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Foreword

Animal Health Australia is a not-for-profit public company established by the
Australian, state and territory governments and major national livestock industry
organisations. The company is a dynamic partnership of governments and livestock
industries that strengthens Australia’s animal health status and reinforces confidence
in the safety and quality of our livestock products in domestic and overseas markets.
The partnership initiates and manages collaborative programs that improve animal
and human health, food safety and quality, market access, livestock productivity,
national biosecurity and livestock welfare.

The Australian Animal Welfare Strategy (AAWS) is an Australian Government
initiative that will guide the development of new, nationally consistent policies and
will enhance existing animal welfare arrangements in all Australian states and
territories. The Strategy was developed over five years by the Australian Government
with assistance from the National Consultative Committee on Animal Welfare, in
consultation with state and territory governments, animal industry organisations,
animal welfare groups and the general public.

The Strategy covers the humane treatment of all animals in Australia including:
« livestock/production animals
o animals used for work, sport, recreation or display
e companion animals
e animals in the wild
e aquatic animals, and
o animals used in research and for teaching purposes.

The AAWS has funded the development of these Australian Animal Welfare
Standards and Guidelines for the Land Transport of all commercial livestock as the
inaugural project in a high priority program to develop standards and guidelines for
all commercial livestock species and all aspects of the production supply chain.

This Regulatory Impact Statement assesses the proposed standards in the Australian
Standards and Guidelines for the Welfare of Animals - Land Transport of Livestock.
The proposed standards are intended to replace the various existing land transport
model codes of practice and include new standards for species and classes of livestock
that are not covered by the existing model codes.

The stated purpose of the proposed standards is to set standards that ensure the
welfare of livestock during land transport, including by both road and rail and by
livestock transport vehicle aboard a ship. The standards are intended to establish a
basis for developing and implementing consistent legislation and enforcement across
Australia, and provide guidance for all people responsible for livestock during land
transport. They are based on scientific knowledge, recommended industry practice
and community expectations.
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The standards apply to all those responsible for the care and management of
transported livestock, including: drivers, transport companies, owners, agents and
livestock handlers at farming enterprises, depots, saleyards, feedlots, and livestock
processing plants. Extensive consultations and collaborations have been conducted
during development under the guidance of a broadly representative Reference Group.
A period of public consultation has also been conducted which has served to highlight
ethical and practical issues and has led to the development of a better package.

Animal Health Australia has considered all stakeholder responses in developing the
final standards and guidelines for recommendation by the Reference Group to
Primary Industry Ministers. On behalf of Reference Group members | would like to
thank all those who took the time and effort to provide input into the development of
this important livestock welfare policy reform.

Mike Bond
CEO Animal Health Australia.
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Summary
Introduction

This regulatory impact statement (RIS) assesses the proposed Australian Standards
and Guidelines for the Welfare of Animals - Land Transport of Livestock (the
proposed standards) as set out in Appendix 9 to the RIS.

The proposed standards are the first Australian welfare standards to be developed
under a new system stemming from the Australian Animal Welfare Strategy (AAWS)
as outlined in Part 1.2.3 of the RIS. They are intended to replace the various existing
land transport model codes of practice and include new standards for species and
classes of livestock that are not covered by the existing model codes.

The stated purpose of the proposed standards is to set standards that ensure the
welfare of livestock during land transport, including both road and rail. The standards
are intended to establish the basis for developing and implementing consistent
legislation and enforcement across Australia, and provide guidance for all those
responsible for livestock during land transport. They are distilled from a blend of
scientific knowledge, recommended industry practice and community expectations.

The scope of the standards and guidelines covers the transport of livestock by road,
rail and livestock transport vehicle aboard a ship. The standards apply to the major
commercial livestock industries in Australia; that is, to alpacas, buffalo, camels,
cattle, deer, emus, goats, horses, ostriches, pigs, poultry and sheep.

The standards apply to all those responsible for the care and management of
transported livestock. Those responsible include drivers; transport companies;
consigners; agents; and livestock handlers at farming enterprises, depots, saleyards,
feedlots and livestock-processing plants. An explanatory guide to the proposed
standards is provided in Appendix 1.

State and territory governments have the main responsibility for implementing animal
welfare law. Through the Australian Animal Welfare Strategy, ministers have agreed
that endorsed standards will be consistently implemented under animal welfare
regulatory systems of the jurisdictional governments. The guidelines will not be
regulated.

While the document assessed by this RIS is a proposed set of national standards and
guidelines rather than regulations, it is envisaged that the standards, if endorsed by the
Primary Industries Ministerial Council (PIMC), will be adopted or incorporated into
regulations by the various jurisdictions, after which compliance with the standards
will become mandatory. For this reason, the RIS treats the standards and their
alternatives as if they are mandatory, and uses the existing model codes of practice
(MCOPs) as the base case for assessment of costs and benefits (refer to Part 5.2 of
this RIS).

The RIS is required to comply with the ‘Best Practice Regulation - A Guide for
Ministerial Councils and National Standard Setting Bodies’ as endorsed by the
Council of Australian Governments in October 2007.
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The livestock transport industry

Livestock transport is a crucial link in the supply chain that brings together all aspects
of the meat and livestock industries. The livestock transport industry provides the key
service of transporting livestock between farms and stations, as well as transport to
and from saleyards, feedlots, processing establishments and live export ports across
the country.

While a large component of livestock transport is for purposes of slaughter, there is
also considerable movement of animals from one location to another for purposes of
management (e.g. lack of local pasture/fodder) or for resale and relocation as live
animals.

The value of livestock transported in Australia is estimated to be around $12 billion
per year. An estimated 969.4 million animals are transported 142 million
kilometres, taking 1.84 million hours per year. Of the total number of animals
transported, most are transported by road and roughly 600,000 head of cattle and
roughly 900 head of horses are transported by rail in a typical year in Queensland.
The estimated total annual cost of transporting livestock for slaughter, export/import
and other purposes by road (excluding rail and the cost of horse transport for
recreational purposes) is between approximately $606.8m and $672.7m.

The issues

Animal welfare concerns are becoming increasingly important for the farming and
transport of livestock, both in Australia and internationally. Practices which may
have once been deemed acceptable are now being reassessed in light of new
knowledge and changing attitudes.

‘Animal welfare’ is a difficult term to define and has many dimensions, including the
mental and physical aspects of an animal’s well-being, as well as people’s subjective
ethical preferences. The variation in the definition of animal welfare in science,
philosophy and the general community has created much confusion and controversy.

Where an animal is failing to cope with a problem, it is said to be stressed. Stress is a
physiological response by the individual in the attempt to cope with factors causing
the stress. Stress can be objectively measured in animals using indicators such as the
level of cortisol in the blood. If stress factors are minimised, poor welfare outcomes
can be prevented or made less likely.

Transportation can be a major stressor for livestock and can have deleterious effects
on health, well-being, productivity and ultimately, product quality.

Animals being transported by road and rail are subject to a number of stress factors
throughout the journey, including handling, loading, transporting, mixing of
unfamiliar animals, unloading and total time without water or food. These risk factors
can be cumulative and apply across all phases of land transport, from assembly and
handling before the journey, to unloading at the destination.

