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Public 	Consul tat ion 	 for 	Austra l ian 	An ima l 	
Welfare 	 Standards 	and 	Guidel ines- 	Poul try 	

RIS 	Quest ions 	

Specific public consultation questions related to the Regulation Impact Statement (RIS) have been drafted 
by the independent RIS consultants and approved by the Office of Best Practice (OBPR). These questions 
are located throughout the main body of the RIS and have been extracted below for your convenience.  

Views and advice are sought in providing information or data that would further assist in the assessment 
of the impacts (costs and benefits) expected under each of the RIS options/variations. The questions are 
requests for additional information, requests for reader opinions or value judgements, and requests 
related to the selection of a preferred option or group of options. 

Q1, Q4, Q6 and Q17 are requests for additional information about the problems addressed by this 
Consultation RIS, to inform the subsequent Decision RIS. 

Q2, Q3, Q5, Q7 and Q8 are requests for reader opinions or value judgements about the problems 
addressed by this Consultation RIS. 

Q9, Q10, Q11, Q12, Q13, Q14, Q15 are requests related to the selection of a preferred option or group of 
options. 

Please note: The questions are optional and don’t have to be answered to make a submission, you can do 
this separately or in conjunction with answering all or some of the below questions. It is suggested you 
have a copy of the RIS in front of you whilst answering the below questions to help with context. 
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RIS 	PUBLIC 	 CONSULTAT ION 	QUESTIONS 	

Date:  26.02.2018 

Name:  John Cordina  

Contact information:  Cordina Chickens (02) 9912 1700 

 RIS location - 2.3.1 Risks to animal welfare 

1. Do you agree with the summary list of advantages and disadvantages of layer hen farming systems 
in Part 2.3.1?  

☐ No ☐ Yes Comments:   
 

Do you think that any advantages and disadvantages are missing from this list? If so, please include 
them below.  

☐ No ☒ Yes Comments:  
A disadvantage inadequately addressed in the RIS is the risk to the rest of the 
poultry industry from lower biosecurity (and higher probability of disease) in the 
free range egg laying sector. While the cost of eradicating emergency diseases is 
raised in the list, the cost (of eradication activities) to other sectors of the industry 
has not been considered, nor has the cost of disruptions to exports in all poultry 
sectors. The cost of higher incidence of endemic disease spread to other sectors of 
the poultry industry has not been addressed either.  
 
For example, long-lived birds such as layers are considered as long-term carriers 
and shedders of many significant poultry pathogens, that may cause significant 
diseases in short-lived birds in close proximity, especially in meat chickens. Most 
noticeably, viral diseases such as Infectious Laryngotracheitis and Marek’s diseases 
have spread intermittently from layers to broilers, resulting significant costs for 
interventions including vaccination to the chicken meat industry in the area.  
 
 

2. Do you think the risks to the welfare of poultry discussed in Part 2.3.1 are sufficient to justify the 
introduction of better standards and/or guidelines?  

☐ No ☒ Yes Comments:   
Some of the risks identified in Part 2.3.1 do justify the introduction of better 
standards and guidelines to protect poultry welfare in Australia.  
 
We support the establishment of definitive minimum standards for stocking density 
and agree with the base case option standards in this respect.  
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Litter quality is an important welfare factor, which needs to be properly managed. 
It is appropriate to have a standard to address litter management, however the 
standard needs to also acknowledge and reflect the practicalities and difficulties 
involved in litter management. It is critical to understand that litter works can 
cause adverse welfare outcomes such as scratches, smothers and great stress in 
birds. See ‘additional comments and suggestions’.  
 
 
 

3. Which of the above mentioned areas of risk to poultry welfare do you think are of the greatest 
concern?  

Comments:   
All of the above are important.  
 
 

Are there any other areas of concern to poultry welfare? Please provide reasons for your answers, 
together with supporting scientific evidence.  

