Canine Education and Training Association (CETA)
Submission to Draft Dog Standards and Guidelines
The Canine Education and Training Association (CETA) appreciates the opportunity
to make a submission regarding the draft dog standards and guidelines as it has
caused significant reaction from dog trainers and the dog owners community.
Introduction
The challenge not to become too prescriptive in the standards when trying to balance
real risks with select public opinion (which is often uninformed or mislead) is certainly
recognised by the Association.
CETA has provided comments and recommended amendments in its submission that
can hopefully assist DPIRD achieve practical and reasonable standards that protect
the welfare of dogs in WA. One of our concerns is that any standard which removes
flexibility or common sense will likely have unintentional consequences impacting such
groups as the elderly, disabled, economically disadvantaged, infirmed, farmers and
mentally impaired from being able to control and enjoy dog ownership.
The cost of dog ownership will increase under a number of the proposed standards
and unfortunately force the under privileged to give up their dog/s for extermination.
The emotional and psychological impact on these people is difficult to measure and
any government forcing this upon its citizens would be condemned as manifestly
wrong and uncaring. We do not believe it is the intention of the Government to inflict
this pain onto the vulnerable and as such have tried to highlight in our response how
these normal dog owners could be affected and what possible alternatives would assist
them.
For example some (not all) likely unintentional impacts we have identified include:








Reduction in companion dog numbers due to the increased regulation is highly
likely as evidence by the recent drop of companion dogs in Sweden where
similar standards are in force and ownership has fallen to a record low 13%.
Recent warnings of the extinction of 1 million species of animals and plants will
sadly include many breeds of dog if training aids are lost and if over complicated
requirements are thrust onto legitimate and responsible breeders. They will
simply get out of the game and either the breed will be lost or the local gene
pool severely depleted, The likely result then will be unstable temperaments,
puppy deformation, etc. that will conflict with other welfare standards in the
Draft.
People who can afford the cost will buy dogs from breeders outside WA. Dog
ownership may become something only for the affluent. Something difficult to
comprehend under a Labor Government.
Instances of puppy theft and black market sales will likely increase and
therefore by pass any standards you may introduce. The unintended
consequence being to feed this market.
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The inability to use balance training will result in the inevitable destruction of dogs
owned by the aged and disabled as they will not be able to get the help to modify
established behaviours that can be corrected using training aids such as prong collars
and/or e collars. The unintended consequence of the standards will be removing the
choice of breed for elderly and disabled people. It may even extend to women and
men who are slightly built.
The Association strongly believes Education to be a far more effective strategy to
raise awareness and reinforce responsible dog ownership rather than over regulation
which the vast majority of dog owners will have no knowledge or understanding that
they even exist. Raising people awareness will reduce instances of abuse etc.
Regulation only punishes people if they are caught. In an era of information in the 21st
century and the numerous communication mediums available to “spread the message”
the Association believes DPIRD have a unique opportunity to raise awareness on
responsible dog ownership and what really constitutes abuse. Imagine the enormous
benefits (and savings) that could be derived from the whole dog ownership community
self-policing and exposing the abusers. CETA and Ethical Dog Trainers Advisory body
have industry connections and mediums and would welcome the opportunity to work
with DPIRD to educate the dog owners community.
For ease of reading our submission hereunder addresses all standards and as
guidelines are recommended practices only CETA has only commented on a few
guidelines given the small window for submissions to be prepared and submitted. As
a general observation and to provide clarity to users and enforcers your attention is
drawn to the use of the words Must and Should that are used throughout the document.
Must and Should have such similar Oxford dictionary meaning (as shown below) that
all use of the word should in the Guidelines (which are not supposed to be mandatory)
need to be replaced with the words “it is recommended”.
Must - be obliged to do; ought to do. Should – used to indicate obligation, duty, or
correctness.
CETA Comments, supporting information and recommendations
Part 1 Preliminary
Section 1
Purpose
CETA note the first sentence here “This document describes the minimum standards
that owners and people must follow to ensure the health and welfare of dogs kept in
Western Australia (WA)”.
It follows then that without exception the elderly, disabled, infirmed, poor, wealthy,
children, farmers, pastoralists, police, rescue groups, SES search and rescue, guide
dogs, the able and prison officers etc. will face prosecution should they not abide by
the proposed standards in this document once they come into effect.
This is reinforced in the first two paragraphs of the “Scope and application” section.
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We make this point early as we will refer to this when addressing the proposed
standards.

Background
We are not sure that we understand how anyone particularly those rangers, inspectors
and police would able to assess with “scientific evidence” whether an animal is in a
good state of welfare.

Scope and application
The document states:“Part 3 sets out additional requirements that ONLY apply to a domestic dog operation,
defined in this context as follows.
A domestic dog operation is:


a premise at which dogs are …………kept overnight or during the day, whether
the operator receives a payment or not.

The standards, in all cases, apply to a ‘person in charge’ of a dog.”
We would like to bring to your attention that this definition will result in any friend, family
member, etc that looks after your dog whilst you are out or on holidays will have to
meet all the requirements of Part 3. In addition, all dog training groups/clubs, foster
carers, owners’ friends and relatives of dog owners who ‘dog sit’ or care for the dog
when the owner is ill, incapacitated, hospitalized, jailed or working would be classified
as a “Domestic dog operation”. We hope this is not the intention of the definition and
that it can be amended such as these people will only need to comply with Part 2. To
classify these people and arrangements as a domestic dog operation appears to be
an unintended consequence that we believe needs greater consideration and for clarity
sake amended to as a “Commercial Dog Operation”.
We believe the general community relates to the word domestic as being a
person/individual’s place of dwelling not where a business is conducted whereas the
word commercial relates to a business.
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Interpretation
Electronic collar
Although recognised that the words shock collar are included in the Animal Welfare
Act we feel the use of these words in the draft document provokes a biased view
against their use and is very misleading. I refer you to the Federal Court of Australia
judgment in the case of Orion Pet Products Pty Ltd verses Royal Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (Vic) [2002] FCA 860. Judge J Weinberg Reasons
for Judgement paragraph 73 states “The idea that an electronic dog collar is capable
of administering a 3,000 volt shock to a dog’s neck connotes something quite different
from the true position which is that it generates a current of 20 milli-amps, or a voltage
of about 2 volts, which passes through the dog’s neck.” The claim that electronic dog
collars inflict burns was also found to be incorrect.
A 2 volt stimulation is a far cry away from a ‘shock’.
CETA recommends DPIRD obtain a copy of the Judgement as it addresses and
dismisses many myths surrounding electronic collars.

Part 2 – General Care of Dogs
Section 1 – General
1. Identification of dogs
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standards S1.1, S1.2 and S1.3 as written.

2. Transfer of ownership
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standards S2.1 and S2.2 as written.

Section 2 – Housing and transport
3. Minimum housing conditions
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standards S3.1, S3.2. S3.3, S3.4 and S3.5 as
written.