Animal welfare is now recognised as a characteristic of product quality and customer
requirements in some industry sectors. There is increasing recognition by livestock
industries that animal welfare is an integral part of good animal husbandry. In the
past few years, several food safety-based quality assurance schemes have been
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implemented either within businesses and/or across industries and these may include
animal welfare components. The Quality Assurance (QA) scheme most relevant to
animal welfare issues in regard to transport is the Australian Livestock Transport
Association’s ‘TruckCare’ program.

Process and consultation

Extensive consultation has taken place with government agencies, researchers,
industry and animal welfare organisations in the development of the proposed
standards and their predecessors.

The standards were developed under the auspices of the Animal Welfare Working
Group (AWWG), which is ultimately responsible to the Primary Industries Ministerial
Council (PIMC). Membership of AWWG comprises representatives from each of the
State and Territory departments with responsibility for animal welfare, CSIRO, and
the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry - Australia.

The standards development process was managed by Animal Health Australia (AHA)
and was initially undertaken by a small writing group comprising research,
government and industry representatives; supported by a widely representative
Standards Reference Group (SRG). Further drafts of the standards were developed by
AHA in consultation with the SRG and smaller working groups covering each species
or issue. The SRG was comprised of representatives of the livestock transport
industry, the production, saleyard, feedlot and processing sectors of industry for all
the animal species involved, animal welfare organisations, state and federal
regulators, policy specialists and other technical experts from the veterinary, teaching
and research fields.

Livestock welfare stakeholders and the general public were invited to make
submissions on the proposed standards and/or the RIS for a 60-day period between
27th of March and the 27th of May, 2008. The proposed standards and this RIS have
been amended in response to the submissions received.

The problems

The problems that the proposed standards are endeavouring to address include the
need:

o for greater national consistency in livestock welfare standards;

e to ‘fill in gaps’ in current standards;

e to update current model codes of practice;

e to minimise risks to livestock welfare;

o for clear, essential and verifiable standards;

e to ensure that the benefits justify the costs of standards;

o for standards to be considered within an international context; and
e to meet community expectations.

Market forces alone would not be expected to solve these problems and intervention
in the form of regulated standards is necessary.
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The policy objective

In relation to the proposed standards and possible alternatives, the following
overarching policy objective is identified:

To ensure that the conditions under which livestock are transported on land
are consistent with reasonable animal welfare outcomes.

Assessment of costs and benefits

Because compliance with the guidelines is voluntary, costs are imposed by the
proposed standards rather than by the guidelines. Most of the proposed standards are
consistent with the requirements of existing national model codes of practice, where
they exist, as listed under the base case in Part 5.2 of the RIS. The main overall
difference is that proposed standards are not explicitly stated in the existing model
codes. The proposed standards make more verifiable the unverifiable guidelines in
the existing model codes, to facilitate incorporation into state and territory regulations
and the auditing of compliance with such regulations. In many cases, the proposed
standards increase the coverage of livestock species, minimise risks to livestock
welfare and reduce unnecessary costs to industry.

The term ‘base case’ means the situation that would exist if the proposed standards
were not adopted. The base case provides the benchmark for measuring the
incremental costs and benefits of the proposed standards and the other options. The
base case includes all relevant existing model codes of practice, which can be adopted
as standards in regulations at any time, as some states and territories already have. It
also includes the relevant state and territory animal welfare legislation but this has not
been reviewed in detail for this study.

There is a perception by some industry associations that the RIS does not assess the
full cost to industry of the adoption of the proposed standards by regulations. It could
be argued that because the proposed standards are more verifiable and enjoy more
industry and government confidence than the existing model codes, they are more
likely to be adopted by the various states and territories in regulations than the
existing codes, resulting in higher total costs to industry than reflected in the RIS.
Nevertheless, for the reasons given above, the RIS must assess the incremental costs
and benefits of the proposed standards in comparison to the base case.

Relative to the base case, the proposed standards would impose minimal to minor
incremental costs or savings per journey in the following areas:

e transport costs and savings

e training costs

e veterinary/pathology costs

o verification/auditing/enforcement costs

No costs to livestock welfare have been identified. In other words, no species or class
of animal is likely to incur a reduction in its welfare, compared to the existing codes
of practice. On the contrary, there is likely to be a net benefit to livestock welfare as a
result of the implementation of the proposed standards.
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Veterinary and pathology costs will be directly incurred by the relevant livestock
owners. The transport costs/savings and the training costs will be incurred initially by
livestock transporters, but costs are in most cases likely to be passed on to livestock
owners and possibly consumers of meat and other livestock products, depending on
whether or not stock are auctioned and on consumer price sensitivities.

Verification, auditing and enforcement costs will be incurred by the relevant
government agencies if and when the proposed standards are adopted by regulations
or the appropriate legal mechanism. However, most state and territory departments
advise that there is unlikely to be any significant increase in enforcement costs of the
proposed standards relative to the base case. Some industry associations may choose
to develop or modify their own quality assurance programs to encourage compliance
with the proposed standards. However, any such costs would be voluntarily incurred,
rather than imposed by the proposed standards. It is recognised that industry and
industry QA can make an important contribution to livestock welfare practices but
this is not considered as a regulatory cost in this study.

A comparison of the proposed standards with the relevant World Organisation for
Animal Health (OIE) guidelines shows that there are no significant differences
between the proposed Australian standards and the relevant equivalent international
standards, except in relation to a few proposed standards as discussed in Part 3.3 of
the RIS. These differences are considered reasonable and justified.

The proposed standards would result in a net incremental cost to the livestock
industry, relative to the base case, estimated to be between approximately $31.4m and
$33.9m per annum or approximately $146.8m and $158.3m over 5 years, in present
value terms (2008 dollars). There are also some relatively minor unquantifiable costs
and savings, as set out in Part 5.3.2 of the RIS.

The quantifiable cost over 5 years (in present value terms) represents between 5.04%
and 5.18% of the total cost of livestock transport of approximately $2.84b and $3.14b.
The estimated change in retail meat prices would entail approximately a 1% increase
for beef, a 2% increase for lamb, a 0.3% reduction for pork and a 4.8% increase for
chicken.

If and when incorporated into regulations, the proposed standards are expected to
result in the following benefits:

e improved livestock welfare outcomes — risks to welfare will be minimised and
no species or class will be worse off;

e greater national consistency in the setting of standards;

e clear and verifiable standards, differentiated from guidelines, that are capable
of being incorporated into regulations;

e the gaps that exist in the current model codes of practice will be filled in,
including coverage of all livestock transported by land;

e the updates to current model codes of practice are reflected in the new
standards and guidelines, in the light of new knowledge and circumstances,
including industry best practice;
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e the proposed standards have been reviewed to ensure that their benefits justify
their costs, and that they meet the expectations of the Australian community,
which is likely to improve community confidence and implementation of the
standards.

e an enhanced international reputation (from providing clear statements of
Australia’s livestock welfare standards to the international community,
especially our trading partners).