Comments:   
 

RIS location - 2.4.1 Lack of clarity in standards 

4. In your experience, to what extent do the existing Model Codes of Practice (MCOPs) and related 
regulations create uncertainty for Industry? 

Comments:   
The existing MCOP is clear and does not create uncertainty, however it fails to provide guidance on 
certain welfare indicators. We as meat chicken company essentially adopts the ‘must’ and the ‘should’ 
in the MCOP in our daily practices, as regulatory and minimum standards anyway.  

 

Does such uncertainty vary between different states and territories?  

Comments:   
 

 

5. In your experience, how does this type of uncertainty for industry adversely affect productivity? If 
possible, please provide some case examples.   

Comments:   
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RIS location - 2.4.2 Excess regulatory burden 

6. Are you aware of any other poultry farming businesses in addition to those given in Part 2.4.2 that 
operate in more than one state or territory? If so, please list.  

☐ No ☐ Yes 
 
 

Comments:   

 

7. In your experience, what is the effect of cross-jurisdictional inconsistencies on industry (i.e. even 
where jurisdictional standards are clear and verifiable)? If possible, please provide some case 
examples of where additional costs have been imposed on industry as a result of such 
inconsistencies. 

Comments: 
Planning permissions.  
The great and diverse regulatory hurdles with regards to building new farms or sheds in different 
councils, let alone in different states, have cause immense amount of unnecessary stress and financial 
cost to farms and processors involved.  
 

8. Do you think there needs to be national consistency in animal welfare standards for poultry? Please 
provide reasons for your answer.   

☒ No ☒ Yes Comments:   
Welfare requirements for poultry should not change depending on the state or 
territory where the poultry are housed.  
 
Consistency is needed to create a level playing field for producers across Australia. 
Inconsistencies between jurisdictions in welfare standards will impact on the 
productivity and efficiency of chicken producers in different states and artificially 
distort where it is most efficient to produce chickens and therefore where the 
industry grows/contracts in the future.  
 
There needs to be an overriding Commonwealth legislation to ensure that all states 
and territories implement consistent legislation following acceptance of the new 
Poultry S&G. If different standards are implemented by different states at the 
conclusion of this standard and guideline process, then this could lead to unfair 
competition in the market. For example, if one state were to implement a very 
different maximum stocking density to other states, chicken producers could be 
put in a significant competitive advantage/disadvantage against producers from 
other states. For companies like us, who do not have chicken production 
operations in other states, ‘importation’ of poultry products from other states 
could lead to the loss of our market shares.  
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RIS location - 4.2.4 Option B: (non-regulatory option – voluntary national guidelines) 

9. Do you think that the net benefits to poultry welfare likely to achieved under Option B, are 
justified?  

☐ No ☒ Yes Comments:   
Even as a voluntary national standard and guideline, the new S&G would provide 
some certainty and guidance to the Australian producers, and hence improving the 
welfare of the birds.  
 
 

  

Would the combination of costs and benefits under Option B be preferable to other options? 

☒ No ☐ Yes Comments:   
If voluntary, the benefits of the new S&G will be greatly compromised. This will also 
lead to inconsistencies with respect to state and territory legislation.  
 
A nationally legislated welfare standards and guidelines will also give the general 
public reassurance and confidence in the Australian Poultry industry.    
 

RIS location - 4.2.5 Option C: (the proposed national standards as drafted) 

10. Do you think that the proposed national standards under Option C reflect community values and 
expectations regarding the acceptable treatment of poultry?  

☒ No ☒ Yes Comments:   
Anationally consistent standards and guidelines for poultry that are scientifically 
sound and will improve poultry welfare and farming conditions across all species 
should be supported by the community.  
 
However, we do not believe that there has been sufficient work done to establish 
what community values and expectations are with respect to acceptable treatment 
of poultry, so it is difficult to answer this question with any certainty. Furthermore, 
we challenge whether community beliefs and expectations even necessarily 
equate to good welfare from the bird’s perspective in all cases.  
 
