
 

 
 
 
 
12 March 2018 
 
 
 
Ms Kathleen Plowman 
CEO Animal Health Australia 
Animal Welfare Standards Public Consultation 
Via email: publicconspoultry@animalhealthaustralia.com.au  
 
 
 
Dear Ms Plowman, 
 
CONSULTATION ON THE REGULATORY IMPACT STATEMENT AND DRAFT AUSTRALIAN 
ANIMAL WELFARE STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR POULTRY: 
Ingham’s Submission Focusing on the Impact on its Meat Chicken Farming 
 
Ingham’s is one of the two major Australian chicken meat processors processing over one 
third of all chicken meat sold in Australia. It has therefore a major stake in the proposed 
new animal welfare standards and guidelines (S&G) currently open for public consultation.   
 
Ingham’s operates in all six States. Animal welfare is one of our operational priorities and, as 
a consequence, we have formed a strong partnership with RSPCA with all farms supplying 
chickens to Ingham’s being certified under the RSPCA Approved Farming Scheme. Our 
substantial free-range operations are additionally accredited by FREPA. 
 
It is essential that animal welfare S&G are based on the best available science and are 
formulated in an unambiguous way. Increased regulatory requirements create very 
substantial costs which are only justified if there are clear and adequate animal welfare 
benefits to be expected from the requirements. Ingham’s comments on the proposed draft 
S&G for poultry reflect these priorities. 
 
We are supportive of Option C, a legally enforceable set of standards consistently 
implemented nationally, provided certain changes detailed in the chicken meat industry 
submission by the Australian Chicken Meat Federation and also reflected in this submission 
and those reflecting the turkey industry’s concerns (see the second Ingham’s submission 
and the submission by the Australasian Turkey Federation) are made. 
 
Option E, proposing a reduction in maximum density for meat chickens to 30kg/m2 involves 
a very heavy economic cost as well as an increased environmental burden. While Ingham’s 
farms are at a maximum density of no more than 34kg/m2, we believe there is no conclusive 
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evidence supporting such a significant reduction from its current value of 40kg/m2 to 
30kg/m2. We therefore strongly reject Option E’s reduced density for meat chickens. 
 
However, Ingham’s would be supportive of a reduction of the maximum density to 38kg/m2 
as part of the holistic approach to broiler husbandry that we are advocating. In this context, 
it is important to note the significant difference between the national Animal Welfare 
Standards and Guidelines (with enforcement by law) and the voluntary participation in 
FREPA and RSPCA higher welfare schemes. 
 
Any questions about Ingham’s submission should be directed to Dr Andreas Dubs, General 
Manager Industry Affairs. He may be contacted on 0418 719 857 or 
adubs@inghams.com.au. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Quinton Hildebrand 
Chief Commercial Officer 
 
 
Encl. Submission to public consultation process - focusing on the impact on the chicken 

meat industry. 
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R I S  P U B L I C  C O N S U L T A T I O N  Q U E S T I O N S  

Date:  14 February 2018 

Name:  Mr Quinton Hildebrand, Chief Commercial Officer, Inghams Group Limited 

Contact information:  Dr Andreas Dubs, GM Industry Affairs, 0418 719 857, adubs@inghams.com.au  

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:  This submission is focused on the issues of specific relevance to the 
farming of meat chickens (broilers) and does not offer comments on matters nor 
relevant to meat chicken farming. 

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

☒ No ☒ Yes Comments: The increased risk of disease to conventionally farmed birds from free-
range operations is not included in the RIS.  There are substantial risks and cost 
implications to the other poultry operations from free range operations. 

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:  We agree that some changes are justified on welfare grounds and 
reflect changes in community attitudes and changes in technology.  While we 
generally support the draft S&Gs, we do believe that a number of changes are 
needed to ensure that the S&Gs are fit for purpose.  These specific changes relating 
to meat chickens are detailed under “additional comments” at the end of the 
submission.  Turkey specific comments are provided in a separate Ingham’s 
submission. 

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

Comments:  Lighting and management of litter are of greatest impact.  We also support the 
establishment of maximum stocking densities and believe that the currently proposed densities for 
broiler chickens under Option C (retaining the current 40kg/m2 maximum) is appropriate.    See “Other 
Comments or Suggestions” for details. 
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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:  To have a legally enforceable minimum standard would make it easier for consumers to 
have confidence and trust in the poultry industry in terms of its animal welfare outcomes.  Such trust 
and confidence will ensure that the industry is allowed to operate with minimum interference. 