4. Crating of Dogs
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standard S4.1 as written.
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5 Tethering of dogs
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standard S5.1 (a), (b), (c), S5.2 (a), (b), (d),
(e), S5.3 and S5.4 as written.
Proposed minimum standards S5.1 (d), S5.2 (c) and (f) as written are not supported
due to the following explanations.
S5.1 (d) - A dog must not be tethered in a way that may cause an unreasonable risk
of harm to the dog, including attaching a dog outdoors in extreme weather conditions.
Assuming extreme weather conditions are defined as below 15 or above 30
degrees Celsius, prohibition on tethering dogs in extreme weather conditions
would be unrealistic and unworkable for working dog owners, farmers and
pastoralists. It will have a negative impact on the ability of these groups of
owners to securely confine/restrain their dogs. A farmer cannot reasonably be
expected to take every cold day (below 15 degrees Celsius) off work or stop
work at 30 degrees Celsius in order to remain home to supervise their
sheepdogs whilst they are not tethered.
Further, tethering a dog should not imply a lack of care, tethered dogs can be
equally provided with adequate shelter from weather extremes as any other
dog.
The Association believes this standard is too broad and open to
misinterpretation of what actually constitutes “weather extremes” and will not
necessarily protect a dog from the elements.
The Association recommends the standard is amended to:
S5.1 (d) - A dog must not be tethered in a way that may cause an unreasonable
risk of harm to the dog, including attaching a dog outdoors in extreme weather
conditions without an adequate cover to protect a dog from the weather
elements.
S5.2 (c) A dog must not be tethered for a period exceeding 30 minutes unless the dog
is regularly supervised.
This would complicate matters should a working dog owner or farmer need to
leave a responsible person to care for the tethered dogs because of
commitments or an emergency compelling the owner to temporarily leave the
residence.
Should a working dog owner or farmer be temporarily injured or required to
leave their residence then engaging someone to care for the tethered dogs will
become difficult.
An unintended consequence is the requirement that a farmer/pastoralist would
be required to get up every two hours to supervised dogs that are tethered at
night for theirs and stock safety reasons.
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CETA believes this standard should be amended to exempt working dogs from
S5.2 (c).
S5.2 (f) A dog must not be tethered for a period exceeding 30 minutes unless the dog
is provided with daily exercise off the tether.
Emergency situations that arise from time to time are matters that will
compromise compliance of this standard. For example medical emergency of
owner, owner’s children, family or close friend tragedy/death, breakdown of
vehicle/weather/traffic conditions etc. delaying owner’s return home.
CETA believes there needs to be grounds for exemption from this standard in
emergency situations.
Comments on some guidelines.
G5.1 Dogs should not be tethered for a period exceeding two hours in any twenty four
hour period.
This will be a huge problem for farmers and pastoralists in particular. Their
working dogs are usually tethered all day when using machinery such as
header, plough, combines to protect them from being accidently run over
causing severe injury or death. These dogs will be tethered at night so they
don’t wonder off and kill stock. In both cases the dogs are tethered for their
safety and the safety of other animals. If it is proposed that they will be forced
to build enclosures to house their dogs then they will be subjected to excessive
construction costs and the cost of compliance with Part 3.
G5.2 When dogs are to be tethered for an extended period, the tether should be at
least three metres in length.
While only a guideline for now, tethering certain dogs such as greyhounds on a
three metre tether may cause serious injury should the dog run from the far side
of the tether to the near side, accelerating until they hit the end of the tether with
an abrupt jolt. Resultant injuries may be severe.
CETA recommends a case by case, common sense approach is more suitable
than a one size fits all recommendation of three metres. Any liability due to
injury would remain on the caretaker of the dog.
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6. Transport of dogs
It is not clear as to what “whether by road” includes. Elderly people and disabled
people will be included as they carry their dogs on motorized wheelchairs and scooters
(goffers).
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standard S6.1, S6.4 and S6.5 as written.
Proposed minimum standards S6.2 and S6.3 as written are not supported or agreed
due to the following explanations.
S6.2 A dog must not be transported on the open back of a moving vehicle unless the
dog is:
(a) provided adequate shelter during extremes of weather;
Many dogs, including sheepdogs, are expected to travel and work in cold and
wet environments for short periods of time. Removing the dog owner’s ability to
exercise their discretion with regard to environmental exposure is impractical
and if implemented will result in increased operating costs in the livestock
industry due to stock not being able to be moved or worked in the wet
season/winter.
S6.3 A dog must not be transported in the closed boot of a sedan or in the rear of a
utility vehicle under a tonneau cover.
Whilst CETA agrees a dog must not be transported in the closed boot of a
sedan, prohibiting the covering of dogs with a tonneau cover may be prudent in
warm weather, however in winter, crated dogs on the back of a ute will likely
fare much better with the addition of a tonneau cover to reduce wind chill.
CETA recommends the standard S6.3 be amended to the following:A dog must not be transported
(a) in the closed boot of a sedan; or
(b) in the rear of a utility vehicle under a tonneau cover unless the tonneau
cover is being used to provide a shade or wind and rain shield on a
transport crate and there must be adequate ventilation.
Section 3 – Health and husbandry
7. Health and veterinary care
CETA agree with proposed minimum standards S7.2, S7.3, S7.4 and S7.5 as written.
CETA especially supports S7.4 (b) which reinforces the need to have training aids
such as prong collars and electronic collars available for ‘other training techniques’ to
effectively reduce barking behaviour so as to avoid debarking or euthanizing a dog.
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Proposed minimum standard S7.1 as written is not supported due to the following
explanations.
S7.1 A dog must be checked at least once a day to monitor the health and welfare of
the dog.
This is essentially unenforceable and therefore irrelevant as a standard.
Educating people to monitor their dog’s health to look after their pet and in the
long term avoiding expensive vet bills would be far more effective and beneficial
to everyone.
The Association believes this standard should be deleted and replaced
with guideline G7.11 made a standard. CETA sees this as something far
more important to the welfare of many dogs and enforceable.

Comments on guidelines.
G7.5 Veterinary advice should be sought in the event of unexplained death of a dog.
This guideline to seek an autopsy although seemingly quite innocent has the
potential to have expose vulnerable people to expensive veterinary costs for
little or no value to them. As previously pointed out the use of “should” could
be interpreted as “must” by these vulnerable people who can least afford it.
CETA cannot understand the purpose of this guideline other than to collect statistics.
If the intention is to gather evidence of abuse to prosecute an owner we believe it will
not happen. We strongly recommend this guideline is deleted.

8. Food and water
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standards S8.1, S8.2 (a) and (b), S8.3 (a) and
(b) as written.
CETA agrees with the sentiment of S8.3 (c) A dog must be fed in any other case, at
least once per day, but does not believe it is always achievable or practical.
For example:
 Daily feeding may not be ideal when a dog is being fasted prior to:

A veterinary procedure.

Air travel.


Some dogs can refuse to eat on a daily basis due to slower metabolisms.



Dogs on farms, pastoral and rural properties may consume prey that they
catch and not want daily feeds from their owners.
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Under this proposed standard it would be unreasonable to enforce the standard
in these instances. Over feeding a dog to conform to the standard is at odds
with the proposed standards for body conditioning S9.1 And S9.2.
The broadness of the standard is not useful to both dog owner and enforcers
and it would be better to say the dog must be offered food at least once a day
rather than stating a dog must be fed once a day.
CETA therefore recommends a change in wording to standard 8.3 as follows:
S8.3 (c) A dog must be offered food in any other case, at least once per day so
as to maintain a healthy weight and condition commensurate with the breed and
size of dog.

9. Body condition
The Association does not agree or support both S9.1 and S9.2 and believes they
should be deleted.
S9.1 The word “Reasonable” is so widely open to interpretation it would
essentially be unenforceable and open to misuse by both officials and
unscrupulous owners, therefore it is non effective. Educating people on what
is ideal body condition, effects of the wrong foods, what are the wrong foods
and health problems they can cause is a far better strategy. If owners knew
that in the long term expensive vet bills would be avoided by doing the right
thing it would be a far more effective and beneficial outcome than regulating
common sense.
S9.2 severely impacts the aged, disadvantaged, socially disadvantaged,
homeless, regional people, people in remote locations, etc both in cost and
ability to comply. Veterinary costs are not cheap.
Once advice is received from the Vet what is supposed to happen next? A note
from the vet to show the ranger or inspector? Is the dog then to be ceased?
Will the owner have to carry a note everywhere they go? Does the Vet report
severely underweight or obese dogs? If so, to who? People will simply not go
to Vets and this will impact on their annual visits.
CETA believes in education to impress upon owners the benefits to them and their
dogs if the dog’s body condition is properly maintained and that the guidelines G9.1
and G9.2 are a better approach than the proposed standards.
The Association strongly recommends:
 standards S9.1 and S9.2 are deleted; and
 guidelines G9.1 and G9.2 are placed under the Health and Veterinary Care
area of Section 3 – Health and Husbandry.
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10 Behaviour and training
The Association believes S10.1 as written is more of a ‘motherhood’ statement and
not measurable. Therefore inappropriate to be a standard.
S10.1 The social and behavioural needs of a dog must be met on a daily basis. This
includes providing appropriate environmental enrichment, that takes into account the
individual characteristics, and health of the dog.
If this standard is to be interpreted as all dogs are required to have a daily play
date it will prove logistically prohibitive for many dog owners especially
pensioners, the elderly, socially and economically disadvantaged (including the
homeless and victim of domestic violence), disabled, infirmed and people living
in regional WA. It is unlikely they will have the time and opportunities to do so,
but they can still love, work and play with their dog.
CETA believes this standard serves no real purpose and recommends it be
deleted.
The Association agrees with the standard S10.2 The training techniques or aids used
to train a dog and the duration of such training must not cause harm to the dog and in
support wishes to point out the following:

Harm has the meaning as defined in the Animal Welfare Act 2002; ‘includes (a) injury; (b) pain; and (c) distress evidenced by severe, abnormal physiological
or behavioural reactions’.

Therefore, as aversive training techniques do not cause injury, pain and distress
evidenced by severe, abnormal physiological or behavioural reactions they do not
harm a dog.
Comments on guidelines.
G10.2 Training of dogs should focus on reward-based training techniques.
All training systems are reward based, including methods that use aversives in
conjunction with rewards. These training systems use aversives to prevent
undesirable behaviours and guide dogs into desirable behaviours that can be
rewarded.
Such training systems have proven more reliable than rewards alone, as
evidenced by circumstances involving barking, livestock protection and
venomous snake avoidance.
G10.5 Training should be discontinued or modified when the training causes the dog
to be anxious or distressed.
The Association would like to single out this guideline as something fully
supported and practiced by the Association.
CETA recommends guideline G10.5 be made a standard.
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11. Exercise
The Association agrees with need for exercise and the benefits derived.
S11.1 as written, “A dog must receive exercise that is appropriate to the dog’s
individual characteristics, health, and level of fitness, and sufficient to maintain the
health and welfare of the dog” is very subjective and therefore it will be very difficult to
enforce.
As previously pointed out the education of dog owners about what responsible dog
ownership entails through appropriate publications, electronic medium, etc. that
contain this information would be far more effective than this standard.
CETA recommends:
 this standard be deleted; and
 guidelines G11.1 to G11.5 inclusive be moved under the Health and
Veterinary Care area of Section 3 – Health and Husbandry.

