


RSPCA WA confirms that explanatory notes in relation to Regulation 69 (defence for 
acts authorised under written law) were provided by the Department and understands 
that this defence is included to exempt those using animals for scientific research 
purposes from the scope of the regulations where they have authority under another 
written law ie a permit.  
 
Infringement Notices 
In relation to the use of infringement notices, for the proposed offences, RSPCA WA 
has not been able to closely review this in the time available but seeks the following 
information from the Department.  
 
In both South Australia and Tasmania, the Land Transport regulations prescribe certain 
offences as matters which can be dealt with by an infringement notice (or expiation 
fee) in those States.  Are the same offences prescribed in WA?  If not, what is the 
reason for the variation?  With respect to any regulations relating to saleyards which 
can be dealt with by an infringement notice, how were these offences selected?  
 
RSPCA WA looks forward to receiving this information along with continuing the 
dialogue that has been occurring between DPIRD and ourselves about the obstacles to 
RSPCA WA Inspectors issuing infringement notices, with the last feedback provided to 
Maike Turnbull on 10 January 2020. 
 
We look forward to continuing to work together on improving the welfare of animals 
in Western Australia. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Ben Cave 
General Manager  
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 





 

29/01/2020 

29 38 
Dogs on vehicles 

RSPCA highlights concern for the welfare of dogs travelling in dog boxes (i.e. underneath 
the truck), e.g. heat stress…. Should reference to Dog S&G’s be mentioned here?   

39 56(1)(b) 
Individual pen 

56(1) (b): not sure how “sufficient individual pen” is defined. However, if to “move 
freely” as described in 55(4)(a), means the animal can at least turn around, then 
individual pens/stalls for bulls should not be permitted. We are concerned about the 
extreme confinement of bulls in individual stalls where they are barely able to move, 
potentially unable to lie down or rise from a lying position, and are held for extended 
periods.  

 



 

 

 

Animal Welfare Standards Public Consultation 

26 May 2008 

 

 

Dear Sir, Madam 

 

Australian Standards & Guidelines for the Welfare of Animals: Land 

Transport of Livestock – public consultation process 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above Standards & Guidelines 

and its accompanying Regulation Impact Statement (RIS).  

 

Please find attached RSPCA Australia’s submission which is divided by issue 

and for each clearly states the RSPCA’s position.  The Attachment to the 

submission is a detailed list of further comments on specific issues in the 

Standards & Guidelines for consideration. 

 

I would also like to reiterate our concern with the drafting and consultation 

process. Given its membership, Animal Health Australia cannot be considered 

an independent body in this process. Hence, we continue to believe that a 

Standards Writing Group made up of representatives from a range of stakeholder 

groups is essential to ensure complete fairness, balance and transparency in the 

drafting and consultation process. 

 

Please don’t hesitate to contact us should you require further information. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Heather Neil 

Chief Executive Officer 

RSPCA Australia 

 

 

Sector: animal welfare organisation 
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RSPCA Australia submission 

To the Animal Welfare Standards Public Consultation  

on the  

Australian Standards & Guidelines for the Welfare of Animals:  

Land Transport of Livestock 

May 2008 
 

 

This submission addresses the question put in the public consultation process does “the Draft 

Land Transport Standards make the necessary specifications for protecting the welfare of 

livestock while being transported on land” and whether “the associated Regulatory Impact 

Assessment (RIS) demonstrates the need for the Standards and identifies its key costs and 

benefits for industry, government, and the wider community”.  

 

 

General comments 

 

The lack of prescriptiveness of some Standards means that the intended outcome and the method 

of achieving that outcome are open to interpretation. Lack of prescriptiveness inevitably leads to 

lack of enforceability and RSPCA Australia seeks assurance that non-prescriptive Standards will 

be strengthened where this lack of enforceability could lead to poor animal welfare.  

 

RSPCA Australia believes that greater improvement to the welfare of livestock transported across 

Australia could be achieved by adopting the more prescriptive and higher welfare guidelines into 

the Standards rather than reflecting current industry practice without significantly raising the bar. 

 

Responsibilities for livestock transport 

 

Communication of time off water throughout the transport process  

The draft Standards & Guidelines state that, for journeys expected to exceed 24 hours, the 

animals must be accompanied by a document that states the date and time that the animals last 

had access to water (SA1.2i on page 7). The draft Guidelines provide further guidance to owners, 

drivers and receivers on their communication responsibilities during the transport process. 

RSPCA Australia is concerned that this Standard does not provide adequate protection to animals 

travelling on multi-stage journeys in which each journey is less than 24 hours. It is a particular 

concern that not all saleyards or other holding yards provide animals with access to water.  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• requests that the Standards provide assurance that all people in the transport process 

are aware – or made aware – of the time that animals have been without water, 

regardless of the time to be travelled, and take appropriate measures to ensure that the 

maximum time allowed off water is not exceeded.  

 

• requests that a scientific/welfare basis be provided for the minimum voluntary spelling 

time of 4 hours which allows for deductions in water deprivation calculations. 

 



 

 

Transport vehicles and facilities for livestock 

 

The amount of space provided to animals being transported – height  

The draft Standards & Guidelines specify that the vehicle must have sufficient vertical clearance 

for livestock to minimise the risk of injury (SA3.1v on page 15). RSPCA Australia is concerned 

that this Standard does not provide adequate assurance that animals will be able to stand in a 

natural position without contacting overhead structures.  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• wants to see the vertical clearance clause strengthened so that, if an animal has to 

stand with its head down, then at least its back or withers do not come into contact 

with overhead structures when the animal has its legs directly under its body as 

opposed to slightly splayed when maintaining balance. RSPCA Australia believes that 

vertical clearance should be such that an animal is able to stand comfortably with its 

head up. 

 

Pre-transport preparation of livestock 

 

Rest (or spell) prior to transport  

Feed, water and rest considerations are outlined in the Guidelines on page 18. RSPCA Australia 

is concerned that the draft Standards & Guidelines do not adequately address the need for rest of 

certain categories of animals that are at an increased risk, particularly when being transported 

over long distances.  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• wants the Standards to ensure that a pre-transport spell period (i.e. water and rest) is 

provided to the following categories of animals: livestock that are pregnant, have 

recently given birth, are lactating or with young at foot; immature livestock as defined 

for each species; livestock mustered from extensive areas or that are unaccustomed to 

handling; livestock that are stressed or fatigued from mustering or handling; and weak 

livestock. In addition, RSPCA Australia wants the Standards to ensure that such 

animals only be transported where it is in their direct interest to do so.  

 

Loading, transport and unloading of livestock 

 

The amount of space provided to animals being transported – loading density  

RSPCA Australia is pleased to see the inclusion of factors that need to be taken into consideration 

when determining loading density (SA5.3) as well as the naming of the driver of the vehicle as 

the person who has final responsibility for loading density (SA5.4). However, RSPCA Australia 

believes that these two Standards do not go far enough to ensure that pens or crates are not 

overloaded, particularly in those circumstance where squeezing an extra animal or two on a truck 

is in the consignor’s interest but may cause unnecessary suffering or distress to the animals 

concerned.  

 



 

 

RSPCA Australia 

• wants to see the loading density tables currently included in the species-specific 

Guidelines (for example, GB4.10 on page 51) to be included in the relevant species’ 

Standards to provide additional criteria on which to base final loading density.  

 

Animal handling – lifting and dragging  

The draft Standards & Guidelines state that animals (excluding poultry) must not be lifted off the 

ground by a single leg with the exception of sheep, goats and pigs under three months old 

(SA5.6ii on page 22). RSPCA Australia finds lifting and/or dragging an animal by a single leg 

unacceptable, regardless of age.  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• requests that this Standard include dragging of animals by one leg and that the 

exception for sheep, goats and pigs under three months old be removed.  

 

Animal handling – use of electric prodders  

The draft Standards & Guidelines allow the use of electric prodders on a number of species. 

