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In 2006, the South Australian government established a working group consisting of 

representatives from welfare and industry bodies to provide advice to the Minister for 

Agriculture, Food and Fisheries and the Minister for Environment and Conservation. The 

government also commissioned a Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) to explore the 

implications of the proposed ARMCANZ decision and canvass possible alternatives. The 

report identified six potential options: 

 
Option 1 – Base Case 

• Maintain existing regulations (that is, the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Regulations 

2000 which provide for 450cm²  per hen minimum cage floor area). 

 

Option 2 – Industry Self Regulation 

• Remove existing regulations and rely on industry to self - regulate minimum cage floor 

areas. 

 

Option 3 – Proposed regulations - Update legislation as per Draft SA Regulations (excluding 

height) 

• Based on ARMCANZ decision (550cm² per hen minimum cage floor area). 

• Cages meeting the 1995 standard (450cm² per hen minimum cage floor area) have until 

2015 to meet the ARMCANZ standard of 550cm² per hen minimum cage floor area. 

• Includes modification of cage opening from 2008. 

 

Option 4 – Update legislation as per Draft Regulations (including height) 

• All cages from 2008 must meet height and space requirements (550cm²) plus minimum 

height (40cm over 65% of cage floor area and not less than 35cm at any point). 

• Includes modification of cage opening from 2008. 
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Option 5 – Reduce stocking density only 

• Regulate floor space at 550 cm² per hen. 

 

Option 6 – Ban caged egg production in SA 

• Cages used for egg production to be banned in South Australia.1 

 

Recognising the need to perform a broad assessment, including impact on social goods, the 

options were evaluated and compared (Exhibit A).  In particular, options were assessed 

according to two main criteria: 

 

• Promotion of hen welfare; and  

• Compliance cost for the South Australian egg industry and community. 

 

The relative weightings given to these criteria were 60 percent and 40 percent, respectively 

(Exhibit B). The justification was that the proposed regulations were designed to give effect 

to an Act of Parliament to protect the welfare of animals, therefore priority needed to be 

given to achieving this outcome.2 

 

In light of the analysis, the RIS concluded that Option 3 was the preferable course of action. 

And on 1 January 2008, the South Australian Parliament passed amendments to the Prevention 

of Cruelty to Animals Regulations 2000 under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1985 

reflecting this advice, though, with regards to height requirements it stated that: “the height of 

the cage must be higher than the maximum height of a fowl confined in the cage while the fowl 

is standing normally.”  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 ‘Proposed South Australian Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (domestic poultry) Regulations: Regulatory 

Impact Statement’ Tim Harding & Associates, 2006, p.vii. 
2 ibid, p.44. 



Exhibit A:  
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Source: ‘Proposed South Australian Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (domestic poultry) Regulations: Regulatory Impact Statement’ Tim Harding & Associates, 2006, pp.41-43.  
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Exhibit B: Weighted criteria decision analysis 
 

 
 

Source: ‘Proposed South Australian Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (domestic poultry) Regulations: Regulatory 

Impact Statement’ Tim Harding & Associates, 2006, p.44.  

 

N.B: The rationale for the different scores is as follows. For each criterion, scores are assigned to each option on 

an ordinal scale of -4 to +4, based upon the analysis given in the preceding Parts 5.3 of the RIS, relative to the 

base case which has an assigned a score of zero for each criterion. Thus, if the option is superior to the base case 

for a particular criterion, it is assigned a positive score, and if it is inferior to the base case, it is assigned a 

negative score. 

 


