
involving stress and post-traumatic behaviours are harder to see.

Unless onlookers know exactly what is happening, it appears the rider is just flailing, as
opposed to the reality which is spurs being purposely driven into the animal’s shoulders
with force. Spurring happens very fast and usually at guite a distance from spectators. As
such the brutality of it is often not apparent to onlookers. Video 4 shows a rider putting
their spurring technique into action.

Image 1 This damage was demonstrated on a TV3 piece last year

Image 2 shows spurs used at Methven radeo.
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Also omitted from the NAWAC report is the opposing views from the likes of eminent
American lawyers, Vets and the SPCA.

For example: Peggy Larson {2016), North American Vet, Lawyer and ex rodeo participant
states:
Pain and fear are the reasons animals go nuts in the chute. They know what is coming. Steel
spurs driven into their shoulders. | would have less concern for the bucking horse events if
spurs were removed. The bucking strap does not cause them physical pain butitis irritating.
The spurs, however, not only cause pain but also injure the skin and muscle tissue of the
shoulders.

Last year, NZARC recorded bulls heing chute-stalled refusing to go into the riding chute
where they would be spurred. We supplied a full vet/animal behaviourist's report on this by
one of NZ's maost eminent and qualified veterinarians who was totally independent of NZ
Rodeo, MP! and animal activists.

MPI did not even acknowledge this report although it was damning, This footage has now
gone viral and sparked massive public outcry towards the perpetrators and MPI. This bull
would rather get multiple electric shocks than be ridden and spurred. Video 5 is a copy of
this video. MPI already has a copy.

The Royal New Zealand Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals’ (RNZSPCA 2004)
stance and policy has also been totally omitted by NAWAC in its report. The omission totally
contravenes and conflicts SPCA POLICY which states:

The SPCA is opposed to the use of spurs and rowels in rodeos

NAWAC (Hellstr6m 2013) STATEMENT:

The competitors use the spurs as another point of contact {with the seat and handhold) to
remain on bucking animals, and removing the spurs would make it hard for the contestant
to remain seated on the bull or horse.

NZARC RESPONSE:

Although this may be true on some forms of horse riding, in the context of bucking
animals/events it is very misleading and nonsensical, as the contest is between man and
horse to see if the rider can remain seated.

The pain of the spurring action encourages/activates the animals bucking as the animal
attempts to get the source of the pain off their back. This is more their purpose in this
context, not to simply to hold position. NAWAC has not portrayed this side of the equation.

If this is not the case, we would like to respectively ask NAWAC why does NZRCA give points
for spurring if not to get the animal to start bucking and to buck more vigorously?

What purpose would there be to reward the stabbing motion if not to cause the animal to
buck? So the rider could stay on? That is simply against the nature of bucking events and
makes no sense.
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We would also like to ask NAWAC why the SPCA would oppose spurring (rodeo style) if its
purpose was simply for the rider to hold position? Natural horse riders are quite capable of
holding position without spurs.

Spurring to provoke bucking is unequivocally animal abuse.

SUGGESTION: As has been adopted in the UK, spurring is completely barred from rodeo.
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INJURY STATISTICS
NAWAC IN ITS REPORT {Hellstrdm 2013) STATES:

(b} How many animals are injured in rodeos?

Reports from the USA indicate that there are few injuries associated with the modern rodeo.
For example, one minor injury out of 915 calf roping runs (August- September 1994), 15
injuries from 27,767 animal runs at 19 rodeos (1998-1999) and 15 injuries from 26,584
animal runs at 21 rodeos (1998-2000} (Furman, 2001).

Recent surveys reflect a similar level of injuries. A survey by veterinarians independently
contracted to be present at Professional Rodee Cowboys Association events in the USA in
2009 recorded 28 injuries in 75,472 rodeo exposures, giving an injury rate of 0.00037%. A
survey of Australian Professional Rodeo Association rodeos held in Victoria from 2005 to
2012 found an overall injury rate of just 0,072 %, that is less than one injury for every 1405
times an animal is used in competition. Based on severity of injury, that is where veterinary
attention was needed, the injury frequency is 0.036 %, or one injury in every 2810 times an
animal is used, including transport, yarding and in competition.

NAWAC therefore considers that there is not a high risk of injury to rodeo animals. However,
the committee considers that every effort should be made to minimise the risk of injury to
these animals. As rodeos are a form of entertainment there is an ethical obligation on
society to ensure that the welfare of these animals is paramount. For this reason, NAWAC
considers that the review of the code of welfare for rodeos as important to ensure that
standards are in place to maintain the welfare of rodeo animals.

NZARC RESPONSE:

On face value this would indicate that rodeo is almost totally injury free. A less superficial
examination reveals a very different story.

| have deep concerns at not only how NAWAC has collated this report but also the lack of
non-biased rodeo industry-aligned sources used.

THE ISSUES

These statistics are generally Wikipedia-sourced (this in itself is often inaccurate), poorly
qualified and are rodec-industry collated statistics. The rodeo industry very clearly has a
vested interest in “NOT” reporting injuries for the obvious reason that there would be a
public outcry — which would lead to the closing of rodeo.

For example, NAWAC has used the Furman 2001 report for a statistic resource. JW Furman
is an ex rodeo rider and is industry aligned. He could hardly be considered to be a neutral
source. Yet NAWAC has quoted his 15 year old report from a non credible non neutral
source.

Conversely those that oppose rodeo have no way of collecting data as they can only collect
it from what are generally pro-rodeo sources as they don’t have free access behind the
chutes or access to the animals between leaving the rodeo arena and going back to their
origin or to the slaughterhouse.
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Reporting prior to 2001 was very one-sided as anti-rodeo groups were not recording rodea
footage significantly and indeed video cameras at that stage were not as covert as they are
now. Once Shark (an American anti-rodeo lobby group) started lobbying and videoing in
America incidences of recorded injuries dramatically increased.

‘Reported’ injuries and ‘actual’ injuries are obviously different. After rodeo events animals
are often destined for slaughter and there is clearly no will for the rodeo organizers to
report injuries and no way for the anti-rodeo sector to check or collect these statistics. For
NAWAC to claim that a lack of statistics is a basis to take a pro-rodeo stance is akin to
legislating in favour of child abuse for lack of full child abuse statistics. It is not a fair or just
stance.

NAWAC has made no mention of the other side of the debate in its report on injury
statistics. The following is a report from an American Vet in the time that NAWAC based the
initial part of its report i.e. before 2001.

Larson (1998) documents that Dr. T. K. Hardy, a veterinarian who was also a calf roper, was
quoted in Newsweek stating that calf roping is an expensive sport. He stated that 2 or 3
calves are injured in each practice session and have to be replaced.

“As a pathologist and former meat inspector, | believe my colleagues when they report
horrendous injuries to rodeo cattle.” Dr. C. G. Haber, a veterinarian with thirty years’
experience as a USDA meat inspector says, "The rodeo folks send their animals to the
packing houses where...l have seen cattle so extensively bruised that the only areas in which
the skin was attached was the head, neck, legs, and belly. | have seen animals with six to
eight ribs broken from the spine and at times puncturing the lungs. | have seen as much as
two and three gallons of free biood accumulated under the detached skin." (also
documented in Larson 1998).

A career USDA meat inspection veterinarian, Dr. Robert Fetzner, Director of Slaughter
Operations for FSIS (USDA) stated in our phone conversation on September 9, 1998, "Lots of
rodeo animals went to slaughter. | found broken ribs, punctured lungs, hematomas, broken
legs, severed tracheas and the ligamenta nuchoe were torn loose." Torn ligamenta nuchae
are broken necks (Larson 1998).

NAWAC have used veterinarians “independently contracted” by the PRCA to give spurious
results such as injury rate of 0.00037% which even people inside rodeo circles highly doubt.
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NAWAC {Hellstrém 2013) states:

A survey by veterinarians independently contracted to be present at Professionzl Rodeo
Cowboys Association events in the USA in 2009 recorded 28 injuries in 75,472 rodeo.

What NAWAC has not taken into consideration is that some vets that are “independently
contracted” to rodeo in NZ have vested interests and don’t necessarily report injuries. Just
because they are independently contracted it does not necessarily go to follow that those
same vets don’t have vested interests, are industry aligned or are not biased. Numerous
Vets in NZ are employed by the Agricultural sector and would not like to make waves in
communities where they work for fear of losing business or worse,

An example in NZ is Totally Vets and Taupo Vets who much to the disdain of a lot of
mainstream Vets in NZ actually sponsor rodeos. And yet would be considered
“independently contracted” vets.

If this report is what the rodeo code is based on and this is a report that the Minister
references and | surmise commissioned. Then the rodeo code is very skewed and
misrepresentative and has resulted in a lot of unnecessary animal suffering.

If such reports are commissioned then a critical evaluation must occur before it is submitted
to the public. It also should not be compiled and implemented by any entity that receives
monetary gain directly or indirectly from such a report. MPI has a clear conflict of interest
and this report is not independent enocugh to be valid.

There is presently a large petition in front of parliament of nearly 63,000 signatures. This
petition to Ban Rodeos is run by SPCA {who have to attend rodeos), SAFE, Farmwatch and is
supported by all the animal advocacy groups including HUHA and PAW JUSTICE. The fall out
from a Non Ban will be incredibly bad public relations for MPI and NAWAC, and will result in
a lot of bad press for the Minister who himself is a sheep and Beef farmer and will be judged
fairly or unfairly as biased.

The main areas of issue in the NAWAC report are in the areas of Spurring and Injury
statistics. There are other areas of rodeo that | would like to address such as calf roping but
as MPI has only allowed such a limited time frame for submissions this is not possible. This
small timeframe makes one think of how much MPI considers external submissions,
discussions and opinions to be important.

The Farmwatch video on bobby calf treatment was a huge PR disaster for MPL. |f a rodeo
Ban doesn’t ensue | am confident MPI/NAWAC will be a huge source of public discontent
especially considering rodeo is for entertainment purposes only,

The general public is becoming more aware of the problematic issues including animal
abuse involved in rodeo. It is progressively becoming more apparent that mainstream NZ
does not support rodeo. It is contributing to a rural urban divide like never before and is
simply not ethical.

The only solution is a total ban.
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Media included in this submission
(accessible via: https://drive.gcogte.com/folderview?id=0891VX40xU1qObVZIOFRAWVZIdjA&usp=sharing)

image 1: Spurring damage.jpg, taken at Methven Rodeo.
image 2: Spur nz.jpg, taken at Methven Rodeo.

Video 1: Spurboard practice.mp4, down|oaded from (please copy & paste):
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i-Use3Hq_6k
last accessed May 2016.

Video 2: Rodeo Spur Abuse.mp4, downloaded from:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CR S5ZhigCq0
fast accessed May 2016.

Video 3: DSCF2800 shows spurring to start horse bucking and a tie up.mov, taken at Kihikihi
Rodeo 2015.

Video 4: DSCF2799 [ot of spurring injured cowboy.mov, taken at Kihikihi Rodeo 2015.

Video 5: Video 5 TV1 bull shocking.mp4, taken at Fielding Rodeo, 2015.
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issue with this proposal - unclear as to weather the hitting of a horse around any other area of their
body is prohibited

FIVE FREEDOM BREACH - appropriate handling - one would argue that it would never be
appropriate or necessary to hit a horse in the genitals, legs, neck, stomach areas.

- breach of protection of injury - hitting a horse around any body part may cause injury.

This is one point that is far to vague and in need of clarification.

INFRINGEMENT FEE DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE OF AN APPROPRIATE PUNISHMENT TO
DETEER

- 17, 18,19 - LAYER HENS
- Current status prohibits the normal behavior of a Hen.

- Proposed to change requirements in a step by step process to the year 2022 to all hens living in
colony cages.

CAGES AND COLONY CAGES DO NOT PROVIDE HENS WITH THE ABILITY TO BEHAVE
AS THEY WOULD NATURALLY. They remain unable to move about freely without causing
injury and disease to one another, they are not provided with areas of natural sunlight, shade, space,
grass, and a place to naturally peck at the ground which is a normal behavior of Hens.

FIVE FREEDOM BRIACH - not able to display the normal patterns of behavior.

This point needs much discussion and changes in order to meet the five freedoms.

It is at this point where my frustration grows to a point where I have not enough time to comment on
the numerous concerns I have around Pigs, Dogs, Rodeos, which all are in breach of the FIVE
FREEDOMS.




[ encourage you to do the sensible thing, and reconsider the submission timeframe, sincerely look at
the submissions made which request the requirements of animal ownership to be more stringent, the
punishments for animal abuse to be more severe and the reputation of our country to be upheld in the
greatest light it could be in regards to animal care and welfare.

We continue to have severely abused children in this country, with alarmingly high abuse, death,
poverty and obesity levels. We have much further to go when it comes to sentient beings having the
right to live in this country torture and abuse free also.

Perhaps MPI could take on the challenge of making things right for the animals, which will in turn
force our government to consider the rights of our children.

I look forward to your positive reply, granting further time for these submissions to be forwarded.

Sincerely

Nikki Pileff
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[ understand that M1 partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not
factual. | also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the
NZKC has over 6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when
writing these proposals and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

| understand that breed specifics are nof taken into account when this proposal was
documented and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with
crosshred non-pedigree (no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the
stakeholder's ability to answer such detailed questions around form and function of a
specific breed for the purposes of this proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA.
This group also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again
offer their opinion on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

| am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual
cases that perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC
members neonate puppies.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated
(jointed) hind limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:;

When performing a dew claw removal, | complete this process in a neonate puppy aged
between 2-4 days. At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last
part of the neonate puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is
removed without cutting through bone (has not calcified) and does not bleed when
performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the
health and welfare of the dog will be compromised. Many dogs are extremely fast runners
and they do not have dew claws to provide support.

Dogs use their front feet to hold objects steady while chewing them. Not dew claws.

In my chosen breed | am fully aware of the damage that a dew claw can cause to the dog if
left on. My chosen breed are 100% family protection and have been bred to be used in its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on can result in significant pain and suffering to
the dog and its owners.

If they are ever allowed {c get long, the quick will grow proportionately, making it more and
more difficult to keep that toenail short. This is quite factual with many Pet Owners who




don't keep these trimmed and they start to grow back around into the dogs leg.Not to
mention the fact that dogs with dew claws, who also like to dig a lot, wilt sometimes irritate
the dew claw, or even break the dew claw bone (not all dew claws have bones). This could
happen when reaching through a chain link fence or something similar.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was
documented and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with
crossbred non-pedigree (no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the
stakeholder's ability to answer such detailed questions around form and function of a
specific breed for the purposes of this proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA.
This group also deals with crosshred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again
offer their opinion on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

1 understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not
factual. 1also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the
NZKC has over 6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when
writing these proposals and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics
have been ignored in this instance and MP! have been advised incorrectly.






Submission on the Proposed Animal Weifare Regulations (Care and Conduct and Surgical &
Painful Procedures).

This submission is to:

Animal Welfare Strategy and Legislation Review
Ministry of Primary Industries

P.O. Box 2526

Wellington

This submission is from:

Jill Watson

Norwester Norwich Terriers
s 9(2)(@)

This submission is in regard to the Animal Welfare Proposed Regulations.

This submission relates to the propsed banning of the banding method of docking the tails of and the
removal of dewclaws in neonate puppies.