RSPCA Australia is concerned that habitual use of electric prodders may contribute to the stress 

of the overall transport process.  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• asks that the Standards prohibit the use of electric prodders in favour of alternative 

handling aids such as flappers, rattlers, or canes with flags and using other low-stress 

stock-handling techniques.  

 

Humane destruction of livestock 

 

Although the draft Standards & Guidelines state that the method of humane destruction must 

result in immediate loss of consciousness followed by death (SA6.1 on page 29), it is less specific 

on the timing (‘at the first opportunity’ – SA6.2iv) and location of humane destruction. RSPCA is 

concerned that unnecessary delays or inappropriate handling (for example, unloading of a 

moribund animal) will result in further suffering and distress.  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• requests that the Standards prescribe that humane destruction be carried out 

immediately or, if not, at the first opportunity and in the interest of the animal 

concerned. All efforts must be made to avoid unnecessary handling of moribund 

animals that are unable to walk.  

 

Specific requirements in relation to all species 

 

The total time that animals are allowed to be off water  

The draft Standards & Guidelines propose a maximum time off water for each species. This 

maximum time has, where available, been derived from the extended water deprivation time in 

the relevant species’ Model Code of Practice for the Welfare of Animals. However, in these 

Codes, the extended time (as opposed to the ‘normal time’) was clearly meant to be an exception 



 

 

rather than the rule, with extended time only permissible if certain conditions guaranteeing the 

continued welfare of the animals could be met.  

 

RSPCA Australia is concerned that the draft Standards & Guidelines allow extended time off 

water without sufficient consideration that additional travel beyond the ‘normal time’ will cause 

additional stress on the animals and therefore requires additional care.  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• requests that time off water is reflected in the species-specific Standards as the 

‘normal time’ with exceptions only permitted following additional considerations for 

longer travel (as spelt out, for example, in Guideline SG4.1 on page 50).  

 

Specific requirements in relation to cattle 

 

Transport of bobby calves  

RSPCA Australia is concerned that the draft Standards & Guidelines allow bobby calves to be 

transported at an age (5 days old) and at journey times (18 hours) that show little consideration of 

the ability of these very young animals to withstand the rigours of transport. The draft Standards 

& Guidelines provide for improved transport conditions (bedding and shorter transport times) for 

higher-value calves sold to rearing facilities and offer little protection for low-value calves sent to 

slaughter (see SB4.4 and SB4.5 on page 49).  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• requests that the minimum age at which bobby calves may be transported be increased 

to 10 days and that they are provided with milk or milk-replacer at 12-hour intervals. 

For bobby calves destined for slaughter, RSPCA Australia requests that the time 

interval from farm to abattoir not exceed 10 hours and that all bobby calves, 

regardless of destination, are transported in vehicles that provide them with thick 

bedding and room to lie down.  

 

 

Australian standards and guidelines for the welfare of animals: Land transport of livestock 

– Regulation Impact Statement  

 

While RSPCA Australia fully supports the introduction of Standards as a means of improving 

animal welfare, we believe consistent implementation and regulation through state/territory 

legislation is critical to ensure that compliance with the Standards will be able to be audited thus 

providing an opportunity for improved animal transport.  

 

RSPCA Australia 

• requests that the Federal Minister for Agriculture ensures that his state/territory 

equivalents push for the draft Standards to be incorporated into nationally consistent 

legislation within two years of being approved by the Primary Industries Ministerial 

Council. This will ensure that all those involved in the transport process are 

encouraged to adhere to the minimum requirements set out in the Standards.  

 



 

 

In looking at alternatives to the proposed Standards, the RIS has assessed various options, 

including Standards that create a higher level of welfare for the animals concerned (see options 

B1, E and E1 on page 48 of the RIS). Option B1 looks at the effect of increasing the minimum 

age at which bobby calves can be transported from 5 to 8 days old. Options E and E1 look at the 

effect of increasing minimum spelling time from 4 hours to 6 and 12 hours respectively.  

 

The RIS, in its consideration of the benefits of these options, fails to properly consider anecdotal 

as well as the available scientific evidence in favour of such a change. Rather, it focuses heavily 

on opinion rather than fact (e.g. on page 57, “Moreover, the higher mandatory time for voluntary 

spells under Option E1 in order to get time-off-water credits (as compared to Option E) is likely 

to further reduce the risk to the welfare of livestock.”) and, in the case of Option B1, fails to 

consider the available scientific research conducted in Europe which shows that older calves are 

more likely to withstand the rigours of transport than younger calves.  

 

The RIS shows no difference in the weighting of the animal welfare benefits of transporting 

calves at 5 days old or 8 days old. In addition, there is no clarification as to the basis for 

determining an age of 8 days old as a means of improving calf welfare during transport. What 

consideration was given to, for example, 10 days old? 

 

The RIS also fails to point out that the draft Standards & Guidelines allow bobby calves to be off 

water (or liquid feed) for 18 hours, whereas the Model Code of Practice for the transport of cattle 

states that calves must not be left without appropriate liquid feed for more than 10 hours. In other 

words, their journey times have been extended – to the benefit of the transporter but, to the 

detriment of the welfare of the calf.  

 

RSPCA Australia questions whether the RIS has taken the animal welfare benefits and 

community expectations of Options B1, E and E1 into account sufficiently by the use of 

weighting in the final analysis, particularly given the difficulty in quantifying such 

benefits/expectations.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

ATTACHMENT A 

Summary of RSPCA Australia’s comments on the draft Australian standards and guidelines 

for the welfare of animals: Land transport of livestock 

 

Public Consultation Version – 29 February 2008 

 

 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

v  PISC (Primary Industries Standing Committee) 

needs to be included 

vii  Suggest removing footnote with website 

address here and elsewhere in the document. 

Website URLs change and it is not helpful to 

have links that don’t work. 

SA1.2  … one or more documents that 

accompany the livestock… 

Such a document should preferably be an 

existing document that, if need be, is adjusted 

so that the required information can be 

completed. E.g. a slightly revised NVD. 

SA3.1 Vehicles and facilities must:… 

etc 

Even though the Objective specifies the type of 

vehicles and facilities, the standard itself does 

not. Propose alternative wording, e.g.: 

“Transport vehicles and holding, loading and 

unloading facilities must be…” 

SA3.1 i) be appropriate to contain the 

species 

Add “…and to prevent limbs and/or other body 

parts from protruding”. 

SA3.1 ii) have effective ventilation Is it understood that this includes effective 

ventilation when the vehicle is stationary? 

Propose revised wording: “ii) have effective 

ventilation (when moving and stationary)” 

SA3.1 v) have sufficient vertical 

clearance for livestock to 

minimise the risk of injury 

This needs to be expanded, e.g. as per ASEL 

appendix 2.3: “have sufficient vertical 

clearance for livestock to avoid risk of injury 

and be able to stand in a normal position 

without contacting overhead structures” It is 

not satisfactory to have this as a guideline 

(GA3.5) only. 

GA3.0 n/a This set of guidelines would benefit from 

inclusion of a general statement about why 

animals need to be protected and from what. 

Then the more detailed guidelines following 

make more sense. E.g. “GA3.0 Facilities, 

vehicles, crates and containers should provide 

a suitable environment to protect animals from 

extremes of temperature, weather and humidity. 

The environment should be constructed, 

maintained and operated in a way that avoids 

pain, injury or distress to the animal.” 



 

 

Cont. 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

 Vehicle exhaust gases should 

not significantly pollute the 

livestock crate. 

“Significantly” is open to interpretation. Add 

more detail, e.g. “… crate, so as to avoid 

respiratory distress.” 

?? 