Alternatives considered

In the case of national standards, practical alternatives are limited to alternative
standards that are relevant and could be applied in all jurisdictions. Having no
standards at all is not a practical alternative, because the ‘base case’ is that the
existing model codes will remain in place, and can be incorporated by states and
territories in regulations at any time, as some already have. (The ‘base case’ is used
as a point of reference for comparison of the proposed standards and the practical
alternatives).

The practicable alternatives together with the proposed standards will from here on be
referred to as ‘options’. As discussed in Part 4.0 of the RIS, the options assessed in
terms of costs and benefits were:

e Option A: Encourage the development of industry codes, QA programs etc
(i.e. a self-regulatory option);

e Option B: the proposed standards;

e Option B1l: the proposed standards with a variation to standard SB4.5
changing the minimum age for transport of calves for slaughter (other than to
a calf-rearing facility) to 8 days rather than 5 days;

e Option C: more outcome-based and less prescriptive standards leading to
possibly greater choice in ways to satisfy the standards;

e Option D: less expensive standards i.e. the most costly standards to become
voluntary guidelines;

e Option E: more effective standards for livestock welfare that will incur a
higher cost to livestock industries i.e. higher standards relating to maximum
time off water for particular species/class of species and a minimum voluntary
spell of 6 hours to allow recognition of the spell period as a credit in the total
water deprivation time calculation; and

e Option E1: more effective standards for livestock welfare that will incur a
higher cost to livestock industries s i.e. higher standards relating to maximum
time off water for particular species/class of species and a minimum voluntary
spell of 12 hours to allow recognition of the spell period as a credit in the total
water deprivation time calculation.

A comparison of quantifiable annual and five year incremental costs or savings for all
options is given in the following table.
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Option Annual value min Annual value Present vaIue_ Present value
max over 5 years min | over 5 years max
A +$0.9m +$0.9m +$0.9m +$0.9m
B +$31.4m +$33.9m +$146.8m +$158.3m
Bl +$44.1m +$46.6m +$206.2m +$217.8m
Not quantifiable but | Not quantifiable but | Not quantifiable but | Not quantifiable but
C likely more costly likely more costly likely more costly likely more costly
than Option B than Option B than Option B than Option B
D -$0.8m -$1m -$3.7m -$4.6m
E +$117.8m +$131.9m +$550.7m +$616.5m
El +$133.4m +$149.6m +$623.8m +$699.1m

A weighted criteria decision analysis was used to compare the relative costs and
benefits of various options (refer to Part 5.4 of the RIS). Option B (the proposed
standards) provides the highest weighted score of +1.4 with Option C (more outcome-
based and less prescriptive standards) providing the lowest weighted score of -0.4.
The proposed standards are therefore the preferred option, in which the
expected costs are considered to be outweighed by the expected benefits.

National competition policy test

To the extent that the standards impact on livestock transporters and other
businesses, such businesses would be equally affected by the same regulatory
environment. The likely incremental costs of the proposed standards are not so
high as to constitute a barrier to entry for such businesses. Thus the proposed
regulations are unlikely to restrict competition.

Implementation and review

All jurisdictions can make regulations to require compliance with the proposed
standards, and all regulations except those in New South Wales and the Northern
Territory can adopt the standards by reference. (New South Wales and the Northern
Territory would have to make regulations using similar wordings as the standards).

The proposed standards will be reviewed after five years from the agreed
implementation date; however there could be an earlier review if considered
necessary within the five year period.
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1.0 Background

1.1. Introduction

This regulatory impact statement (RIS) assesses the proposed Australian Standards and Guidelines
for the Welfare of Animals - Land Transport of Livestock (‘the proposed standards) as set out in
Appendix 9 to the RIS,

The proposed standards are the first Australian welfare standards to be developed under the new
system stemming from the Australian Animal Welfare Strategy (AAWS) as outlined in Part 1.2.3 of
the RIS. They are intended to replace the various existing land transport model codes of practice®
and include new standards for species and classes of livestock that are not covered by the existing
model codes.

The stated purpose of the proposed standards is to set standards that ensure the welfare of livestock
during land transport, including by both road and rail.> The standards are intended to establish a
basis for developing and implementing consistent legislation and enforcement across Australia, and
provide guidance for all people responsible for livestock during land transport. They are distilled
from a blend of scientific knowledge, recommended industry practice and community expectations.

The scope of the proposed standards is as stated in their introduction —

e The standards cover the land transport of livestock by road, rail and by livestock transport
vehicle aboard a ship.

e They apply to the major commercial livestock industries in Australia: alpacas, buffalo,
camels, cattle, deer, emus, goats, horses, ostriches, pigs, poultry (broilers, ducks, geese,
guinea fowl, layers, partridge, pheasants, pigeons, quail and turkeys) and sheep.

e The standards apply to all those responsible for the care and management of transported
livestock, including: drivers, transport companies, owners, agents and livestock handlers at
farming enterprises, depots, saleyards, feedlots, and livestock processing plants. The chain
of responsibility for livestock welfare in transport begins with the owner or their agent, and
extends to the final receiver of the livestock.

The standards and guidelines should be read in conjunction with other requirements for the
transport of livestock, and with related Commonwealth, state and territory legislation (refer to Part
1.2.3 of this RIS).

Whilst the document assessed by this RIS is a proposed set of national standards and guidelines
rather than regulations, it is envisaged that the standards, if endorsed by the Primary Industries
Ministerial Council (PIMC), will be adopted or incorporated into regulations by the various
jurisdictions, after which compliance with the standards will become mandatory. For this reason,
the RIS treats the standards and their alternatives as if they are mandatory, and uses the existing
model codes of practice as the base case for assessment of costs and benefits (refer to Part 5.2 of
this RIS).

! As listed on page 1 of the proposed standards and in Part 5.2 of this RIS.
2 Transport by rail takes place only in Queensland, and is used primarily for cattle plus a small number of horses.
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The RIS is required to comply with ‘Best Practice Regulation - A Guide for Ministerial Councils
and National Standard Setting Bodies’ as endorsed by the Council of Australian Governments in
October 2007.% These guidelines state that an RIS should:

o clearly identify the fundamental problem(s) that need to be addressed;

e clearly articulate the objectives, intended outcomes, goals or targets of government
action;

¢ identify a range of viable options including, as appropriate, non-regulatory, self-
regulatory and co-regulatory options;

e provide an adequate analysis of the costs and benefits of the feasible options, including
comparison with any relevant international standards and any competition effects;

e include a statement of the consultation undertaken;

e provide a clear statement as to which is the preferred option and why; and

e provide information on how the preferred option would be implemented, monitored and
reviewed.

1.2. Setting the scene

To set the scene for this RIS, this Part provides some general background information about the
Australian livestock land transport industry.

It is important to emphasise that the role of this RIS is strictly to assess the proposed standards, and
not to assess existing commonwealth or state legislation, codes of practice, enforcement strategies
or other considerations. Nevertheless, relevant background information may be helpful to interested
parties in understanding the proposed standards within their legislative, economic, national and
international contexts.

1.2.1 Overview of the Australian livestock land transport industry

Livestock transport is a crucial link in the supply chain that brings together all aspects of the meat
and livestock industries. The livestock transport industry provides the key service of transporting
livestock between farms and stations, as well as transport to and from saleyards, feedlots,
processing establishments and live export ports across the country.