 

Does such uncertainty vary between different states and territories?  

Comments:  Differences between states will result in a non-level playing field for members operating in 
different states.  For Ingham’s as a national player, differences make it more onerous to meet the 
various requirements and will also influence Ingham’s investment and growth strategies in different 
state.  State differences may result in less than optimal resource allocations. 

 

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

Comments:  Any uncertainty or inconsistency will impact industry adversely and this is also true for 
animal welfare requirements. 
 
 

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:  Inghams Group is operating across all states but our turkey operation 
is in NSW only. 

 

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. 
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Comments: For a national operation such as Ingham’s, inconsistencies between states often mean that 
the highest requirement across all states is applied nationally, thus increasing costs due to greater 
regulatory costs.  It also influences national investment and growth strategies and may lead to less 
than optimal outcomes. 

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:  Yes, consistency minimizes overall cost and optimizes the allocation of 
resources as indicted above.  

 

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:  Yes, but we believe that legislated minimum requirements are a better 
option (Option C) 

  

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

☒ No ☒ Yes Comments:  Option E is clearly much less desirable given the excessive costs and 
the limited animal welfare impact that reduced densities would have. 

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:  Ingham’s believes that once consumers’ expectations regarding 
choice, availability and price of poultry products in addition to animal welfare are 
included in the assessment of consumers’ expectations, then the proposed 
national standard under Option C is a reasonable reflection of community values 
and expectations.  It is unreasonable to judge the animal welfare outcome 
completely separate from the issues of choice, availability and price of products.  

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

☐ No ☒ Yes Comments:  Provided some adjustments are made (see “Additional Comments or 
Suggestions”), Ingham’s agrees that the benefits in terms of animal welfare justify 
the costs anticipated. 
 

Would the combination of costs and benefits under Option C be preferable to other options? 
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☐ No ☒ Yes Comments:  Option C, with appropriate modifications (see “Additional Comments 
or Suggestions”) is our preferred option. 

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:  Ingham’s is not involved in the layer industry and thus is not making 
any comment on this option. 

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:  Ingham’s is not involved in the layer industry and thus is not making 
any comment on this option. 

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?  

☒ No ☐ Yes 
 

Comments: This submission focuses on the chicken meat industry which is strongly 
affected by the proposed reduced density for broiler chickens proposed under Option 
E relative to C.  Ingham’s on the other hand is not involved in the farming of layers and 
thus will not comment on the option to phase out cages in that industry.  Please also 
refer to the Australian Chicken Meat Federation’s submission for a more detailed 
response to this question. 
 
The cost burden of reducing maximum densities to 30kg/m2 from the currently 
stipulated 40kg/m2 would be disproportionate to any animal welfare benefits that may 
be gained.  The RIS costing already takes into account the fact that current stocking 
densities are substantially below the maximum allowed; in Ingham’s case, all farms 
supplying Ingham’s meet RSPCA Approved Farming standards with density no more 
than 34kg/m2 while some 30% of our farming operations are free range and meet 
FREPA standards with density being no more than 30kg/m2.  But that of course also 
means that any potential animal welfare benefit is reduced significantly as well. 
 
It is quite clear from the scientific literature that there is no linear relationship 
between density and animal welfare and indeed this fact makes perfect sense:  As 
density gets lower, any further lowering of density is likely to produce less and less 
animal welfare benefits.  While a precise measure is of course not possible, it is 
Ingham’s view based on its long experience that changes in animal welfare from 
lowering maximum density below 40kg/m2 are relatively small to negligible compared 
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to the many other factors that affect the welfare of poultry while resulting in a 
disproportionate cost. 

   
A much more detailed response can be found in the submission prepared by our 
industry body, the Australian Chicken Meat Federation. 

 

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:  In Ingham’s case, a maximum density of 30kg/m2 would mean very 
substantial costs (in up-front investment in land and buildings and equipment as 
well as increased operational costs) to retain the same productive capacity even 
though density would only be reduced from 34kg/m2 to 30kg/m2 and would not 
affect the free-range operation which is already at 30kg/m2.  As indicated above, 
such a change, while costly, is not likely to yield significant animal welfare benefits 
according to relevant scientific studies. 
 
However, as part of its holistic approach to broiler husbandry, Ingham’s would be 
supportive of reducing the maximum density for broilers to 38kg/m2. 

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:  Ingham’s is not involved in the layer industry and thus is not making 
any comment on this option. 