Furthermore, one ‘community expectation’ that we feel has been overlooked to 
date is the expectations of consumers regarding poultry product pricing and 
affordability. Consumers have come to accept that the $8 bbq chicken at the 
supermarket as a ‘given’. How much would they be prepared to pay for changes in 
practice? While the RIS spells out the costs of implementation of various options, 
these costs have not been expressed in terms of what they will ultimately mean in 
terms of the price that consumers will need to pay for their poultry products, and 
it seems that the research necessary to determine how the majority of consumers 
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feel about paying the extra costs associated with the implementation of particular 
standards, when it comes to the checkout, has not been done.   
 

11. Do you believe that the net benefits to poultry welfare likely to be achieved under Option C, are 
justified?  

☐ No ☒ Yes Comments:   
There is a need for a nationally consistent and legally enforceable standards to 
ensure poultry welfare is protected.  
 
Net benefits to welfare will be achieved under Option C.  

Would the combination of costs and benefits under Option C be preferable to other options? 

☐ No ☒ Yes Comments:   
We agree that Option C, with the changes suggested in ‘additional comments and 
suggestions’ will provide the best balance of costs and benefits.  

RIS location - 4.2.6 Option D: (vary the proposed standards [Option C] to include phasing out 
conventional cages for layer hens) 

12. Do you believe that the net benefits to poultry welfare likely to be achieved with a 10 and 20 year 
phase out of conventional cages under Option D, are justified?  

☐ No ☐ Yes Comments:   

Would the combination of costs and benefits under variations of Option D be preferable to other 
options, either as a stand-alone option or in combination with other options? 

☐ No ☐ Yes Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 

RIS location - 4.2.7 Option E (vary the proposed standards [Option C] to reduce maximum stocking 
densities in barns or sheds for layer hens and meat chickens) 

13. Do you believe that the net benefits to poultry welfare likely to be achieve under Option E, are 
justified?  
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☒ No ☐ Yes 
 

Comments:  
We do not believe that the proposal of a reduction of stocking density for meat 
chickens to 30kg/m2 will achieve net benefits to poultry welfare.  
 
Scientific evidence  
The scientific evidence with respect to stocking densities is lacking in order to 
substantiate a reduction from the previous maximum permissible densities for all 
species of poultry.  The densities proposed are also in accordance with internationally 
accepted densities for both meat chickens. 
 
It is important to establish that stocking density is not the sole crucial factor for broiler 
welfare, where management and environmental factors are equally important (Berg and 
Yngvesson 2012). Factors to consider when determining stocking density include but are 
not limited to bird size, feeder space, drinker space, house dimensions, bird welfare, 
nutrition, breed, performance and economic return (University of Georgia 2005).  
 
Although it’s been shown in literatures that very high stocking density (which is not 
practiced in Australia, e.g. >47kg/m2) can lead to welfare disadvantages to birds. 
However, there’s no evidence showing that that reducing the stocking density to less 
than 30kg/m2 (Option B) from between 28-40kg/m2 (Option C) for meat chickens will 
lead to any definitive and proven benefits to birds welfare. In fact, Buijs et al. 2009 
reported that there are few measurable improvements when birds were housed at 
intermediate densities (23-35kg/m2). At these intermediate densities, management is 
considered to be the most important consideration. This contradicts to the claim that 
RSPCA has made in the RIS saying that there is a ‘direct, linear relationship’ between 
stocking density and welfare.  
 
Economics 
In theory, there are no lower limits on what the maximum stocking density can be, 
however, it has to be a sound and balanced decision based on animal welfare and 
economics. In the end of the day, we need a functional and profitable poultry industry 
to be able to AFFORD to provide the best welfare to the birds that we are responsible 
for.  
 
In terms of the economic question, any significant changes in stocking density will have 
material impacts in terms of costs of production, shedding capacity/supply capabilities, 
job security and consumer pricing, outlined in the RIS in detail by ACMF.  
 