While a large component of livestock transport is for purposes of slaughter, there is also
considerable movement of animals from one location to another for purposes of management (e.g.
lack of local pasture/fodder) or for resale and relocation as live animals. A projection of estimates
for the total number of livestock transported per annum by road and rail per species is summarised
in Table 1 (refer to Appendix 5 for derivation)

¥ COAG, October 2007.
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per annum by species/class of species

Species/class of species Total no. Estimated total | Weighted total hrs
Transported | distance (km) of transport/
(000°s) travelled by annum
road/ annum

Buffalo 2.875 8,788 115
Cattle 23,880.105 67,603,648 895,529
Calves for rearing 161.053 84,267 1,053
Calves for slaughter 955.556 426,901 5,336
Lamb < 4 months old 107.162 39,642 514
Sheep 66,210.170 30,042,052 389,425
Pigs 7,729.286 5,219,823 65,248
Poultry for meat 422,333.300 29,200,542 365,007
Chicks 443,449.965 1,886,804 23,585
Horses (slaughter + 17.87 44,800 560
export*)
Horses (sales + major 2,890.48 6,714,982 83,037
events)
Deer 49.333 38,203 478
Camels 0.787 2,077 26
Alpacas 66.990 37,774 472
Goats 1,535.294 655,643 8,499
Emus 5.111 6,453 81
Ostriches 10.778 12,038 150
Total 969,406.114 142,024,436 1,840,014

* Includes imports and re-imports for horses.

As shown in Table 1, an estimated 969.4 million animals are transported 142 million kilometres,
taking 1.84 million hours per year. Most of these trips are well within reasonable limits but there is
a need in Australia for livestock to be transported long distances to markets or for management.

Of the total number of animals transported, roughly 600,000 head of cattle® and roughly 900 head of
horses® are transported by rail, in Queensland.” The estimated total annual cost of transporting
livestock for slaughter, export/import and other purposes® by road (excluding the cost of horse
transport for recreational purposes) is between approximately $606.8m and $672.7m (refer to Part

* Recreation horse movements are estimated at 16 million p.a. and are not included in RIS calculations because the new
standards will not have a major cost impact due to short journey length and expected high compliance with the proposed
standards. The standards nonetheless will apply to all livestock movements.

® The estimate provided by Queensland Rail notes that in 2006 there were 360,000 head of cattle transported by rail
however this was 40% lower than a typical year due to drought.

® The estimate is determined by assuming 5% of horses are transported by rail on advice of Queensland Rail.

A map of the Australian rail network is available at <http://www.ara.net.au/railnetwork.htm>,

& Other purposes include: mustering; management; companionship; non-event recreation; breeding/breeder replacement;
growing out or finishing; racing; show/exhibition and sale.

Regulatory Impact Statement - Australian standards and guidelines
for the welfare of animals -Land transport of livestock



Final Draft Version — September 2008 4

A6.2 of Appendix 6). The total gross value of livestock transported in Australia for slaughter,
disposal and export is estimated to be around $12 billion per year.’

The export destinations of Australian livestock products are relevant to the later comparison of the
proposed standards with equivalent international standards (refer to Parts 1.2.3.4 and 3.3 of the
RIS).

Australia constitutes the second largest beef exporter in the world after Brazil.'> The other main
exporters of beef in order of world market share are; India; New Zealand; Canada; Argentina;
Uruguay; the United States; and EU-25."* In 2004, Australia produced about 1.3 million tonnes
carcass weight of beef, of which more than 950,000 tonnes (see Table 2) was exported to over 100
countries. Australia was the main exporter of beef and veal to the United States from 2002 to
September 2007, followed by Canada, New Zealand, Uruguay and Brazil.*?

Table 2 — Volume of Australian livestock product exports — 2004/05 to 2006/07

Livestock Unit | 2004- | 2005- | 2006-
product 05 06 07

Beef and veal kt 948 892 974
Mutton kt 137 145 162
Lamb kt 123 143 150
Pig meat kt 43 44 41
Poultry meat kt 20 22 28
Live sheep ’000 3,233 | 4,248 | 4,138
Live cattle ’000 574 549 638

Source: ABARE, (December 2007), Australian Commaodity Statistics

Table 3 — Value of Australian livestock product exports $m — 2004/05 to 2006/07

Livestock Product 2004- | 2005- | 2006-
05 06 07
Beef and veal 4584 | 4,272 | 4,634
Mutton 398 432 458
Lamb 673 767 749
Pig meat 150 143 142
Poultry meat 20 21 26
Live sheep 207 291 289
Live cattle 374 358 437
Total 6,405 | 6,284 | 6,735

Source: ABARE, (December 2007), Australian Commaodity Statistics

Indonesia is Australia’s largest market for live cattle and Australia’s competitiveness in the market
for feeder cattle has been enhanced by Indonesia’s restrictions on cheap buffalo meat imports from
India and frozen beef from Brazil. ™

Australia has become a net importer of pig meat products since 2002. In 2006 Australia exported
only 67kt of pig meat as compared to 1,080kt by Canada and 1,359kt by the United States™.

° Refer to Appendix 5.

10 Meat and Livestock Australia (August 2006), Australia’s Beef Industry: Fast Facts 2006

1 Meat and Livestock Australia (August 2006), Australia’s Beef Industry: Fast Facts 2006

12 United States Department of Agriculture USDA <http://www.ers.usda.gov/Data/Meat Trade/BeefVeal Yearly.htm>
3 Martin, P et al (February 2007), Australian Beef 07.1 ABARE
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Australia is considered to be the world’s largest goat meat exporter and total goat meat shipments
for the January — April period 2005 totalled 6,960 MT (shipped weight) with the USA being the
major destination. Live goat exports are mostly destined for Malaysia.*

Australia was also the main exporter of lamb and mutton to the United States from 2002 to
September 2007, followed by New Zealand®. Australia and New Zealand are the largest exporters
of lamb and mutton in the world.'” Saudi Arabia is the world’s largest importer of Australian
livestock (i.e. namely live sheep) — notwithstanding the two-year ban which ended in 2005. A
summary of trade patterns for sheep meat is provided in Table 4.