 

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:  Ingham’s is not involved in the layer industry and thus is not making 
any comment on this option. 

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) 

15. Do you believe that the net benefits to poultry welfare likely to be achieved under Option G, are 
justified?  
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☒ No ☒ Yes Comments:  Ingham’s agrees that there are welfare benefits from banning 
castration, pinioning and devoicing and these are not practices that the commercial 
turkey industry employs. 

However, we do not support the banning of routine hot blade beak trimming for 
turkey breeders. 

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:  In combination with Option C, but not including the ban on hot 
blade beak trimming of turkey breeders.  

 

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 with appropriate adjustments as detailed under “Other Comments or 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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O T H E R  C O M M E N T S  O R  S U G G E S T I O N S  

COMMENTS RELATING TO MEAT CHICKENS IDENTIFIED BY THE AUSTRALIAN CHICKEN MEAT 
FEDERATION IN ITS SUBMISSION 

The ACMF believes, and Ingham’s agrees, that Option C (with the addition of option G, but 
without the addition of any other options D – F) comes closest to achieving the best 
combination of welfare benefits and costs. However, several changes need to be made and, in 
two instances, phase in periods to be applied, before the standards will truly achieve an 
appropriate balance between these factors.   
 
Since Ingham’s is also by far the largest turkey processor in Australia, we have prepared a 
separate submission which responds to the draft S&Gs and the RIS specifically from the point of 
view of the turkey industry.  These turkey specific comments are reproduced following the table 
listing the chicken meat industry comments and suggestions at the end of this submission to 
present a more complete picture. 
 
Without the changes / phase in periods identified in the table below, we would argue that the 
costs of Option C do not justify the potential benefits, particularly as the way they are currently 
worded could lead to prosecution of farmers for petty or uncontrollable situations which have 
minimal or no impact on bird welfare and in some cases could result in perverse outcomes. 
Some of the changes proposed below seek to strengthen the standards from a bird welfare 
perspective.  
 
Without these changes our position is that the proposed standards and guidelines should 
become guidelines only (ie Option B), as the potential benefits do not outweigh the costs.  
These are the changes that need to be made to Option C to make the standards workable and 
justify the costs: 

Clause Current 
Wording 

Reason a change is needed  Suggested alternative 
wording / approach 

SA6.2 A person in 
charge must 
ensure that the 
light intensity for 
young poultry 
for the first 3 
days after 

 Light intensity 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 in 
the shed overall or at all points in the 
shed. The fact that light intensity 

 The standard must 
clarify that the 20 lux is 
an ‘average’ ie “A 
person in charge must 
ensure that the light 
intensity for young 
poultry for the first 3 
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hatching is at 
least 20 Lux 

varies across the shed is not in itself a 
problem – in fact, there is recent 
evidence to suggest that this is 
desirable from a bird welfare 
perspective – but it does complicate 
measurement, interpretation and 
enforcement of this standard. 
Standard SA6.3 already acknowledges 
this, in clarifying that the minimum 
light intensity that applies is an 
average. SA6.2 similarly needs to 
clarify that the 20 lux minimum is an 
average. 

 There will be a significant cost burden 
upon some growers in meeting this 
standard. This cost derives from the 
need, in the majority of impacted 
cases to rewire sheds, including to 
provide more light points, and in some 
cases to completely upgrade the 
power supply to the entire farm. This 
will mostly impact on farmers with 
older sheds, who will also most likely 
be smaller enterprises, and the cost to 
individual affected farmers would be 
very substantial. Therefore, a phase in 
period is needed, to allow farmers 
affected by this standard time to 
invest in this upgrade, or if investment 
to upgrade existing facilities is not 
considered worthwhile, to invest in 
completely new facilities.   

days after hatching is at 
least 20 lux, on 
average”. 

 There must be a “phase 
in” period of at least 5 
years post S&G sign-off 
for this standard, to 
allow necessary facilities 
to be modified or 
replaced. 

SA6.3 A person in 
charge must 
ensure that the 
light intensity for 
poultry is at 
least 5 Lux on 
average during 
light periods 

There needs to be an exception to this 
standard to allow light intensity to be 
used to manage a severe outbreak of 
pecking (which leads to cannibalism) in 
breeder chickens and in turkeys. 
Outbreaks of pecking result in significant 
negative impacts on bird welfare and to 
increased mortality in flocks. There are 
few other measures, other than reducing 
light intensity, that are available to 
farmers to control an outbreak of pecking 

“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 veterinary 
supervision and for a short 
period only, light intensity 
is reduced to control an 
outbreak of pecking in 
breeders or turkeys”. 
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once it has started. Provision needs to be 
made in the standard to allow light 
intensity to be used specifically for this 
purpose. To ensure that this exception is 
not misused, it is suggested that it only 
be allowed under veterinary supervision 
and only for short periods of time (not 
the life of a flock). A suggested revised 
wording of this standard which 
encapsulates those safeguards is 
provided at right. 