12. Restraint
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standards S12.1, S12.3, S12.4 (a), S12.4 (b)
and S12.4 (c) as written. All are common sense.
The Association does not agree nor support S12.2 what so ever. We believe the
banning of prong collars will deprive not only balanced dog trainers of a valuable
aversive training tool but will adversely affect pensioners, the elderly, disabled and less
physically developed adults ability to control their dog, especially for walking on a
leash. Removing access to prong collars could be seen as discrimination towards
these people being able to comply with the section 31 of the Dog Act 1976 (see below)
and denying them the opportunity of choice of dog breed.
Section 31 of the Dog Act 1976 states:
Control of dogs in certain public places:
(1) A dog shall not be in a public place unless it is (a) Held by a person who is capable of controlling the dog;
CETA is of the opinion that the hysteria surrounding prong collars stems from their
appearance and lack of understanding of how they work. Unfortunately some
misleading and usually false statements and images of injuries supposedly caused by
the use of a prong collar have consistently been used to scare members of the public.
This fake news lacks any scientific or factual evidence that supports any allegations of
abuse using a prong collar. We strong doubt a university Ethic Committee would allow
any study to go ahead that was to prove harm to a dog.
In support of the Association’s position and the importance of having the prong collar
accessible to experienced dog trainers we are providing information to raise the
readers of our submission knowledge about the proper use of prong collars and to
dispel all the myths promulgated by some anti prong advocates.
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History – Prong collars were created by a veterinarian whose goal was to create a
training collar that is safer to use than a choke / slip chain. In 1942, Hans Tossutti
wrote his book Companion Dog Training where he advocates for the prong collar when
he writes the following about prong collars - "a well-thought-out, cruelty-preventing
device which at the same time assists in systematic training," but felt that the choke
collar, "though quite innocuous in appearance, is an instrument of torture in the hands
of the beginner because of its unlimited choke."
The following extract from a blog by Steve Courtney of K9 Pro (an Internationally
recognized) dog trainer who trains companion, military, search and police dogs
explains away many prong collar myths.
“Myths – There are many myths surrounding prong collars.
Bust the Myths About Prong Collars!
1) They look like a medieval torture device!
Prong collars do look scary but don’t judge a book by its cover (or in this case, a
tool by its appearance!). The prongs are completely blunt and if you put one on
yourself, you’ll soon discover they are nowhere near as “barbaric” as you may
first assume.
2) They only work because they cause pain
Actually, the reality is quite the opposite – prong collars provide an effective
correction without excessive effort or frustration from the handler. The prongs are
spaced evenly around the dog’s neck, which means they cause no damage and
are more effective than check chains because they apply pressure points to the
skin, not muscle. This means that it takes far less force or pressure to apply an
effective correction than it does with any other corrective tool.
3) The prongs are sharp and puncture/pierce the dog’s skin
One thing you’ll notice straight away when you handle a prong collar is that the
prongs are completely blunt and most definitely do not puncture or pierce the
dog’s skin! Some anti-prong collar advocates show pictures of marks around the
dog’s neck that look like puncture wounds, this occurs if a collar is left on the dog
and never taken off as it could eventually cause irritation that in turn causes
infection, this is caused pressure necrosis and can happen even with flat collars
or check chains that are left on for a long period of time (which is neglect!)
allowing the collar to imbed in the dog’s skin.
4) People sharpen the prongs!
This is common propaganda often bought up when people are told or shown how
blunt the prongs on the collar actually are. We’ve never seen any evidence that
people sharpen the prongs, but if they did so, it would be clear abuse and
nothing to do with the tool itself, but the person using it as a tool for abuse. Even
if it were true, do you think banning prong collars would stop the people that
would sharpen them from using and abusing them?
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5) The dogs aren’t learning anything and it shuts them down
Prongs very commonly used in training for high end sports, such as Schutzhund,
IPO, Mondio ring, KNPV etc. To compete in such sports you need loads of drive,
shut down dogs would not even make the start peg. Prongs do not take drive out
of a dog.
6) Science proves that dogs learn better with positive reinforcement, tools like
prong collars are unnecessary!
Dogs do learn better with positive reinforcement, prongs are a tool to help add
consequence to already learned but undesirable habits. When a dog would
escalate to a high state of arousal, offering food, toys and praise is most times
completely ineffective, so it becomes impossible to get them into the learning
zone. Prong collars can help the handler control the dog’s level of arousal so the
dog can stay in the learning zone and reward their dog.
7) There are kinder tools like head collars
We don’t want to focus on comparing prongs to other tools, but as this is a tool
that is often given as a ‘gentler’ and ‘kinder’ alternative to prong collars we
wanted to address some myths that are commonly put forward about head
collars in comparison to prongs.
This is a common argument put forward by anti-prong collar advocates, which we
always find quite hypocritical. Head collars are an aversive tool just like any other
correctional aid, the plain and simple fact is that if they weren’t aversive they
wouldn’t work. Head collars were designed based off the head halters used to
lead horses, despite the fact that the placement of nerves in a dog’s face differs
hugely to horses. The pressure applied to the face of a dog wearing a head collar
can be quite painful and stressful to the dog, this is why you often see dogs have
an extreme reaction when a head collar is fitted – clawing at their face, rolling on
the ground, trying anything to get the head collar off.
Head collar advocates will tell you that dogs need to be desensitized to the head
collar – this can take weeks to achieve this and have a dog who will happily have
the head collar put on, and even then some dogs still hate wearing them.
There is no doubt that head collars ARE an aversive tool. Head collars work
when the dog pulls out, the pressure on the face plus the strain on the dogs neck
muscles trying to keep its head facing forward all add up to pain, stress and loss
of drive, therefore giving you a dog that doesn't pull. It’s quite ironic, then, that
the people who oppose the use of prong collars quite often recommend head
collars instead.
It’s important to note that we are not interested in banning head collars or any
other training tool, we think that banning any tool is a slippery slope and does not
address the important issues – banning a tool is not the answer, proper
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education on how, why and when to use them is!
8) Prong collars don’t train or teach dogs anything, and they go back to pulling or
displaying bad behavior as soon as you take them off.
First let me say that prong collars don’t teach dogs to do anything, neither does
food nor any reward or aversive. The handler / trainer teaches the dog and uses
re enforcers to steer the dog away from undesirable traits and toward desirable
ones.
Even if it was the case that dogs went back to pulling, it wouldn’t be a flaw in the
tool but a flaw in the training, but let’s say for a moment that is true, some people
have all but given up on their dogs, believing the dog cannot just be trained or
stopped, if a prong collar gives that person even a 1% glimmer of hope, that dog
can live on.
9) People who use prong collars can abuse their dogs
If you replace “prong collar” in the above sentence with “check chain, halter, flat
collar, clicker” the same can apply.
People who use prong collars properly do not cause pain to their dogs and most
importantly, do not abuse their dogs. Any tool can be used to abuse a dog,
including flat collars and leashes! We’ve never seen a prong collar abuse a dog
or cause it pain without there being an idiot on the end of the leash willing and
ready to abuse their dogs.
Abuse is the user, not the tool!
10) They should only be used as a last resort
The problem with this approach is that you should be using a tool that is most
appropriate for the dog and handler rather than going through a variety of tools
and methods that don’t work, only for the dog to learn that if he persists, he can
win. Every time you apply a different tool or method without success the dog
becomes that much more resistant to training. It is by far better to address the
problem quickly, with whatever tool will be the most effective and appropriate for
the dog and handler using it.
11) Prong collars are just to give harder more painful corrections.
They can be used this way for sure, again so can any tool, but they have a
greater power. When Steve from K9 Pro works with a client who has an out of
control dog and it is deemed in that circumstance that a correction collar is
needed, many times a prong is chosen over a check chain or martingale collar
simply because it allows the user to deliver an emotionless correction from a less
frustrated handler that is no longer struggling with their dog.
12) Prong collars cause harm!
Quite simply, prove it! There is no evidence anywhere to say that they cause
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harm at all. Hearsay, pictures of complacent people who leave collars on their
dogs indefinitely and rumours of people sharpening prongs isn’t proof.
Written by K9 Pro, the K9 Professionals

Abuse
The picture (above) has frequently been circulated as to why “all prong collars are
dangerous” and to shock people in securing their opposition to prong collars. Let’s be
clear – this does not happen in one use, this doesn’t even happen overnight. This is a
dog whose studded flat collar was deliberately turned inside out so that the studs would
inflict harm to the dog. A leash was attached and the dog was pulled and abused over
a period of a week. Additionally anyone versed in the use and application of a prong
collar would know the prongs are not applied to the top of a dog’s neck.
The same thing can happen with your everyday flat collar or horse "head halter" style
collar also marketed as "Gentle Leaders", dog halter and is undoubtedly cruel animal
abuse! Harnesses are what anti-prong people like to use instead. Therefore
regardless of training aid it is the people who are the problem ABUSE is ABUSE!
The following photographs reinforce this fact.
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Embedded Flat Collar
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Embedded Head Halter”
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Dog Halter– “Gentle Leader
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Embedded Harness

Embedded Harness
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To conclude that prong collars are harmful to dogs is only true if used for abuse
purposes. The same as how equipment not under threat of ban can be used in the
abuse of an animal. For instance do we ban knives, hammers, pieces of wood, rolled
up newspapers and lengths of conduit as they are far more readily available than prong
collars to the vast majority of dog owners and are more harmful to dogs if used to
modify a behaviour. Any tool is as cruel as the owner using it is.
The draft document does not present any statistics on the percentage of dog owners
or dogs using prong collars in WA. CETA believes this would be a very small and does
not understand why they are being singled out to be banned when more people have
access to and use other trainings aids such as flat collars, harnesses, choke chains
and head halters where abuse is more common with these.
If the proposed ban is based on a perceived risk to cause harm to a dog then DPIRD
should be seeking a ban on knives, guns, sticks, leather straps, flat collars, poisons,
harnesses, halters, hammers, newspapers, etc. which with perhaps the exception of
guns are more readily accessible to people who want to cause harm to their dog.
Prong collars are as safe as any other tool, meaning if used properly your dog will not
be harmed. Banning prong collars will not cure dog abuse, education such as
appropriate literature and restricting their use to being required to be trained and
supervised by experienced dog trainers will go much further to achieving that goal.
A dog that pulls on her leash while wearing a flat buckle collar is a dog that has
constant pressure on her neck/ trachea. Getting walked regularly like this will cause
long term injuries. In this instance a prong, which distributes force around the entire
neck while also discouraging pulling, is much safer.