Table 4 — Volume/pattern of trade of sheepmeat for selected countries 1999 to 2006

1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006
kt kt kt kt kt kt kt kt
Exports from Australia 257 300 298 281 234 258 293 320
Exports from NZ 347 357 346 341 378 367 380 389
Imports
France 167 169 120 139 133 135 135 137
—from Australia 2 3 4 3 2 3 2 2
—from New Zealand 26 28 30 39 33 32 30 30
Germany 41 40 42 40 33 32 38 39
—from Australia 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
— from New Zealand 30 32 34 32 27 26 30 31
Saudi Arabia 49 55 45 45 54 52 60 52
— from Australia 21 23 23 26 24 20 26 26
— from New Zealand 14 19 13 11 15 13 14 13
United Kingdom 113 109 93 102 111 116 110 114
— from Australia 13 12 9 12 12 13 13 14
— from New Zealand 88 85 71 77 81 82 79 83
United States 47 55 61 67 69 74 75 79
— from Australia 32 39 44 46 43 47 54 59
— from New Zealand 15 15 17 21 26 27 21 20

Source: ABARE, (December 2007), Australian Commaodity Statistics

The proportion of trade of livestock/meat products for 2006/2007 by main export destination is
summarised in Table 5 below:

1 ABARE, (December 2007), Australian Commodity Statistics

> Elliot, M (2005), Australia Livestock and Products Emerging Goat Meat Industry 2005, USDA Foreign Agricultural
Service, GAIN Report, GAIN Report Number: AS5015

16 United States Department of Agriculture USDA

<http://www.ers.usda.gov/Data/Meat Trade/LambMuttonYearly.htm>

" Meat and Livestock Australia (August 2006), Australia’s Sheepmeat Industry: Fast Facts 2006

Regulatory Impact Statement - Australian standards and guidelines
for the welfare of animals -Land transport of livestock



Final Draft Version — September 2008 6

Table 5 — Main export destination of selected Australian livestock products 2006/2007

Product % of export by major | % of export by other
destination'® export destination
Live cattle exports (676,877 head) Indonesia — 66.81% 25.47%
Malaysia — 7.72%
Beef and veal exports USA -31.1% 11.41%
(973,880 tonnes) Japan —41.4%
Korea — 16.09%
Australian mutton exports Total Middle East —31.3% | 34.16%
(162,217 tonnes) South Africa — 12.84%

USA - 11.01%
Taiwan — 5.83%
Malaysia — 5.03%
Lamb meat exports (150,242 tonnes) | USA — 27.55% 23.90%
Total Middle East — 13.39%
Total EU — 8%

China —7.81%

PNG - 7.32%

UK - 6.04%

Japan —5.98%

Live goat exports (75,344 head) Malaysia — 75.1% 16.98%
Singapore — 7.92%
Live sheep exports (4,140,069 head) | Saudi Arabia —34.7% 10.18%
Kuwait — 21.68%
Bahrain — 13.2%
Jordan — 12.02%
Oman — 8.23%

Goat meat exports (17,994 tonnes) USA — 58.35% 3.25%
Taiwan — 24.29%
Caribbean — 8.08%
Canada — 6.03%
Pig meat exports™® Singapore — 49% 19%
New Zealand — 22%
Hong Kong — 5%
Japan — 5%

Other — 19%

Source: <http://marketdata.mla.com.au/> (data for Pig meat exports extrapolated from APL Export
Report, Market Reporting Unit, July2006 to December 2006 and from APL Import,
Export & Domestic Production Report, Marketing Report, April 2007 to June 2007)

1.2.2 Animal welfare issues

Animal welfare concerns are becoming increasingly important to industry, government, consumers
and the general public, both in Australia and internationally. Practices which may have once been
deemed acceptable are now being reassessed in light of new knowledge and changing attitudes.
The need to continue demonstrating sound animal welfare practices is becoming important in both
domestic and import/export markets.

‘Animal welfare’ is a difficult term to define and has several dimensions including the mental and
physical aspects of the animal’s well-being, as well as people’s subjective ethical preferences.”

'8 Only 5% or more is reported in this column
¥ ABS - Year Book Australia, 2008.
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The modern scientific and ethical consideration of animal welfare became a legitimate concern in
the late 18th century when it was accepted that animals could suffer.”* Variations in the meaning of
animal welfare in science, philosophy and the general community have created much confusion and
controversy.??  Notwithstanding the challenges of defining animal welfare, it is nonetheless
important when dealing with animal welfare to separate scientific considerations of welfare
(biological facts) from attitudes and moral judgments about what is appropriate (ethics).?

1.2.2.1 The ‘five freedoms’ approach

The UK Brambell Committee introduced the concept of the 'five freedoms' for animals - a set of
principles which provide a logical and comprehensive framework for analysis of welfare within any
animal production system. The five freedoms have been promoted by the UK Farm Animal
Welfare Council for many years, and have been adopted by many animal welfare organisations,
including RSPCA Australia, as the basis for their policies on the treatment of food animals and
other livestock. These five freedoms for farm animals are:

1. Freedom from hunger and thirst - by ready access to fresh water and a diet to maintain
full health and vigour.

2. Freedom from discomfort - by providing an appropriate environment including shelter
and a comfortable resting area.

3. Freedom from pain, injury or disease - by prevention or rapid diagnosis and treatment.

4. Freedom to express normal behaviour - by providing sufficient space, proper facilities and
company of the animal's own kind.

5. Freedom from fear and distress - by ensuring conditions and treatment which avoid
mental suffering.?*

The ‘five freedoms’ approach to welfare assessment is useful for reflecting ethical preferences and
community values.

1.2.2.2 Scientific approaches

It is arguable whether these five freedoms in fact represent an adequate basis for welfare, as it is
thought that some require further definition (for example what defines normal behaviour across a
wide variety of production systems). Barnett and Hemsworth (2003) argue that most would agree
with the ethical basis of this general approach to animal welfare, however it lacks definition and
until such time that definitions are provided, ‘this approach is not open to scientific scrutiny.’®

From a welfare perspective, scientists argue that ‘the freedom to express normal behaviour’ requires
a definition of both desirable and undesirable behaviour, especially in an agricultural environment.?®
For example ‘normal’ behaviour in the wild often represents the animal’s effort to survive in a life-

20 productivity Commission, (1998).

2! Productivity Commission, (1998).

22 Barnett, J.L, and Hemsworth, P.H, (October 2003).

28 Productivity Commission, (1998).

24 Brambell, 1965

% Barnett, J.L, and Hemsworth, P.H, (October 2003), p.618.

%6 Barnett and Hemsworth note that modern domestic animals are the result of thousands of years of selective breeding
and consequently both the physiology and behaviour of domestic animals have been modified (i.e. the behaviour of
even domestic animals placed in wild or semi-wild conditions is different to their wild relatives).
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and-death struggle to find food and avoid predation - however this is a situation which would
clearly reduce animal welfare compared to many farming practices.”’

An alternative definition of the welfare of an animal has been provided by Broom as follows:

[The animal’s] state as regards its attempts to cope with its environment and includes both the extent
of failure to cope and the ease or difficulty in coping. Health is an important part of welfare whilst
feelings — such as pain, fear and various forms of pleasure — components of the mechanisms for
attempting to cope and should be evaluated where possible in welfare assessment. %

While welfare may be considered to be a subjective experience, it has a biological function that is
related to the fitness and survival of the animal, and researchers have suggested that welfare is
compromised when the animal’s evolutionary fitness is reduced. Fitness can be reduced when the
animal is subject to a stressor, and activities such as physiological and behavioural responses in the
attempt to cope, fail, thus subjecting the animal to stress and distress. Where an individual is failing
to cope with a problem, it is said to be stressed. Stress is a physiological response exhibited by the
animal when it is attempting to cope with a stressor (i.e. handling, aggression, predation). Stress
can be objectively measured in animals using indicators such as the level of cortisol in the blood.