SA6.5 

and 

SB2.1 

 

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. 

and 

“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 

Under standard SA6.5, the exemption 
from 4 hours of continuous darkness 
each day is applied to meat chickens 
generally, whereas (a) the original 
intention was that the exemption would 
apply only to meat chickens up to 7 days 
of age, and (b) there is a conflicting 
statement at SB2.1 that says: “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”.  

The ACMF believes that these standards 
should be amended to remove the 
conflict between what they say. A 
possible alternative wording, that 
encapsulates this, is provided at right. 

“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 SA6.5 A 
person in charge must 
ensure poultry are exposed 
to at least 4 hours of 
continuous darkness within 
a 24 hour period, 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 could either (b) be 
deleted or (b) retain what 
remains of its original 
intent: “A person in charge 
must ensure that lighting 
patterns must encourage 
activity” 
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during very hot 
weather” 

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) have a system 
in place to 
respond and 
take action at 
the first 
reasonable 
opportunity 

 The necessity for an automatic alarm 
system to warn of ventilation failure 
should only be necessary if the 
ventilation system is fully reliant on 
mechanical ventilation. If ventilation 
system is managed ‘manually’ eg by 
the farmer lifting or lowering the 
curtains in curtain-sided sheds, then a 
failure in ventilation is not a failure of 
the equipment, but a failure of his 
management, and an automatic alarm 
system to warn of ventilation system 
failure is superfluous. It is therefore 
suggested that the requirement for 
automatic alarm systems for 
ventilation system failure should only 
apply where airflow is solely reliant on 
the mechanical ventilation systems. 

 “Mechanically ventilated” needs to be 
defined (this applies to other 
standards as well as here) – does it 
only apply to tunnel ventilated 
housing? Does it include stirring fans? 
Does it include curtains that need 
power to be operated? We suggest 
that it be defined in the glossary as 
housing having any ventilation 
component that requires power for its 
operation. 

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. 

Additionally, where airflow 
is solely reliant on 
mechanical ventilation, 
there must also be 
automatic alarm systems 
that warn immediately of 
ventilation failure. 

Mechanically ventilated – 
to be defined in the 
glossary as having any 
ventilation component 
that requires power for its 
operation. 

SA8.2 Where litter is 
used, a person in 
charge must 
ensure the risk 
of 
contamination 
of litter with 
toxic agents is 
minimal. 

We strongly oppose this standard as 
worded. 

Testing a significant sample of 100% of all 
litter (a) received and (b) once in the 
shed, for known toxic agents would be 
cost prohibitive. What about previously 
unknown or unheard of potential 
contaminants? This standard as it is 
written would require testing for every 
conceivable substance that could be toxic 
for chicken, irrespective of the risk, and 

“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”. 
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there may not be tests even available for 
some potential contaminants. We 
therefore suggest that this standard to be 
reworded to make it clear that the action 
that needs to be taken to ensure the risk 
of toxic agents in litter is minimal should 
meet the criteria of “reasonableness”.   

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 accept that litter management is 
extremely important in ensuring good 
poultry welfare outcomes. However, we 
oppose the current wording of this 
standard, as it is not possible to 
consistently avoid wet litter in all 
circumstances on all farms. For the 
majority of housing, the standard is 
achievable, but in some sectors (eg free 
range farms, and older shedding in some 
areas), the current facilities may not be 
able to achieve this consistently. To 
rectify this and comply would require 
infrastructure upgrades, particularly to 
the ventilation (eg retrofitting to tunnel 
ventilation) and/or removal and 
replacement of affected litter, and/or 
working of the litter (including the 
purchase of litter conditioning / tilling 
equipment), with the latter option often 
having negative impacts on bird welfare. 
This standard would impact most on free 
range farmers and farmers with older 
(and generally smaller) farms. 

This issue is simply addressed by 
replacement of the word “avoid” with 
“minimise”, as suggested in the 
alternative wording at right. 

“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” 

SA9.10 A person must 
not pluck live 
poultry. 