Flat Collar - Uneven
Pressure

Prong Collar - Even Pressure

Prong collars are designed to correct with even pressure all the way around the dog's
neck
to
protect
the
trachea
and
other
sensitive
areas.
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The prongs, though they look scary, have blunted points and when fitted properly do
not dig into the dog’s skin. Proper fitting of the collar is very important. This collar is
good for dogs that are pulling on you when they walk, refuse to heel, have shown
aggression when going on walks or are not responsive to positive reinforcement
training methods.
No collar will permanently fix a dog’s bad behaviour and that is why CETA
recommends this needs to be done with good balanced training techniques and using
prong collar in combination with these techniques ensures the dog’s welfare. CETA
does not view training aids as a permanent fixture and once the behavior is learned
the aid/s are removed.
Prong collars enable the elderly and infirm to meet the requirements of effective
‘control’ under Section 31 of the Dog Act 1976
Removing such effective training/control tools as prong collars, and leaving vulnerable
people them without an effective alternative is irresponsible.
The proposal that “Prong collars must not be used on a dog” does not address what
potential owners are supposed to do with strong, high drive dogs instead of using a
prong collar. The ban presents a clear discrimination against potential owners (in
particular females, elderly, disabled, etc) without immense physical strength and
certain breeds of dog will then no longer exist due to unwanted behaviours not being
able to be modified. Not a desirable outcome for a Labor government that normally
defends and supports these groups and it is a significant unintended consequence that
will develop if the use of prong collars is banned.
In an effort to establish the magnitude of abuse/harm to dogs caused by prong collars
and electronic collars CETA believes the RSPCA would be the most dependable
source of reliable information. Thankfully their website contained a number of annual
reports that provided a good source of information.
The RSPCA Annual Reports showed they conducted 6,057 cruelty complaints
investigations in 2017 – 2018 and 5,879 in 2016 – 2017 in WA. The reports did not
provide a breakdown as to the nature of the cruelty complaints so the RSPCA WA was
contacted via email on 22 May 2019 and asked if they could please advise how many
of these cruelty complaints investigated involved dogs and of them how many involved
the misuse of prong and/or e collars.
The RSPCA replied quickly (which we appreciate) on Monday 27 May 2019 advising
as prong and e-collars are currently legal in WA, they did not have a cruelty code which
relates specifically to prong collars and e collars and that injuries to animals resulting
from misuse of prong/e-collars could be filed under a number of different codes – so
unfortunately they weren’t able to help with any meaningful statistics at this time.”
They also responded that RSPCA WA believes shock collars should be banned under
all circumstances, as they have been proven to cause fear, pain or distress to dogs
and they would be pushing for this ban to be incorporated into the Standards and
Guidelines for the Health and Welfare of Dogs – which is currently open for public
consultation.
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We thank the RSPCA for their response and note:
1. The Animal Welfare Act section 19 whilst not specifically relating to these
devices does provide for punishment for cruelty regardless of any devices used
be it these or a rope, chain, horse whip or leather strap. Abuse is abuse.
2. There appears to be no statistical or other specific case evidence readily
available that supports the assumption that these training aids are causing harm
or abuse to dogs in WA.
3. We understand the RSPCA is a member of the Companion Animal Welfare
Advisory Group (CAWAG) which was convened to review dog health and
welfare policy with DPIRD and this group as we understand had considerable
input to the drafting of these standards and guidelines. If they are not a member
of CAWAG please disregard the following points.
DPIRD will engage with CAWAG as a reference group during the assessment
of submissions.
RSPCA has a clear policy and stated public position against the use of prong
collars and e collars.
We agree the RSPCA has a right to provide a further submission.
CETA believes it would be unfair the place the RSPCA in a position where they
could be seen to have a conflict of interest if they were to participate in providing
comment on or assessing other submissions that support prong collar and e
collar use continuing and then having input to final recommendations on these
issues to the Minister.
It would not be inconceivable that if a conflict of interest did exist it would not be
able to be managed effectively by DPIRD.
Unless DPIRD has its own statistics on actual instances of abuse by prong collars or
e collars that have been reported or investigated but not published CETA is unaware
of what abuse event/s that has occurred to cause DPIRD to react with a proposed ban.
If the evidence of harm or abuse as a result of using a prong collar is not readily
available the question of whether it exists must be answered by DPIRD. If not, WHY
is a ban being proposed for prong collars?
Due to the lack of publicly available evidence to the contrary the Association must
conclude there is no known conviction of cruelty inflicted on a dog in WA involving a
prong collar and believes this is the case because prong collars are:

unique in that they do not elicit opposition reflex;

designed to effectively control dogs by motivating and guiding;

used in conjunction with reward based training;

incapable of penetrating the skin of a dog;

capable of causing discomfort, yet fall far short of causing harm; and

there is no suitable substitute for circumstances requiring a prong collar.
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Please see demonstration photographs below.

Pressing a prong collar into a Balloon

If the prong collar does not pop the balloon
How can it pierce a dog’s skin
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Prong collars are biologically appropriate tools.

There is a rising animal welfare issue with regard to uncontrolled dogs attacking other
dogs with over 21,000 dogs being attacked by ‘out of control’ dogs per year.
In light of this rising epidemic it is irresponsible to propose a ban on training tools that
are designed to effectively control dogs. Such a ban will likely exacerbate the real
welfare issues associated with attacks on dogs by other ‘out of control’ dogs.
Prong collars & electronic collars are extremely effective ‘control’ tools that are used
by:
• WA Police;
• WA Corrective Services;
• Australian Military; and
• Balanced dog trainers.
WA Police, WA Corrective Services, Military and balanced trainers use these effective
training tools because ‘reward only’ training has a propensity to fail at critical times in
real world settings.
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The Association is very concerned that competent trainers will be stripped of a unique
and effective control tool and as a consequence (repeatedly stated) the infirmed,
disabled, elderly and female members of the public will be consigned to being unable
to effectively control or train their dogs if prong collars are banned. CETA fear that
with professional tools and guidance no longer available, desperate individuals may
secretly make crude versions of the tool and apply them with ignorance, thereby
resulting far greater risks of abuse occurring.
The Association strongly believe CETA, the Ethical Dog Trainers Advisory (EDTA),
DPIRD and the general public share a common goal to educate owners and trainers
to use training aids properly. This needs to be the objective of the standards and
guidelines - not banning an aid without legitimate evidence of wanton abuse and harm
it has caused.
Proposed Solutions
Currently under the Animal Welfare Act 2002, Section 19 (1) a person must not be
cruel to an animal with a minimal penalty of $2000 and a maximum penalty of $50,000
and 5 years imprisonment. Under Section 19 (2) (b) a person whether or not the
person is a person in control of an animal, is cruel to an animal if the person uses a
prescribed inhumane device on an animal.
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Under Section 23 of the Animal Welfare Act 2002 the defence to using a prescribed
inhumane device, literally shifts the burden of proof onto the accused.
There is then a presumption of guilt until such time as the accused party can prove to
the courts satisfaction that the device was used in the training of animals and in a
humane manner.
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With these legislative provisions already in existence CETA strongly
recommends that Prong Collars be declared a prescribed inhumane device
under Section19 (2) (b) of the Animal Welfare Act 2002.
This will place stronger controls and penalties in place for the use of prong collars
immediately.
To reinforce the proper use and application of prong collars CETA and EDTA would
like to work with the DPIRD to explore the potential merits of a Humane Use Journal.
Such a journal could contain relevant information required by a trainer/owner to prove
the humane manner in which a prescribed inhumane device (prong collar) was used.
It would also help ensure that anyone using a prescribed inhumane device did so under
professional guidance.
A Humane Use Journal could for example provide:
• a list of recommended trainers;
• clear best practice guidelines to follow;
• provisions to document tool use; and
• humane training diary.
To sum up, CETA ardently opposes any ban of prong collars and strongly
recommends that DPIRD address the risk of misuse through having prong
collars declared an inhumane device under the Animal Welfare Act 2002 and
adopting the following revision of S12.2:
S12.2 Prong collars must only be used on a dog:
• when other training techniques to effectively control the dog have
been unsuccessful;
• after undertaking training and supervision from an experienced dog
trainer; and
• a Humane Use Journal is maintained.
Please refer to Appendix A for Further Supporting Information Against the Banning of
Prong Collars