(previously 

GA4.8) 

Pretransport spell (water and 

rest) periods should be 

provided for the following 

classes of livestock, excluding 

poultry, where there is long 

and difficult mustering or if the 

travel time is expected to be of 

a long duration: 

i) livestock that are pregnant, 

have recently given birth, are 

lactating or with young at foot 

ii) immature livestock as 

defined for each species 

iii) livestock mustered from 

extensive areas or that are 

unaccustomed to handling 

iv) livestock that are stressed 

or fatigued from mustering or 

handling 

v) weak livestock 

There is general agreement that these classes of 

livestock pose an increased risk to animal 

welfare. RSPCA believes these classes of 

livestock should not be transported at all. The 

guideline GA4.8 must not be removed. 

Furthermore, it must be included in the 

Standard with some additional wording, e.g.: 

“Where it is in the interest of their welfare to 

transport the following classes of livestock: 

- etc 

a pretransport spell (water and… etc.” 

SA5.1 If the maximum permitted time 

off water is reached, livestock 

must be provided with water, 

food and rest before starting 

another journey. 

Reduce risk of misinterpretation by adding “… 

journey or continuing the current journey.” 

SA5.3 Loading density must be 

determined according to … etc. 

Include “viii) design and capacity of the 

vehicle” 

SA5.4 Drivers (except for train 

drivers and drivers of poultry) 

must have the final decision on 

the loading density. Poultry 

pick-up crews loading poultry 

into containers must have the 

final decision on the loading 

density. 

So who has the final decision in the case of rail 

transport of livestock if it is not the train driver? 

Need to specify as has been done for poultry. 

SA5.6 i) livestock (excluding poultry) 

must not… 

There should be no exclusion for poultry. They 

should also be supported when carried. 



 

 

Cont. 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

SA5.6 ii) livestock must not be lifted 

off the ground by a single leg 

except in the case of all 

poultry, and sheep, goats and 

pigs if they are less than three 

months old 

Expand this clause to include dragging, e.g.: 

“ii) livestock must not be dragged or lifted off 

the ground by a single leg… 

 

Remove the exclusion for sheep, goats and pigs 

under three months old, this is just as 

unacceptable regardless of age. 

SA5.7 Electric prodders RSPCA Australia is opposed to the use of 

electric prodders for moving livestock. If this 

Standard is to remain, then include 

specification, e.g. “battery or dynamo-powered 

electric prodder”. 

SA5.10 The driver must inspect: 

i) the livestock crate 

immediately before departure, 

to ensure that doors are closed 

Revise wording to reflect the original intention 

of this standard: “ii) the livestock crate before 

departure, to ensure that the load is secure, and 

that animals cannot escape and are suitably 

contained, without limbs protruding” 

SA5.9 ii) the receival yard 

immediately before unloading, 

to ensure that there is free 

access and sufficient space for 

the livestock intended to be 

unloaded 

An important aspect of this inspection is 

missing – access to water. Revise wording to 

include: “and ensure that unloaded livestock 

have access to water.” 

GA5.13 Transport arrangements 

(including spells) should be 

appropriate for the class and 

condition of the livestock. In 

all circumstances, transport of 

the following classes of 

livestock should be carefully 

managed to minimise risk to 

animal welfare: etc. 

Transport of these classes of livestock should 

only occur if absolutely necessary. Add a 

phrase to that effect. 

GA5.41 Before unloading, the driver 

should check the condition of 

the receival area… etc. 

If the receival area is not considered 

appropriate for unloading, the driver should 

refer to the contingency plan for alternative 

arrangements. Include wording to this effect.  

SA6.6 Captive bolt use must be in the 

frontal or poll positions, be 

accompanied by appropriate 

restraint, and be followed by an 

effective procedure to ensure 

death. 

Include text as per note below the standards: 

“Points of aim for firearms and captive bolts 

are shown in a diagram for each species, as 

relevant.” 

 

What is “an effective procedure” that will 

ensure death? 



 

 

Cont. 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

SA6.7 “… or piglets up to 15 

kilograms liveweight…” 

Is 15 kilograms based on industry advice? 

Recommend removing reference to piglets and 

allow blunt trauma on newborn livestock under 

24 hours old only, regardless of weight and 

regardless of species. 

SA6.8 Animals must be assessed to be 

unconscious before pithing. 

What are the assessment criteria for 

unconsciousness? They should be included 

here. 

SB1 Specific requirements for the 

land transport of alpacas 

This chapter should cover other new world 

camelids (e.g. llamas) but need to ensure that 

standards and guidelines are equally applicable 

to any other species included here. 

SB1.2 Journey time may be extended 

to 72 hours for all alpacas only 

under the following conditions: 

Is 72 hours based on industry advice? 

Consistent with other species chapters, it would 

seem that the extension should only apply to 

wethers over 12 months old – i.e. the fittest 

animals, regardless of water availability on the 

truck. 

SB1.2 i) alpacas must be watered and 

fed on the vehicle at all times 

For this and other chapters where this clause 

appears: Do animals drink and/or eat on a 

moving vehicle? This clause should include a 

statement on frequency of feeding/watering 

during the extended journey time. 

SB1.2 iii) alpacas must be assessed 

regularly to see whether they 

are fit for the remainder of the 

intended journey 

Suggest alternative wording for this and other 

chapters where this clause appears: “iii) alpacas 

must be assessed as per SA5.11 to see whether 

they are fit for the remainder of the intended 

journey”. This is to avoid disagreement over the 

term “regularly”. 

GB1.1 (v) the recent management of the 

alpaca before first loading. 

For this and other species where this additional 

consideration for long distance travel is 

mentioned, it would help to add an example of 

‘recent management’, e.g. extensive mustering, 

etc. 

GB1.10 Text under the density table: 

Where alpacas are penned on 

the vehicle, there should be 

space for most to lie down 

(they may not all lie at once), 

move or turn around, and 

access feed and water facilities. 

This text should be converted to a guideline. 

 

Also, if the expectation is that animals will lie 

down during transport, the density tables should 

reflect space required in this position rather 

than in a standing position – applies to other 

species that have similar requirements during 

transport. 



 

 

Cont. 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

GB1.12 For longer journeys, space to 

access feed and water should 

be provided, as well as bedding 

(straw or other suitable 

material) for comfort. 

Water must be provided for journeys extended 

up to [72] hours so, this guideline is confusing. 

I.e. the requirement for space to access water is 

a MUST on longer journeys. Define “longer”… 

GB1.17 Vehicles should contain pens 

or partitions and feed or water 

facilities for longer journeys. 

Penning arrangements should 

allow alpacas to turn around 

and to cush during the journey. 

Again, MUST contain water facilities on longer 

journeys. 

SB2.4 Electric prodders Electric prodders must not be used to move 

buffalo. See GB2.15. 

SB3.6 Electric prodders Electric prodders must not be used to move 

camels. 

SB4.1 Calves 5-30 days old travelling 

without mothers – 18 hrs time 

off water 

The 2002 cattle transport MCOP says 10 hours 

for calves travelling without mothers.  

 

MCOP 2002 says calves under 1 month should 

be fed a liquid feed every 10 hours. 

SB4.4 Calves less than 5 days old 

travelling … etc. 

It is the RSPCA’s view that calves should be at 

least 10 days old prior to transportation and that 

they be fed milk or milk replacer every 12 

hours. 

If the RIS (option B1) has looked at increasing 

calf age to 8 rather than 5 days, then this option 

should also be included as an option in the 

Standards. In other words, SB4.4 (option 1) 

“Calves less than 5 days…” and SB4.4 (option 

2) “Calves less than 8 days…”. Not presenting 

it as an option in the Standards would be 

negating the fact that several members of the 

SRG believe it would be a considerable welfare 

improvement as well as having other 

(commercial) benefits.  

SB4.5 Calves between 5 and 30 days 

old travelling without … etc. 

It is the RSPCA’s view that calves should be at 

least 10 days old prior to transportation, that 

they be fed milk or milk replacer every 12 

hours and that the interval from farm to 

abattoir/destination not exceed 10 hours. 

GB4.4 …for journeys approaching 24 

hours. 

The standard does not allow time off water 

beyond 18 hours. A 24-hour journey would 

therefore not be permitted. 