Transport can be a major stressor to livestock and in some instances can have longer-term
deleterious effects on health, well-being, productivity and ultimately, product quality. In extreme
circumstances, the failure to cope with a stressor may lead to illness, significant morbidity or even
death of the animals affected. On the other hand, if stress is minimised, poor welfare outcomes can
be prevented or made less likely. %

The process of transport begins with the assembly of selected animals, followed by loading,
confinement, motion, unloading and penning in a different location.*® The adverse stimuli that
livestock are exposed to during transport and lairage (see glossary) include handling during loading
and unloading; removal from familiar to unfamiliar conditions; noise; mixing of unfamiliar animals;
crowding; fluctuating temperatures; and deprivation of food and water.> There can be deleterious
effects on health, well-being, productivity and ultimately, product quality.®> Events that are
unfamiliar to animals, such as transportation, will often be perceived by an animal as dangerous
and, even in the absence of pain, can result in elevated levels of cortisol.*®

1.2.2.3 Animal welfare issues related to livestock transport

Animals being transported by road and rail are potentially subject to a number of stress factors
throughout the journey, including handling, loading, transporting, mixing with unfamiliar animals,
climate, unloading and time without water or food. As stated in the introductory pages of the
proposed standards and guidelines document (Appendix 9), the risk of adverse animal welfare
outcomes is related to:

e competency of personnel involved in any phase of livestock transport.
e selection and preparation of the livestock for the journey

e journey duration

2 Barnett, J.L, and Hemsworth, P.H, (October 2003).
28 Broom D.M., 2005.

29 Broom D.M. and Johnson K.G., 1993.

% Tarrant & Grandin, 2000.

! Ewbank, 1986; Kent and Ewbank, 1983.

%2 Smith et al, 2004.

% Speer et al, 2001.
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o food and water deprivation time

e timing of water, feed and rest before transport and at unloading

e species and class of the livestock being transported

e road conditions and terrain

e weather conditions

e vehicle and facility design and maintenance

e space allowance on the vehicle, and

e ability to observe the livestock en route and take action to remedy any problem.

These risk factors can be cumulative and apply across all stages of land transport as defined in the
standards, from assembly and loading before the journey to unloading at the destination. From an
animal welfare perspective, land transport of livestock is a process that begins before the physical
journey on either road or rail and only ends some time after this physical journey is complete.

Defining responsibilities

The welfare of animals during transport is the responsibility of all people involved, including
owners and managers of animals, business agents or buying/selling agents, transporters and other
animal handlers. For example, the consigner and the transporter have the responsibility to
determine whether livestock are fit to load; transporters, processors, agents and buyers all have
responsibility in certain instances for the feeding and watering of livestock.

The importance of defining responsibilities for animal welfare is particularly important in
transportation, which often coincides with a change in ownership of the animals.

The responsibility for transport is shared amongst livestock owners, producers, agents, buyers,
transport operators and people at destinations including saleyard, feedlot and processing personnel.
Communication between relevant parties is essential to ensure the welfare of the livestock
throughout transport.

Stock handling competency

There is a wide range of attitudes to animals and these have major consequences for animal welfare.
During handling and transport, these attitudes may result in one person causing high levels of stress
in the animals whilst another person doing the same job may cause little or no stress.

Training of staff can substantially alter attitudes to, and treatment of, animals. If an untrained
person is driving a vehicle and in sole charge of tens or hundreds of animals on a transport vehicle,
this can easily result in poor welfare outcomes.** For example, a competent stock handler would
know that different species respond in different ways to stress. Some species like pigs vocalise

their distress whilst others like sheep or cattle may show relatively little response or may freeze’.*

Loading and unloading

Loading and unloading have been shown to be the procedure most likely to be the cause of stress in
transported animals. Inspection of animals prior to loading is also important to ensure that animals
not fit for transport are not transported. Where an animal handler believes that there is a significant

% Broom D.M., 2005.
% Scientific Panel on Animal Health and Welfare, 2004
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risk of unfitness among the animals to be loaded, the animals should be inspected by a
veterinarian.*

Grandin has concluded that the single most important transportation issue is having a physically fit
animal for transport. The greatest welfare problems during transport were caused by death losses in
stress susceptible pigs and old cows.*”. A practical example of this problem is given in Case
Example 1 below.

Case Example 1

In May 2004, the manager of West Australian cattle station near Meekatharra was convicted of
10 charges of causing needless suffering to cattle that were not in a fit condition for transport.
He arranged for more than 600 head to be transported by road on a 17 hour journey to Perth.
On their arrival dozens of the animals were dead and many others were in poor condition.
More than 50 cows and calves had to be put down.®

The setting of standards for the transport of pregnant animals is problematic, due to difficulties in
determining the stage of pregnancy without a veterinary examination and the occasional need to
allow the transport of animals in late pregnancy for livestock management reasons, including
supervision of parturition.

The effects of efficient loading and unloading can vary considerably by species. For example,
sheep tend not to be greatly affected, cattle are sometimes affected, pigs are always affected and
poultry usually travel in containers to minimise human contact.*

It is important to avoid rough handling of livestock. It takes up to 30 minutes for an animal to calm
down and have its heart rate return to normal after rough handling. Calm animals move more easily
and are less likely to bunch together and be difficult to remove from a pen.*°

As well as inducing fear, stress and even mortality in animals, poor handling can result in bruising
and poor meat quality. For example, it was estimated in 2001 that bruising costs the US pork
industry US$6 to $7 million annually. PSE (Pale Soft Exudative)*" pork was estimated to cost
US$30 million annually. Losses due to mortality of pigs during transportation were estimated at a
further US$8 million annually.*?

There is an optimum stocking density for each species on transport vehicles, which varies according
to class, age, ambient temperature and humidity. Overcrowding presents the risk that animals that
go down during transport may be become trapped on the floor. Low stocking density renders
animals more vulnerable to falling as a result of careless driving and sudden stops,* or winding
roads.

Segregation of animals that could injure each other is also important. This need is already widely
accepted for dominant animals such as stallions and in situations where there are large size
differences between individuals. Any dogs used must be under control, not only for animal welfare
reasons but to avoid bite marks on meat products.

% Broom D.M., 2005.

%7 Grandin, T., 2001.

% ABC News Online Tue May 11, 2004 8:20pm AEST

%% Smith et al, 2004.

“® Grandin, 2001.

*! PSE is caused by a combination of factors which stress the animal and cause a rapid decline in meat pH.
“2 Speer et al, 2001.

“% Watts, undated
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Calves for slaughter (‘bobby calves’)

Bobby calves are predominantly young unweaned male dairy calves.** As they are surplus to the

herd replacement needs of dairy producers, they are usually transported to slaughter for human
consumption in their fifth day of life. (The age of transport is a controversial issue addressed later
as an option in this RIS).

Bobby calves are physiologically immature with no fat reserves, poorly developed thermo-
regulatory mechanisms and a lack of responsiveness to external stimuli. These factors predispose
them to difficulties in coping with transport and handling. Anecdotal observations of bobby calves
suggest that those over one week of age are more robust and able to withstand the stresses of
transportation.*® However, there is a lack of scientific evidence on this issue and further research is
needed.