To increase shedding capacity due to a reduced stocking density in most regions, 
especially in populated regions such as the Sydney basin, is problematic, costly and 
potentially could impact on the viability of certain processors. Further, the higher land 
costs in the Sydney basin as compared to country regions, would have a differential 
competitive impact affecting long-term viability of metropolitan based processors.  
 
It is overly simplistic to assert that animal welfare needs to be considered in isolation! 
The proposed national standards strike a balance (Option C), which should not be 
altered. 
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Would the combination of costs and benefits under Option E be preferable to other options, either as 
a stand-alone option or in combination with other options? 

☒ No ☐ Yes Comments:   
Due to the lack of concrete scientific evidences supporting the welfare benefits of 
reducing stocking density for meat chickens from Option C to 30 kg/m2, and the 
very substantial costs of such a change would cost the Chicken Meat Industry and 
ultimately the Australian Public, we DO NOT believe that the Option E is preferable 
to other options.  

RIS location - 4.2.8 Option F (vary the proposed standards [Option C] to require the availability of nests, 
perches and litter for all chicken layers in cage and non-cage systems) 

14. Do you believe that the net benefits to poultry welfare likely to be achieved under Option F, are 
justified?  

☐ No ☐ Yes Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Would the combination of costs and benefits under Option F be preferable to other options, either as 
a stand-alone or in combination with other options? 

☐ No ☐ Yes Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 

RIS location - 4.2.9 Option G (vary the proposed standards [option C] to ban castration, pinioning and 
devoicing, hot blade beak trimming at hatcheries, and routine second beak trim) 



Page 9 of 15 
 

These Poultry Welfare Standards Regulation Impact Statement public consultation questions were drafted 
by the independent RIS consultants and approved by the Office of Best Practice Regulation. 

Oct 2017 

 

15. Do you believe that the net benefits to poultry welfare likely to be achieved under Option G, are 
justified?  

☐ No ☐ Yes Comments:   

Would the combination of costs and benefits under Option G be preferable to other options, either 
as a stand-alone option or in combination with other options? 

☐ No ☐ Yes Comments:  

 

RIS location - 4.3 preferred option 

16. Which of the Options A, B, C, or combination of one or more Options D,E, F, or G, in your opinion 
would provide the greatest net benefit for the Australia community? 
 

Comments:   
Option C – please refer to ‘additional comments and suggestions’  

 

17. Do you have any further information or data would assist in the assessment of the impacts (costs 
and benefits) expected under each of the options/variations? 

Comments:   
 

 

18. Do you think that any of the Options A to G are likely to have disproportionate impact on small 
businesses compared to medium and large business? 
 

☒ No ☐ Yes Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 

 
Do you think that any of these options are likely to have a greater impact on small business than 
other options? Please provide reasons for your answers together with available supporting 
evidence.  

Comments:   
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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OTHER 	 COMMENTS 	OR 	 SUGGEST IONS 	

Part A: General Standards and Guidelines for all species of Poultry  
 

4. Facilities and equipment  
Clause Current Wording Comments Alternative Wording  
SA4.5 A person must ensure that poultry on 

perches are protected from excreta 
from birds perching above. 

Although we recognize the 
importance of minimizing the 
exposure of a bird to excreta from 
other birds. This is not a practical 
requirement for perches in all 
housing systems, and will greatly 
limit the perch designs and the 
compliance of using perches in 
poultry houses? In addition, birds 
reared on floor are naturally 
exposed to excreta from other birds.  
  

Should be either removed, moved 
to the Guidelines or rephrased as 
such:  
 
 ‘minimise the risk of being exposed 
to excreta’ 

GA4.5 Provision of environmental 
enrichment should be considered, 
taking into account potential risks 
and benefits to poultry welfare.  
Such practices may include provision 
of… 
A radio in sheds to accustom poultry 
to a range of noises and voices. 