 

 

Cont. 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

GB4.6 Cows in the seventh and eighth 

month of pregnancy … should 

be spelled for 12 hours before 

reloading. 

Need to qualify this statement, e.g. “If it is 

necessary to transport cows in the seventh and 

eighth month… etc” 

GB4.7 • cattle should be segregated 

from other classes of cattle 

Add ‘pregnant’, i.e. “pregnant cattle should be 

segregated…” 

GB4.11 Calves under one month old 

should have sufficient space to 

lie down on their sternum. 

This should be a standard. 

GB4.12 Calves less than 30 days old 

should have: 

• protection from excess heat, 

sun, wind and rain in a vehicle 

with an enclosed front and that 

provides effective ventilation. 

This should be a standard. 

SB5.1 Deer over 6 months old – 48 

hours time off water 

 

 

Fawns/calves under 6 months 

old – 28 hours off water 

What is the 48 hrs based on, particularly when 

the various codes specify 24? Maximum time 

off water should be 24 hours with no extension.  

 

What is the 28 hours based on? 

Maximum time off water should be 20 hours 

with no extension. 

SB5.4 Prodders Prodders must not be used on deer. 

GB5.3 Deer with antlers in velvet 

greater than 4 cm should not be 

transported. Deer should not be 

transported for 7 days after 

velvet antler removal. 

This should be a standard. 

GB5.4 Deer with hard antlers greater 

than 4 cm should not be 

transported. Where hard antler 

removal cannot be done, they 

must be separated from all 

other deer. 

This should be a standard. 

GB5.9 Deer are particularly 

susceptible to heat stress. A 

supply of suitable water should 

be provided before loading. 

This should be a standard. 

GB5.17 Electric prodders should not be 

used on fawns or calves. 

Electric prodders should not be used at all. 

SB6.2 Chicks and young birds must 

be fed every 12 hours. 

Is the assumption here that they will be spelled 

every 12 hours? How long is a spell for chicks 

and young birds after 12 hours off water? 



 

 

Cont. 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

SB6.3 Ratite chicks must not be held 

in containers for more than 12 

hours, unless provided with 

feed, water, and shelter. 

How practical is it to provide birds in 

containers with feed, water and shelter? 

GB6.9 Chicks up to 12 weeks old 

should be transported in groups 

of no more than 20 birds with 

partitions placed between 

adjacent groups.  

This should be a standard. 

GB6.10 Juvenile and Adult birds 

should be transported in groups 

of no more than 12 birds with 

partitions placed between 

adjacent groups. 

This should be a standard. 

GB6.11 Text under table: Space 

allowance for ostriches remain 

to be developed. 

Are these going to be developed and by whom? 

Note under 

GB6.24 

Time spent in containers for 

chicks should be calculated 

from the time of placement 

into the container, not the time 

transport begins. 

This should be a standard. 

GB6.30 A shot gun is the preferred 

firearm for humane 

destruction… etc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note under guideline: Ratites 

can be shot by firearm using 

the temporal method… etc. 

RSPCA finds the use of shotgun for killing 

animals/birds unacceptable. In what 

circumstances would close restraint not be 

possible? Aren’t we talking about humane 

destruction on or near the transport vehicle in 

the event of an injury or disease? [SA ‘code of 

practice for humane destruction of birds by 

shooting’ says “head shot with shotgun for 

injured birds only” at optimum range of 5m] 

 

SA code of practice and other publications on 

shooting of birds say heart shot only with 

centrefire rifle. 

GB7.1 Loading density table Is it correct that minimum floor area for goats is 

less than that for sheep?  

GB7.11 Under cold conditions in 

southern Australia, time off 

water should only be extended 

under the following conditions: 

It is not acceptable to extend time off water 

beyond maximum times specified in the 

standard. 



 

 

Cont. 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

SB8.1 Lactating mares – 12 hours off 

water 

Pregnant mares – [12] hours 

off water 

Both these figures used to be 8 hours. See 

GB8.3 mentioning increased risk for these 

classes. 

SB8.2  Journey time may be extended 

to 36 hours… etc 

Surely this is only for horses over 6 months old 

regardless of whether they are fed and watered 

on the vehicle? 

SB8.7 Moderate to severely lame 

horses of lameness score 4 and 

5 (as specified in Table B8.2) 

must not be transported unless 

veterinary advice is obtained. 

The lameness score was 3 in previous versions 

of the document. What is the change based on? 

Also, Table B8.2 needs to be included in this 

standard – unless advice has been obtained that 

standards can refer to sections in the 

guidelines? 

SB8.10 A vertical clearance of 2 m 

between the livestock crate 

floor and overhead structures 

must be provided in any 

vehicle used for horse 

transport. 

Add “at least” before 2 m. 

SB8.11 Unbroken stallions must be 

segregated from other horse 

categories. 

Unbroken horses should be separated from 

broken horses, regardless of whether they are 

stallions. In addition, the intent here is 

differentiating between horses that are 

accustomed to handling rather and those that 

are not. 

GB8.1 ii) adverse hot weather 

conditions are not prevailing or 

predicted 

Remove “hot”. What about ice/snow that could 

affect vehicle road worthiness, etc? 

SB9.2 Journey time may be extended 

to 48 hours only under the 

following conditions: 

Is this based on industry advice? Seems 

excessive. 

SB9.5 Approved methods for humane 

destruction 

See SA6.7. 

GB9.2 … Transport of sows should be 

over short distances… etc 

Define “short”. 

GB9.16 The chest stick should be used 

as the preferred method of 

bleeding out. 

Need to mention stunning prior to sticking. 

SB10.3 Poultry, excluding chicks, must 

not be held in containers for 

more than 24 hours, unless 

provided with feed, water and 

shelter. 

Are poultry ever provided with feed and water 

while still in their containers? 



 

 

Cont. 

Page no./ 

Standard 

Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

GB10.11 Note under density table: … 

and in cold weather this 

density may be increased to 

472 chicks/m2 (21 cm2 per 

chick) 

The chicks are already packed together. The 

suggestion here is that you can pack more in 

just because it’s cold… Remove reference to 

increasing density during cold weather. 

GB10.29 Conveyors should not be on 

steep angles or operated at 

speeds that cause birds to 

smother. 

Define steep. 

 

 

Glossary 

 

Term Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

Access to 

water 

A reasonable opportunity for 

livestock to be able to drink 

water of a suitable quality and 

quantity to maintain their 

hydration. 

Delete “reasonable”. 

Competency iii) recognised training and 

staff training registers 

Include “accreditation”, e.g. “recognised or 

accredited training…” 

Document A document for livestock 

movements is any written 

record… etc 

Revise definition, e.g. “A document for 

livestock movements is any written or 

electronic record… etc” 

Fit or fit for 

the intended 

journey 

• not be visibly dehydrated Explain “visibly dehydrated”. 

Fit or fit for 

the intended 

journey 

• not visually assessed to be 

within 2 weeks of 

parturition 

Explain what one is likely to see when an 

animal is within 2 weeks of parturition. 

Heat stress  The term is used in the document and therefore 

needs to be defined. 



 

 

Cont. 

Term Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

Journey The movement of livestock 

from loading to unloading at a 

destination. 

This does not necessarily cover multi-stage 

journeys where animals have been unloaded 

due to maximum water deprivation time having 

been reached. Suggest alternative wording, e.g. 

“The movement of livestock from loading to 

unloading at a destination or at the point where 

maximum time off water has been reached”. 

 

In addition, some explanation of the term 

“longer journey” as used throughout the 

document would help in interpretation, e.g. 

“Where the term ‘longer journey’ is used, this 

refers to journeys in excess of water 

deprivation times as specified in the species 

guidelines where mention is made of additional 

requirements for long distance travel.” 

Journey time The time that animals are in a 

container or on a vehicle, until 

they are unloaded. 

See “Journey” 

Nature of 

journey 

Includes duration, distance, 

route, road conditions, terrain, 

traffic and any other factors 

that could affect a journey for 

livestock. 