13. Electronic collars
Introduction
In the first paragraph the use of wording “…an electric shock” is as previously
pointed out provocative, emotive and an inaccurate description. Please
remove and replace with electric stimulation.
In the second paragraph the first sentence reads “Electronic collars are not
recommended for modification of behaviour of dogs.” This statement is
incorrect as remote training collars and bark limiters are designed to modify
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behaviour therefore the statement that they are not recommended to modify a
dogs behaviour is highly subjective based more on emotion or public
perception.
The fact that something is banned or allowed in another jurisdiction is largely
irrelevant. The simple fact that most military and police agencies in Australia use
ellectronic collars even in the jurisdictions where through public pressure they have
been banned has to be seen as a testament to the fact that such devices do actually
work and do not cause harm to a dog.
When trying to understand the reasons for euthanasia of dogs CETA has once again
referred to the RSPCA WA website and the RSPCA Australia National Statistics for
the period July 2012 to June 2018. The statistics demonstrate a significantly higher
representation of “Behavioural” as the prime reason ahead of medical, legal,
infectious and other for euthanising dogs.
This is reinforced in the RSPCA report on animal outcomes from our shelters, care
and adoption centres 2017-18 where it records…”Sadly, 13.84% (5,577) of
dogs/puppies were still humanely euthanased (see Figure 5). We remain focused
on adopting all animals that are suitable for adoption.
Of dogs euthanased, the majority of cases are because of severe behavioural issues
(57.90%). This includes aggression and severe anxiety that the RSPCA is not able
to or has not been able to treat through behavioural modification programs.”
Given the RSPCA’s position in regards to the use of prong collars and electronic
collars we have assumed their behavioural modification programs would exclude
these aversive training aids.
This being the case, approximately 3,229 dogs were euthanised without
consideration to have their behaviour modified using prong collars and electronic
collars.
Please note that CETA regards prong collars and electronic collars as proven
behavioural modification aids.
Just imaging for a moment if you will the number of dogs that might have been saved
from euthanasia if prong collars and/or electronic collars had been successful in
modifying behavioural issues in say only 10% of cases = 329 dogs. This is a single
year. How can a ban on prong collars and electronic collars even be considered?
Through additional observation of the RSPCA statistics regarding dogs euthanised
for behavioural issues from July 2012 to June 2018 it is obvious that the states with
the highest percentage of dogs that were euthanised for behavioural issues are the
two states (NSW and South Aust) where electronic collars are banned.
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The following further breakdown of the statistics relates to the percentage of dogs
euthanised for behavioural issues as a percentage of the total number dogs
euthanised in all categories over the period of July 2012 to June 2018:


NSW and South Australia combined average was 21.55%;



WA, Vic, Tas and Queensland combined average was 12.38%;



National average was 15.4%



WA alone average was 9.73%

Please refer to Appendix C Dogs euthanised for behaviour reasons out of total dogs
admitted, less dogs reclaimed by owners for more details.
CETA does not believe the above results are just a coincidence. Without doubt these
statistics reinforces the importance of electronic collars as training and behavioural
modification aids. Put simply, when viewing the statistics these training aids and
balanced training do save dog lives.
The Association believes education and removing inferior makes and models of
electronic collars from use to be important due to the current lack of understanding
of the features and proper use by those who perceive them to harm dogs. As
explained previously when discussing prong collars, any tool is as cruel as the owner
using it is.
A fact that must be considered is the cost of a reputable brand of electronic collar
begins at around $350.00 which will virtually limit the number of people who will own
them to experienced trainers and trained owners. Certainly an owner would not
spend this amount just to harm or abuse their dog.
Other features of modern electronic collars allow an experienced trainer to lock down
the amount of stimulation that can be produced by the electronic collar. An
owner/student is unable change/increase the level of stimulation. This is a prime
example of how electronic collar technology is rapidly evolving and how serious the
manufacturers are in preventing harm to a dog.
Proposed Standards
CETA agree with proposed minimum standards S13.1 (e), (f) and (g); S13.2 (a), (b)
and (c) as written.
Proposed minimum standards S13.1 (a), (b), (c), and (d); S13.2 (b) as written are not
supported due to the following explanations.
Standard 13.1 (a) – if a reasonable and documented effort has been made to use
other training techniques to modify behaviour and these have not been effective.
The Association believes there must be recognition of the knowledge and skills
of experience dog trainers and dog training associations and club when
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determining the training program for a dog and which training aids are
appropriate for the dog.
Experienced trainers will recognize stress,
temperament and robustness of a dog. As with all training aids the objective of
experienced dog trainers and dog training associations and clubs is to
progressively remove the training aids dependence and use for each dog.
This standard will make electronic collars difficult to access for the general
public and make it a financial burden on vulnerable people. These people (not
just the affluent) should not be burdened when seeking help with their dog’s
training and behaviour.
Standard S13.1 (b) – a veterinarian has examined the health and temperament of the
dog and reasonably believes that the dog is suitable to wear an electronic collar.
Whilst we respect and recognise veterinarians’ knowledge of dog health unless
they are experienced in the use and types of electronic collars the proposed
standard as written will place undue pressure on them to assess the ‘suitable’
temperament of a dog with regard to an electronic collar which they know very
little about. Unless the dog is examined in its usual environment it would be
almost impossible to assess a dog’s temperament as it is more often the case
dogs are stressed and anxious when in a veterinarian examination room.
The need to have a veterinarian examine the health and temperament of the
dog prior to using an electronic collar will no doubt be cost prohibitive to many
financially disadvantaged groups such as the elderly, infirmed, handicapped,
socially disadvantaged, people in regional and remote WA.
In addition it has been brought to our attention that the requirement to have a
veterinarian examined a dog is not covered under the Animal Welfare Act 2002
and that as the Act and not the standard is the higher power, to bring in this
additional requirement will require a change in the Act.
If an experienced dog trainer recommends integrating an electronic training
collar into the dog’s training plan, S13.1 (a) (b) will cause significant delay and
additional financial burden on the owners behalf (and possibly frustrate the
neighbours) before the dog’s behaviour is able to be remedied by following the
original recommendations of the trainer. Additional financial burden (vet visit)
may deter owners from seeking help.
A much better and more workable solution would be to require a dog to have
had its annual veterinary examination and be assessed as in good health. If a
dog’s annual health check occurred 11 months or longer ago the dog should
have to undergo a health check before starting any training with an e collar.
Standard 13.1(c) – the dog is over 6 months of age
The problem of bundling electronic training collars, bark collars and electronic
invisible fences into a single definition is highlighted when this standard has
been drafted. CETA would agree that electronic training collars and bark collars
should not be used on a dog under 6 months of age, however for the sake of a
dog’s safety and welfare there may be a need to use an electronic invisible
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fence to contain the dog. CETA believes this would most likely be in isolated
cases such as keeping a dog that digs under fences or jumps over them from
getting into traffic or attacking livestock.
Standard 13.1 (d) – a collar is not left on the dog for more than 12 hours in any 24hour period.
As in 13.1 (c) above, the problem of bundling electronic training collars, bark
collars and electronic invisible fences into a single definition is once again
highlighted when this standard has been drafted. CETA would agree that
electronic training collars and bark collars should not be left on the dog for more
than 12 hours in any 24-hour period however the sake for a dog’s safety and
welfare there may be a need to use an electronic invisible fence to contain the
dog for periods of more than 12 hours in any 24 hour period. CETA believes
this would most likely be in isolated cases such as keeping a dog that digs under
fences or jumps over them from getting into traffic or attacking livestock when
the owner is at work or an emergency (medical, traffic accident, etc.) has arisen
that requires owner to be away. There needs to be common sense applied here
and the owner must still be accountable for ensuring the dog does not suffer
from pressure-necrosis as a result.
Standard 13.2 – A person in charge of a dog must discontinue the use of an electronic
collar if:
CETA believes guideline G10.5 - Training should be discontinued or modified
when the training causes the dog to be anxious or distressed – to be more
appropriate as it covers all training not simply the use of an electronic collar.
Therefore CETA will recommend a slight change to S13.2 below.