Lack of scientific evidences 
demonstrating the welfare benefits 
of using a radio in sheds, or to show 
what types of music and duration is 
beneficial or detrimental to poultry 
welfare.  
 
 

The inclusion of using radio in sheds 
should be removed.  

 
 

6. Lighting 
Clause Current Wording Comments Alternative Wording  
SA6.2 A person in charge must ensure that 

the light intensity for young poultry 
for the first 3 days after hatching is 
at least 20 Lux. 

Lighting intensity reading is not 
always evenly distributed across a 
shed, and a single measurement of 
Light intensity at any one point in a 
shed is unlikely to be representative 
of the light intensity of the overall 
shed. Therefore SA6.2 needs to 
clarify that a lighting intensity of 20 
lux needs to be an average.  
 
A 5 years phase period needs to be 
in place, to give small farmers 
affected by the standard to invest in 
this upgrade.   

A person in charge must ensure 
that the light intensity for young 
poultry for the first 3 days after 
hatching is at least 20 Lux on 
average. 

 

 

SA6.3 A person in charge must ensure that 
the light intensity for poultry is at 

Light intensity reduction is a critical 
method of controlling feather 
pecking and cannibalism. There 
needs to a provision to allow for 

A person in charge must ensure 
that the light intensity for poultry 
is at least 5 Lux on average during 
light periods, except where, under 
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least 5 Lux on average during light 
periods  

 

further reduction in light intensity 
below 5 lux for a short period on 
welfare grounds, under veterinary 
supervision.  

veterinary supervision and for a 
short period only, light intensity is 
reduced to control an outbreak of 
pecking in layers, breeders or 
turkeys.   

SA6.5 A person in charge must ensure 
poultry except for meat chickens, 
emus, ostriches and quail are 
exposed to at least 4 hours of 
continuous darkness within a 24 
hour period. 

The way SA6.5 and SB2.1 were 
written is confusing and conflicting 
Needs to be reworded.  

A person in charge must ensure 
poultry are exposed to at least 4 
hours of continuous darkness 
within a 24 hour period, except for 
emus, ostriches and quail, and 
meat chickens.  
 
A person in charge must ensure 
poultry are exposed to at least 4 
hours of continuous darkness 
within a 24 hour period, for emus, 
ostriches and quail, and meat 
chickens after 7 days of age or on 
the day of pickup or during very 
hot weather.  
 

SB2.1 A person in charge must ensure that 
after 7 days of age, lighting 
patterns must encourage activity 
and provide a minimum period of 4 
hours of continuous darkness each 
day except on the day of pickup 
(meat chickens) and meat chickens 
during very hot weather. 

Should be removed 

Or worded: 

A person in charge must ensure 
that lighting patterns must 
encourage activity.  

 
 

7. Temperature and Ventilation  
Clause Current Wording Comments Alternative Wording  
SA7.2 A person in charge must ensure that 

mechanically ventilated sheds have:  
1) a back-up power supply that is 
tested weekly; and 
2) automatic alarm systems to warn 
immediately of ventilation failure; 
and  
3) a system in place to respond and 
take action at the first reasonable 
opportunity.  

Clear definition of ‘MECHANICALLY 
VENTILATED SHED’ in the glossary is 
lacking. The ‘classification’ on 
ventilation systems of poultry 
houses could only be found in SB2.3 
Meat Chickens, where housing 
types were classified as any of 1) 
Tunnel ventilated or extractive 
system etc, 2) other mechanically 
ventilated (stirring fans, water-

A person in charge must ensure that 
mechanically ventilated sheds 
have:  
1) a back-up power supply that is 
tested weekly; and 
2) a system in place to respond and 
take action at the first reasonable 
opportunity 
3) For poultry houses that solely rely 
on mechanical ventilation for 
airflow management, there must 
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based cooling system) OR 3) non-
mechanically ventilated.  
 