For the purposes of monitoring flock 
health, poultry veterinarians sometimes 
need to remove some feathers from birds 
to obtain a diagnostic sample for testing, 
or to apply a diagnostic test. Monitoring 
flocks for evidence of disease exposure is 
an essential tool in managing the overall 
health and welfare of individual flocks 

“A person must not pluck 
live poultry, other than 
removal of small areas of 
feathers for the purposes of 
collection of diagnostic 
samples or for diagnostic 
testing”. 
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and protecting the national poultry flock 
more broadly. An exception to this 
standard needs to be made for the 
removal of small areas of feathers from 
birds for this purpose. 

SA9.19 A person must 
treat hatchery 
waste, including 
unhatched 
embryos, quickly 
and effectively 
to ensure the 
rapid killing of 
all unhatched 
embryos. 

The intention of this standard is for 
anything that might be ‘alive’, including 
embryos, to be quickly and effectively 
killed. That is reasonable. However, 
hatchery waste includes waste from a 
number of areas in the hatchery which 
are often ultimately comingled.  This 
includes infertile eggs, which means eggs 
that have no living embryos in them. 
These are usually detected and removed 
at transfer (from the incubator to the 
hatcher) at 18 days of incubation, in the 
case of chickens. There should be no 
requirement to “treat” this waste stream 
(at least from an animal welfare 
perspective) as there is no animal or 
embryo involved. An exclusion from this 
standard needs to be made for infertile 
eggs, and a suggested wording that 
achieves this is provided at right. 

“A person must treat 
hatchery waste, including 
unhatched embryos but 
excluding infertile eggs 
removed at transfer, 
quickly and effectively to 
ensure the rapid killing of 
all unhatched embryos”. 

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. 

This standard does not allow for the 
option of return of birds awaiting 
slaughter to a farm in the event of an 
extended delay in slaughtering. While 
this will not generally be an available 
option or indeed the best option for the 
birds in terms of bird welfare, in some 
cases it could be. It is an option provided 
for in the Land Transport Standards, and 
should be allowed in these standards. 

 

A person must ensure that 
if there is an extended 
delay in slaughtering, that 
is likely to result in poultry 
over being held in 
containers for more than 
24 hours, 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 

We accept that processors need to 
protect birds from adverse conditions 
while awaiting slaughtering. However, 
there needs to be some allowance for 
trailers to be unloaded into the lairage or 
other protected area once trucks carrying 

 “A person must ensure 
that, after 30 minutes 
from the time the truck 
that delivers the poultry 
to the processing plant 
is logged in at the 
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protected from 
direct sunlight, 
radiant and 
reflected heat, 
and adverse 
weather such as 
rain and wind. 

birds arrive at the plant, as it is not 
always possible to precisely schedule the 
arrival of trucks carrying birds into the 
plant so that they can be always be 
unloaded immediately. 

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 protection “from direct 
sunlight, radiant and reflected heat, and 
adverse weather such as rain and wind” 
commences. An alternative wording that 
encapsulates this is provided at right. 

While all major processing plants have 
facilities in which birds can be protected 
from direct sunlight and rain, in some 
cases the expansion of their production 
has meant that these facilities are not 
always large enough to ensure that 100% 
of the birds have immediate access to 
this protection, or that there is adequate 
protection from reflected heat. The 
industry is prepared to work towards this 
objective however and invest in the 
upgrading of facilities to achieve this. 
However, the investment will be 
significant for affected plants, and we 
require a phase in period of at least 5 
years post S&G sign-off for full 
implementation of this standard. 

weighbridge, all poultry 
held awaiting 
slaughtering must be 
protected from direct 
sunlight, radiant and 
reflected heat, and 
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. 
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TURKEY SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

As a cross-reference to our submission on the draft S&Gs as they affect the turkey industry more 
specifically, we include below the table of Comments and Suggestions on turkey related matters from our 
second submission which answers the Public Consultation RIS Questions from the turkey industry point of 
view.  Please refer to the full submission by Ingham’s in relation to its turkey operation for a more 
complete response. 

  Wording in draft standard & guidelines Proposed wording 

SA9.11 

A person must only perform toe trimming on day old 
hatchlings selected as potential breeders, except for emus 
and ostriches which may have toes trimmed on 
commercial stock up to 5 days of age. 