Include “prevailing weather”. 

Person in 

charge 

 Revise term, e.g. “Person in charge / person 

responsible” as per objective of chapter 1. 

Spelling, 

spell or 

spelling 

period - 

voluntary 

Water and space to lie down 

must be provided to all 

livestock, on a stationary 

vehicle or off a vehicle…. Etc 

 

A spell must be a minimum of 

4 hours to be recognised for the 

provision of water and rest. 

 

Where livestock are spelled for 

24 hours, any subsequent 

journey can be considered as a 

new water deprivation period. 

It is RSPCA’s view that, in those situations 

where livestock welfare would not be adversely 

affected, all livestock should be unloaded 

during a spell. 

 

 

 

What is the (scientific) basis of the minimum 4 

hour spell? 

 

 

 

 

This does not make sense in the context of, for 

example, 36 hours mandatory spell after 48 

hours off water for cattle/sheep. It could be 

interpreted as 24 hours spell being sufficient 

after 48 hours off water. 



 

 

Cont. 

Term Current wording RSPCA Australia comment 

Standards The acceptable animal welfare 

requirements designated in this 

document. The requirements 

that must be met under law for 

livestock welfare purposes. 

Revise “The acceptable animal welfare 

requirements designated in the standards 

sections in this document.” 

Weak Livestock that are sufficiently 

affected so they do not meet 

the ‘normal’ criteria for the 

journey but are able to be 

managed for successful 

transport. 

Revise “Livestock that are sufficiently affected 

so they do not meet the ‘normal’ criteria (as 

per SA4.1) for the journey but are able to be 

managed for successful transport without 

further compromising the welfare of the 

animal(s) concerned.” 

Welfare of 

livestock 

Any component of the 

livestock welfare state that is 

recognised as being important 

for the species in question in an 

everyday sense. The normal 

expectations of welfare that 

would apply to a livestock 

species in a normal situation. 

Expand definition to include: “Includes access 

to water, food, shelter; the ability to express 

normal behaviours; and the provision of care 

to prevent pain, injury or disease.” 

The definition as it stands is too vague, 

particularly with the use of such terms as 

‘normal expectations’ and ‘normal situation’ – 

it is also unclear as to who needs to ‘recognise’ 

that these components are important and to 

what extent. 
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RSPCA Australia submission 

 

Australian Animal Welfare Standards and Guidelines – Livestock at Saleyards and Depots 

Public Consultation 

 

10 December 2014 

 

This submission addresses the question put in the public consultation process about how the draft welfare 

standards will ensure the welfare of livestock and whether the consultation RIS demonstrates the need for 

the standards, and identifies the key costs and benefits for livestock owners and buyers, saleyard 

operators, livestock agents, government and the wider community”. 

 

General comments 

 

The development of animal welfare standards is a unique opportunity to improve the welfare of livestock 
on a large scale. The implementation of standards allows livestock saleyards and depots to clearly 
demonstrate that animal management practices meet minimum benchmarks. The standards provide 
saleyards and depots with a mechanism to demonstrate that poor animal welfare practices are not 
tolerated at these facilities. 
 
Animal welfare is already an important area of community concern and awareness of the issues associated 
with production animals will continue to increase. With heightened awareness comes an increase in 
community expectations of Government and industry. The adoption of minimum animal welfare standards 
for livestock at saleyards and depots is one way to meet these expectations. 
 
However, for these proposed standards to meet community expectations there are a number of key areas 

where these standards must be significantly strengthened to improve the welfare of animals going through 

saleyards and depots. 

 

The lack of prescriptiveness of some Standards means that the intended outcome and the method of 

achieving that outcome are open to interpretation. Lack of prescriptiveness inevitably leads to lack of 

enforceability and RSPCA Australia seeks assurance that non-prescriptive Standards will be strengthened 

where this lack of enforceability could lead to poor animal welfare.  

 

RSPCA Australia believes that greater improvement to the welfare of livestock at saleyards and depots in 

Australia could be achieved by adopting the more prescriptive and higher welfare guidelines into the 

Standards rather than reflecting current industry practice without significantly raising the bar. 

 

 

The Standards and Guidelines 

 

Introduction 

 

Purpose 

The Purpose states that the standards “reflect available scientific knowledge, current practice and 
community expectations”. For the standards to be based on community expectations, the level of animal 
welfare must be higher than the baseline proposed in the draft standards. 
 
 
Scope 
It is stated that the standards and guidelines apply to the main commercial livestock species. However, it 
is unclear how these standards and guidelines would apply when an animal other than that listed as 
commercial livestock arrives at the saleyard or depot. One would expect that, at the very least, the 
general standards would apply regardless of the species. It is recommended to include the species covered 
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under the land transport standards, i.e. alpacas, buffalo, camels, cattle, deer, emu, goats, horses, 
ostrich, pigs, poultry and sheep. 
 
 
Principles for livestock welfare with respect to saleyards and transportation 
1st paragraph: Additional wording in brackets: “This will impact [their condition upon arrival, and] on the 
temperament …” 
 
3rd paragraph, 4th dot point: Additional wording in brackets: “… stretch their limbs [and adequate 
opportunity to move freely] and perform normal patterns…” 
 
 
General 
Last paragraph: include lactating dairy cows in the list of animals that must not be consigned through 
saleyards. The following classes of livestock should not be consigned through saleyards: diseased, sick, 
injured, drought-weakened, heavily pregnant livestock, pigs, lactating dairy cows, lactating animals with 
dependent young, animals less than a month old. 
 
 
1. Responsibilities and planning 
 
S1.1 (v)(b) regarding responsibility of transporters/drivers. 
 
 Weak, sick or injured livestock should receive treatment “without delay” rather than “at the first 

reasonable opportunity”. This applies to all standards and guidelines where this term is used and 
where it has not been specifically mentioned in the comments below. 

 
G1.3 The livestock consignor is responsible for the livestock until they are to be loaded onto the 

transport vehicle. This responsibility should include but is not restricted to: … 
communicating to the transporter feed, water provision times and other relevant information … 
 
This guideline should be a standard requiring clear communication and recording of time off feed 
and water and other animal welfare-related information between the responsible parties in the 
supply chain, i.e. from consigner to transporter to receiver until the journey has ended. This could 
include multiple stages, e.g. from farm to saleyard to abattoir or other destination. This 
information should appear on all relevant documentation accompanying the livestock and, in 
particular, should be recorded on the National Vendor Declaration. The communication of animal 
welfare-related information should be audited by a designated, independent body. 

 
G1.4 The saleyard management should appoint a person to the role of “Animal Welfare Officer”. … 
 

This guideline should be a standard requiring the appointment of a person to the role of “Animal 
Welfare Officer”. 
 
The 3rd dot point should also require that the officer make sure that livestock that are weak, sick or 
injured are identified at the point of loading out from the saleyard. 

 
G1.6 The saleyard should have procedures in place for the receival and management of livestock ‘out of 

normal operating hours’. After hours contact details should be provided for service personnel 
(including transport operators, livestock agents and producers) in the event of an emergency. 
These procedures and contact details should be displayed at the saleyards. Details should include 
arrangements and contacts for designated personnel available for humane killing of animals if 
required after hours. 

 
This guideline should be a standard. There is some overlap with S1.1 (i) (j), however it should be 
absolutely clear that facilities need to be able to receive livestock under reasonable if not all 
circumstances. Consideration should be given to extending the opening hours of facilities depending 
on the expected deliveries to ensure that all livestock can be unloaded immediately upon arrival at 
the saleyard or depot. 

 
G1.8 The saleyard should have an up to date and rehearsed emergency plan for immediate reference 

and implementation in the event of a natural disaster such as fire or flood. All key stakeholders 
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(saleyard superintendent, saleyard staff, livestock agents, transporters) should be aware of the 
plan. 

 
Delete “should be aware of the plan” and replace with “should be aware of their role and 
responsibilities under the plan”. 
 