Submitter's Profile

| am a breeder and show exhibitor of Norwich Terriers, sometimes importing and exporting dogs so as
to improve and diversify the gene pool in this breed. This is important so as not to "double up” on
health problems, and to enable breed improvement. While | show many of my puppies, most go to pet
homes. The fact that they have banded tails and their dewclaws have been removed very early in life
has never caused any problem, either with pet or show puppies.

The Norwich is a traditionally docked breed, which has not been selected for the strength or
appearance of the natural tail. As with many other terrier breeds, a shortened tail enabled the Norwich
to be puffed out backwards from burrows and other confined spaces, without risking breaking the tail.
If the appearance of the natural tail had to be bred from, this would further narrow the gene pool, as
there is a wide divergence in the sort of tails that appear in the breed. Typically, the Nerwich Terrier
tail narrows and becomes weaker about halfway along, the point at which the tail is banded.

| am the secretary of the Canterbury Combined Terrier Club, a member of the New Zealand Council of
Docked Breeds, the NZKC, the Norwich Terrier Club (UK) and the Norwich Tetrier Club of America. |
am an accredited bander, and have tall banded many litters of puppies, and removed their dewclaws.
Submission

Tail Banding_Proposal 62.

1 wish to make some remarks on the tail banding of puppies up to the age of four days, by trained and
accredited persons, as allowed for in the 2010 Code of Welfare (Dogs) Minimum Standard 7, and now
threatened with banning, under this proposed Reguiation.

The procedure is currently restricted to puppies of traditionally docked breeds, from litters which must
be registered with the NZKC. Docked puppies cannot be NZKC registered uniess they have been



banded as laid down by protocols, by an accredited bander. This arrangement, in force for five years
now, ensures compliance from pedigree breeders, and has a clear record of success.

The only grounds on which an argument for further restrictions on the fail banding of neonate puppies
might reasonably be made is that of cruelty, or later fife health disadvantage to the dog. It is known
that sensation in very young puppies is only imperfectly developed, certainly up to the age of up to
four days which is the limit for fail banding of puppies. This is based not only on science, but also the
personal observation of breeders. it is not logical on the grounds of cruelty to further restrict this
procedure, while 24 million fully sensate lambs were tailed hy exactly the same procedure in 2015,
and a significant proportion of them, (as well as many calves), castrated by it as weil.

Castration by rubber ring is legal on lambs and calves up to the age of six months, when severe pain
must certainly be experienced. indeed, anyone who has observed the tailing by rubber ring of even
young lambs must admit that pain is often clearly evident as the circulation is cut off. Some lambs fiop
about in obvious agony, others lie immobile. Some smail proportion of lambs even die of shock after
tailing. Fiysfrike cannot be advanced as a justification in the case of castration, as it is in the case of
tailing of lambs. If cruelty is the measure, then those practices must also be banned, whatever the
justification in terms of animal husbandry or economics. The ends cannot justify the means in cases
involving crueity. Less intensive stocking of pastures, harder types of feed, more regular worming,
and attention to crutching, could reduce the incidence of fiystrike by management methods. Not alf
countries faii fambs. ! also note that tailing of lambs is a prophylactic procedure, but is not under
question, as opposed to an argument fotwarded to ban tailing and dewclaw removat in puppies on the
grounds that these procedures are prophylactic.

I have read the contentions of the NZ Veterinary Association that the tail banding of puppies
potentially leads to neuromas, chronic pain, incontinence (faecal and possibly urinary) and
hypersensitivity to pain, as well as being detrimental to communication and balance. Breeders of
docked breeds can place our personai experience of none of these conditions ever developing in the
dogs we have lived with for all of their lives. Would not these health issues be reported back to
breeders by the owners of puppies sold to pet homes?

That tail banding is detrimental to the animal's balance is clearly untrue. Alf of the traditionally docked
breeds are working dogs of one sort or another. They would not have been docked breeds in the first
place had this adversely affected their agility, health or performance. Many puppies of the pedigree
breeds that are the only puppies legally banded, compete at dog shows from the age of three months,
Show judges are not only looking for conformation points, but ailso free, balanced movement, a happy
temperament, and good health and condition. These qualities are unlikely to appear in animals with
the health challenges it is erroneousiy claimed are suffered by banded puppies and dogs.

While some countries have banned docking/banding, a much larger number have not. These include
two important reciprocal markets for pedigree dogs, the United States (especially Hawaii) and Japan.
These countries are atiracied by New Zealand's excellent bio-security standing, and the good
bloodlines we have built up here in many breeds. They prefer docked dogs, because that is what they
are used {o seeing in their own countries. Sharing of bloodlines benefits our breeds, This is another
important reason why freedom of choice should remain.

Dewclaws. Proposal 61,

The dewclaws of most pedigree puppies are removed when the puppies are up to four days old. The
Proposal seems to suggest that this is a major surgery, which involves sawing through bone, but this

is by no means the case. The dewciaw has not yet attached to the leg, let alone “firmly”, it is very soft
at this early stage of development. it can gently be held away from the leg, and snipped through with

sharp scissors, being careful to remove all trace of the claw to prevent regrowth. There is usually a




small amount of bleeding, which is easy to stop, as the wound is small and shailow. Therefore
possible haemorrhage, as suggested in the Proposai, is not an issue. Pain relief would be
inappropriate and unnecessary at this age. Puppies relax when returned to the care of their mother,
and either sleep or feed as normal. Breeders must have been carrying out this procedure correctly, as
pain, haemorrhage, infection and scarring have nof been encountered. Again, a case of theory
coming up against aciual experience.

it is difficuit to see why this very minor operation appears in a set of Animal Welfare Proposed
Regulations, as it is done to prevent painful injury later in life, either from tearing of the dewclaw, or by
unclipped dewclaws cutting into the leg. Professional groomers report finding many instances of the
latter injury with pet dogs of coated breeds, who are otherwise well cared for, when dewclaws are
present. Why wait until a painful injury occurs?

The ultimate running dog, the greyhound, often suffers dewclaw injuries in racing. This fact is
evidenced in stipendiary stewards’ reports, which can report both front dewclaws being torn off in a
single race start. Is this not a preventable crueity? Many greyhound breeders remove dewclaws at a
few days old. Apparently the absence of dewclaws makes no difference in regards to performance.
Dogs which have had dewclaws removed after injury can race just as well as before. This seems to
prove that they serve no significant purpose when running.

Why dogs would try to hold objects steady with their dewclaws, when they have sirong and sensitive
paws to use for this purpose, is hard to fathom. Dogs without dewclaws seem to manage to chew
bones and play with toys perfectly well. In fact, their behaviour in all cases is not discernibly different
from dogs which retain their dewclaws, apart from the potential for injury having been removed.

If the Ministry for Primary Industries wants to charge breeders $5000 for having dewclaws removed,
and tails banded, will the Government be prepared {o pay for the veterinary care of dogs who
experience dewclaw or tail injuries? Perhaps the members of the New Zealand Veterinary Association
will waive charges in such cases, as it seems to believe that such injuries so seldom occur?

In summary, tail banding and dewclaw removal in pupples up to 4 days old cause very littte pain, and

prevent injuries in later life. These procedures, when carried out by accredited and experienced
persons, should continue to be allowed under the same condiions as at present.

Thank you for your consideration of this submission.









| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups iargely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC} dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed guestions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

{ understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified 1o once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

{ am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act onindividual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years t only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated {jointed) hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or egual to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status guo and these are my
reascns:

The dew claw removatl is a process performed on a neonate puppy 4 days of age or under. At this
time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate puppy to calcify
and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through bone (has not
calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, ! am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to he used in its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog.

j understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups lfargely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crosshred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. t would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

! understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group

also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt gualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.



| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

I understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

I understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths dispiayed in the proposed regulation and [ further understand
that the largest governing body (and only — NZKC) have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is.









This submission is divided into two parts, based on the two parts in the Ministry for Primary Industries’
Discussion Paper Proposed Animal Welfare Regulations (Care & Conduct and Surgical & Painful Procedures).

These two parts are; Part A - Overview of the proposed regulatory package, and Part B ~ Specific Regulatory
Proposals.

The resources devoted by the Ministry to animal welfare are totally inadequate. In the 2010/2011 financial
year, Animal Welfare Education and Enforcement and Animal Welfare Policy Advice were in total appropriated
55.132 million. The figure for the 2011/2012 financial years was $6.569 in total. The total for 2012/2013 was
$6.012 mitlion. This means that the amount of funding was actually falling. In Budget 2015, the Government
allocated $10 million over four years to boost MPI’s animal welfare compliance and capability and to develop
more transparent and enforceable animal welfare regulations,

This is an increase of only 2.5 million per annum, and is still far from adequate to deal with the number of
farmed animals in New Zealand. This completely inadequate resourcing means that the Ministry can respond
only to the most serious allegations of animal neglect and abuse. There is no regular monitoring or inspection
of Mew Zealand farms driven predominantly through budget constraints.

Another flaw in the current system is, that there is no direct reporting between industry groups and MPI (or
other nominated regulator) covering such monitoring or inspections of their industry members animals and
facilities.

PART A-

Question 1: s there any reason why changes to the Act not yet in force, should not be brought into force at
the same time as the regulations (rather than waiting for them to automatically commence in 2020)?

No, there is no reason why this should not occur.

Question 2: Are the infringement fees proposed for sections 156/ and 36(3) appropriate?

The infringement fees proposed are very low. NZGRA understands the Ministry's rationale about the need for
infringement fees to be proportionate with infringement fees for totally unrelated matters. However, very low
infringement fees reinforce that animal welfare is not regarded as an important matter and that it is acceptable
to provide animals with a very low level of care. This is not message we should be sending.

In addition, as noted on page 8 of the Discussion Paper, by the time an infringement fee for non-compliance
with a Compliance Notice is issued, the person in charge of the animal has already been informed that the
practice does not comply with the act or a regulation; been provided with time to rectify the situation; and
failed to do so. Accordingly, people levied infringements have already had ample opportunity to comply and
chosen not to comply. This does not even touch on the available review/appeal process.

Higher infringement fees are required to ensure that people realise they must comply. If people believe there
will be no real sanctions for non-compliance, this could lead to a prolonged continuation of the unacceptable
behaviour, with-major adverse outcomes for the welfare of the animals involved.

The act provides for infringement fees of up to $1000 and it is submitted that this should be the starting point
of infringement fees.



Question 5: Are there any proposed regulations, set out in Part B, that should not be regulgted?

No.

Question & Will the proposed regulations, set out in Part B, change the way you or others operate, if so, in
what ways? What implications would these have for you?

The proposed penalties for non-compliance are very low and the risks of being detected in non-compliant
conduct are low because so few resources in New Zealand are devoted to animal welfare,

Quastion 9: Are the infringement offences and respective fees proposed for breaches of the proposed
regulations, outlined in Part B, appropriate? Should any of the proposals attract higher or fower fees or
penalties?

NZGRA does not support fees or penalties set at a lower rate than those which currently already apply.

Question 14: Do any of the proposed regulations, set out in Part 8, require a lead-in period? If so, what
period is reasonable? Are there any other challenges relating to the timing of regulations coming into force?

No, they should come into farce as soon as possible. This is particufarly the case since ~ to the detriment of
animals — the regulations are closely hased on the existing and inadequate minimum standards.

Question 15: How should the codes of welfare be amended by the proposed regulations to ensure the codes
continue to work effectively within the legislative scheme

NZGRA wants to see the Codes of Welfare use as an enforceable tool. The minimum standards are used as a
guideline in prosecution; we would like to see them legally enforceable.

Question 16: Which of the approaches as outlined above, or combination of approaches, do you support?

If a defendant can show that they met the minimum standards and the new regulations, then they should not
be penalised.

Question 18: How should MPI best engage with stakeholders to monitor and review the impact of proposed
regulations?

There needs to be far more consultation with Industry groups to gain a better understanding of their positions,
These groups have a vested interest in some areas, and an economic interest in continuing “traditional”
practices with little incentive to make change. Scientific evidence needs to be submitted from hoth side of the
debate to ensure the information they submit is factual.



PARTB -

1 2. Clause 3. Existing standard 4. Praposed amendment

Part

3 Twisting an Sheep and Beef code of welfare 2010 Prohibit twisting the tail of an animal in a
animal’s tail Minimum Standard 2 - Animal Handling manner that causes the animal pain.
Recommended Best Practice

(i) Tails should not be lifted or twisted.

We consider the amendment is not far reaching enough, the inclusion of tail lifting needs to remain in the
regulation and be across ail animals.

Show dogs should not be listed by their tails to be put in a show stance, nor should the regulation be loose
enough not to cover any dog being lifted by its tail in any circumstance,

1. 2. Clause 3. Existing standard 4. Proposed amendment
Part
4 Pinch and Dogs code of welfare 2010 Prohibit the use of pinch and prong collars.
prong collars Minimum Standard 19 — Aids for Proposed change to definition: A collar with
Behavioural Modification prongs positioned against the neck, or any other

protrusion intended to cause pain or discomfort

{b} Pinch or prong collars must not be when tightened.

used

Code definition of ‘Pinch or prong collar’
—"A chain made of metal or hardened
plastic links with prongs positioned
against the neck on each link.”

NZGRA would support such a change to the existing regulation. Any training/contro! device that has the
potential to cause pain and suffering must be prohibited rather than restricted. The current minimum
standard is inciuded in the NZGRA code of welfare —

Animal Welfare (Dogs) Code of Welfare 2010 Minimum Standard Ne, 19

— Aids for Behavioural Modification

(a) Training aids, ineluding electronic training devices, must not be used in a way that causes
unreasonable or unnecessary pain or distress to the dog.

(b} Pinch or prong collars must not be used.

{¢} Muzzles must fit comfortably without chafing the skin or impeding breathing and must
allow the dog to open its mouth sufficiently to enable panting or drinking.

We see no place in today’s society for the use of these inhumane collars. We would also suggest that a ban
on the use of electric collars be considered in the future.



1. 2.Clause 3. Existing standard 4. Proposed amendment

Part

6 Muzzling a Dogs code of welfare 2010 Muzzling a dog must not cause cuts, abrasions,
dog Minimum Standard 19 — Aids for swelling, or restrict breathing and must allow

Behavioural Modification panting.

(¢} Muzzles must fit comfortably without
chafing the skin or impeding breathing
and must allpw the dog to open its
mouth sufficiently to enable panting or
drinking.

NZGRA support this amendment, we are introducing a restriction on the use of muzzles during race track
kennelling procedure to include only an approved type (Plastic American type). This will mean a total ban on
any “Anti barking type muzzles”, Barking muzzles are a risk to g greyhound’s healith and welfare as:

. They have the potential to limit panting and heat exchange

. By restricting the opening of the mouth there is risk of aspiration of vomit

. They do not alleviate the underlying reason for barking and as such risk increase a dog’s anxiety and
frustration; and

. They do not allow the dog to vomit and clear the contents from the dog's mouth

Muzzles are included in the associations Racing Greyhound code of welfare 2013,

Greyhound Racing Industry Minimum Standard No 17 ~ Muzzles

{a) Greyhounds in public places must be muzzled and controlled.

{(b) A Licensed Person must not permit a Greyhound, which is under the person’s care or custodytobeinorona
public place unless that Greyhound:

{i) has a securely fixed muzzle on its mouth in such a manner as will prevent it biting a person or animal; and

(i) is under the effective control of some competent person by means of a leash of leather, or other durable material,
which is securely fastened to the collar worn by that Greyhound.