Based on what we have presented above, the serious lack of any evidence of
abuse being reported and WA’s low percentage of dogs being euthanized due
to behavioural issues, CETA therefore would strongly recommend no ban be
placed on electronic collars and the following changes be made to the
standards:
Standard 13.1 (a) – if an experienced trainer or dog training
associations/club has determined that other training techniques to modify
behaviour will not be effective for the particular behaviour and dog;
Standard S13.1 (b) – if a dog has had its annual veterinary examination
and has been assessed as in good health. If a dog’s annual health check
occurred 11 months or longer ago a dog must undergo a health check
before starting training with an electronic collar:
Standard 13.1(c) – the dog is over 6 months of age (excluding electronic
invisible fence);
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Standard 13.1 (d) – a training or bark limiter collar is not left on the dog
for more than 12 hours in any 24-hour period and an invisible fence collar
is not left on the dog for more than 14 hours in any 24-hour period;
Standard 13.2 – A person in charge of a dog must modified training or
discontinue the use of an electronic collar if:
CETA also strongly recommends guideline G13.4 be elevated to be an additional
standard as follows:
Standard 13.3 – Electronic collars must comply with technical
requirements for Electronic Pet Training and Containment Collars
established by the Electronic Collar Manufacturers Association.
Comments on Guidelines
Unfortunately many of the guidelines written in the draft confirm a lack of
understanding by the writers in regards to how electronic collars are designed to
operate and be used.
G13.1 An electronic collar should not be left on an unsupervised dog
Bark limiter collars and invisible containment systems are predominantly used
when the owner is not present. In the case of nuisance barking, modern collars
have an auto function which begins at vibrate and work the way up the scale
until barking ceases, after a short period of non-barking the collar resets itself
to the lowest level, which is vibrate only. This teaches the dog that it can bark
but not for a prolonged period.
If a dog is unsupervised and not permitted to have an electronic collar, nuisance
barking will remain uninterrupted and may continue for as long as the barking
dog is inclined. Electronic collars to prevent barking often act as the supervision
while the owner is absent, thus preventing nuisance barking and maintaining a
harmonious community. Dogs that find the experience of barking selfrewarding may face euthanasia if an electronic collar can’t be used.
G13.2
Electronic collars to prevent barking work by vibration of the dog’s neck, they
cannot be activated by a dog barking nearby.
G13.3
Electronic collars are not more effective in wet weather. Their initial design
was for use with dogs retrieving water fowls.
G13.4
Removed and made a standard.
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To reinforce the proper use and application of electronic collars CETA and EDTA
would like to work with the DPIRD to explore the potential merits of a Humane Use
Journal.
Such a journal could contain relevant information required by a trainer/owner to prove
the humane manner in which a prescribed inhumane device (e collar) was used. It
would also help ensure that anyone using a prescribed inhumane device did so under
professional guidance.
A Humane Use Journal could for example provide:
• a list of recommended trainers;
• clear best practice guidelines to follow;
• provisions to document tool use;
• stimulation governor settings; and
• humane training diary.
Please refer to Appendix B - Observations and response to scientific literature
referenced in the consultation paper on the use of electronic collars on dogs.
14. Euthanasia
Introduction
The Association is pleased to see recognition in the second paragraph of other
methods to modify behaviour that can save the lives of dogs with problem behaviours.
CETA strongly supports the use of balanced training techniques that can help owners
and dogs with behaviour problems which in the vast majority of cases is a result of
unintentional but incorrect training and management by humans. We do not want to
see dogs euthanized because we didn’t or couldn’t help.
The Oxford Dictionary definition of Euthanasia is - gentle and easy death; bringing
about this. Whereas the definition of Kill is – deprive of life, put to death, slay.
In the draft, the destruction of a dog carried out by a veterinarian is euthanasia,
whereas the destruction of a dog with a firearm is to kill. The Association believes the
use of the word kill to be totally inappropriate as this section is about euthanasia and
is in conflict with the stated objective …”To ensure that dogs are afforded a humane
death, without pain, suffering or distress.”
We do not wish to labour the point but the use of such different meaning words to
describe what is essentially the same ultimate act of ending a dog’s life unnaturally.
This emotive language infers only veterinarians care when putting a dog down.
Firearms are deemed a humane method of euthanasia. Mandating a form of death via
a veterinarian’s lethal injection is unnecessary and costly to the elderly, poor, homeless
and socially disadvantaged if they can access other humane methods of euthanasia.

Page 33 of 62

CETA agrees with proposed minimum standards S14.1 (a), (c), and (d); S14.2 (a) and
(b); and S14.4 as written.
CETA strongly recommends S14.2 and S14.2 (c) be amended as follows.


S14.2 A firearm must only be used as an alternative method to euthanise
a dog in circumstances where:



S14.2 (c) the fireman is suitable for the purpose of humane euthanasia of
a dog.

The Association does not believe S14.3 “A person must not euthanise a dog as a
means of managing an unwanted puppy or an unwanted or retired breeding dog” fits
under this section. The standard relates to the destruction of healthy dogs that are not
wanted, thus does not fit under the definition of Euthanasia. As written it appears to
belong within Part 3 of the draft – Additional requirements for domestic dog operations.
We recommend deleting the standard S14.3 from the Euthanasia section and
moving it to Part 3 Standard 17.1.
Section 4 – Breeding
15. Breeding of Dogs
CETA agrees with proposed minimum standards S15.1 (a) to (e); S15.3 (a) and (b);
and S14.4 as written.
For clarity purposes we believe wording in S15 2 should be amended from “…..or other
animals must not be bred” to …..or other animals must not be used in breeding.
In regards to S15.4 and S15.5 CETA has no fixed position but offers the following
comments:


S15.4 Reasonable efforts must be made to ensure that a genetic make-up of
both sire and dam will not increase the frequency or severity of known inherited
disorders in the litter produced from the mating. This includes not mating a dog
with a first degree relative.
It is the quality of the genes that determine health, not the breeding coefficient,
as evidenced by racing pigeons and livestock operations.



S15.5 A person in charge must ensure that during mating of a breeding pair of
dogs;
(b) a dog breeding stand is not used to confine the bitch for mating.
After a mating pair of dogs tie, the dam often begins spinning. This spinning
carries a significant risk of harm to the attached sire. Breeding stands prevent
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the dam from spinning during the tie and are therefore a piece of equipment
that may in fact be required to meet S15.5 (a).
It may be more prudent to amend (b) to a dog breeding stand is not used to
confine the bitch for mating, unless there is a danger of the dam spinning during
the tie.

16. Whelping and care of puppies
The Association recognizes the importance of good practices and governance in
whelping and care of puppies.

Part 3 – Additional requirements for domestic dog operations
Section 1 – Introduction
Scope and application of Part 3
The draft document defines a Domestic dog operation includes:“A premises at which a dogs are boarded, trained, or kept overnight or during the day,
whether the operator receives a payment or not.”
As a consequence, all dog training groups/clubs, owners’ friends and relatives of dog
owners who ‘dog sit’ or care for the dog when the owner is ill, incapacitated,
hospitalized, jailed, working or on holidays would be classified as a “Domestic dog
operation” and required to comply with:
 Section 2 – Administrative requirements; and
 Section 3 –Housing requirements.
In particular, they MUST comply with the following standards in Part 3:


ensure the number of carers or staff is sufficient to maintain the welfare, safety
and health of the dogs kept at the establishment (NB dog training requires the
owner to be present and is usually held on public open space e.g. RSPCA dog
training);



ensure there are reasonable means to ensure the care and monitoring of dogs
housed in the establishment out of business hours; (Not sure how this would
be measured for training, owners’ friends and family minding a dog);



ensure accurate and up to date records are kept relating to the identity, health
and care of dogs kept at the establishment;



take reasonable actions in the design, construction, maintenance and operation
of equipment and facilities of an establishment to ensure the welfare, health and
safety of dogs kept by the domestic dog operation.
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have functioning fire-fighting equipment readily available; (Even when training
a dog in an open public space or outdoor area).



have sufficient lighting to enable thorough inspection of animals when required;



disinfect between a changeover of dogs and at least once a week.



have a means to effectively separate a sick dog from other animals, either in an
isolation area at the establishment, or by arrangement with a veterinary clinic;
and



have, or be under the direct supervision of a person that has, the necessary
knowledge, experience and skills to maintain the welfare, safety and health of
the dog.

The standards, in all cases, apply to a ‘person in charge’ of a dog.”
To categorise dog training groups/clubs, owners’ friends and relatives of dog owners
as a domestic dog operation, then impose the above mandatory requirements is we
believe surely unintentional and will have extreme (and embarrassing) consequential
impacts.
If implemented dog owners will not be able to leave their dog with a friend or relative
at any time during the day or overnight without that person being classified as a
“Domestic dog operation” and having to comply with the above. Either the person
looking after the dog will have to incur the costs of compliance or the dog owner will
have to leave their dog with a business that can comply.
The cost will be high due to compliance costs and therefore have serious financial
impacts on those in the WA community who can least afford it. Pensioners, the elderly,
socially and economically disadvantaged (including the homeless and victim of
domestic violence), disabled and people living in regional WA. Many disabled people
(and their carers) require periods of respite, to enable them to recharge, have hospital
procedures and regular therapy sessions. People who are already battling to raise
families need to work and leave their dogs will friends or family during the day. The
worst unintentional consequence will be only the wealthy and privileged will be able to
have a dog because they can afford a professional dog sitting service.
The cost (both monetary and time) of compliance with 17 (1) for dog training groups
such as CETA where ALL our trainers are volunteers would undoubtedly increase the
cost of the service we are providing the WA community. We would have to recoup the
cost from students. We currently charge a very modest $10 a session to encourage
people to train their dogs and be responsible dog owners. Because we are all
volunteers donating our time the extra administrative burden of S17 (1) if mandated
and the definition not changed as recommended below we may no longer be able to
provide this value for money community spirited service to people who want to be
responsible dog owners.
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Ironically, what is being proposed in the draft appear to exceed the standards for
children when parents leaving them in the care of a friend or a relative. Something
seems to be out of balance.
We believe the general community relates to the word domestic as being a
person/individual’s place of dwelling not where a business is conducted whereas the
word commercial relates to a business.
CETA feels the standards in Part 3 should only apply to commercial dog
operations and recommends the definition of a commercial dog operation
should be:For the purposes of this document, a Commercial dog operation is:
 A person who owns five or more fertile bitches that are kept for the
purpose of breeding and selling dogs;
 An animal shelter or pound;
 A pet shop; or
 A kennel at which dogs are boarded or a facility used for training dogs
which provides kennels for individual dogs.
All references to Domestic dog operation in Part 3 should then be changed to
Commercial dog operation.