For poultry houses that fall into 2) 
other mechanically ventilated sheds, 
an automatic alarm system to warn 
of ventilation failure is not 
necessary, where these ventilation 
systems are not fully reliant on 
mechanical ventilation. Growers 
usually manually manage the 
ventilation systems by adjusting 
airflow into the sheds accordingly.  
 
Therefore under the above housing 
type classification, SA7.2-2) 
automatic alarm systems to warn 
immediately of ventilation failure is 
NOT APPLICABLE TO ALL 
MECHANICALLY VENTILATED SHEDS, 
should only be applicable to poultry 
houses that are solely reliant on 
mechanical ventilation e.g. tunnel 
ventilation sheds.  
   

also be automatic alarm systems 
that warn immediately of 
ventilation failure. (with clear 
definition of poultry houses based 
on different ventilation systems) 

GA7.4 Corrective action should be taken 
immediately if signs of stress 
(sneezing, prolonged panting and 
wing extension due to heat or 
huddling due to cold) are observed. 

‘Sneezing’ is generally considered a 
non-specific sign for a respiratory 
infection of poultry, not an indicator 
of heat stress or cold stress. Should 
be removed to avoid confusion.  

Corrective action should be taken 
immediately if signs of stress 
(sneezing, prolonged panting and 
wing extension due to heat or 
huddling due to cold) are observed. 

 
 

8. Litter Management 
Clause Current Wording Comments Alternative Wording  
SA8.2 Where litter is used, a person in 

charge must ensure the risk of 
contamination of litter with toxic 
agents is minimal. 

Testing for litter for toxic agents is 
limited by the availabilities of 
diagnostic tests, cost and feasibility 
of testing ALL litter material used. 
The standard should be reworded.  

Where litter is used, a person in 
charge must take reasonable 
measures to ensure the risk of 
contamination of litter with toxic 
agents is minimal. 

SA8.3 Where litter is used, a person in 
charge must manage litter to avoid 
excessive caking, dustiness or 
wetness that impacts on the welfare 
of poultry 

We as a poultry company 
understands the importance of 
maintaining good quality litter. 
However, we oppose the wording 
of this standard. It is not possible to 
achieve this standard in ALL 
circumstances in ALL farms. It is 
difficulty to consistently avoid wet 
litter in free range and older 

Where litter is used, a person in 
charge must manage litter to 
minimise excessive caking, 
dustiness or wetness that impacts 
on the welfare of poultry. 
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housing types. It is important that 
the impact of these litter conditions 
are minimised. Methods to achieve 
optimal litter condition, such as 
frequent rotary hoeing, in some 
cases can result in adverse welfare 
outcomes e.g. scratching, smothers, 
stress.  

This standard should be rephrased 
to better reflect practicalities and 
difficulty of ensuring optimal litter 
under all circumstances. E.g. the 
word ‘avoid’ should be replaced by 
‘minimize’.  

GA8.2 Where appropriate, poultry housed 
indoors should have access to a 
littered area, the litter occupying at 
least one third of the ground surface 
in order for birds to forage and dust-
bathe. Litter should be at a depth 
suitable to the species. 

Note this guideline does not apply to 
all species of poultry.  
 
Also, note in meat broilers, chick 
paper can be used to cover 100% of 
the brood area at bird placement, 
this is to reduce the risk of litter 
ingestion when the birds are young.   

Where appropriate, poultry housed 
indoors should have access to a 
littered area, the litter occupying at 
least one third of the ground 
surface in order for birds to forage 
and dust-bathe. Litter should be at 
a depth suitable to the species. 
 

 

9. Handling and Husbandry   
Clause Current Wording Comments Alternative Wording  
SA9.13 A person must not pluck live poultry There should be an exception to this 

standard where some feathers need 
to be removed on live poultry as 
veterinary procedures for flock 
health monitoring, diagnostics or 
treatment, for example: 
- to facilitate blood collection 
- for feather collection of diagnostic 
testing 
- to facilitate surgical procedures 
 

A person must not pluck live 
poultry, with the exception of 
removal of small areas of feathers 
for veterinary practices such as 
diagnostic samples collection 
and/or treatment.  