2. Clause 3. Existing standard 4. Proposed amendment

7 Dry and Dogs code of welfare 2010 Pogs confined to an area where they are
s | s oo, | SRSt et e s sl et
Shelter and Ventilation sleep\i’ng v &

{(a) Dogs must be provided with
sheltered and dry sleeping quarters.

{e) Ventilation and shade must he
provided in situations where dogs are
likely to experience heat distress.

NZGRA support this amendment. NZGRA has its own regulations in its code of welfare that already addresses
the proposed amendment set out in the consultation document.

Greyhound Racing Industry Minimum Standard No 5 —Kennel Construction

a) Vehicles, caravans, trailers, portable crates or the crawl space under any dwelling must not be used for accommodation
for greyhounds.

(b} Designated kennels must be designed and constructed, serviced and maintained in a way that provides for good health
and well-being of greyhounds, which prevents the transmission of infectious disease agents, the escape of greyhounds
and does not cause injury risk to either greyhounds or humans.

{c) Kennels constructed must he compliant with local government {council) regulations.

{d) Greyhounds must be provided with protection from rain and wind, direct sunlight, extremes of temperature or other
adverse weather conditions and must be provided with a clean and dry dedicated sleeping area, with flooring to be of
fixed construction or concrete. Outdoor kennels must be partially enclosed to provide sheltered sleeping areas.

2. Clause 3. Existing standard 4. Proposed amendment

9 Secured on Dogs code of welfare 2010 Dogs on moving vehicles on public roads must
moving he secured in a way that prevents them from
vehicles falling off, except for working dogs which may
{d) Except for working dogs at work, be unsecured on a vehicle while working,
dogs must not be carried on the open
rear of a moving vehicle uniess they are
secured or enclosed in a crate.

Minimum Standard 20 - Transportation

NZGRA support this amendment. NZGRA has its own regulations in its code of welfare that already addresses
the proposed amendment set out in the consultation document. If the amendment was to be adopted,
NZGRA would make the necessary changes to our own code, We would afso like to see the amendment
expanded to include those dogs being transported in a Ute with a tarp cover fitted, There are reports of
fatalities of dogs being transported under these covers without enough room to stand, not tethered so they
slide around, and the lack of ventilation when the vehicle is not moving.

Greyhound Racing Industry Minimum Standard No 10 - Transportation

{a) Trainers must ensure that at all times their greyhounds are transported in a way that does not cause injury or
distress, For example, to and from race meetings, training sites, exercise sites, veterinary visits, stud purposes, when
sold ar otherwise disposed of, and any other reasons for travel.

() Trainers must ensure that their greyhounds trave! in suitable modes of transport.

These include:

(i) Enclosed trailer - insulated and ventilated;

(i} In car with owner or handler; and

{iii) In rear compartment of station wagon.




Modes of transport that are not suitable are:

{i) Wire cages in trailers or utilities, etc. which are open to the elements, and

{ii} Non-ventilated or non-insulated trailers.

{c) All transportation vehicles must be roadworthy and hold current warrants and certificates of fitness.

{d} Trainers must ensure that the mode of transport used has no protuberances that could injure the animal during
transport.

(e) Trainers must also ensure that the greyhound has enough room to stretch adeguately in a standing position as well
as being able to lie down comfortably during transport.

(f) Trainers must ensure that good quality water is provided to each greyhound at least every six hours, or more
frequently on hot or humid days. Provision of electrolytes should also be considered in extreme hot or humid
conditions.

(g} A greyhound should not be kept in a mode of transport for more than 6 hours without breaks provided. A break
should consist of being let out of the mode of transport for at least ten minutes.

(h} Before the commencement of each trip the owner must ensure that the mode of transport is in a sanitary condition.
It must also be kept in a clean condition for the entire duration of each trip.

3. Existing standard 4, Proposed amendment

8 Dogs left in Dogs code of welfare 2010 A person leaving a dog in a vehicle must enstre
hict . ) d ispl i

vehicles Minimum Standard 20 - Transportation th_e dog does not display symptoms copsus?ent

with heat stress such as any or a combination

(e} Dogs must not be left unattended in | of:

a vehicle in conditions where the dog is hvoerventilation:

likely to suffer from and heat stress. yp !

- excessive panting;

- excessive droofing;

- lethargy, weakness, or collapse; and

- non-responsive to attempts to check a dog’s
alertness

NZGRA supports such a change to the existing regulation. If the amendment was to be adopted, NZGRA
would make the necessary changes to our own code.

Again - We also like to see consideration given to those dogs being transported in a Ute with o tarp cover
fitted. There are reports of dog fatalities being transported under these covers without enough room to
stand, not tethered so they slide around, and the lack of ventilation when the vehicle is not moving.

NZGRA fully supports this amendment; however we would request that the minimum standard not be
restricted to unattended “stationary” vehicles. There are examples of dogs suffering these symptoms while
being confined in a vehicle or trailer for up to 121 hours of travelling without water and exercise in the heat of
the day.



1. 2. Clause 3. Existing standard ' 4. Proposed amendment

Part

10 Drowning Animal Welfare Act 1999 Prohibit the kiliing of a cat or dog, of any age, by

dogs & cats Section 12 A person commits an offence drowning.

who, being the owner of, or a persenin
charge of, an animal, {a)... (b}...

{c) kills the animal in such a manner that
the animal suffers unreasonable or
unnecessary pain or distress Dogs code
of welfare 2010

Minimum Standard 21 - Euthanasia

{b) Dogs of any age must not be killed by
drowning.

NZGRA would support such a change to the existing requlation. Based on known scientific evidence
we would also support a ban on ALL animals, The NZGRA code of welfare is specificin its
euthanasia policy;

Greyhound Racing Industry Minimum Standard No 18 — Euthanasia

{a) When necessary, the method of humane and painless death for any greyhound is an intravenous injection of a
drug registered for this purpose.

(b} Such methods of euthanasia must be performed by a veterinarian A GRNZ Certificate must be and by a
veterinarian and returned to the Association no later than 14 days

(c) If injuries or Hiness are sufficiently severe the animal may need to be euthanased on humane grounds.
Euthanasia should be undertaken as soon as possible with the sole aim of minimising suffering.

{d) Cases of emergency euthanasia by parties other than veterinarians must be reported to GRNZ with
appropriate evidence of the situation. Such cases are monitored by GRNZ for potential abuse of the rules.

{e) At all times you must treat your animal with “dignity and respect”

2. Clause 3. Existing standard 4. Proposed amendment

57 Desexing Dogs code of welfare 2010 Must be performed by a veterinarian or a
(including The general information section states vetennar\{ stu'dent under the direct supervision
stray/feral Lo o . of a veterinarian.
cats. dogs that desexing is a significant surgical

» GOB3, procedure. Pain relief must be used at the time of the
and other

¢ procedure,
species)

NZGRA supports this proposed amendment.



59

2. Clause

Dog
debarking
{and
devoicing of
other
species)

3. Existing standa_rd _

Animal Welfare Act 1999

Debarking is currently a restricted
surgical procedure under section 2(1) of
the Act and may only be undertaken by
a veterinarian or veterinary student
under supervision who must first satisfy
themselves that the procedure is in the
interests of the animal of the Act and
that appropriate pain relief is used
(section 17).

Dogs code of welfare 2010 Minimum
Standard 15

Dogs must only be taken to a
veterinarian for debarking after other
suitable means of treating inappropriate
barking have been attempted and have
faited.

4, Proposed amendment

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a
veterinary student under the direct supervision
of a veterinarian

Must only be performed in the best interests of
the animal

Pain relief must be used at the time of the
procedure.

The purpose of debarking is to remove the
sound made when a dog barks.

For the purposes of this regulatory proposal it is
proposed that the term 'best interests of the
animal’ will mean that this procedure should
only be contemplated after other suitable
means of treating inappropriate barking have
been attempted and have failed and euthanasia
is the only alternative.

Restricting a procedure to ‘in the best interest
of the animals’ does not preclude a vet from
undertaking the procedure for therapautic
reasons as a result of disease or injury

NZGRA supports this proposed amendment. NZGRA considers barking to be a natural behaviour
and notes that freedom to express natural behaviour is one of the five freedoms.

1.
Part

60

2. Clause

Cropping the
ears

3. Existing standard

Animal Welfare Act 1999

It is currently an offence to crop, or
causes to be cropped, the ears of a dog
ear under section 21(2)(a) of the Act,

4. Proposed amendment

Prohibit the cropping of a dogs ears

in relation to this proposal, cropping means
performing, on the pinnae of the ears of the dog,
a surgical procedure that is designed to make the
ears of the dog stand upright.

NZGRA supports this amendment to the existing regulation. We see no situation where cropping of the ears
would be necessary or acceptable. Meeting a breed standard from the Pedigree fraternity is no reason to
carry this unnecessary practice into the future. We would go as far as supporting a ban on the importation of
any dog that has had this surgery performed.




1.
Part

61

2. Clause

Dew claws

3. Existing standard

Dogs code of welfare 2010 Minimum
Standard 16 — Dew Claws

{2) Where dew claws are to be removed
from puppies by a person other than a
veterinarian, it must be done before the
eyes have started to open or before four
days old, whichever comes first.

(b} Where dew claws are removed by a
person other than a veterinarian, that
person must possess the knowledge,
training and competence, in relation to
that procedure, that is necessary to
maintain the health and welfare of the

pup.

(c} Dew claws on dogs after their eyes
have begun to open or after four days of
age, must only be removed by a
veterinarian.

{d) If dew claw removal is not
performed, care must be taken to
manage any consequential risks to
animal health and welfare.

Recommended Best Practice

{a) Jointed dew claws should not be
routinely removed.

(b) Dew claw removal, when conducted,
should be carried out by a veterinarian.

4. Proposed amendment

Front limb dew claw removal and articulated
(jointed) hind limb dew claw removal:

- Must be performed by a veterinarian or a
veterinary student under

the direct supervision of a veterinarian;

- Must only be performed for therapeutic
reasons; and

- Pain relief must be used at the time of the
procedure,

Hind {imb dew claws: non-articulated (greater
than or equat to four days of age |;

- Must be performed by a veterinarian or
veterinary student under

supervision; and

- Pain relief must be used at the time of the
procedure.

For the purposes of this regulatory proposal
‘performed for therapeutic reasons’ will mean
to undertake a procedure to respond to disease
or injury.

Note: there is no proposal to regulate the
removal of non-articulated hind limb dew claws
in puppies under four days old

NZGRA supports this proposed amendment.
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62

2. Clause

Tail docking

3. Existing standard

Dogs code of welfare 2010
Minimum Standard 17 — Tail docking

(a) Tails may only be shortened or
removed by using a tail band—

{i} in puppies that are less than four days
old in which the eyes have not started to
open; and

{ii) by a person who possesses the
appropriate knowledge, training and
competency necessary to do so
effectively, and who is acting under a
documented quality assurance scheme
that assures compliance with this
minimum standard; and

(iif) the remaining length of the tail must
be sufficient to avoid compromising
health and welfare when the dog is
mature.

(b} Tails that need to be shortened or
removed to manage existing injury or
disease, must only be shortened or
removed by a veterinarian using
appropriate pain relief,

Recommended Best Practice

{(a) Tail docking should not be performed
at all unless it is required for treatment
of an existing injury or disease.

4. Proposed amendment ..

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a
veterinary student under the direct supervision
of a veterinarian

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the
procedure.

Docking in the context of this proposal means
the shortening or removal of the tail by any
means. This relates to docking that may occur
either directly after application of the method
{e.g. surgery), or at any stage afterwards (e.g.
banding).

For the purposes of this regulatory proposal it is
proposed that the term ‘performed for
therapeutic reasons’ will mean to undertake a
procedure to respond to disease or injury.

Tails have a number of functions in different animals. The behavioural functions include deterring insects
from the rear region of the animal. The structural functions include the base of the tail being an anchor for
some muscles regulating the proper function of the rectum. Tails ara richly supplied with nerves and blood
vessels so that their removal is significant for the animal. It is therefore important that the reasons for, and
necessity to, perform the operation are carefully considered. Tradition and exemptions of pedigree dogs is
not a sound reason for this amendment not to be adopted.
The greyhound as a breed is undocked; however some circumstances dictate the need for a tail to be
surgically removed such as injury, or race related injuries. If the tail has to be amputated, the surgery must
be performed by a veterinarian.

Therefore NZGRA support the proposed regulation. The anly reason for a tail to be shortened should be for
therapeutic reasons only.

Greg Kerr
Chief Oparations Officer/ Animal Welifare Manager
New Zealand Greyhound Racing (inc)
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Feel free to continue your submission on additional paper and stapl€/it to this form.

Please place your feedback inside the feedback box. Alternatively, take this form with you
and post your feedback to Animal Welfare Policy, Ministry for Primary Industries, PO Box
2526, Wellingteon 6140,

You can also email your feedback to animal.welfaresubmissions@mpi.govt.nz

Submissions close 5pm 19 May 2016.

Any submission you make becomes public information. Anyone can ask for copies of all submissions under the Official
Information Act 1982 (OIA}. The OIA says we must make the information available unless we have a good reason for
withholding it. You can find those grounds in sections 6 and 3 of the OIA. Tell us If you think there are grounds to withhold
specific Information in your submission. Reasons might include, it's commerclaily sensitive or it's personal information.
However, any decision MPI makes to withhold information can be reviewed by the Ombudsman, who may require the
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Feel free to continue your submission on additional paper and staple it to thls form.

Please place your feedback inside the feedback box. Alternatively, take this form with you
and post your feedback to Animal Weifare Policy, Ministry for Primary Industries, PO Box
2526, Wellington 6140,

You can also email your feedback to animal.welfaresubmissions @mpi.govt.nz

Submissions close Spm 19 May 2016.

Any submission you make bacomes public Infermation, Anyona can ask for coples of all submissions under the Offielal

_ Informatlon Act 1982 {OIA). The OIA says we must make the information avallabla unless we have a good reason for
withholding it. You can find those grounds In sectlons 6 and 9 of the O1A. Tell us If you think there are grounds to withhold
spedific Information (n your submisslon. Reasons might Include, it's commerctally sensttive or it's personal Information.,
However, ariy daclsion MPI makes to whthhold informatlon can be reviewed by the Ombudsman, who may require the
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Pavies Kennel Aggociation (Fne)

President Secretary

Mrs D Rogers Mrs R Hubrich
59(2)(a)

Animal Welfare Pclicy Ministry for Primary Industries
PO Box 2526
Wellington 6140

animal.welfaresubmissions@mpi.govi.nz

Re: Animal Welfare Regulations Submission

Introduction

The purpose of this submission is to comment on proposed Animal Welfare Regulations. The
Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) seeks feedback on proposed regulations intended to
improve the current animal welfare system.

This submission is made by Barbara Stronach (Vice President of Ladies Kennel Ass) in
support of submissions and representations made by the New Zealand Council of Docked
Breeds {(NZCDB)

The contact person for this submission is:

Name: Barbara Stronach
s 9(2)(a)

62. Tail Docking

This is the third time Ladies Kennel Ass have prepared and submit submissions on
Tail Docking and Dew Claw removal. There are over 120 all breed dogs who attend
All Breed Shows of which one third of these are made up of docked breeds coming
from the Terrier Group through to the Utility Group. There is sufficient written evidence
to support the continuation of docking and the scientific facts that you promote are
biases.