Appendix 6: Record-keeping in a domestic dog operation
This appendix describes the records relating to the identity, health and care of dogs
that MUST be kept by a domestic dog operation.
These requirements are onerous and as stated above if the definition in the draft is not
changed as recommended so that it would not include dog training groups/clubs,
owners’ friends and relatives of dog owners there will be serious impacts on the WA
community that includes pensioners, the elderly, socially and economically
disadvantaged (including the homeless and victim of domestic violence), disabled and
people living in regional WA.
We reiterate that the worst unintentional consequence will be only the wealthy and
privileged will be able to have a dog because they can afford a professional dog sitting
services. Something a Labor government would not want to create.
In addition, we have concerns that the additional impost of these onerous requirements
could easily change the landscape of the breeders community. CETA predicts that
there are two likely consequences if these requirements are mandatory:
1. The breeders will have to pass the cost of the additional administrative
requirements onto puppy buyers therefore with higher prices pensioners, the
elderly, economically disadvantaged and disabled will not be able to afford a
dog from a reputable breeder. Unintentional consequences will include owning
a dog will be a luxury only the affluent can have, puppy theft (which we are
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already seeing) will increase/explode and more back yard breeders with less
than 5 fertile bitches will increase rapidly.
2. Breeders will consider the additional administrative requirements as too much
red tape and decide to close their business. Unintentional consequences if this
were to happen include certain breeds of dog might no longer be available
locally in WA and if someone wanted a particular breed of dog that was no
longer bred in WA they will have to buy it from an Eastern States breeder and
transport it to Perth. Again owning a dog that is not bred in WA will be a luxury
only the affluent can have, puppy theft of these dogs will most likely
increase/explode and eventually back yard breeders with less than 5 fertile
bitches will fill the void. Another serious unintentional consequence will be the
gene pool of dogs will become shallow and deformities and behavioural
deficiencies will increase in dogs bred in WA.

Appendix 7: Dog Health Management Plan
This appendix describes the Dog Health Management Plan and Emergency
Management Plan relating to the care and management of dogs kept by a domestic
dog operation.
As stated above in regards to Appendix 6, these requirements are potentially onerous
and as stated in our comments under Scope and application of Part 3, if the definition
in the draft is not changed as recommended so that it would not include dog training
groups/clubs, owners’ friends and relatives of dog owners there will be serious impacts
on the WA community that includes pensioners, the elderly, socially and economically
disadvantaged (including the homeless and victim of domestic violence), disabled and
people living in regional WA.
Our comments regarding the impacts of the requirements of Appendix 6 also apply to
this Appendix 7.
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Appendix A
Further Supporting Information Against the Banning of Prong Collars
Composed and provided courtesy of Kris Adrian