 
2. Livestock handling, knowledge and skills 
 
S2.1 A person involved in any part of the livestock saleyard process must have the relevant knowledge, 

skills and experience to perform their required task, or must be supervised by a person with the 
relevant knowledge, skills and experience. 

 
Animal handling training/competency is one of the key factors affecting livestock welfare. This 
standard should be expanded to include the requirement that such competency be able to be 
demonstrated within a certain timeframe of endorsement of the standard. For example, in the 
Model Code of Practice for the Welfare of Animals: Pigs, a timeframe of three years was proposed. 
This would allow sufficient time for completion of relevant recognised industry training programs by 
saleyard staff. 

 
 
G2.1 Elements of knowledge, skills and experience for each phase of the livestock saleyard process 

should include … 
 

This guideline should be a standard. More detail is required about what the responsibilities for 
livestock welfare mean (e.g. a reference to stockpeople attributes listed under the “General” 
section in the Introduction). The following elements should be considered for inclusion: The ability 
to provide livestock with 

 a level of nutrition adequate to sustain good health and welfare 

 access to sufficient water of suitable quality to meet physiological needs 

 social contact with other livestock of the same species 

 sufficient space to stand, lie and stretch their limbs and adequate opportunity to move 
freely as appropriate and perform normal patterns of behaviour 

 handling facilities, equipment and procedures that minimise stress to the livestock 

 minimal risk of pain, injury or disease 

 appropriate treatment including humane killing if necessary 

 reasonable precautions against extremes of weather and the effects of natural disasters. 
 

More detail is required about what determines an animal’s fitness for sale and fitness for the 
intended journey (e.g. a reference to the elements listed under S7.1). 
 
Reference needs to be made to the importance of stockperson attitude when handling livestock. 
Reference needs to be made to low-stress handling of livestock at all times. 

 
G2.2 Supporting evidence of knowledge, skills and experience should include any of the following: 

 records of on-the-job training 

 relevant experience 

 recognised training and staff training registers 

 induction training 

 supervisor sign-off for specific tasks. 
 

This guideline should be a standard. 
 

 
3. Saleyard facilities for handling livestock 
 

The standards in this section are an example of how standards generally lack detail and specificity. 
Wherever the word “appropriate” is used, a standard is open to interpretation. Adding the detail 
that is currently in the guidelines to such standards (here and elsewhere in the document), would 
provide more clarity and improve the extent to which they can be enforced. Consideration also 
needs to be given to including species-specific requirements. 

 



 

5 

 

S3.1 The saleyard operator must take reasonable actions in the maintenance and operation of livestock 
handling facilities to ensure the welfare of livestock. 

 
A standard should be included that requires all pens to be of a sufficient size to allow animals (or a 
single animal) to turn around, move freely and lie down with legs fully extended. 
A standard should be included that requires all holding and isolation pens to provide rubber matting 
or other bedding (e.g. wood shavings, sawdust, sand, etc.) that can provide insulation and support. 
A standard should be included that requires all pens where animals are held to be roofed. 

 
S3.2 The saleyard operator must provide for and ensure the holding and selling of pigs, and dairy bred 

bobby calves in a saleyard is conducted under a roofed area. 
 

Bobby calves – being very young, vulnerable animals – should be consigned from farm directly to 
their final destination rather than through saleyards. 
Pigs are highly susceptible to stress and should be consigned from farm directly to their final 
destination. 

 
G3.1 Facilities should provide a suitable environment to minimise the risk to the welfare of livestock 

from extremes of weather. 
 

This would seem to be covered by S3.1 ix). 
 
G3.35 A ‘hospital’ pen and veterinary inspection crush with reticulated water should be available for 

individual animal treatment when necessary. 
 
This guideline should be a standard. In addition, an isolation pen should not be deemed to be a 
hospital pen as it may be required for isolation due to biosecurity issues. 

 
G3.41 Truck cleaning facilities with sufficient water under high pressure and suitable lighting and 

drainage should be provided at all saleyards or within a reasonable distance from the saleyards. 
Transport vehicles are expected to be in a clean state before re-loading livestock. 

 
This guideline should be a standard. Vehicles should be clean when livestock are loaded. This is 
important from a disease prevention/spread point of view but also to reduce the likelihood of 
livestock slipping and falling on a build-up of urine and faeces. 
 

 
4. Handling and husbandry 
 
S4.1 A person who handles livestock in a saleyard or depot must do so in a manner that is appropriate to 

the species and class, and minimises pain or injury. 
 

Add [fear, stress,] after “… and minimises…”. Rather than “minimises”, a stronger message would 
be conveyed if the phrase “aim to prevent” were used instead. This makes it clear that any action 
that involves an animal is undertaken with the welfare of that animal as the first priority. 

 
S4.1b A person handling livestock in a saleyard or depot must not: … 

 
ii) lift livestock off the ground by a single leg, or … 
 
Livestock should not be lifted by the legs at all. 
 
iv) throw or drop livestock except from a height which allows the animal to safely land standing 

on its feet; or .. 
 
Livestock should not be thrown at all. 
 
v) punch or kick livestock, or strike livestock in an unreasonable manner; or … 

 
Livestock should not be punched, kicked or struck at all. The phrase “unreasonable manner” is open 
to interpretation and should not be used in any standard. 
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vii) drag animals which are unable to stand, except in an emergency to allow safe handling, lifting, 
treatment or humane killing. 

 
Add [and only as a last resort] after “… in an emergency…”. The RSPCA strongly recommends that 
such animals be euthanased in situ. 

 
S4.2, S4.3, S4.4, S4.5 (electric prodders) 
 

Electric prodders should not be permitted to be used at saleyards. Instead, flappers or similar 
should be used to encourage animals to move in the required direction. 

 
S4.8 A person must not use a dog to move a bobby calf, horse or pig in a saleyard or depot. 
 

Add [or an animal that is distressed or unable to stand] after “… horse or pig…”.  
 
S4.9 A person in charge must ensure that an inspection of livestock is undertaken at the first reasonable 

opportunity, and at least once daily to ensure the health and welfare of all animals within the 
saleyard or depot. 

 
Animals should be inspected at least twice daily. 

 
S4.11 A person in charge must ensure that animals born during transport to, or in a saleyard or depot, 

are managed to ensure the welfare of the newborn and dam. 
 

The person responsible for consigning heavily pregnant animals would be in breach of the land 
transport standards which does not allow transport of animals in late pregnancy. There needs to be 
a feedback and reporting mechanism that is actioned by the saleyard/depot manager as soon as this 
occurs in order to prevent it happening in the future. 

 
G4.18 Care should be taken when manually washing livestock with hand-held high-pressure hoses to avoid 

sensitive areas of the animals and to minimise cold stress. 
 

High pressure hoses should not be used to manually wash livestock. If required, hoses with normal 
pressure should be used. 

 
G4.23 At unloading, if the facility is unmanned or out-of-hours arrangements are to be followed, drivers 

should make sure that unloaded livestock have access to water. 
 

This guideline should be a standard. 
 

 
5. Drafting and penning 
 
S5.3 A person in charge must ensure livestock are segregated into sufficient and where necessary, 

individual pens to minimise risk to the welfare of other livestock. 
Determination of segregation must consider all the following factors: 

 
In point iii), include [or distress] after “… level of aggression”. 

 
S5.4 A person must not excessively spin cattle around in a selling pen. 
 

This standard is open to interpretation. What is “excessive” spinning of cattle? 
The standard should not allow cattle to be turned around more than twice, if at all, in a selling pen. 
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6. Feed and water 

 

S6.1 Livestock at a saleyard or depot must be provided with reasonable access to water and space to lie 
down within 24 hours of arrival at the facility by the person in charge, or within the maximum 
time off water period applicable to the species and class of animal if this time is less than 24 hours 
as defined in the Land Transport Standards. 

 

The standard should require livestock at saleyards/depots to have access to water at all times 

except in the period immediately prior to transport if and when curfews are required to be met. 