You argue that dogs' tails have a function in terms of balance and a means of
communication with other dogs and humans and that research has shown that a
longer tail is more effective at conveying different cues such as those provided by tail
motion.

Response

Other breeds of animals do not jack balance when climbing up and down hills so
balance should not come info the equation. Dogs have other means of conveying
cues other than those provided by tail motion. Ears, eyes, head carriage etc,

Docked dogs are strong swimmers and agile runners. If the shortening of tails were
to effect the dog's ability to swim and run, then the country would currently be overrun
with wobbly or drowned dogs. This is an emotive argument that contains no facts. It
is used solely to introduce emotion into the argument.



Yadies Wennel Agsociation (Inc)

You argue that the primary reasons that dogs’ tails are docked are for aesthetic (breed
standards), convenience and to prevent injury.

Response

NZ vets do not get to see many tail injuries in this country; that is because these dogs
are docked; so it would be fair to say that the NZ study replied on has no basis.
The UK systems has again now allowed Gun Dogs and Working breeds to be docked
again due to injuries and the pain of these.

Dockings are carried out by Dedicated Breeders who have the upmost dedication to
the docked breeds and carry out this very quick procedure before the puppies reach
four days of age. At this point in their lives the puppies cannot stand, see or hear, and
the pain receptors are not fully developed. No pain or distress is caused. Shortening
tails is a very minor procedure. The same with removal of the Dew Claws which cause
horrendous problems if leff on and Pet Owners fail to keep these clipped short.

There is documented evidence from reputable and respected veterinary surgeons that
a puppy's nervous system is not fully developed in early days of life. | have many
articles and one in particular written by Prof. Dr R Fritsch who wrote an article on this
subject for the German Kennel Club provides support that there is no evidence to
suggest sensitivity or pain during the first few days of life. This contrasts with the
newborns of many other species (eg: lamb, calves, piglet and human) in which all of
these senses are relatively highly developed at birth and is a direct consequence of
the somewhat immature’ state pups are born in.

Veterinarians advocate spaying to prevent possible health problems of female dogs.
This is a prophylactic procedure, the same as shortening a dog's tail to prevent
potential future injury.

Internationally tail docking is either banned or restricted in various countries.

Response

Yes this may be the case. It crept into Australia through Western Australia before any
of the Dog Breeders / Owners knew it was being brought before their Animal Welfare
Council and had no chance to object or have their say. This is not what is known as
democracy and had they had the chance they would have fought to retain what we
have here in New Zealand.

How will regulations help?

Response

We already have excellent regulations in place which govern the docking of dogs.
The New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds (NZCDB) have strict guide lines which
must be followed, along with a recording system that must be adhered to and the
registration of Pedigree Puppies by the New Zealand Kennel Club checks thoroughly
these records. No docking of Un Registered Pedigree Dogs is permitted and no
responsible registered Docked Breeder would every perform docking on these dogs



Padies Kennel Aggoriation (Hnc)

61

Dogs — Dew Claws

Your argument is that articulated dew claws are firmly attached to the leg. Most front
limb dew claw are articulated. The removal often requires the bone to be cut through.
This can result in complications including pain, haemorrhage, infection and scarring if
not performed correctly.

Response

If performed correctly, there is no bone to cut through, there is no bleeding and only
momentarily pain. Most breeders are scrupulously conscious of sterile conditions and
there is no chance of infection.

Articulated dew claws may function to prevent foot injury by providing support when
running and to keep objects steady while a dog is chewing them.

Response

This statement is from vets who often do not have dogs of their own, and have not
witnessed how versatile dogs are. Many dogs are extremely fast runners and they do
not have dew claws to provide support. | personally have not witnessed any foot
injury by a dog without dew claws. Dogs use their front feet to hold objects steady
while chewing them.  Not dew claws. Many breeders remove dewclaws on puppies
in the first week of life, because soon after birth the dew claws are more like fingernails
than appendages. At that young age, dew claws can be removed relatively easily and
no stitches are required.

e« They are higher up on his paw so they won't get any wear in the normal course of
walking.

+ [fthey are ever allowed to get long, the quick will grow proportionately, making it
more and more difficuit to keep that toenail short. This is quite factual with many
Pet Owners who don't keep these trimmed and they start to grow back around into
the dogs leg.

+ Not to mention the fact that dogs with dew claws who also like fo dig a lot, will
sometimes irritate the dew claw, or even break the dew claw bone (not all dew
claws have bones). This could happen when reaching through a chain link fence
or something similar.

« [If the dew claws on your dog’s front or rear paws seem fo easily get caught on
things, then they could easily rip off — which would be very painful for the dog.

Conclusion

1.

We along with other members of the NZCDB seek and maintain appropriate care and
welfare standards for all animals including dogs. We however consider that the
proposals as set out may have other unintended implications which do not meet the
intent or care standards proposed. However we would suggest that as long standing
Pedigree dog breeders that the members of the NZCBD are well placed to assist
officials and at the very least this should not be ignored.

We welcome any questions the Ministry may have with respect to this submission and
along with the NZCBD are available also to meet should this be helpful.

Kind Regards
Barbara Sironach
Vice President Ladies Kennel Ass.






*

I understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any myths around
the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so | am surprised that this proposal
has taken shape.

I understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major stakeholders in writing this
proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual and a conflict of interest. | alse understand that
the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over 6000 members, but disappointingly the
NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals and nor are they funded by the
Ministry.

| am aware that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these countries are not
spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented and the groups
largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree {no registration with the NZKC)
dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer such detailed questions around form and
function of a specific breed for the purposes of this proposal.

Funderstand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group also deals with
crosshred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion on pedigree dogs and the
reasons for tail shortening.

I am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that perform a tail
shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC member's neonate puppies, however in the last 4
vears | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this infarmation.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind limb dew claw
removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a veterinarian;
Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, | complete this process in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or under. At this
time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate puppy to calcify and develop
into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through bone (has not calcified) and does not bleed
when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health and welfare of the
dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage that a dew claw
can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its traditional purpose and the dew
claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the dog.

1 understandthat breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented and the groups
largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree (no registration with the NZKC})
dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer such detailed questions around form and
function of a specific breed for the purposes of this proposal.



1understand that another major stakehoider is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group also deals with
crosshred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion on pedigree dogs and the
reasons for dew claw removal.

| understand that MP! partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major stakeholders in writing this
proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. | also understand that the governing body of
the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over 6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major
stakeholder when writing these proposals and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

I understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have been ignored in
this instance and MPI have heen advised incorrectly.

I understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their large membership
to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand that the largest governing body
{and only — NZKC} have also not been included in the proposal to not allow this process to remain as is.

In summary, a lot of the proposed changes are unfounded, without research or even consultation by appropriate
organisations with a wealth of history, knowledge and records and sincerely hope that my feedback along with
many others are seriously taken into consideration.

Yours sincerely

Nichole Whyte

Nichole & Darryl Whyte
Bravadohe Dobermanns

Lifetime friends for family, obedience and show
s9(2)@@)

Proudly sponsored by Royal Canin




Out of Scope

From: $92)@

Sent: Wednesday, 26 November 2014 2:08 p.m.

To: Nichole Whyte

Subject: $9@) - tail amputation

Attachments: image1.JPG; image2.JPG; image3.JPG; image4.JPG
Hi Nichole,

I'm very sad to tell you that$9® had to have her tail partiaily amputated yesterday.

She had 'Happy Tail' for about 10 days - the cut on the tip of her tail was absolutely tiny but bled every time she
wagged her tail - and then overnight, the tip of her tail looked dead (which | now know is called necrasis) and half of
her tail had gone cold and was starting to die as well. | rushed her to the animal hospital but they said there was
nothing they could do, and recommended amputation. | was absolutely devastated.

| asked them to do it to be a similar length to a standard Dobermann crop so that she would have less chance of
injuring it again (they originally proposed just amputating half of it). | just can't bear the thought of her having to go
through this procedure twice.

The operation yesterday afternoon went well and she came bounding out to see us when we picked her up a few
hours after. | took her for a gentle walk at the dog park this morning and now she's resting in her bed, in front of a

heater.

i don't know if this has happened to other undocked Dobermanns, but | feei just awful about it, I'm so sorry.















Out of Scope

T I T

From: Bravadobe Dobermanns $9@@

Sent: Wednesday, 18 May 2016 s°@@

To:

Subject: FW:59@) - tail amputation

Attachments: s92) - tail tip.JPG; $9@) - full tail before surgery.JPG; $2@) - before surgeryJPG;
59Q) | - stitches.JPG;59@) - no stitches.JPG; 59@) as | write this email.JPG; IMG_
5750.JPG

Fraom:s°@@

Sent: Wednesday, 10 December 2014 4:00 PM
To: Nichole $°@@

Subject: Re: s9@@ tail amputation

Hi Nichole,

Thanks for your message, it was just heartbreaking for me when I saw what had happened to her tail
overnight and was in tears. As you probably know, we take looking after $°®  very seriously, and she is
always by my side, so it was extremely difficult for me to comprehend that this could have happened while
she was in our care. We were so anxious about her having to undergo general anesthetic.

But true to form, she has recovered extremely well (almost too well - I was shocked/horrified when she
jumped a low fence 24 hours after surgery), took her medication like a champ, and didn't even have to wear
the cone as she never tried to lick her tail. I think we were lucky to have a vet that specialises in orthopedic
surgery operate on her, and he came to the house yesterday to take her stitches out, so the healing process is
complete. As far as I can tell, she hasn't noticed any change. [ still instinctively say "Watch your taill" every
time she is near a closing door.

5@ had previously had "cold water tail" at the beginning of the year, where she had injured it while
wagging and it hung limp from the base of her tail. That was quite painful for her, and it fook several weeks

for the tail to regain full strength and height.

[ hope no one else has to go through this, but in case anyone needs them for reference, I have included some
photos of her tail right before the surgery, with stitches in, and then today, without stitches. As you will see,
the top inch or two was just necrotic tissue - cold and hard, with no hair. From halfway up, it was cold but
there was still minimal blood flow. It was swollen at the base of the tail, and I suspect there was minimal
discomfort from the swelling as she was slow getting up with her hind legs the day before the surgery.

It really is a comfort to us to have a supportive breeder that we can contact in times like this, so thank you
again,

Best wishes,

H
92
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Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form

Name Nicole Adams
s9Q)@ s 9@
My feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

t disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status guo and these are my
reasons:

I am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC) and am a registered breeder of pedigree
dogs. | have Australian terriers , buil terriers and a bull dog, the Australian terrier is a docked breed
the breed standard for the tail is as follows -

Tail - Set on high and carried erect at a twelve to one o'clock position, docked in balance with the
overall dog leaving slightly less than one half, a good hand-hold when mature.

i live in the country where my Australian terriers have the pleasure of hunting rodent etc when these
dogs go to ground and there is a need to get them out of a hole then a correctly docked/baned tail is
the best way of doing this. If the ability to baned was removed from us then this would make it
difficult to allow our Aussies to do what they love. In my years involvement with both the Australian
Terrier and previously the Norwich terrier | have never had any issues with removing tails, this was
always done at 2 days old and within seconds pups were back in feeding of mum with no adverse
affect. Since the rules were implemented that we are only able to use accredited tail banders we
have worked to these rules to ensure only fully qualified registered peopie perform this procedure.

in the past | have seen many dogs from gundogs to the larger terriers damage tails and cause such
pain and discomfort that there has been at times the need for surgery and often end in the tail being
amputated at the end. This causes much more pain that the procedure done at 2 days old.

One of the reason people are wanting the removal of tails banned | believe is they believe it affects
the dogs balance, this is one of the oddest things | have heard and is incorrect. Many breeds are
born with no tails or bob tails i.e. like the bull dog | have in my back yard, these are not a docked
breed but have little or no tail, My boy is 6 yrs old and has never had an issue with his taii let alone
any issue with his balance.

funderstand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispe! any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which } see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.



| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

1 am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA 1o act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated {jointed} hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated {greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.,

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

Whe performing a dew claw removal, this process is completed by a qualified person in a neonate

puppy 3 days of age or under. At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the
last part of the neonate puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed
without cutting through bone (has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not he practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a registered dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage that
a dew claw can cause to the dog if left an. | have seen painful cases of damage to dew claws in Bull
terriers and cases of dew claws not been cared for in costed breeds, Bull terriers being a boisterous
breed have a tendency to catch and rip their dew claims causing extreme paid and ending in having
to have these removed as adults, a much more painful procedure that the quick removal of dew
claws at 2 days old. The other thing that breeders see over and over again is dew claws that are not
trimmed on puppies that go out to pet homes, more so on coated breeds as they are the hidden
claw and people do not see them, if left these curl round and grow back into the leg again causing
unnecessary pain and discomfort.



i understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

I understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

I understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MP! have been advised incorrectly.

I understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing body {(and only — NZKC) have also not been included in the proposal te not
allow this process to remain as is.












19 May 2016

SUBMISSION

To: Animal Welfare Policy
Ministry for Primary Industries
P.O. Box 2526
Wellington 6140

On: Proposed Animal Welfare Regulations (Care & Conduct and
Surgical & Painful Procedures)

Introduction:
This submission is from Mrs Barbara Hearn, @@

NZKC Ribbon Parade and
Open Show judge; Life Member and President/Secretary of the South
Island Shetland Sheepdog Club; member of the Central Shetland
Sheepdoeg Club; Patron and Treasurer of Southern Ladies Kennel
Association; Breed Historian to New Zealand'’s three Shetland Sheepdog
clubs.

[t is submitted that:

PART B SPECIFIC REGULATORY PROVISIONS

10.0 CARE AND CONDUCT REGULATORY PROVISIONS
No. 4 Dogs — Pinch or prong collars.

I agree with prohibiting the use of pinch or prong collars, and believe that
electric shock collars which are also incredibly cruel, should be
considered for inciusion in the Regulation. A device delivering a painful
shock intoc a dog’s neck via two electric prongs, settings of which range
from O -~ 100 has to be regarded as not only cruel, but outdated and
unnecessary.



Teaching a dog to respond out of fear and pain rather than a willingness
to obey fails to address the underlying behavioural problem and can give
rise to far more serious problems.’

e The dog does not know where the shock came from and rather
than associate it with its behaviour at the time, will link it with the
immediate environment and things in it.

e There are cases of dogs attacking other dogs and animals as well
as their owners at the time of the shock.

“The Kennel Club [UK] has obtained scientific evidence which proves
that the use of these products is 'not only unpleasant but also painful
and frightening’ and ‘may influence the dog’s wellbeing in the long term
in a negative way'. Quite simply, “An electric collar hurts. If it didn’t, it
wouldn’t work”.2

It is further noted that electric shock collars have been banned in
Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Austria, Germany, Slovenia and some
Australian States.

In the United Kingdom, a Kennel Club initiated Survey in 2014 revealed
that:
s 73% of the population disagreed with the use of these collars
e 79% agreed that positive reinforcement training methods
addressed behavioural issues

s 74% of the public supported the introduction of a ban on electric
shock collars?®

| believe that the sale of both pinch and prong type collars together with
electric shock collars should be prohibited in New Zealand.

e |nspection would have to be made of businesses that continue to
sell these collars, together with purchases from on-line sites.

e |f dogs working in law enforcement or the defence forces are well
selected for the quality of temperament, it should not be necessary
to use harsh equipment to obtain a good resuit by top
trainers/handlers.