GA9.4 A person should not carry more than 
4 birds in each hand. 

There are numerous variable such as 
age and size of poultry, that may 
vary the maximum number of birds 
allowed per hand.  
 
Should either be removed or 
reworded.  

This standard should be removed  
 
Or worded as such: 
A person should not carry more 
than 4 birds in each hand, unless the 
operator can easily carry more 
without causing pain and distress to 
the birds (as stated in SA9.1) 
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10. Humane Killing 
Clause Current Wording Comments Alternative Wording  
SA10.1-
SA10.4 

 Mass depopulation methods must 
be permitted under this section, in 
the event of a disease outbreak with 
appropriate decision making. 

Mass depopulation methods should 
be permitted in the event of a 
disease outbreak with appropriate 
decision making.  

GA10.2 Acceptable methods should be used 
for the humane killing of poultry, 
these are:  
• Cervical dislocation or 

decapitation for poultry less 
than 6kg 

• … 
 
Note: Cervical dislocation involves 
partial separation of the head or 
brain from the spinal cord. The 
resulting damage to the nervous 
system leads to cardiac and 
respiratory arrest and death. The 
method requires a high degree of 
skill to be humane. 

The definition for ‘cervical 
dislocation’ is confusing, where  
‘partial separation’ of the head or 
brain from the spinal cord may lead 
to improper practice, should be 
either ‘complete separation’ or 
‘separation’.  

Note: Cervical dislocation involves 
separation of the head/brain from 
the spinal cord and the severance of 
carotid arteries. The resulting 
damage to the nervous system 
leads to cardiac and respiratory 
arrest and death. The method 
requires a high degree of skill to be 
humane.  

	

11. Poultry at Slaughtering Establishments  
Clause Current Wording Comments Alternative Wording  
SA11.6 A person must ensure that if there is 

an extended delay in slaughtering, 
alternative arrangements are made 
for slaughter at an alternative 
facility, or humane killing. 

Birds expecting extended delay 
either in slaughtering establishment 
or in transit should be allowed to 
return to a farm if feasible, either 
the same farm or a different farm to 
where the birds came from. This 
would provide birds with access to 
feed and water, which may be a 
preferable option for the welfare of 
the birds under some circumstances.  

A person must ensure that if there is 
an extended delay in slaughtering, 
alternative arrangements are made 
for slaughter at an alternative 
facility, humane killing, or return to 
a farm.  

SA11.7 A person must ensure all poultry held 
awaiting slaughtering must be 
protected from direct sunlight, 
radiant and reflected heat, and 
adverse weather such as rain and 
wind. 

There needs to be allowance for 
trailers to be unloaded into the 
lairage or other protected area once 
trucks carrying birds arrive at a 
processing plant, as this is not 
always possible to precisely 
schedule the arrival of trucks 
carrying birds into the plant so that 

“A person must ensure that, within 
60 minutes from the time the truck 
that delivers the poultry to the 
processing plant is logged in at the 
weighbridge, all poultry held 
awaiting slaughtering must be 
protected from direct sunlight, 
radiant and reflected heat, and 
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they can be always be unloaded 
immediately.  
 
In the meantime, we as a broiler 
processor acknowledge the need to 
protect birds from adverse 
conditions while awaiting 
slaughtering. We propose that there 
should be an allowance of 30 
minutes from the time a truck is 
logged in at the weighbridge to 
when it is unloaded before the 
requirement for weather protection. 
 
  

adverse weather such as rain and 
wind”. 

There must be a ‘phase in’ period 
of at least 5 years post S&G sign-
off for this standard, to allow the 
necessary facilities to be created, 
expanded or modified to fully and 
consistently comply with its intent.  

 
 