A recent review commissioned by Dairy Australia found no evidence of a welfare benefit from
changing the minimum age; but that calves would be at greater risk of enteric disease and that
antibiotic residues would be more difficult to manage if the minimum age was increased to 8 or 10
days.*®

The mortality of bobby calves during transport is a concern. A study in 2005 by veterinary officers
of the Victorian Department of Primary Industries found that the mortality of calves for slaughter
increased exponentially with distance of transportation to the processing establishment.*” This
problem is exacerbated by calves for slaughter sometimes not being slaughtered at the nearest
processing establishment for various market-related or seasonal reasons.

Water deprivation

During livestock transport, particularly over long durations (greater than 24 hours), it is the
physiological states of dehydration and fatigue that are of most concern from an animal welfare
perspective. In the Australian transport context, these factors are more important than time off food
for most species and classes.

Species vary in their ability to cope with water deprivation. For example, a recent CSIRO study
showed that healthy mature sheep with no pre-transport feed or water curfew and transported in
accordance with accepted good practice under normal climatic conditions generally coped with
transport durations up to 48 hours. Whilst those on the longer journeys (especially 30 and 48
hours), were initially more thirsty on arrival, the physiological and behavioural data indicates that
they were not clinically compromised.*®

There is also variation in the ability to cope with water deprivation for classes of animals within
species. Special care needs to be taken with young stock, and with lactating animals or those in late
pregnancy to avoid excessive water deprivation.

Transport vehicles and facilities

The construction of transport vehicles and loading facilities can have a significant impact on animal
welfare. A minimum requirement for all species is non-slip flooring, adequate airflow, vertical

* For the purpose of the proposed standards, bobby calves are defined as being less than one month of age (30 days)
and weighing less than 80 kilograms live weight.

“* Shiel and Cave, undated.

“® Davis, 2008.

“’ Cave, Callinan and Woonton, 2005.

“8 Ferguson and Fisher et al, 2007.
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clearance and freedom from internal protrusions or other objects that could cause injury. Careful,
quiet handling becomes impossible if animals slip or fall.*

Travel and spell periods

With increasing duration of journey, the welfare of animals generally deteriorates because of travel
fatigue.”® Factors affecting travel fatigue include time travelled, the quality of the journey (whether
the road is straight or winding; ** the number of stops and starts encountered); temperature and
humidity.

Nevertheless, rest stops or spell periods during transport can be problematic. The stress of
unloading and reloading some species such as pigs and extensively raised cattle can outweigh the
benefits of spell periods,® particularly on shorter journeys. If animals are unloaded en route, they
should have a minimum spell period of 4 hours before reloading. Spell periods should include
access to water, food and the opportunity to rest before commencing another journey.

Humane destruction

Destruction of animals is an emergency procedure that is rarely necessary during transport, as long
as fit animals are selected for loading. Where it is necessary, for example because of injury caused
by a traffic accident, it is important that destruction be done promptly, safely and humanely.
Humane destruction methods for newborn stock are relevant for those unexpected births during
transport that cannot be cared for adequately.

1.2.3 Relevant legislation, standards and guidelines

1.2.3.1 States and territories

Under constitutional arrangements, the primary responsibility for animal welfare within Australia
rests with individual states and territories, which exercise legislative control through ‘prevention of
cruelty to animals Acts’ and other legislation (refer to Table 6).

Each state or territory has a bureau or office that deals with animal welfare. In many cases
designated officers of the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) also
have authority under state or territory legislation to prosecute offenders for cruelty offences.
Animal welfare concerns arising in particular industries are often addressed in codes of practice
developed jointly by government and the industry. Each State and Territory government has an
Animal Welfare Advisory Committee (AWAC) that provides advice on animal welfare issues and
on associated legislation and codes of practice.>

As shown in Table 6 below, all jurisdictions can make regulations to require compliance with the
proposed standards, and all regulations except those in New South Wales and the Northern
Territory can adopt the standards by reference. (New South Wales and the Northern Territory
would have to make regulations using similar wordings as the standards). The Australian Capital
Territory, South Australia and Western Australia can adopt standards as amended from time to time,
whereas Queensland, Tasmania and Victoria can only adopt standards as at a particular date (that is,
if the standards are amended, the regulations would have to be amended accordingly).

*% Grandin, 2001.

% scientific Panel on Animal Health and Welfare, 2004

*! Hall et al, 1998.

%2 Grandin, T. (2001).

%% In Western Australia, specialist animal welfare advisory committees are established from time to time as the need
arises.
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It is not the role of this RIS to examine the extent to which state and territory legislation has
adopted existing model codes. That is being considered as part of the AAWS National
Implementation Plan.>*

1.2.3.2 Federal government

The Federal Government has limited animal welfare responsibility in the livestock sector, covering
export processing establishments and the live animal export trade. The Federal Minister for
Agriculture receives advice from the National Consultative Committee on Animal Welfare
(NCCAW). NCCAW was established in 1989 to provide a forum for agricultural industry
representatives, animal welfare interests and Commonwealth and State/Territory government
agencies to develop balanced advice in animal welfare for the Commonwealth Government.>® It
advises on the implications of issues and developments affecting the welfare of animals, and on the
relevance and effectiveness of existing and possible future Australian animal welfare arrangements
including policies, regulation, codes of practice and guidelines. For example, the NCCAW has
issued pS%sition statements on the humane road transport of animals, and the rail transport of
animals.

Another method of dealing with animal welfare issues of national significance has been through the
development of model codes of practice in consultation with industry and other stakeholders, for
endorsement by the Primary Industries Ministerial Council. These model codes have been used as a
guide by the various state and territory governments in the development of their own legislation and
codes of practice. As these model codes are developed primarily for government purposes, they are
separate to the various voluntary codes of practice and quality assurance programs that may be
developed from time to time by industry associations.

The Primary Industries Ministerial Council (PIMC) consists of the Australian/State/Territory and
New Zealand government ministers responsible for agriculture, food, fibre, forestry, fisheries and
aquaculture and rural adjustment policy. The Council is the peak government forum for
consultation, coordination and, where appropriate, integration of action by governments on primary
industries issues, including animal health and welfare.

% Shiell, June 2006.

*° The former Minister agreed to the recommendation of the 2006 NCCAW Review Report (Shiell, December 2006)
that, as an interim measure, NCCAW be retained as an advisory committee with altered terms of reference and
membership until the conclusion of the AAWS implementation period on 30 June 2009. The former Minister also
agreed in principle to the NCCAW Review recommendation that an Australian Animal Welfare Council be established
to replace NCCAW but decided that a final decision on this recommendation be taken nearer to that date. See
<http://www.daff.gov.au/animal-plant-health/welfare/nccawsreport>