» Given it is not be possible to guage or comprehend the pain and
distress inflicted by these collars, it would most probably be
impossible to pursue a prosecution of ill-treatment.

L' 0ur Dogs News (March 2006)
2 1bid. Carolyn Menteith, Dog Behaviourist and Trainer
3 Kennel Club commissioned survey 2014



I submit that the collars - pinch, prong and electric - must be banned
and the use, importation and/or selling of such prohibited devices
become offences which attract prosecution.

No. 5 Dogs — Injuries from collars or tethers.

s |f the current enforcement responses are inappropriate for
frequent, or for that matter, any offending on this matter, then |
submit that the problem must be Regulated.

It is noted that this issue goes much further than the misuse of a
collar or tether - the basic question of why the dog is tied /chained up
for a good part of it's life (life chaining) has to be addressed, given it
is these dogs most often experiencing the injuries.

o Why people keep dogs in this way must be looked at. Very
possibly the answer is one of absolute ignorance, in which case
educating the owners needs to be undertaken.

I further submit that a Minimum Standard which will ensure that the

dogs have a period of time each day free of the chainftether must be

put in place, so giving said dogs the very necessary free exercise and

human company.

¢ A dog should be uplifted and rehomed if an owner is unable to or
does not want to comply with a Minimum Standard.

No. 6 Dogs — Muzzling a dog.

» | agree with the proposal that muzzling a dog must not cause cuts,
abrasions, swelling or restrict breathing and must allow panting.

¢ Depending on the length of time the muzzle will be in place, it may
be necessary for the dog to have the ability to drink.

e A muzzle should at no time restrict breathing and panting.

e | do not agree with the use of extremely restrictive muzzles under
any circumstances.

No. 7 Dogs ~ Dry and shaded shelter.

o | agree with the proposal.
Correct shelter is an important factor for dogs spending time
chained/tethered.



e« Owners who habitually keep dogs on a chain or in a confined area
for extremely long periods of time, will often not be concerned or
care about the dog’s housing or surrounding environment.

» The conditions the dog is required to live in are most often
completely unacceptable, and include a lack of adequate shelter,
dry sleeping quarters, water, ventilation and shade.

No. 8 Dogs — Dogs left in vehicles.

The present wording of the Proposal is incorrect and unclear, giving as it
does an impression that the dog will be displaying the listed heat stress
symptoms before it is left in a vehicle, and not as the result of this
action.
e There is a high risk to the welfare of a dog when left in a rapidly
heating vehicle, even with windows open.
¢ Education in this matter is required as few dog owners appear o
appreciate the speed at which vehicles heat up.
e It takes only a few minutes for a dog to succumb to heat stroke
and suffocation.
e On a 25 degree celsius day, the temperature in a vehicle parked in
the shade can exceed 32 degrees, and rise to 71 degrees when in
full sun.

Minimum Standard 20 — Transportation*, conveys the essential and
very necessary message:

o Dogs must not be left unattended in a vehicle in conditions where
the dog is likely to suffer from heat stress.

| submit that this should become the Regulation.
No. 9 Dogs — Secured on moving vehicles

| agree with this Proposal.

No. 10 Dogs and Cats — Drowning dogs and cats

| agree with this Proposal.

4 Animal Welfare (Dogs) Code of Welfare 2010



12.0 SURGICAL AND PAINFUL PROCEDURES - REGULATORY
PROPOSALS

No. 57 Dogs — Companion Animals ~ Desexing
| agree with this proposal

No. 59 Dogs ~ Dog debarking

| agree with this proposal

No. 60 — Dogs — Cropping the ears

| agree with this proposal

No. 61 Dogs — Dewclaws

“Front leg dewclaws are rather under-developed, degenerate first
metacarpal bone and associated phalanges, located on the inner
surface of the pastern region”. ® This is one definiton of dewclaws.
Another is “rudimentary thumbs” .°

In many dogs these claws appear not to be connected to the leg at all
except by a flap of skin, (non-articulated} and given they can easily fold
or turn, have little use for gripping, e.g. bones, as is often claimed. While
it has been demonstrated in Canada that some gundog breeds utilize
articulated dew claws while working ice, this would rarely be the case in
New Zealand. If it were, then breeders of such working dogs would
ensure that the dew claws remained on the front legs.

For many pet owners they are nuisance value:

» they can catch and tear when left on the adult dog, so causing pain
and subsequently requiring veterinary attention.

o They can “also cause trouble by inflicting nasty wounds, especially
on children, if the dog is at all boisterous”.”

s clipping dewclaws, given the angles and equipment involved, is
often overiooked, and with time these claws curve around and
enter the dog’s leg.

®> Dr Harold R Spira — p 41 ‘Canine Terminoclogy’ 1982
& Eleanor Frankling- ‘Practical Dog Breeding and Genetics’ 7th Edition 1981 p92
7 Ibid



[t is also highly unlikely that dew claws will be worn down by contact with
the ground given that they curve, rather than growing straight down.

Removal of dewclaws before the whelp is four days old can be
successfully carried out by either the breeder, or a person having the
appropriate skills, with very little discomfort to the puppy given their
undeveloped neurological functioning (which is enlarged upon in the Tail
Docking section, No. 62) by:
¢ clamping along the base of the dewclaw with curved hemostatic
forceps for several seconds before cutting with scissors®
e “There is no need to dissect into the leg to ampuiate at any
particular ievel of the toe’s bony structure. Sutures in the skin are
also not needed”.®

It is submitted that the present Minimum Standard 18 in the Animal
Code of Welfare (Dogs) 2010 is:
* reasonable and adequate
¢ that the practice of removing dew claws does not require
Regulation. If is is regulated for, then the Minimum Standard
should be the guide.

No. 62 Dogs — Tail Docking

The matter of tail docking dogs is continuing to be highly political and
contentious - it has arisen no fewer than three times in the recent past:

s In 1999, a section on tail docking was removed from the
Animal Welfare Act prior to it becoming law;

¢« On 16 August, 2007, a Bill entitled "Animal Welfare
(Restriction on Docking of Dogs’ Tails) which had been
introduced into the House by Dianne Yates in 2006 was
discharged by the Government Administration Committee.

¢ A lengthy process which saw a number of drafts written and
submissions considered by NAWAC in order to have the
Animal Welfare (Dogs) Code of Welfare updated was
completed in 2010.

8 Phylis A Holst — ‘Canine Reproduction’ 2™ Edition 2000, p166
9 lbid p167



With obvious disregard to previous NAWAC committees, the subject
now returns in 2016, upgraded and included as a Significant Surgical
Procedure in proposed Regulations under the Animal Welfare Act 1999.

So what is a Significant Surgical Procedure? As defined at Clause 183B
(2) (a) of the 1999 Act, the Minister has to decide if the procedure has
the potential to cause —

()  Significant pain or distress
(i)  Serious or lasting harm or loss of function if not carried out by a
Veterinarian in accordance with recognised professional
standards.
Further clauses cover, for example, the nature of the procedure, the
purpose, and the likelihood of the procedure being managed adequately
by a Code of Welfare.

It is submitted that tail shortening of specific breeds of dogs is presently
being managed most successfully and to a very high standard under the
Minimum Standard 17, Code of Wefare (Dogs) 2010 by suitably qualified
persons accredited to the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds
(NZCDB):

“Minimum Standard 17 — Tail docking
(a) Tails may only be shortened or removed by using a tail band—

. (1) in puppies that are less than four days old in which the eyes have
not started to open; and

. (ii) by a person who possesses the appropriate knowledge, training and
competency necessary to do so effectively, and who is acting under a
documented quality assurance scheme that assures compliance with
this minimum standard; and

(iii) the remaining length of the tail must be sufficient to avoid
compromising health and welfare when the dog is mature.

(b) Tails that need to be shortened or removed to manage existing injury

or disease, must only be shortened or removed by a veterinarian using

appropriate pain relief”. 1°

10 Animal Welfare (Dogs) Code of Welfare 2010, page 31



[t must be noted that;

¢« The people possessing the appropriate knowledge, training
and competency are Accredited Banders. They are New
Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC) members and subject to that
organisation’s disciplinary process under NZKC Discipline
and Settlement of Disputes Regulation 2 (a) (iii) in the event
of any breach of protocol.

¢ NZKC has delegated to the NZCDB responsibility for the
accreditation process involved whilst NZKC remains
responsible for the auditing of this process and the
procedures associated with the practice of tail banding.

» The procedure has to be undertaken by the Accredited
Bander within 72 hours following whelping and at no other
time.

« The principle of tail docking is supported only when it is
performed in the correct time frame and in no other case
excepting treatment by a qualified veterinarian for injury.

¢ Only those breeds that have traditionally had tails shortened
may be banded.

¢ There is no cuiting of flesh or bone.
* No other methods of docking are recognised or undertaken.

e Cruel tail docking procedures can and must be prosecuted
as they arise. To ban the correct method would outiaw
something that is not the cause of the problem the
Government seeks to resolve.

As has been noted, the whelps (new born puppies) have o be banded
as soon as possible after birth and ahead of four days of age, the reason
being that the pups are unaware of having been tail banded if the band
is applied during the correct time frame:

¢ Puppies are immature at birth and are included in the
‘altrical’ group of animals together with kittens and rats. The
eyelids and ears are sealed shut; they cannot urinate or
defecate without stimulation by the dam; they cannot control



their body temperature for ten days; they have an
undeveloped nervous system in the extremities for ten or
more days.

e By comparison, members of the ‘precocial’ animal group
are relatively mature at birth, and this includes lambs, piglets,
calves and ponies for example. As we are all aware, these
species are able to stand and follow shortly after birth.

Studies undertaken on lambs, calves, piglets, ponies and other animals
do not therefore generalise to dogs because of the fundamental
difference between the degree of nervous system maturity immediately
postnatal; and the subsequent physical development between lambs,
calves, piglets and ponies in comparison to puppies.

Nevertheless, and not withstanding the advanced physiology of
precocial animals, it is proposed under the new Regulations that:

* Anyone can remove piglet tails by cutting them off up to seven
days after birth;

e Anyone can band, or remove by a hot iron, lamb tails up to the
age of six months;

¢ Anyone can castrate and shorten the scrotum of lambs and cattle
by banding under six months;

¢ Anyone can cut off a supernumerary teat on a calf with “clean
scissors” up to six weeks after birth;

e Anyone can dehorn cattle, goats and sheep by amputation.

o Anyone can disbud calves, sheep and goats;

s Anyone can develvet deer with written approval from a
veterinarian."

It is submitted that:
¢ acomparison between the tail shortening of whelps, that are

immature both neurologically and physically, by trained,
accredited banders and the procedures of tail shortening,
castration, dehorning, disbudding and develvetting which can be
undertaken by anyone on animals that are physioloically
advanced when the procedure is undertaken, illustrates the
professional care that is being taken with the dog breeds.

1 MPI1 Proposed Animal Welfare Regulations 2016



because the practices of docking, castration, dehorning,
disbudding and develvetting happen on animals that are
advanced physically and neurologically, the same image is carried
over to puppies. The tiny size of the whelp in comparson to the
precocial animals is not appreciated, and it is consequently not
understood that the band is applied to a tail which most often
resembles a piece of string or cord and rather like a rat’s tail in
diameter. It is very very small — unlike the tail of piglets or lambs,
especially if said lambs are six months of age.

there is no significant pain or distress caused by the banding of
whelp tails, with research into cortiso! levels now supporting this —
there was no difference in cortisol levels, vocalisation, movements
or feeding behaviour exhibited by pups undergoing docking by
banding and the control puppies.’?

there is no serious or lasting harm or loss of function if the
banding procedure is carried out by an Accredited Bander.

As for the purpose of the procedure, it is known that serious problems
have emerged in countries following “docking” bans:

Decimation of the gene pools.

Tail injuries which are most often caused by coming into contact
with hard surfaces in a house,

Dogs being abandoned when they incur tail injuries.

Relegation from inside the family home to living to living a solitary
life outdoors.

The breaking of tails so as to have them hanging “dead” instead of
curled over the back. How can a lifetime of constant pain that
will be endured by dogs with broken tails be compared with
the no pain banding of a whelp’s tail at two or three days of
age? Where is the concern for the welfare of a dog with a broken
tail?

12 Hales, J.R. and Robertson, B.F. Autonomic and Behavioual Evidence that Tail Shortening
by Banding is not Acutely Distressful to the Canine Newborn. Submitted for review as
unpublished
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¢ The argument that tails are docked for cosmetic reasons is
incorrect. They are docked to preserve the historical integrity of a
breed as was determined many generations previously for sound,
practical reasons at the time each breed was being developed for
its special contribution to human activity.

+ Tails are not docked for the cosmetic, superficial reason of being a
requirement for dog shows. Instead, docking was part of an overall
development which included anatomy, physiclogy, movement and
temperament.

The docked breeds have never had full tails, and their anatomy in
particular has been “built” without the influence that consideration of a
tail may have given. There are consequently no problems of balance as
is often touted by those opposed to docking. How, for example, could a
docked Australian Shepherd named “Trogun A Finishing Touch’ CGCF,
CDX, JD, RE ' win these qualifications and regularly compete and
achieve at a very high level in Test A Obedience, Senior/intermediate
Jumpers B, and Senior/Intermediate Flygility competitions if this were
correct?

¢ An outright ban on tail docking under Regulation will very possibly
result in the emergence of an unsupervised, ‘underground’ activity
in the wider community which lacks quality control .

In conclusion, | submit that access to docking must be preserved for
those breeders of pure breed dogs who choose to do so:

o At the time of concluding the Code of Welfare 2010, NAWAC
noted that the operation of the Accredited Banders panel provided
an ideal working model and gave “NAWAC confidence to include a
minimum standard requiring all persons conducting tail banding to
follow a documented quality assurance programme” *

e This endorsement of the Accredited Banders panel, and it's
successful application for the past six years, must be given total
support and credit by allowing the present Code of Welfare

BCGCF - Canine Good Citizen Foundation; CDX - Companion Dog Excellence;
JD - Jumpers Dog; RE - Rally-O Excellent.

¥Animal Welfare (Dogs) Code of Welfare Report. Dr Peter O’Hara, 30 October 2009, Clause
111

11



(Dogs) 2010 Minimum Standard 17 to be continued - but as
the Regulation, giving as it does the retention of a freedom of
choice for those continuing a specific practice, established for
specifc breeds over many generations in relation {o a specific
breed function.

Thank you for your consideration and the opportunity to make his
Submission.

Barbara Hearn
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Animal Welfare proposed reguiations submission:

Julie Jorey
s 9(2)@)

My Views and Responses as Below.

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

I am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC).

Within the NZKC is the NZ Council of Docked Breeds who operate as a fully audited and regulated
group under the umbrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory
Committee (NAWAC). There accredited Members carry out the Banding and Dew Claw removal
under strict and Measured Standards.

I am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding {described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and an accredited bander will only
perform the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act (No2) 2015 and thisis not a
surgical procedure.

The breeds that | am associated with and that are banded are traditionally docked dogs that still
perform their duties that they were designed for.

funderstand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

t understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this praposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

I understand that over 170 countries do not han the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPL.

lunderstand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crosshred non-pedigree
(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer



such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

| am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members necnate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

| believe the Shortening of a Dogs Tail has Absolutely no effect on their ability to Communicate,
Swim or Run and is purely an emotive argument which is impossible to base on fact as the over
whelming evidence proofs otherwise.