A person must only perform toe trimming on 
day old hatchlings selected as potential 
breeders, except: 

 for emus and ostriches which may have 
toes trimmed on commercial stock up to 5 
days of age. 

 for turkey broilers where a person must 
assess the need for toenail trimming and 
undertake only when necessary for 
welfare, with the following conditions:  

-  A person must use infrared technique 
and appropriately calibrated 
equipment.  

-  A person must aim not to remove 
more A than the toenail up to and 
including the nail bed. 

 

Why is this change requested? Why is this change requested: Toe trimming is a 
measure that has on balance some animal 
welfare benefits when applied in a judicious 
manner and in a way that aims not to remove 
more than the toenail.  The new wording 
attempts to capture this more restricted 
application of this technique so as to optimize 
the animal welfare outcome. 
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SB13.3 A person must not lift or carry turkeys by the head, neck, 
wings, feathers or tail feathers unless otherwise supported 
by the breast. Except when lifted by the tail feathers and 
neck or by a leg and a wing or by the base of both wings 
for vaccination. 

A person must not lift or carry turkeys by the 
head, neck, wings, feathers or tail feathers 
unless otherwise supported by the breast. 
Except when lifted:  

 by the tail feathers and neck or  
 by a leg and a wing (incl. for artificial 

insemination) or  
 by the base of both wings for vaccination. 

 Why is this change requested? The current wording is unclear in that “for 
vaccination” could be read as applying to all 
three exceptions.  Adding reference to artificial 
insemination covers this standard practice more 
explicitly. 

SB13.5 A person must ensure the maximum recommended 
stocking densities for turkeys are according to housing 
type and under good management conditions and as 
follows: 
Live weight Bird density in useable area 
6 kgs 30 kg/m2 
7-10 kgs 35 kg/m2 
10-13 kgs 42 kg/m2 
13+ kgs 46 kg/m2 

A person must ensure the maximum 
recommended stocking densities for turkeys 
are according to housing type and under good 
management conditions and as follows: 
Live weight      Bird density in useable area 
<13 kg             42 kg/m2 
13 - 17kg        46kg/m2    
 >17kg             50kg/m2  

 Why is this change requested? There is only limited research available on the 
topic of density in turkey farming and its effect 
on animal welfare.  We would consider the type 
of evidence reported in the Victorian Farmed 
Bird Welfare Science Review (Bristol Uni) as 
insufficient  to support the restrictive minimum 
density scale proposed in the draft standard. 

It seems reasonable to extrapolate from the 
broiler research and conclude that 
management factors may also be more 
important than stocking density alone on the 
welfare of turkeys.  
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Farm Animal Welfare Council (FAWC, 1995) has 
concluded that the growth characteristics of 
turkeys on a three dimensional basis requires 
special consideration when determining 
stocking density.  They’ve recommended 
stocking densities should be scaled according to 
a two-thirds power of their live weight.  On this 
basis, it was recommended that turkey broilers 
at terminal density can be stocked up to 59 
kg/m2 when grown up to 20 weeks of age 
(Webster, 2011).  

Commercial experience has demonstrated that 
turkeys in controlled environment housing can 
grow to breed specified weight targets, at 
densities well above the recommended 38 
kg/m2 in the United Kingdom (DEFRA, 1987), 
without compromising welfare (Webster, 2011).  
The taller stature of turkeys enables air flow 
underneath the bird and helps minimise issues 
with litter quality. 

GB13.21 If catching into modules, turkeys should be caught by 
grasping the shoulder of the wing furthest from the 
catcher, and using the other hand to hold both legs before 
lifting the bird up and into the drawer. 

Remove this guideline GB13.21  

 Why is this change requested? This guideline should be removed since it is not 
in line with the current Land Transport Standard 
which states “Turkeys … may be lifted by the 
tail feathers and neck or by a leg and a wing”. 

GB13.2 The provision of whole grain or coarse cereal fragments as 
part of grower and finisher feeds should be provided to 
aid with development of the digestive tract. 

Remove this guideline GB13.2 

 Why is this change requested? While adding whole grain or coarse cereal 
fragments are an option that is often practised, 
it is not appropriate to set this as an animal 
welfare guideline since it does not relate to 
welfare.  Also note that it is not part of the draft 
S&G applying to meat chickens, presumably for 
that very reason. 
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Option 
G 

We are opposed to the removal of routine hot blade beak 
trimming of breeder turkeys as a management option.   

Option G, if adopted, must not ban routine hot 
blade beak trimming of breeder turkeys as a 
management option. 

 Why is this change requested? We do not believe that the welfare benefits 
outweigh the costs both economic and in terms 
of animal welfare. 
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