QUEEN'S THE INSTITUTE
FOR GLOBAL
) EJRLKE?SWY ‘ I G FS FOOD SECURITY

have your cake and eat it:
can we enhance the environmental
impact of poultry systems whilst
improving welfare?

llias Kyriazakis

Wednesday 30 August 2023



Context: Current trends in poultry production

* Poultry systems are considered as one of the least impacting livestock
systems in terms of C footprint

» This has been achieved through efficient use of resources, including using birds
that convert feed very efficiently, and their management



Environmental impact of poultry systems
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When considering the environmental impact of poultry

systems, an all-encompassing approach is needed



Impacts beyond Greenhouse Gases also important

Other environmental impact categories commonly considered in agricultural LCA:
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Context: Current trends in poultry production

* Concerns have been raised about the sustainability of this trend in
improvement in (animal) efficiency, and the effects this may have on bird
health and welfare (EFSA, 2023)

» EFSA reviewed the most relevant poultry husbandry systems in Europe and
identified the relevant welfare consequences for each system and hazards that
can have welfare implications

» Recommended measures to prevent or correct the hazards and/or mitigate the
welfare consequences



SCIENTIFIC OPINION eI:SCIJOU RNAL

ADOPTED: 14 December 2022

doi: 10.2903/j.efsa.2023.7788

Welfare of broilers on farm

EFSA AHAW Panel (EFSA Panel on Animal Health and Welfare),

Sgren Saxmose Nielsen, Julio Alvarez, Dominique Joseph Bicout, Paolo Calistri,
Elisabetta Canali, Julian Ashley Drewe, Bruno Garin-Bastuji, Jose LUIS Gonzales RO]aS
Christian Gortazar Schmldt Mette S Herskm Miguel Angel Miranda Chueca, Barbara Padalino,
Paolo Pasquali, Helen Clare Roberts, Hans Spoolder Karl Stahl, Antonio Velarde Arvo V|Itrop,
Christoph Winckler, Inga Tiemann, Ingrid de Jong, Sabine Gabriele Gebhardt-Henrich,
Linda Keeling, Anja Brinch Riber, Sean Ashe, Denis Candiani, Raquel Garcia Matas,
Michaela Hempen, Olaf Mosbach-Schulz, Cristina Rojo Gimeno, Yves Van der Stede,
Marika Vitali, Eléa Bailly-Caumette and Virginie Michel



Some EFSA recommendations (out of 14 key) that
might affect environmental impact of broilers

* Limit the growth rate of broilers to a maximum of 50 g/day.

* Substantially reduce the stocking density to meet the behavioural
needs of broilers

* Avoid the use of cages, feed and water restrictions in broiler
breeders.

* Keep ammonia concentration in the barn below 15 ppm.

* Provide a covered veranda for broilers and broiler breeders from
2 weeks of age.

* Provide access to an outdoor range covered with 70% vegetation
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Some EFSA recommendations (out of 10 key) that
might affect environmental impact of layers

* House all birds in non cage systems.
* Provide dry and friable litter

* House flocks with easily accessible, elevated platforms
and/or perches.

* Provide a covered veranda for all birds to reduce
effective/local stocking density.



Context: Current trends in poultry production

* Concerns have been raised about the sustainability of this trend in
improvement in (animal) efficiency, and the effects this may have on bird
health and welfare (EFSA, 2022)

» EFSA reviewed the most relevant poultry husbandry systems in Europe and
identified the relevant welfare consequences for each system and hazards that
can have welfare implications

» Recommended measures to prevent or correct the hazards and/or mitigate the
welfare consequences

* The question is are these recommendations consistent with the desire
to reduce or maintain the environmental impact of poultry systems?



ADAS REPORT

A REVIEW OF THE EVIDENCE OF THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ANIMAL
WELFARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
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Correlation between system characteristics

* There is a very high correlation between a system and its characteristics:

* High correlation between system and bird strain (but not always!)
* High correlation between system and slaughter age (which influences feed

efficiency)
* Correlation between system and feed ingredients (although most systems utilised
soya, but the incorporation of other ingredients varies)

 Surprisingly, there was lack of high correlation between system and:
* Stocking density — some conventional systems use low stocking densities

* A comparison between welfare enhancements and environmental
impact may actually be a comparison between systems!!!



Is there a difference between systems?
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Sources of Global Warming Potential in broiler systems
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Sources of Eutrophication Potential in broiler systems
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Variation in C footprint (GWP) between broiler studies
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Variation in environmental impacts between broiler

studies
Impact variables (/tBW) | _n | Min | Max | Mean _
93 630 7400 2840
59 3.62 92 34.1
54 1.03 69.6 16.5
54 0.480 24.6 9.1
42 6.01 184 26.3
M 12 40.0 2285 849.5
11 0.250 2.370 0.930



Guidelines on how to assess environmental impact
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Nutrient flows and associated
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livestock supply chains

Guidelines for assessment