Currently Tail injuries are only a small percentage of why Dogs are presented to a Veterinary Clinic
and this is because a ot are shortened and if they were left long there will be a huge increase in this
issue which can be a very drawn out and painful experience for the Dog.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed} hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
feasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, The process is completed in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or
under. At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
bone (has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

Mo other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage that a dew claw can cause to the
dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its traditional purpose and the dew claw
if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the dog.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

et



| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, vet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

There have been many incidents of dew claws growing back into the skin of the dog as the pet
owner doesn’t understand how to trim the nails and often as the dog is of a coated variety, they are
not aware of a dew claw being present.

t understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MP] have heen advised incorrectly.

| understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing body {and only — NZKC)} have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is.

Ironically both the Shortening of Tails and Removal of Dew Claws are done at Birth for the Dogs best
interest and long term Health. WE care for our dogs more than any Vet or Government Agency and
would never do anything to them we didn’t believe was in there best interest.

Thank You,
Julie Jorey















Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedhack submission form

Rowena Stanton
s 9(2)(a)

My feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

I am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club {NZKC) and am a registered breeder of pedigree
dogs.

The New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds as an organisation was established in 2004 and is
focussed on the welfare of tail shortened breeds. They operate as a fully audited and regulated
group under the umhbrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory
Committee (NAWAC).

To the best of my knowledge | understand that as an accredited group, they have performed tail
shortening on over 10 500 neonate puppies without incident since 2005.

I am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and this is not a surgical procedure.

l understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

I understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crosshred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal. | understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA.



This group also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer
their opinion on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

| am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
infarmation.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated {jointed) hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

Dew claw removal is done on a neonate puppy 4 days of age or under. At this time itis a well-
recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate puppy to calcify and develop
into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through bone (has not calcified) and
does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on.

l understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely invelved in writing these have dealings mainly with crosshred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

| understand that MP1 partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.
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in my profession as a Groomer/Boarding Kennel facility | have witnessed many incidents of dew
claws grawing back into the skin of the dog as the pet owner doesn’t understand how to trim the
nails and often as the dog is of a coated variety, they are not aware of a dew claw being present.

1 understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

1 understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing hody (and only = NZKC} have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is.
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17 May 2016

Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form

Sheree East
s9(2)@)

To whom it may concern

| am writing to you today because | am concerned about the proposed regulation that bans tail
banding and dew claw removal of dogs. | am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC) and
am a registered breeder of pedigree dogs. | would like to express my opposition to the proposed
government regulation of standard anima! husbandry practices, which are best left to owners and
their veterinarians.

Dew claw removal and tail banding are standard, accepted and safe practices. Tails are banded when
the puppies are less than 4 days old and their tails’ bones, nervous system and pain sensors are not
yet fully developed. As such, they feel little to no pain. These procedures help prevent more painful
injuries later in life, are undertaken with the specific purpose of promoting dog welfare, and better
enable these dogs to perform the functions for which they were originally bred.

Specific feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

| am an accredited member of the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds {NZCDB) and have had my
animal husbandry skills signed off by a veterinarian, who must complete my application for
accreditation by either witnessing neonate puppies being banded or being in the presence of
another accredited bander to enable me to perform tail shortening.

The NZCDB as an organisation was established in 2004 and our membership is focussed on the
welfare of tail shortened breeds. We operate as a fully audited and regulated group under the
umbrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee
(NAWAC).

| have never had a complaint or issue arise from any litter that | have completed banding on and to
the best of my knowledge | understand that as an accredited group, we have performed tail
shortening on over 10 500 neonate puppies without incident since 2005.

| am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and as an accredited bander | only



perform the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act {(No2) 2015 and this is not a
surgical procedure. | note that the process of tail banding does not cut through bone.

The breeds that | am associated with and that are banded by me are traditionally docked dogs that
still perform their duties that they were designed for.

| understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which 1 see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken ahout in any documentation produced by MPI,

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

t am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years { only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

In the case of sheet and pigs removal of the tail is permitted by lay people (in the case of sheep, up
to 6 months of age and pigs up to 7 days of age), the reason for the procedures are the same - to
prevent the animal from suffering.

Tail damage is a very real risk in my breed, the Cocker Spaniel, with a thin whippy tail end when left

undocked; there is a clear demarcation between the proximal thicker part of the tail and the thinner
distal end which is not well protected, Painful damage can easily be caused through impact, play or
hunting.

I have personal experience of undocked dogs that have injured their tails which resulted in
significant pain and suffering, this included lacerations and fractures. In the case of a fractured tail
touching the tail caused the dog to turn and bite until the tail was surgically docked. Tail lacerations
are often recurring and involve extended healing periods, risk of infection and discomfort for the
dog.

My cocker spaniels who have shortened tails do not suffer issues with communication or balance.
They communicate perfectly well with other dogs without a full tail and | have no problems with



aggressive incidents. Dogs have other means of conveying cues other than those provided by tail
motion - ears, eyes, head carriage, body positioning etc.

Sheep do not lack balance when climbing up and down hills so balance does not come into the
equation. Docked dogs are strong swimmers and agile runners. If the shortening of tails were to
affect the dog's ability to swim and run, then the country would currently be overrun with wobbly or
drowned dogs.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, | complete this process in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or
under. At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the necnate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
bone {has not calcified} and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely gquestion the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crosshred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these propesals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.












I am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved scheme)
is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and the tail banding procedure under the Animal
Welfare Act (No2) 2015 is not a surgical procedure.

The breeds that I am associated with and that are banded are traditionally docked dogs that still perform
their duties that they were designed for.

[ understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any myths
around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so I am surprised
that this proposal has taken shape.

I understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major stakeholders in
writing this proposal which I see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. I also understand that the
governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over 6000 members, but NZKC were
not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

I understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these countries are
not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

I understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented and the
groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree (no registration
with the NZKC) dogs. I would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer such detailed
questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this proposal.

I am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate puppies,
however in the last 4 years I only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this information.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated (jointed) hind
limb dew claw removal: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the
direct supervision of a veterinarian; Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age) Must be performed by a
veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and Pain relief must be used at the time of the
procedure.



I disagree with this proposal in its entirely and advocate for the status quo and these are my reasons:

At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate puppy to calcify
and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through bone (has not calcified)
and does not bleed when performed correctly. No other country in the world has proposed this procedure
should not be practiced as the health and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a caretaker of my chosen breed, I am fully versed in the damage that a dew claw can cause to the dog if
left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on
would result in significant pain and suffering to the dog.

I understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this propeosal was documented and the
groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree (no registration
with the NZKC) dogs. [ would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer such detailed
questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this proposal.

I understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major stakeholders in
writing this proposal which I see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. [ also understand that the
governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over 6000 members, but NZKC were
not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

I understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have been
ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

My Dobermans, Ch. Jager’s Lime Twisted Gin and Philmar Spiderman, were adopted from reputable
breeders in the US with international histories in the Doberman world. Their reputations are impeccable as
responsible breeders. Both Dobermans I own are tail banded and have dew claws removed. They are
performing tasks they were bred for as therapy dogs for hospice and dementia care patients, as well as
agility assignments.












[ understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented and the
groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree (no registration
with the NZKC) dogs. I would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer such detailed
questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this proposal.

[ understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group also
deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion on pedigree
dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

1 am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate puppies,
however in the last 4 years I only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this information.

Conclusion

1, along with other members of the NZCDB, seck to maintain appropriate care and welfare standards for all
animals including dogs. I however consider that the proposals as set out may have other unintended
implications which do not meet the intent or care standards proposed. I would suggest that as long standing
Pedigree dog breeders that I and the other members are well placed to assist officials and at the very least
this should not be ignored.

[ welcome any questions the Ministry may have with respect to this submission and along with the NZCBD
am available also to meet should this be helpful.

Victoria Whittle
s9(2)(a)






The banding procedure should be recognised, the same as lay people can remove a pig's tail and lambs’ tail The Act

allows a lifestyle farmer with no previous experience the ability to band. We should have special dispensation under
the act for recognition and continuation of the Accredited Banders Panel.

There are numerous reasons for the necessity of tail shortening ,including of course those relating to prevention of

tail damage and in particular for working breeds, breeds with over enthusiastic tail action. Breeds with tail structure
that render them vulnerable to injury and breeds that are heavily coated.

Dogs - Dew Claws.
Your argument is that articulated dew claws are firmly attached to the leg. Most front limb dew claws are
articulated. Their removal often requires the bone to be cut through, this can result in complications including pain,
haemorrhage, infection and scarring , if not performed correctly.
| say that if performed correctly there is no bone to cut through, there is no bleeding and only momentarily pain.
Most breeders are scrupulously conscious of sterile conditions and there is co chance of infection.
Articulated dew claws may function to prevent foot injury by providing support when running and to keep objects
steady while a dog is chewing.
| beleive this statement is from vets who often do not have dogs of their own. Many dogs are extremely fast runners
and do not have dew claws to provide support. Dogs use their front feet to hold objects steady while chewing them
not dew claws. Many breeders remove dew claws an puppies in the first week of their lives because soon after bhirth
the dew claws are more like fingernails than appendages. At this young age dew claws can be removed relatively
easily and no stitches are required.
. They are higher up on the paw so they won't get any wear in the normal course of wa
. walking.

If they are ever allowed to get long the quick will grow propartionately making it more
Difficult to keep that toenail short. Many pet owners don't keep them trimmed and they start to grow back around
into the leg,

The dew claws on the dogs front or rear paws can easily get caught on things and

easily rip off which would be very painful for the dog.

Conclusion:

I, along with other members of the NZCDB seek to maintain appropriate care and welfare standards for all animals
including dogs. | however consider that the proposals as set out may have other unintended implications which did
not meet the intent or care standards proposed. | would suggest that as a long standing Pedigree Dog Breeder that |
and the ather members are well placed to assist officials and at the very best this should not be ignored.

Patricia Stewart
Gamlingay Boxers






Animal Welfare proposed regulations feedback submission form

Nardine Theodore
s 9(2)(a)

My feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

I am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC) and am a registered breeder of pedigree
dogs.

To be an accredited member of the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds (NZCDB) one must have
had animal husbandry skills signed off by a veterinarian, a veterinarian must complete the
application for accreditation by either witnessing neonate puppies being banded or being in the
presence of another accredited bander to enable the subject to perform tail shortening.

The NZCDB as an organisation was established in 2004 and membership is focussed on the welfare
of tail shortened breeds. The NZCDB operate as a fully audited and regulated group under the
umbrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee
{NAWAC).

Being associated with tail shortened breeds and being employed by a Veterinarian | have never
heard of a complaint or issue arise from any litter that has had banding on and to the best of my
knowledge | understand that as an accredited group, NZCDB have performed tail shortening on over
10 500 neonate puppies without incident since 2005.

| am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding {described by the NAWAC approved
scheme) is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and accredited banders only perform
the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act [No2) 2015 and this is not a surgical
procedure.

I understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be compieted to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

I understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.



| understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. 1 would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

1 understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crosshred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

[ am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the [ast 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front limb dew claw removal and articulated {jointed) hind
limh dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be perfarmed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure,

I disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, this process is completed in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or
under. At this time it is a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the fast part of the neanate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
bone (has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its
traditional purpose (sled dog work) and the dew claw if left on can and does result in significant pain
and suffering to the dog. Over my 17 years with my chosen breed 5 of my own dogs have suffered
dew claw injuries,

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal,



| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal,

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

In my profession as a Groomer | have witnessed many incidents of dew claws growing back into the
skin of the dog as the pet owner doesn’t understand how to trim the nails and often as the dog is of
a coated variety, they are not aware of a dew claw being present.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

| understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing body (and only — NZKC) have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is.
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My feedback:

62. The proposed regulation states: Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian.

Must only be perfermed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this praposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

1 am a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club (NZKC} and am a registered breeder of pedigree
dogs.

1 am an accredited member of the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds (NZCDB) and have had my
animal husbandry skills signed off by a veterinarian, who must complete my application for
accreditation by either witnessing neonate puppies being banded or being in the presence of
another accredited bander to enable me to perform tail shortening.

The NZCDB as an organisation was established in 2004 and our membership is focussed on the
welfare of tail shortened breeds. We operate as a fully audited and regulated group under the
umbhrella of the NZKC with the approval of the National Animal Welfare Advisory Commitiee
{(NAWAC).

| have never had a complaint or issue arise from any litter that | have completed handing on and to
the best of my knowledge | understand that as an accredited group, we have performed tail
shortening on over 10 500 neonate puppies without incident since 2005.

| am of the understanding that the procedure of tail banding (described by the NAWAC approved
scheme} is vastly different from the process of tail amputation and as an accredited bander | only
perform the tail banding procedure under the Animal Welfare Act (No2) 2015 and thisis not a
surgical procedure.

The breeds that | am associated with and that are banded by me are traditionally docked dogs that
still perform their duties that they were designed for.

| understand that in 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to dispel any
myths around the process of tail banding, yet to date, this has not been carried out by NAWAC so |
am surprised that this proposal has taken shape.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.



I understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shortening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to. answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

{ understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt gualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.

| am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act on individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
puppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. The proposed regulations states: Front [imb dew claw removal and articulated {jeinted) hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

t disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my
reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, | complete this process in a neonate puppy 4 days of age or
under. At this time itis a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
bone {(has not calcified) and does not bleed when performed correctly.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health
and welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog.

| understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.



| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

| understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakehaolder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

In my profession as a Groomer/Boarding Kennel facility | have witnessed many incidents of dew
claws growing back into the skin of the dog as the pet owner doesn’t understand how to trim the
nails and often as the dog is of a coated variety, they are not aware of a dew claw being present.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and once again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

[ understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their
large membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand
that the largest governing body {and only — NZKC) have also not been included in the proposal to not
allow this process toc remain as is.
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1.0

Introduction

This submission is divided into two parts, based on the two parts in the Ministry for Primary Industries’
Discussion Paper Proposed Animal Welfare Regulations (Care & Conduct and Surgical & Painful Procedures).
These two parts are Part A - Overview of the proposed regulatory package, and Part 8 - Specific Regulatory
Proposals. This submission will largely focus on the use of Colony Cages and the Animal Welfare {Layer Hen)
Code of Welfare 2012,

2.0

1.1 I became involved in advocacy for animal issues in early 2014 when my neighbour, Craddock
Farms Ltd made an application to establish and operate an egg layer facility on a neighbouring
property. In opposition to the Resource Consent Application by Craddock Farms Ltd [ rallied
the community, lobbied paliticians, sought media exposure including an interview with
Catriona Maclennan on her program Paws for Thought and created Ban Chicken Layer Cages
(BCLC). BCLC is a campaign platform to deal with the issues surrounding the use of cages in
New Zealands egg production industry, specifically the use of Colony Cages. Also as a
neighbour to the proposed Craddocks egg farm [ was an opposing submitter at the first
hearing and the subsequent appeal to the Environment Court. [ was successful on both

occaisions.

Enforcement, discretion, implementiation, monitoring and review
2.1 Commissioner for Animal Welfare

On visiting the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) website they sum up thier role with “MPl is helping
maximise export opportunities for our primary industries, improve sector productivity, ensure the food
we produce is safe, increase sustainable resource use, and protect New Zealand from biological risk.”
Although primary responsibility for the enforecement of Animal Welfare of production animals sits with
MPI there is no mention of this in thier mission statement or strategy. Rather the focus is on the
economic longevity through increasing export and productivity.