Regardless of curfews, no animal should be off water for more than 24 hours. Time off water and 

feed is arguably one of the most pressing issues when livestock are transported and consigned 

through saleyards. Every effort should be made to provide animals with water at all times. 

 

This standard should be separated out into two standards: one standard specifying access to water, 

the other specifying the need for rest and space to lie down. These are two very different yet at the 

same time, very important, considerations throughout the transport process. 

 

S6.5 A person in charge must ensure cattle, sheep and goats which have been held in a saleyard for 36 
(RIS variation options 24 & 48) hours are provided with adequate and appropriate feed. 

 

S6.6 A person in charge must ensure pigs which have been held in a saleyard or depot for 24 hours are 

provided with adequate and appropriate feed. 

 

S6.7 A person in charge must ensure horses which have been held in a saleyard or depot for 12 hours are 

provided with adequate and appropriate feed. 

 

The standards should require livestock to be fed within 24 hours of last feed. Feeding should have 

no relationship to the time an animal may have been held in a saleyard or depot. Calculation of 

time off feed starts from the moment the animal last had access to feed. Hence the need for 

accurate record keeping around time off feed and water as mentioned under G1.3 above. With 

regard to horses in particular see comment under G6.15 below. 

 

S6.8 A person in charge must ensure bobby calves consigned to saleyards or depots for sale for slaughter 

are progressed through the saleyard and transport processes to ensure delivery to meat processors 

within a maximum of 18 hours from time of last feed. 

 

Bobby calves should not be consigned through saleyards. 

At the very least, where bobby calves are consigned through saleyards, they should be delivered to 

the processor within 12 hours of last feed due to the stress involved of exposing such very young 

animals to the saleyard environment. 

 

G6.1 At the receival of livestock, action should be taken to determine the time that livestock have been 

off feed and water from the person(s) delivering the livestock and/or consignment records and 

documentation. 

 

Access to water and feed (as specified in the standards under section 6) cannot be accurately 

determined without reliable communication between consigning and receiving parties. This 

guideline should be a standard and should, in addition, require that last access to water and feed be 

noted on the National Vendor Declaration. 

 

G6.4 Where water is provided, it should be easily accessible to all livestock and livestock should be able 

to drink with normal posture. 
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Livestock should always be able to access the water that is provided to them without difficulty. This 

guideline should be a standard. 

 

Under the guidelines for ‘Watering Facilities’ include a guideline that ensures that water is not located in 

an area that causes it to heat up to a temperature that animals do not drink. 

 

G6.15 Adult horses should be fed and watered as soon as possible after unloading and every five hours 

thereafter with a suitable quality and quantity of feed and water to minimise colic risk. 

 

This guideline should be a standard. 

 

 

7. Pre-sale livestock inspection, selection and care of weak, sick and injured animals 

 

S7.1 A person in charge must not present for sale livestock that are not fit for sale. An animal is not fit 

for sale if it is: … 

 

i) unable to walk on their own by bearing weight on all legs 

 

This standard is unclear. It could be rephrased to say [not weight bearing on any limb]. 

 

ii) severely emaciated. 

 

The term “severely emaciated” particularly as it relates to dairy cattle is open to interpretation 

and requires further explanation in the Glossary, e.g. with a reference to an animal below condition 

score 3 as defined in the dairy industry’s scale from 1 to 8. 

 

For all other animals a BCS below 2 (using a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being severely emaciated) should 

be considered unacceptable. Severely emaciated is too extreme. What is the justification for a 

‘severely emaciated’ animal to be transported? Animals should not be in this state in the first place 

and should never have been consigned for transport to a saleyard. 

 

Delete the word ‘severely’. 

 

S7.2 A person in charge must not present for sale a bobby calf unless the calf is a minimum of five days 

of age, is in good health, alert, and able to rise from a lying position. This does not apply to calves 

born in transit to, or at the saleyard. 

 

Bobby calves should not be presented for sale at saleyards. Delete the last sentence. 

 

S7.4 A person in charge must ensure that appropriate arrangements are made at the first reasonable 

opportunity for the care, treatment or humane killing of any animals assessed as not fit for sale or 

sick, injured or diseased livestock. 

 

The phrase “at the first reasonable opportunity” is open to interpretation. Use [without delay]. 

 

G7.2 Lambs, kids, piglets or foals less than one month of age which are not accompanied by their dam, 

should not be presented for sale. 

 

This guideline should be a standard and reworded. Animals less than one month old should not be 

presented for sale. An additional standard is required that also prevents lactating animals with 

dependent young to be presented for sale. 
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8. Pre-transport selection of livestock 

 

S8.1 Livestock must be assessed as fit for the intended journey at every loading by a person in charge. 

An animal is not fit for a journey if it is: … 

ii) severely emaciated; 

 

See comment under S7.1 above. 

 

S8.2 Any animal assessed to be not fit for the intended journey must only be transported under 

veterinary advice. 

 

Add the following wording: [A written record of the veterinary advice must accompany the animal 

to its destination and must be signed by the responsible person at each stage of the handling chain 

until the animal reaches its destination.] 

 

If an animal is not fit for transport, it should not be transported even under veterinary advice unless 

it is being transported to receive further medical attention at a veterinary clinic. 

 

S8.4 A person in charge must not load, nor permit to be loaded, animals that are not fit for the 

intended journey except under veterinary advice. 

 

Add the following wording: [A written record of the veterinary advice must accompany the animal 

to its destination and must be signed by the responsible person at each stage of the handling chain 

until the animal reaches its destination.] 

 

G8.2 Records should be maintained of any livestock that are transported under special circumstances, 

such as under veterinary advice. 

 

This guideline should be a standard to support S8.2. 

 

 

9. Humane killing 

 

S9.2 The saleyard operator must ensure the provision of a designated person with the relevant 

knowledge, skills, experience and access to the appropriate equipment for the humane killing of 

the species and class of livestock routinely handled at the saleyard. A designated person/s must be 

available to humanely kill an animal within a reasonable time during normal saleyard operating 

hours. 

 

A designated person should be available during saleyard operating hours to ensure prompt 

euthanasia. The phrase available “within a reasonable time” is open to interpretation. Use [without 

delay]. 

 

S9.3 A person in charge of an animal that is suffering from severe distress, disease or injury that cannot 

be reasonably treated must ensure the animal is humanely killed at the first reasonable 

opportunity. 

 

The phrase “at the first reasonable opportunity” is open to interpretation. Use [without delay]. 
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S9.4 A person in charge must ensure killing methods result in rapid loss of consciousness followed by 

death while unconscious. 

 

The killing method should ensure “immediate” rather than “rapid” loss of consciousness.  

 

S9.6 A person humanely killing an animal must take reasonable action to confirm the animal is dead. 

 

 The standard should be reworded to require a number of vital signs to be checked in order to 

confirm the animal is dead, e.g. lack of rhythmic breathing, lack of corneal reflex, lack of voluntary 

movement. The standard should also require that the person humanely killing an animal must 

remain with the animal until death has been confirmed. Both these could be achieved by making 

G9.5 a standard. 

 

S9.7 A person may only kill an animal using the blunt trauma technique if that animal is either a piglet 

up to 15 kg live weight, or a calf, kid or lamb less than 24 hours old. The person must kill the 

animal by a single blow to the head. 

 

It should not be permitted to kill a farm animal by a blow to the head – the method requires 

considerable skill for it to be successful at the first attempt. There is no justification for a saleyard 

to have to use blunt trauma or throat cutting without prior stunning. The standard should require all 

livestock requiring euthanasia to be killed using either a fire arm or captive bolt or anaesthetic 

overdose (i.e. G9.4 should be a standard; G9.15 removed). Guidelines need reference to the need 

to keep firearms and captive bolts clean and operational. Appropriate procedures, trained staff and 

equipment must be available at all times to ensure humane killing. 