% <http://www.daff.gov.au/animal-plant-health/welfare/nccaw/guidelines/transport>
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Stateor | Act Existing Adoption of standards by reference? Compulsory compliance with adopted standards?
Territory regulations
ACT Animal Welfare Act 1992 . | Animal Welfare Yes. Under s.112(4) of the Act, the regulations Yes, if adopted by regulations.
Regulation 2001 may incorporate (with or without modification) an
approved code of practice as in force from time to
time.
NSW Prevention of Cruelty to Prevention of Cruelty | Yes, but regulations can adopt the standards as Yes, but the wording of the standards would have to be
Animals Act 1979 to Animals guidelines only. reflected in the regulations themselves.
Regulation, 2006.
NT Animal Welfare Act Animal Welfare Yes. Under s.24 of Act, Minister may by notice Yes, but the wording of the standards would have to be
Regulations®’ in gazette adopt codes of practice, but compliance | reflected in the regulations themselves.
with such codes cannot be made mandatory.
QLD Animal Care and Animal Care and Yes. Under s.15(1) of Act, a regulation may Yes, if adopted by regulations.
Protection Act 2001 Protection require a person to comply with the whole or a
Regulation 2002 stated part of a code of practice.
SA Prevention of Cruelty to Prevention of Cruelty | Yes. Under s.44(3) of Act, regulations can Yes, if adopted by regulations.
Animals Act 1985 to Animals prescribe codes of practice with or without
Regulations 2000 modification) or operate by reference to any code
of practice relating to animals as in force at a
particular time or as amended from time to time.
TAS Animal Welfare Act 1993 Animal Welfare Yes. Under s.54(4) of Act regulations can adopt Yes, if adopted by regulations.
Regulations 1993 standards as in force at a particular date.
VIC Prevention of Cruelty to Prevention of Cruelty | Yes. Under s.42(2)(d) of Act, regulations can Yes, if adopted by regulations.
Animals Act 1986 to Animals adopt standards with or without modification as
Regulations 1997 published at the time the regulations are made, or
at any time before then.
WA Animal Welfare Act 2002 Animal Welfare Yes. Under s.94(2)(d) of the Act, the regulations | Yes, if adopted by regulations.

(General)
Regulations 2003

can adopt codes of practice with or without
modification, as they exist at a particular date; or
as they are amended from time to time.

> Regulations are not needed in NT to adopt standards. This can be done by the Minister by notice in the gazette.
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1.2.3.3 The Australian Animal Welfare Strategy

The Australian Animal Welfare Strategy (AAWS) was initiated by the Australian Government
with the assistance of the NCCAW and is based on broad stakeholder and community
consultation. It was endorsed by PIMC in May 2004 and provides a national framework to
enhance animal welfare outcomes. The AAWS is aimed at all Australians and encompasses all
uses of sentient animals.>®

AAWS Dbeen developed to provide the national and international communities with an
appreciation of animal welfare arrangements in Australia and to outline directions for future
improvements in the welfare of animals.

A key objective of the AAWS is ‘to facilitate improved consistency of legislation across states
and territories for improved and sustainable animal welfare outcomes.” Two related AAWS
activities are to:

e Facilitate the timely development, and revision of codes of practice, standards and guidelines and

legislation for the welfare of animals where scientific, social and industry developments justify changes
being made to existing practices, and

e Promote the adoption of a harmonised approach to the development and application of clear, contemporary,
adequate and consistent animal welfare legislation and codes of practice across all state, territory and local
government jurisdictions, for appropriate and agreed outcomes.>®

The AAWS National Implementation Plan includes an Animal Health Australia (AHA) managed
process to convert the existing model codes to Australian animal welfare standards that can be
regulated. The proposed Australian Animal Welfare Standard for Land Transport of Livestock is
the first Australian welfare standard to be developed. It incorporates elements in the existing
species-specific codes plus new provisions that are not already covered by the existing land
transport model codes of practices.®

1.2.3.4 International standards

Animal welfare considerations during land transport are the subject of increasing international
focus. The World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) has nominated transport of live animals
as one of three welfare topics for which guidelines are currently being developed by OIE
working groups (with a view to the possible development of international standards). The
European Union is also revising standards on animal transport.

The OIE is an intergovernmental organisation created by the International Agreement of 25
January 1924, signed by 28 countries. In May 2006, the OIE totalled 167 member countries.

Australia has pushed strongly for the development of scientifically based OIE international
animal welfare guidelines. This was not intended as a means to underpin non-tariff barriers to
trade. The OIE has since:

%8 Animal Health Australia, 2007.
% Primary Industries Standing Committee, 2005.
8 Animal Health Australia, 2007.
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e endorsed animal welfare guiding principles;

e developed welfare guidelines for land transport, ®* sea transport, humane slaughter and
killing for disease control.

Scientifically based animal welfare standards are currently being developed by the OIE in line
with the following agreed animal welfare guiding principles:

e There is a critical relationship between animal health and animal welfare;

e The internationally recognised °‘five freedoms’ (freedom from hunger, thirst and
malnutrition; freedom from fear and distress; freedom from physical and thermal
discomfort; freedom from pain, injury and disease; and freedom to express normal
patterns of behaviour) provide valuable guidance in animal welfare;®

A comparison of the proposed standards with the relevant OIE guidelines for land transport is
given in Part 3.3 and Appendix 4 to this RIS.

1.2.3.5 Industry initiatives

Animal welfare is now recognised as a characteristic of product quality and in some instances is
now a requirement for certain markets. There is increasing recognition by livestock industries
that animal welfare is an integral part of good animal husbandry. In the past decade, food safety-
based quality assurance schemes have been implemented within businesses and/or across
industries. These schemes reassure retailers and consumers of the safety and quality of animal
products. Some, but not all, of these quality assurance programmes include animal welfare.
Quality assurance programs may also be the most appropriate vehicle to include systems to
ensure environmental management, occupational health and safety, and animal welfare through a
total production chain approach.

These developments illustrate how livestock industries have increased their capacity to define
and demonstrate continuous improvement, leadership and best practice standards (e.g. in
education and extension training programs for industry participants). To date, a number of
auditable quality assurance programs in the pork, dairy, chicken meat, egg, red meat and
livestock transport industries have been initiated.®.

Several livestock industries have made significant progress in developing their own quality
assurance programs that incorporate animal welfare requirements. These industries generally see
such quality assurance programs as a mechanism to demonstrate compliance with legislation,
codes of practice, standards or market requirements. Additional potential benefits include
improvements in product quality, the benefits of a training aid focussing on practical welfare
issues and improvements in work-related characteristics in stockpeople such as job satisfaction.

81 <http://www.oie.int/eng/normes/mcode/en_chapitre_3.7.3.htm>

%2 primary Industries Standing Committee, 2005.
% Animal Health Australia, 2007.
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Within the livestock transport industry, animal welfare guidelines have already been developed
as recommended good practice for the industry and are reflected in the recently revised quality
assurance and accreditation program, TruckCare.

TruckCare is the Australian Livestock Transporters Association’s independently-audited quality
assurance program. The program is built around the quality assurance principles contained in
international guidelines and also uses hazard analysis of critical control points (HACCP).
TruckCare is designed to link with related quality programs including CattleCare, FlockCare,
National Saleyard Quality Assurance and TruckSafe.** The program is designed to raise
awareness and implement a quality management system which can be audited by customers, or
by an externally qualified auditor and integrated with customers or road transport quality
assurance programs. TruckCare has been developed with the assistance of animal welfare
scientists from the Department of Primary Industries, Victoria, and in collaboration with industry
and animal welfare organisations.®

Additionally, a national guide for selecting livestock for transport, 'Is it fit to load?’, has been
prepared by Meat & Livestock Australia (MLA) in collaboration with the RSPCA and 