By default this then presents a conflict of interest between its animal welfare responsibilities and its key
purposes. This is exampled by MPI's ability to ignore the Animal Welfare Act when it deems there is an
economial reason to do so-as it did on review of the use of farrowing crates for sows. Although MPI
acknowledges that the use of the farrowing crates breaches the act by not allowing the sow to exhibit
the minimum behviours as required by the Act, it states that “The economic analysis showed that
enforcing a move to a [less than four week] farrowing pen system using new buildings was financially
unviable. The cost to retrofit the infrastructure fram farrowing crates to farrowing pens in existing
buildings was also substantial and would be highly unprofitable with industry rationalisation a likely
outcome,” Ergo MPI chose economics over compliance or enforcement of the Animal Welfare Act.

This is why we need a Commissioner for Animal Welfare.

At any given point in time there are some 60 million animals on commercial farms and 1o ensure the
welfare of these animals MPI has employed 11 animal welfare inspectors to deal with all animal welfare
complaints on farms around the country. This means that only the most serious cases can be
effectively investigated and is farcically inadequate. Between 2012/2013 and the 2011/2012 financial
years the spend on Animal Welfare enforcement fell over half a million dollars ($6,569k to $6,012k). In
2015 the Government announced an additional spend of $10 million over four years creating another
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static budget between 2015 and 2018 when the problem of both deliberate cruelty and cruelty as-a
result of neglect or ingorance is growing.

A comprehensive report on MPE's failure to enforce animal welfare was prepared in 2011, MPI has not
acted on the clear recommendations in the report. When a journalist from Seven Sharp sought the
report under the OIA, MPI refused to release it, stating that doing so would damage the New Zealand
economy. This is an incredible statement and a clear acknowledgement by MPI itself of its failure to
fulfil its animal welfare responsibilities.

The size of animal welfare issues in New Zealand is exampled by the fact that organisations like SAFE
and Farmwatch feel it necessary to undertake covert investigations themselves. The public also sees
this as a failure by MPI to adequately investigate and enforce the Act.

In particular because of the inaction from MPI to prosecute when they are provided with damning
evidence of horriffic deliberate cruelty. Recent examples include:

» In December 2014 Farmwatch investigated pig farms from Christchurch, Hawera, Auckland and the
Waikato which was so shocking and disturbing that Campbell Live would not air all of the footage.
MPI have said that footage of pigs being violently beaten and crushed to death seen in the
footage is not evidence of "unnecessary pain, distress or ill treatment”. And were in fact all
considered "industry standard" by the Ministry for Primary Industries.

¢ December 2015 Farmwatch again undertook an investigation of the abuse on dairy farms at their
own cost and risk. The footage of this investigation included calves left in crates on the side of the
road with no shelter, food or water. This often occured in extreme weather conditions and at times
for over 8 hours, despite law requiring them to be fed two hours before transportation. Truck
drivers roughly throwing calves into the back of trucks and a slaughterhouse worker violently
kicking, hitting and throwing helpless calves before bludgeoning them and slitting their throats. In
addition to supplying this information to MPIL in September 2015 it was also supplied to TVNZ's
current events program Sunday. During Sunday’s investigation for the show they discovered that
MPI had still not followed up on the footage although they had received it some two months
earlier. Other than a prosecution of the slaughterhouse worker no further prosecutions have been
made.

¢ In April 2016 Story aired yet another non-MPI investigation in to a Putararu egg farm where the
investigators found overcrowded cages that were littered with dead and dying hens. The bulk of

the hens were deemed to be in poor condition. Again no prosecution by MPI even though the Act
had been breached.

Additional evidence of increasing neglect and cruelty is that between January 2010 and December
2013 more than 140 instances of cruelty or neglect toward farm animals have been uncovered. Some
of the degree of neglect and cruelty is exampled as follows:

a February 2012, Waikato: Dairy cows at the farm were so severely injured or emaciated that 26
had to be put down, one immediately. Of the 135 animals in the herd, 115 had broken tails and
many had broken legs after being beaten with a metal bar. The farmer was jaited for 2 years.

0 July 2012, Waikato: A farmer continued to run his farm bankrupt while his cows starved, many
to death. He was convicted and sentenced to four months' home detention.
0 July 2012, Hawke's Bay: A farmer illegally castrated a horse, using chloroform as anaesthetic.

He was convicted and fined $1500.
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a September 2012, Waikato: About 80 cows were left without water and inadequate food for
four days. No charges were laid, written warning.

(] February 2013, Hawke's Bay: Between 300 and 500 sheep were left with no feed in "poor
body condition". No charges were laid, written warning.

Q April 2013, Canterbury: Farmer let 22 ewes die of emaciation and related conditions. No ¢
harges, written warning and education letter.
a May 2013, Canterbury: About 150 dairy cows had their tails broken after they were hit with a

chain case. Farmer convicted and sentenced to eight months' home detention.

With only 11 investigators the task of capturing a reasonable number of these cases is too difficuit. A
separate independent body shauld be created to legitimately enforce the Animal Welfare Act. Ministry
for Primary Industries should be stripped of all investigative and enforcment responsibilities that would
would enable the ministry to focus solely on supporting and increasing New Zealand's exports. The
animal welfare rolls would transfer to the new independent Commissioner for Animal Welfare along
with the funding that had supported it under MPL

New Zealand should be improving the conditions of production animals but we appear to be slipping
behind the rest of the world, regardless of the fact that the MPI cantinue to say we are world feaders in
animal welfare. Other countries such as Austria, Belgium and Switzerland have already begun to phase
colony cages out and Germany and the Netherlands have already achieved this. If we appointed a
Commissioner for Animal Welfare rather than leading the way we would be following in the footsteps
of some of the European nations like Switzerland, Austria and Slovenia. It is not so important to be
first but ultimately we do not want to be “the last cab off the rank”.

PART B ~ SPECIFIC REGULATORY PROPQOSALS

17 Layer hens - Opportunity to express normal behaviours

As conventional cages are to be phased out by 2022 they will not be discussed here. However, the
introduction of Colony Cages clearly breaches the Act and in fact also breaches the Animal Welfare (Layer
Hens) Code of Welfare 2012.

Behaviours considered important for laying hens are feeding, drinking, perching, sleeping, preening,
dustbathing, ground pecking, wing flapping, scratching, nesting, head shaking, tail wagging, feather ruffling,
beak wiping, unilateral wing-leg stretching and avoiding predators (although the husbandry system used
shouid be designed so that hens do not need to perform this latter behaviour) (Duncan, 1998; Weeks and
Nicol, 2006).*

Ban Chicken Layer Cages (BCLC} supparts the above and by default also supports the proposed regulations.
However, BCLC does not agree with the statement on page 38 of the Discussion paper that “Colony cages are
considered a housing system that meets the requirements specified (in the proposed regulations}”. In
particular the design of this housing system completely prevents behaviours such as dustbathing, ground
pecking and scratching {foraging). In fact the failure of conventional cages to provide for these

behaviours is cited as one of the main justifications to transition to a new system.

! Animal Welfare {Layer Hens) Code of Welfare 2012 — Report, p. 10
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In the Animal Weifare (Layer Hens) Code of Welfare 2012 - Report (the Report) to the Minister NAWAC
deliberately misled the reader as to the adequacy of how Colony cages meet a layer hens behavoural needs. It
states “Colony cage systems built with furnishings according to the requirements as outlined in the minimum
standards in the code will enable the birds to perform a range of their normal behaviours including nesting,
perching, scratching, ground pecking, and dustbathing (Duncan, 1998; Weeks and Nicol, 2006).”2 However,
Duncan's paper makes no reference to the adequacy of Colony cages at all and the cited research by Weeks
and Nicol actually contradicts the claim. It outright states that colony cages were not sufficient for nesting
behavioural needs. Even by their own admission the success of dustbathing in a Colony cage can be as low as
21%3

[n Aprit 2016 Story aired a Farmwatch expose in to a Putararu Colony Cage egg farm where the investigators
found overcrowded cages that were littered with dead and dying hens. The bulk of the hens were deemed to
be in poor condition and rather than the enrichments improving the welfare of the hens the perches in
particular were deemed dangerous as exampled by the number of also dead and dying hens trapped under
them. The expose revealed that Colony cages effectively provide no better welfare for hens than the
conventional cages.

At an estimated cost to the industry of $150 million to move to Colony cages, the industry stakeholders will
suffer undue financial expense when New Zealand inevitably move away from cages all together.

As Colony cages breach both the Act and the Code BCLC reccommend a full ban on Colony cages.
Question: Does a regulation offence provide an appropriate deterrent?

Answer: Not necesarily. Businesses will arrange themselves in such a way as to incur the least
amount of cost i.e. legal entity type. In addition any deterrent is only as good as the
enforcment. Looking at the Putararu example above MPI decided not to prosecute even
though there were grounds to do so as "Laying charges is not always the best solution
for the animals' future."*

18 Layer hens - Stocking densities
Stocking densities impact on the layer hens welfare both in a physical and a mental capacity.

1. Cages - BCLC reccommends a full ban on all cage types including Colony cages;

2. Non cage systems — to ensure that a layer hens wellbeing is protected she needs space to exhibit
the important behavours stated in both the Act and the Code. The stocking density is also directly
linked to the speed of disease spread in poultry. “In a joint consultation, the WHO, FAQ, and OIE
noted that the sheer number of intense contacts between birds with increasing flock density serves
to spread and amplify disease agents like bird flu.”5. All of the high population issues as
mentioned in the Report such as smothering, amonia levels, injurous pecking and disease and
parasites can be mitigated by reducing the stocking densities.

? Anirnal Welfare (Layer Hens) Code of Welfare 2012 — Report, p. 15

¥ Animal Welfare {Layer Hens) Code of Welfare 2012 - Report, p. 16

4 Stuff.co.nz MPI decides not to prosecute Heyden Famms despite shocking hen video, (7/04/2016}
3 Report of the WHO/FAQ/OIE joint consuliation on emerging zoonhotic diseases
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BCLC reccommends the following:
2.1.1. Barn without access to an outdoor ranging area ~ 5 hens per m?
2.1.2. Barn with access to an outdoor ranging area — 7 hens per m?
2.1.3. Stocking of the outdoor ranging area must not exceed 2,000 hens per hectare

Question: Does a regulation offence provide an appropriate deterrent?

Answer: Not necesarily. Businesses will arrange themselves in such a way as to incur the least
amount of cost i.e. legal entity type. In addition any deterrent is only as good as the
enforcment. Looking at the Putararu example above MPI decided not to prosecute even
though there were grounds to do so as "Laying charges is not always the best solution
for the animals' future."®

19 Layer hens — Housing and equipment design

As conventional cages are being phased out they will not be discussed here. The remaining three systems of
Colony cages, Barns without outdoor access and Barns with outdoor access require varying levels of regulation
ammendments.

While BCLC reccommends a fult ban on the use of Colony cages the following should also be noted:

1. Although NAWAC purports that Colony cages provide a secluded nest area when compared with the very
definition of seclusion we see that the Colony cage fails to provide this basic need for a hen. "Seclusion -
the state of being private and away from other people'?. With only one nesting area, using the average of
45 minutes for the hen to lay? it will take a flock of 80 hens 45 hours to lay their eggs privately “away from
other [hens]". This ignores the fact that the bulk of the hens will lay in the first six hours of daylight. If we
forecast all hens laying between 6am and 1pm in the afternoon over a seven hour period this means there
will be between 8 and 9 hens competling for the single nest box at any given time.

6 Stuff.conz MPI decides not to prosecute Heyden Farms despite shocking hen video, (7/64/2016)
? Oxforddictionarles.com
A Appleby, M.C. (1998) Modification of laying hen cages to improve behaviour. Poultry Science, 77: 1828-1832
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2. Within the Code and the Proposed Regulations perches "must be provided and designed to allow the hen

to grip withoui risk of trapping its claws". However, from the Colony cage expose by Farmwatch earlier this
year we learned that these perches are actually very dangerous as hens are being caught under them and
they are not able to excape, being left to die of thirst and starvation while at the same time being trampled
by thier cage mates. When hens perch, they tend to sit mainly on their keel bone rather than putting
weight through their foot pads. This causes a higher pressure load on the keel bone than the foot pads
when perching which may or may not be evenly distributed depending on the perch. If pressure points are
caoncentrated, problems with both keel bones and foot pads could arise which are defrimental to the health
of the hen and can also impact egg productivity.

Scientific research has shown that hens with keel bone fractures lay fewer eggs than hens with no
fractures — a possible explanation is that calcium is being used in bone healing rather than egg formation.
ftis a well known fact that caged hens typically exibit weaker skeletial forms which makes fractures a
higher risk. As the perch in a Colony cage is comprised of a steel bar this can can create slipping (as we
saw in the Putararu footage), causing friction between the pad and perch and subsequently lead to foot
pad lesions and limping and lameness. Perches in colony systems are situated on average just a few
centimeters from the floor of the cage. “A perch positioned 5¢cm aboeve floor level is ‘not considered as a
perch (by a hen) and has no attractive or repulsive value™,

Litter is not provided in colony cage systems. Litter is imperative for hen welfare. “Hens will make great
efforts t0 access litter for pecking, scratehing and dustbathing — three normal behaviours of hens. When
hens are unable to forage in litter, they can redirect their pecking towards other hens resulting in harmfut
feather pecking and even cannibalism. When hens are unable to dustbathe in litter, they can develop the
dysfunctional behaviour of sham dustbathing"1®

20 Layer hens ~ Induced moulting

This draft regulation is supported. Debeaking should also be prohibited.

82 Birds ~ Pinioning or otherwise deflighting a bird

BCLC does not support these procedures.

83 Poultry - Dubbing

These procedures should be banned.

s Cooper, J.J. and Ablentosa, M. J. (2003) Behavioural priorities of taying hens. Avian and Poultry Biology Reviews, 14: 127-145
5 Cooper, JJ. and Ablentosa, M. J. (2003) Behavioural priorities of laying hens, Avian and Poultry Biology Reviews, 14: 127-149
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- Dogs - tail docking.. Itis great toc see that the proposal, if | am reading it correctly, would no
longer allow docking to be carried out by anyone other than a vet or supervised vet
student. Breeders, no matter how experienced, should not be able to dock or band tails.

Thank you for reading my submission.

Kind regards

Delwyn Monk
s92)()






" Submission on Animal Welfare Regulations

By: Margaret Cotton
Secretary/Treasurer
s 9(2)(a)

I have owned, bred, hunted, shown, cbedience trialled and trained others for dog training since 1973. lown a
docked breed being German Shorthaired Pointers and Hungarian Vizsla. | have been in the past a NZKC Gundog
judge, which means | had to sit exams that included skeletal structure and gait of the dog.

3.4.1 Option 1: Retaining the Status Quo.

tam in favour of this Option, | believe that the regulations we now have for Animal Welfare are quite satisfactory
provided they are enforced. People often need education, which | see little of in the media or even via the dog
control, not sure if the farming community have animal welfare education opportunity either, if so then MPI is
working for them.

| also believe that an instant fine of $300 in many cases would be unwarranted, mainly due to the lack of education
opportunity on MPI regulations easily avaitable to the public.

Surgical and Painful Procedures Regulatory Proposals:
61. Dogs - Dewclaws
I strangly oppose any change to Dogs Cede of Welfare 2010, Minimum Standard 16.