 

G9.11 Captive bolt use should be: 

 in the frontal or poll positions; and 

 accompanied by appropriate restraint; and 

 applied in contact with the skull, and 

 followed immediately by bleeding-out to ensure death in cases where the animal is not already 

confirmed dead. 

 

This guideline should be a standard in order to ensure that captive bolt use is always followed by 

bleeding out where the animal is not already confirmed dead. 

 

G9.16 Bleeding-out is permitted only after an effective stunning method has been used and the animal 

has been assessed to be unconscious. The use of bleeding-out as a primary method of killing is not 

acceptable except in an emergency situation. The animal should be monitored to ensure that death 

has occurred from effective blood loss. 

 

Animals should not have their throat cut while fully conscious. Delete the sentence “The use of 

bleeding out …”.  

 

 

Glossary 

Add definition of ‘animal welfare officer’. For example: A person inducted by the relevant saleyard who 

possesses nationally recognised accreditation in low-stress livestock handling, animal welfare, humane 

killing and animal welfare record keeping. 

 

Under ‘Fit for sale’, remove the word ‘severely’ emaciated and include BCS minimum, i.e. Score 2 for 

goats, sheep and cattle using score 1-5 and Score 3 for dairy cattle using score 1-8. Add the word 

[normally], to read: able to walk normally on their own by bearing weight on all legs. 
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Under ‘Fit for the intended journey’, the elements of fitness should be the same as those under ‘Fit for 

sale’. 

 

Under ‘Livestock’, see comment under ‘Scope’ above. Consistency with land transport standards. 

 

 

Appendix 1 

Cattle 

Under GA 1.1, remove reference to blunt trauma of calves. 

Remove GA1.3. Blunt trauma is unacceptable. 

Similarly for other species, remove reference to blunt trauma for young animals. 

 

 

Appendix 2 

Generic Animal Welfare Incident Report Form 

Add Humane killing – procedure not followed. 

Add under ‘For office use only’ two other categories: Risk assessed & action taken for other animals AND 

corrective procedure to prevent future occurrence. 

 

 

Appendix 3 

Stock standstill 

Although cited in the document, this has not been included. 
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REGULATION IMPACT STATEMENT 

 

Public consultation questions 

 

It is clear from the comments provided above that RSPCA Australia supports option C with at the very 

least Variation C1 changed to ensure that livestock are provided with feed within 24 hours of last feed 

rather than within 24 hours of arrival at the saleyard or depot. 

 

Question 1: Do you know of any poor risk management practices other than those already discussed in 

this Part of the RIS? Do you know the number and percentage of saleyard animals that are subjected 

to adverse welfare outcomes from such other poor risk management practices? 

There is a lack of transparency in the livestock industry regarding identifying poor risk management 

practices and adverse welfare outcomes which means that determining this is difficult. A key purpose of 

this document is to improve transparency. Where the RSPCA (rather than the department of primary 

industries) has jurisdiction in this area, a number of complaints regarding animal welfare incidents at 

saleyards are received each year. These complaints are related to injured animals (either sustained at the 

property of origin, in transport or in saleyards), overcrowded pens, body condition of animals offered for 

sale, access to food and water pre- and post-sale, access to shelter pre- and post-sale, poor livestock 

handling, animals arriving at saleyards that were unfit to load. There may be other areas of risk that are 

identified in future. This data on risk and prevalence should be collected so that these assessments can be 

better understood in future.  

 

Question 2: Do you think the risks to the welfare of saleyard animals are sufficient to justify the 

introduction of better standards and/or guidelines?  

Yes. Standards are required and need to be applied and enforced in a nationally consistent manner. The 

proposed standards could be significantly strengthened by including the provisions currently contained 

within the guidelines. If the standards were more specific and less open to interpretation, this would have 

a much greater impact on improving livestock welfare. And, after all, that is what the standards aim to 

achieve. 

 

Question 3: In your experience, to what extent does the existing MCOP and related regulations create 

uncertainty for industry? Does such uncertainty vary between different states and territories?  

The MCOP is dated and not necessarily in line with current industry good practice. Having said that, the 

MCOP includes a number of recommendations that provide a better animal welfare outcome than the 

proposed standards and it should be the aim of these standards to at least be in line with those 

recommendations. The MCOP recommendations are not mandatory although compliance with the MCOP 

can be used as a defence in court. The benefit of standards is that these are enforceable and provide 

certainty to industry as to the minimum requirements/expectations across all activities at saleyards or 

depots. There is also uncertainty for industry with respect to differing regulation between states and 

territories. The RSPCA wants to see nationally consistent standards reflecting a high level of animal 

welfare. There is a need for state/territory governments and industry to commit to adoption of these 

standards across Australia. 

 

Question 4: Do you have evidence of problems caused by a lack of national consistency in animal 

welfare standards for saleyards? If so, what is this evidence? 

Lack of transparency makes this difficult to assess. 

 

Question 5: Do you think there needs to be national consistency in animal welfare standards for 

saleyards? If so, why do you think this?  

Wherever there is difference there is risk. Having national standards makes sense and it incentivises 

drivers and industry to operate more efficiently. It is more cost effective to have consistency. National 

consistency of standards is about consistency in the intent and the interpretation of the standards. Lack of 
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consistency risks different interpretation and different outcomes across different states/territories. If the 

objectives of these standards are to be achieved, the standards should be consistent in intent and 

consistently enforced across Australia.  

 

Question 6: Do you believe that the net benefits to animal welfare likely to be achieved under Option 

A, are justified? Would the combination of costs and benefits under Option A be superior to other 

options? 

The net benefits to animal welfare under Option A (converting the proposed national standards into 

national voluntary guidelines) are not justified. The combination of costs and benefits under Option A will 

not be superior to other options. See comments above re the need for consistent standards that result in a 

high level of animal welfare. 

 

Question 7: Do you think the proposed national standards under Option B reflect community values 

and expectations regarding the acceptable treatment of saleyard animals?  

As per our specific comments above on the proposed standards, Option B is not sufficient. 

 

Question 8: Do you believe that the net benefits to animal welfare likely to be achieved under Option 

B are justified? Would the combination of costs and benefits under Option B be superior to other 

options?  

Option B may be superior to option A, but they don’t reflect contemporary community expectations of the 

level of care that animals should receive throughout the supply chain.  

 

Question 9: Do you believe that the net benefits to animal welfare likely to be achieved under 

variations C1 or C2 of Option C are justified? Would the combination of costs and benefits under 

variations C1 or C2 of Option C be superior to other options?  

The RSPCA supports option C with at the very least Variation C1 changed to ensure that livestock are 

provided with feed within 24 hours of last feed rather than within 24 hours of arrival at the saleyard or 

depot. 

 

Page iv of the RIS states that the overarching policy objective of the proposed standards is to “minimise 

risks to livestock welfare at saleyards and depots”.  We would therefore be extremely disappointed if the 

financial cost analysis which dominates the document resulted in the implementation of options that are 

financially motivated at the expense of animal welfare. 

 

 

General comments on the RIS 

 

The RSPCA does not agree with the following statement on page 33: “Given the reduced availability of 

guns and captive bolt slaughter devices, the use of blunt trauma by a single blow to the head is regarded 

as a humane and practical method of killing very young animals, provided that it is done correctly.” 

Competent use of a firearm or captive bolt is the most humane way to kill a young animal. Industry should 

actively promote the safe, effective and humane use of such firearms. 

 

Page 38 of the RIS addresses the issue of national consistency in animal welfare arrangements. The RSPCA 

supports national consistency if the animal welfare outcomes are indeed meaningful and represent a 

genuine improvement in conditions for livestock at saleyards and depots across Australia. However, where 

this is not the case, the RSPCA will continue to support jurisdictions that choose to implement regulations 

that result in higher animal welfare outcomes than those intended by the standards. As an animal welfare 

organisation, it is our aim to promote uptake of animal handling practices that are in the best interest of 

the animal concerned. 

 

END OF SUBMISSION 