I read that one vet saw a video where a dog running had dewclaw touching the ground. | am sorry | cannot find that
video but | have viewed it and though what shocking weak pasterns the dog in the video had. Dewclaws are set well
above the dog’s foot, they just hang there and are of little or no use. | have read that a dog can grip a bone to chew
on with them, but | have not seen that ever in my dogs over the years. | have seen a photo of a dog in freezing water
trying to claw its way up onto ice, with the caption that dewclaws are useful. | certainly hope no NZ dog is everin
that situation, but | doubt the front dewclaw would be much use as the dog can’t move them, they are vestigial. This
tink shows a dog moving at walk and trot and there is no way the dewclaw is anywhere near contacting the ground.

http://dawgbusiness.blogspot.co.nz/2013/03/dog-gait-in-slow-motion.htm|

The fact is that they catch on things, and particularly working dogs and hunting dogs ideally should have dewclaws
removed to prevent injury, it is not unusual for the dewclaw to catch on scrub and be partly torn off. Removal of the
dew claw before 4 days when the connective tissue is soft and not fully formed may save the dog pain and the
owner vet bills. Also on pet dogs with a long coat the claws can go un-noticed and grow to be a problem.



Proposal 62: Tail Docking

| strongly believe that the current Minimum Standard 17 of the Dogs Code of Welfare 2010 should be retained.

There is now a format for qualified tail banders who do an excellent job. There is no reason given for removal of the
Accredited Banding Scheme.

Working gundogs, particularly the European breeds such as German Shorthaired Pointer, Weimaraner, Vizsla, and
others of the hunt, point, retrieve variety and including working springer spaniels should be able to have their tails
shortened to prevent injury in the field. In New Zealand the cover is often very harsh with gorse, Manuka, broom
and forest felling’s. As these breeds, unlike the undocked gundogs that have thick tails and/or tails with a fot of hair,
have long thin tails they are customarily shortened to about half their length. This means the dogs still have a tail
and certainly are not impeded in their dog to dog communications {which rely on many other things the least of
which would be tail wagging or carriage).

As these breeds need to be athletic and agile, there is absolutely no problem with balance due to a short tail. 1 do

wonder where these ideas come from, certainly not from people who use their dogs in situations where balance and
agility are in fact very necessary!

| quote MP! Proposal 68; 69; 72. Proposal 70 — banding or hot iron for tail docking carried out by any person with no
pain relief. Proposal 81 — cutting off piglets tails by any person with no pain relief.

Why may | ask are these Proposals not subject to the same proposed regulatory procedures as Tail banding a baby
puppy prior to 4 days of age that has not fully developed nervous system when the animals in the above MPI
Proposals (68,69,72,70 and 81) have fully formed nervous systems and definitely would feel pain?

There seem to be some very discriminatory issues in these proposed regulations!

To summarise:

There is no reason to cease the Accredited Tail Banding scheme.

No new or satisfactory reasoning for changing Minimum Standards 16 and 17 have been produced.





















6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposats
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

} understand that over 170 countries do not ban the tail shotrtening procedure however these
countries are not spoken about in any documentation produced by MPI,

! understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposat was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crosshred non-pedigree
{no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

| understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA nameiy HUHA. This group
also deals with crosshred non-pedigree dogs yet they feit qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for tail shortening.,

{ am of the belief that there is currently a process in place for the SPCA to act an individual cases that
perform a tail shortening procedure illegally on a litter of non-registered NZKC members neonate
nuppies, however in the last 4 years | only know of 2 cases where the SPCA has acted on this
information.

61. The proposed regulations states: Frant limb dew claw removal and articulated {jointed} hind
limb dew claw removal:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian;

Must anly be performed for therapeutic reasons; and

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure

Hind limb dew claws: non-articulated (greater than or equal to four days of age)
Must be performed by a veterinarian or veterinary student under supervisions; and
Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with this proposal in its entirety and advocate for the status quo and these are my reasons:

When performing a dew claw removal, | compiete this process in a neonate puppy 3 days of age or
under. Afthistime itis a well-recognised fact that the toes and tail are the last part of the neonate
puppy to calcify and develop into bone. The neonate dewclaw is removed without cutting through
bone (has not calcified] and does not bleed when performed correctiy.

No other country in the world has proposed this procedure should not be practiced as the health and
welfare of the dog will be compromised.

As a professional dog breeder and caretaker of my chosen breed, | am fully versed in the damage
that a dew claw can cause to the dog if left on. My chosen breed has been bred to be used in its
traditional purpose and the dew claw if left on would result in significant pain and suffering to the
dog. We ourselves have witnessed two dogs catch their dew claw and rip it out causing great pain
and distress requiring veterinary intervention. This is far more distressful than what we do within
the first 48 hours of their iives.

i understand that breed specifics are not taken into account when this proposal was documented
and the groups largely involved in writing these have dealings mainly with crossbred non-pedigree



(no registration with the NZKC) dogs. | would sincerely question the stakeholder’s ability to answer
such detailed questions around form and function of a specific breed for the purposes of this
proposal.

I understand that another major stakeholder is an offshoot of the RSPCA namely HUHA. This group
also deals with crossbred non-pedigree dogs yet they felt qualified to once again offer their opinion
on pedigree dogs and the reasons for dew claw removal.

f understand that MPI partly funds both the RSPCA and NAWAC, yet they are both major
stakeholders in writing this proposal which | see as being extremely one sided and- is not factual. |
also understand that the governing body of the professional dog world Namely the NZKC has over
6000 members, but NZKC were not included as a major stakeholder when writing these proposals
and nor are they funded by the Ministry.

| understand that not all front dew claws are articulated and ence again the breed specifics have
been ignored in this instance and MPI have been advised incorrectly.

| understand that the Groomers Association have not been contacted for information from their large
membership to dispel the myths displayed in the proposed regulation and | further understand that
the largest governing body (and only — NZKC) have also not been inciuded in the proposal to not
allow this process to remain as is.

What responsible breeder would take a basket of puppies to the vet for an unskilled vet assistant to
do the job, this would cause dreadful stress to the mother of the puppies and could be exposing the
pups to other infections, as responsible breeders we care about the whole life of our puppies.

Anyone that says a Pembroke Corgi needs a tail to balance has never seen it in action either around
the show ring, obedience ring or out on the farm.

It is requested that serious consideration be given to dismissing these proposals for the reasons
detailed above.

Karen & lon Truscott
Fa Wood Kennels
Pembroke and Cardigan Corgis
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Is an infringement likely to be effective in changing behaviour? Yes: easy to spot infringements at slaughter.

Are there barriers to treating ingrown horns that need to be considered? No: easy job.

At what point is it reasonable to assume an ingrown horn should have been noticed and treatment provided?
Ingrown horns don’t creep up cn anyone: you can tell which are likely to be a problem very early and weli
before they do. Delay is lack of observation and lack of mativation to do anything.

Does the definition ‘touching skin or eye’ leave open the possibility for more severe ingrown horns e.g. ‘penetrating
aye or skull’ to be prosecuted as currently? Yes

At what point does horn shortening (removing dead horn) become dehorning? If there is evidence of pain or
bleeding during (but too late).

Can you tell beforehand with confidence? If you are really conservative and just remove the tip from an intact but
ingrowing horn then mostly it is not innervated. Butin some ingrowing horns the tip has already been removed and
the stump has continued to grow into the head and so all of this material is innervated.

Will the wound from ingrown horns require a period to heal before transport? Depends: if just removed the tip and
no pain/blood then OK but if pain/blood then no

67: Castration. 6 month division for +/- pain relief. Why 6 months: feels as though the legislation is being drafted
to preserve the status quo (most calves/lambs are castrated< 6 months) rather than with an eye on welfare. it may
be practical and politic but it doesn’t seem scientific. Will Burdizzo cord crushing also be excluded? If the pig
industry has accepted pain relief at castration why not the cattle industry?

68: Disbudding

Should the requirements outlined in this proposal apply to all methods of disbudding? Yes

What is the point where disbudding is distinct from dehorning— is it based on age, method or other factor?
Subjective at the moment. Could try the point at which the horn bud attaches to the skull, Practically we ask
famers to present calves btwn 2-4 weeks as we find that this is the best balance btwn being able to find and locate
the buds, and the buds being too big to anaesthetise with a single bleb of local injected over the buds. We do NOT
use corneal nerve blocks for disbudding: too much variability in their effect, too slow (to do and the time delay in
onset) , too much local. Instead we inject 1ml {max 2mi) directly over the horn bud. This is easy in young calves and
the bieb blooms out under the skin and over the bud. Then gas burn through the local anaesthetic skin bleb. Very
rapid onset (seconds) and very reliable and effective anaesthesia. Bigger buds we injetct 2-3mls of local around the
base aka a develveting ring block. Equally effective but slower to do. Please do NOT legislate for corneal blocks in
the hands of para-professionais or vets. Some will not wait long enough for them to work, will not repeat them
when they do not work and reliahility will be nowhere near 100%. Placing local accurately without sedation or a calf
crate that holds the head really still is difficult whether a local bleb or a corneal is used. A restraining calf crate that
halds the calf this still will be stressful even with local anaesthesia. One of the reasons why the sedation of caives
combined with local anaesthesia is so effective is because it minimises both handling stress and pain from the
procedure. If VOIs are to be used to licence para-professionals will this cover the use of sedation and local or just
local. Is the relationship btwn practice and deer client — with transactional and professional engagement cutsode
the develveting procedure — equivalent to that btwn a licensing practice and a dishudding para professional. The
para professional may have no octher relationship with the practice, may disbud calves that are on farms not
serviced by that practice, and frequently will be in business oppaosition to the practice for disbudding and other para
professional activities such as metrichecking and scanning. How many of these para-professionals will have a
professicnal body that maintains their professional standards and to which they are obliged to belong? How many
of them will have adequate third party and professional insurance. How many of them will have adequate training,
understanding and motivation to handle RVMs and any adverse events?

Does a period of between 12 and 24 months provide sufficient time for farmers and other businesses to make the
arrangements necessary to provide pain relief at the time of the procedure? Yes

69: Dehorning.

How can it be legislation to disbud animals under @ months with pain relief but OK to dehorn animals up to 9
months without pain relief. It may be practical but....

Poor though corneal blocks are, wouldn’t their mandatory use for dehorning be appropriate. Or ring blocks?. OK
too big to sedate but it's a one at a time job anyway



Disclaimer:
The information contained in this e-mail message is CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION and may also @LLY PRIVILEGED intended only
for the individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby n bl%&«that any use, review,
dissemination, distribution or copying of this document is strictly prohibited. If you have receiv document in error, please
immediately notify us by return email and destroy the original message.

O


















62. The proposed regulation states:

Must be performed by a veterinarian or a veterinary student under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian.

Must only be performed for therapeutic reasons

Pain relief must be used at the time of the procedure.

| disagree with the proposed changes completely and wish the current set of regulations on this
matter to remain.

lam a member of the New Zealand Kennel Club and have a registered kennel name breeding
pedigree dogs. Two of the three breeds | am associated with are traditionally docked and when |
bred those dogs | only ever banded their tails. In fact over 40 years ago | taught my Veterinarian to
band and he continued to band until the day he retired.

Today there are people who have been accessed to perform tail shortening. These people belong to
the New Zealand Council of Docked Breeds (NZCDB) which was established in 2004. These people
belong to a fully audited and regulated group under the umbrelia of the NZKC with the approval of
the National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee ([NAWAC).

I am also aware that the procedure of tail banding {described by the NAWAC approved scheme) is
vastly different from the process of tail amputation. This is the main reason | showed my
Veterinarian the process of banding. Banding is not a surgical procedure.

I am also aware that backin 2012 NAWAC agreed and suggested a study should be completed to
dispel any lingering doubts around the process of tail banding. | know for a fact (as | personally know
the Vet who replied to the tender) that this has not been undertaken sc to bypass this process and
arrive at these proposals | can only assume uninformed rhetoric has been taken into consideration
rather than scientific facts.

In conclusion, | note that MPI partly fund both the RSPCA and NAWAC. As these agencies are major
contributors to these proposals | see this as being extremely biased and not factual. There are over
170 Countries in the world that do not have a ban on tail shortening and there is NO Country who
has banned the removal of dew claws.

1 am gravely concerned as to the enforcement of any regulations if these come into the code. | read
with concern that the animal welfare enforcement will be with the RNZSPCA and the NZ Police. To
date there are not enough inspectors currently to enforce the current regulations.

If these proposals are enacted and an inspector sees a puppy with a shortened tail, how will it be
treated if in fact that puppy is born with the NBT gene? (Natural Bob Tail). Will it take a Court of Law
to have this fact proved?

Once again thank you for the opportunity to submit on these proposed changes.

Pam Douglas
NZKC Accredited Breeder.









Breeding animals (specifically dogs and cats) - Only registered breeders should be able to breed puppies and
kittens for sale. Registered breeders should be inspected regularly to ensure that the conditions in which the
breeding animals and their offspring are being kept comply with regulations and standards. Pet shops must
be able to prove that any animals for sale have come from a registered breeder and are of the appropriate

age to be taken from their mothers. This will help to shut down puppy and kitten mills.

Catteries and kennels - there are highly variable standards of care. These need to be held to a consistent
standard with penalties including being able to shut down offending places for multiple offences.

Questions 4. Are there any minimum standards or additional matters that you think should be considered
Jfor regulation in the future, once the implications of regulating these areas are better understood?

Yes - my points above in response to Question 3 if these are unable to be brought into regulation
immediately.

Consideration should be given to tracking animal offences (similar to that brought into play in January 2016
by the FBI - the motivation being that those committing offences against animals are also likely to commit
offences against people) https://www.ibi.gov/news/stories/201 6/february/tracking-animal-cruelty

4.1.1 Infringement

Question 9: Are the infringement offences and respective fees proposed for breaches of the proposed
regulations, outlined in Part B, appropriate? Should any of the proposals attract higher or lower fees or
penalties?

There does not appear to be any proposal for dealing with repeat offenders. Cases made public by rescue
groups seem to highlight instances where the offender was known for this behaviour or had been prosecuted
before. In these cases, there should be a motre severe penalty / criminal conviction imposed for any
subsequent offence, even if this next offence is considered a minor infringement, and the offender must be
banned from owning another animal again.

5.2 What happens to the existing minimum standards/requirements?

Question 15: How should the codes of welfare be amended by the proposed regulations to ensure the codes
continue to work effectively within the legislative scheme?

Question 16: Which of the approaches as outlined above, or combination of approaches do you support?
Question 17: What other options to amend the codes are there?

I support the second approach outlined - ie that the codes of welfare would be amended only where the
regulations provide a higher standard in order to align the minimum standards in the codes with this higher
standard. This would mean that the codes of welfare would continue to operate to a fuller extent in their
evidential and defence functions in prosecutions for Act offences.

Care & Conduct and Surgical & Painful Procedures
MPI Discussion Paper No: 2016/12

Part B Specific Regulatory Proposals

10.0 Care and Conduct Regulatory Proposals

10.2 The Proposals

5 - Dogs. Injuries from collars and tethers

7 - Dogs. Dry and Shaded Shelter

I do not think the regulations go far enough. There needs to be a specific regulation to deal with cases where
dogs have been tied or chained up or confined to crates virtually the whole time. This prevents the dog from
being able to express its natural behaviours and is inhumane. In many cases a barking complaint by

2