Prong Collars – International Association of Canine Professionals response
The City of Toronto enacted a ban on prong collars in 2017, which was overturned after dog trainers
provided extensive information about their use. The following information was provided in relation
to the Toronto ban by the then-president of the International Association of Canine Professionals.
Some further comments have been added in brackets.
The full response is available here: https://www.canineprofessionals.com/response-totoronto?fbclid=IwAR0lT-UfVRZw1kUnxhJof5DohdzG2LE43N5ZiaP7ubbmdoKZrcSSUO65l8w
On the “Humane” Usage of Tools
1. While the origin of the prong collar is not entirely clear, it is widely published that their
original purpose was to have a collar that was effective, while minimizing the possibility
of abuse. In fact, among veterinary chiropractors, the prong collar is often the
tool of choice. Take this quote from Dr. Daniel Kamen, one of the most respected
veterinary chiropractors in the industry, from his book The Well Adjusted Dog p24-27:
“The improper use of collars is the number one cause of cervical (neck) subluxations
in dogs...The flat collar is the most common type, and can be dangerous if misused...It
should not be used for obedience training...a frustrated owner who has difficulty
controlling his pet will pull the dog in such a manner as to cause tremendous cervical
muscle tightening, thus producing subluxations.”
About prong collars he writes:
“Most literature suggests that this is the most effective and least dangerous of
restraining collars. The prong collar distributes pressure evenly around the neck, and
requires only a small amount of force...Incidence of canine upper cervical subluxations
is far less with the prong collar.”
At this point one might argue that an owner can simply switch to a harness. But, Dr.
Kamen continues:
“Although harnesses are normally thought of as being easier on the neck, they can be
hard on the chest and forelegs. Harnesses have little training value.”
The nature of the prong collar is such that it is almost impossible to cause injury to the
dog, even if misused. An individual would have to go out of their way to cause physical
injury using this tool. It is arguable that any individual who would go through such effort
would likely commit the same abuse or worse if a prong were not available. In fact, as
Dr. Kamen states, the literature suggests that there is far greater potential for physical
harm from the misuse of flat collars and harnesses than from prong collars. Even if
used “improperly” the prong collar is designed to be safe, with the only real risk being
slightly less effectiveness than when used with professional guidance.
2. To presuppose abuse by the unskilled owner would imply some amount of intent, or
negligence. If any type of intent or negligence were present, abuse would certainly
occur regardless of laws restricting collar types. The worst that is often seen when the
average owner uses a prong collar without guidance is that they don’t engage in any
actual training, but rather they simply rely on the tool to reduce the severity of the dog’s
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pulling. This is not abusive, and in fact, it is far safer than a flat collar or a martingale.
The prong collar is designed to reduce the amount of pressure on the dog’s trachea.
Unlike a standard flat collar or a martingale, there is no flat surface that can cut off the
dog’s supply of air, or the two major veins on the side of the neck which supply blood
to the brain. If a dog is going to pull on any type of collar, harness, or head halter, the
prong collar is by far the safest option.
3. There will always be a need for some amount of negative reinforcement and positive
punishment among the dog owning public. While you have made the argument that
prong/choke collars are likely to be abused by unskilled dog owners, that sword has a
double edge. All it takes is a visit to any reward-only training class and you will see a
large percentage of dog owners struggling to achieve anything that resembles reliable
control of their dog. The reality is that even when a reward-only approach can work for
the dog, it often doesn’t work for the dog-human team. The amount of required
technical skill, experience, time, repetition etc. is simply far beyond the reach of the
average dog owner. Tools such as prong collars provide immediate relief to the
average dog owner, and, as already pointed out, pose negligible risk of any physical
harm compared to other options. Take away these tools and owners are left with less
safe, less effective tools, or must resort to the primitive concepts of hitting and striking
their dogs with rolled up newspapers, belts, shoes, or worst of all, their own hands. The
responsible thing to do is provide access to training which allows owners to correct
disruptive behaviour in a safe way, and to encourage attendance at training facilities
that put an emphasis on reward-based techniques, while still teaching the fair and
responsible use of negative reinforcement and positive punishment and their
respective tools.
Supporting Literature or Lack Thereof
It has been referenced several times that the Councillors have not seen any literature to
support the use of these tools. I would be curious to know the extent of their literature review.
In addition to the work of Dr. Kamen which I cited above, there are countless books written by
actual dog trainers and behaviour specialists which elaborate not only on the benefits of these
specific tools, but on the value and necessity of an approach to training that involves both
positive reinforcement, as well as negative reinforcement and punishment.
Since no references for the Councillors’ opinions were cited, we are left to take educated
guesses as to their nature and source. I am aware that the OSPCA has had some influence
in this amendment, so it is perhaps a likely presumption that their position statement on training
and the references therein were a part of the Councillors’ review. It is worth noting that the
OSPCA position on training falls into the extremists category, promoting only reward-based
techniques. [As does the RSPCA!]
Additionally, there are a few immediate red flags when reviewing their position. First, the
OSPCA creates their own definition of “Humane” which conveniently matches their exact
preferred training philosophy. The implication being that any opinion or viewpoint which differs
from their own is by definition “inhumane” which also leads the reader to the ad hominem
conclusion that the holder of such a viewpoint is immoral. That’s a clever bit of sophistry, but
fortunately any student of basic logic and debate will not fall for it. Secondly, they define “force
free training” as: “Training or caring for an animal without using pain, fear, or physical or verbal
intimidation techniques”.
Again, this is a sneaky use of semantics. As you will see, equating negative reinforcement and
punishment with pain, fear, or intimidation is completely illogical, unscientific, and false.
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From there they move on to citing the results of the studies which they list as references. I am
not sure if the Councilors have carefully reviewed these studies, but there are problems with
using them to support this amendment. First, not a single one of them directly mentions the
effects of choke or prong collars, but rather speak of punishment in general. Second, these
studies have been widely criticized for being completely biased in some cases, and in others,
showing a complete lack of research methods that would resemble anything which one would
consider sound science.
As an example, the study titled “Training dogs with help of the shock collar: short and long
term behavioural effects.” The authors make an effort to give us every detail of the camera
equipment they used to film the dog’s body language, yet they neglect to give any information
regarding the make/model of the electronic collar, or the intensity and duration of the
stimulation. Surely anyone who has any respect for scientific rigor would be interested in
knowing the intensity of punishment involved in a study reporting the effects of...punishment.
I will save you the burden of reviewing each study in detail, but for more information on the
nature of some of the current “science” that extremists groups use to support their positions,
you may reference these two articles written by colleagues of mine:
https://ruthcrisler.wordpress.com/2010/03/30/remote_control/
https://smartdogs.wordpress.com/2010/01/04/that-dogma-wont-hunt/
[Please refer to Appendix 2 for comments on the studies referred to in the WA government’s public
discussion paper on the use of electronic collars]
What we do know is that there is a gaping hole in the research of modern training methods.
However, for a more balanced view of the existing research (not just cherry-picking the pieces
that happen to support the narrow viewpoint of a polar extreme), one might look to the three
volume Handbook of Applied Dog Behavior and Training, by Steven R. Lindsey, which is a
common textbook in animal behavior classes and widely regarded as the most comprehensive
review of the existing research of the last century relating to dog behavior.
Unsurprisingly, after studying and reviewing all this research, Lindsey takes a moderate stance
toward training tools and methods. He advocates reward-based training, while also giving due
praise to tools like prong collars and electronic collars as essential to providing the type of
inhibitory control and reliability that reward-based training simply cannot produce.
In Volume Two p300-303 Lindsey comments on the some of the anti-punishment “science”:
“Despite the lingering historical influences already discussed and contemporary efforts to
misrepresent its usefulness, the efficacy of punishment is not really in doubt, especially if
science is accepted as the final arbiter of the debate. The facts are clear and indisputable:
When applied properly...punishment works, it works quickly and, in many cases, the
suppressive effects of punishment are permanent.”
Lindsey continues on the topic in general:
“Whenever possible, reward-based instead of punishment-based procedures should be used,
but sometimes the effects of punishment are simply more expedient, reliable and enduring
than the results of positive reinforcement alone. Certainly there are occasions when
punishment and other aversive training procedures simply cannot be avoided, where
punishment procedures even provide the most effective basis for humanely achieving social
good...Instead of extreme positions, accusatory innuendo, moralizing, and half-truths, what is
needed is a balanced and informed attitude regarding the practical use, misuse, and abuse of
punishment.”
In light of Lindsey’s analysis and the abundance of references to relevant research studies in
his books which support his view, it strikes me that if there were a literature review in
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consideration of this amendment, it certainly wasn’t thorough, and was likely informed by
suggestions coming only from groups such as the OSPCA which agree with the Councillors’
predetermined conclusion.
If more current data is needed, here is an experiment you can do on your own. Visit
Amazon.com and take a look at the top brand of prong collar (Herm Sprenger) and the top
brand of head halter (Halti). Scroll down to the reviews and compile some statistics. For
integrity, toss out any reviews from people who haven't actually used the products but just
want to voice their opinion of them, and you will be left with a decent sample of average,
unskilled dog owners. Now, what percentage of those who have used the prong collar report
distress or injury? What percentage of those who use a Halti (the preferred tool of “force free”
trainers) report distress or injury? I think you will be surprised by the results.
The Dog’s Size/type as it Relates to Collar Choices
Councillor De Baeremaeker was recently quoted in The Star as stating:
“It’s my opinion that if you can’t control a large animal you shouldn’t buy a large animal...Dogs
come from the size of a teacup to the size of a small pony so if you’re not able to handle a
really large dog you shouldn’t buy a really large dog.”
The issue here isn’t only about having the strength or leverage to physically control a dog. It
is about safely and humanely modifying problem behaviour. In fact, small dogs receive some
of the largest benefit from the prong collar. Their smaller stature makes their joints more
susceptible to injury. The prong collar allows the handler to sufficiently motivate the dog when
needed, while exerting far less physical force on the dog’s body.
Even if we do presume that Councillor De Baeremaeker’s assessment is accurate, then the
City of Toronto ought to be prepared to euthanize a tremendous number of large breed dogs.
Is that what he is advocating? Is this the Councillor’s idea of animal welfare? Tearing dogs
away from their families, and euthanizing perfectly healthy dogs rather than providing access
to proper training equipment?
On Prong Collars Being Inherently Painful and Inhumane
De Baeremaeker was also quoted in the Star article stating:
“I think that certainly pronged collars and choke collars are actually very painful and very
inhumane.”
If this is the case, it is curious then why the amendment exempts police service dogs from the
ban? The only logical conclusion to draw is that the Councillor supports the painful and
inhumane treatment of Police dogs. Of course, we know that this is not actually the case, so
the only other plausible explanation is that the Councillor was wrong in his assessment of
these tools.
I suppose he may respond to this by asserting that police k9 handlers are professionals and
can be expected to use the tools responsibly. However, this is pure speculation, and there is
in fact no evidence to suggest it is true. As a professional who has attended police k9 training
workshops, I can tell you that the average police k9 handler primarily receives instruction on
how to handle their dogs in tactical situations, and receives very little instruction on proper and
modern training techniques. Attendance at a police k9 training program will show you that the
average police dog handling is more on the heavy handed end of the spectrum. Now, I am not
at all condemning police k9 trainers and handlers. They do a great job given their resources
and provide a valuable service to society. My point is that if you assert that the reason you
have banned these tools is that you have not seen any literature to support their continued
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use, then please show the literature that states that police k9 handlers are somehow using
these tools in a more humane way than the average owner. At the very least, hold yourselves
to consistent criteria of judgment.
To further respond to the argument that these tools only work because they cause fear and
pain, if that argument were scientifically and logically valid, we would also have to concede
that if a martingale were to work (which they generally don’t as training tools, but more on that
later), it would only be because it causes fear and pain. If Gentle Leaders, Haltis, and other
head halters work, it is only by fear and pain (after all, they operate using the same
mechanisms of operant conditioning as prong collars and choke chains), and if negative
punishment works (i.e. the removal of access to a reward) it is only by fear and pain. In fact,
all these things work because they are uncomfortable or unpleasant, and the dog learns to
avoid that discomfort by making appropriate choices.
To use an analogy, if I were given the choice between having to stand still for 30 minutes, or
being able to sit down, I would choose sitting. I am not afraid of standing, nor does it cause
me pain, but it does get uncomfortable after a while, and I would choose to alleviate and/or
avoid that discomfort by sitting. This is how negative reinforcement and positive punishment
work. Pain and fear are not necessary components, and discomfort and pain are not
synonyms.
After reviewing the footage of the Council meeting where this addition to the code was voted
on, as well as a radio interview with Councillor De Baeremaeker, he has on more than one
occasion compared the prong collar to barbed wire. This type of hyperbolizing is both
unconstructive, and unprofessional. The prong collar is in no way comparable to barbed wire.
Yes, I have placed a prong collar on my own neck and pulled on it. I would never even consider
placing barbed wire around my own neck, or the neck of any living being for that matter. Such
comparisons only suggest that the Councillor is either completely uninformed and uneducated
regarding this tool, or that he is completely unwilling to engage in a realistic, responsible, and
healthy discussion of its nature and use. It appears that in the absence of fact, or any attempt
to engage in responsible due diligence by pursuing a broad range of viewpoints, the Councillor
has chosen instead to paint a caricature of reality in an attempt to misrepresent the truth and
mislead the Council and the public.
Can We Use Other Tools Instead?
Now, I would like to move on to the argument that if dog trainers rely on a wide variety of tools,
then we should easily be able to use other tools to get the job done (such as the Martingale
collar which has not been banned. Again, the argument is supported by flawed premises.
1. Martingales are not training collars. They were never intended for that purpose and are
ineffective to that end. The Martingale is a restraint collar that was designed to prevent
dogs with narrow heads such as Greyhounds to back-out of the collar and get loose.
To even approach the same effectiveness with a Martingale as one can have with a
prong collar would actually require significantly more force, and risk of injury.
Remember, the purpose and use of the prong collar is not to produce a more “painful”
correction, rather it is a more salient sensation, which means that you can get an
appropriate correction with significantly less force, and significantly less risk to the
dog's neck. Although a Martingale provides only a limited amount of slip, pulling against
the leash still exerts significant force on the trachea (much like the flat collar). The
prong collar works such that even if an individual intentionally uses it in an abusive
manner, the risk of tracheal or structural damage is less likely than with a flat or a
Martingale collar. [Halters can also more easily cause damage than prong collars due
to the extreme rotation that can be applied to the head, and the fact that they often sit
very close to the eyes.]
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2. The training collars that we use have been refined over nearly a century to allow the
modern trainer and dog owner to achieve their goals while reducing the risk of injury
and/or abuse. While restricting the availability of these tools may not prevent successful
dog training, it certainly makes successful dog behavior training and management less
safe for the dog, less safe for the handler, and actually creates the possibility for more
abuse as dog owners struggle with frustrating problem behaviors without access to
safe, efficient tools for resolving them.
3.

Even if we grant that choke chains are outdated for giving leash corrections, the scope
of this amendment is too broad. [I note that the WA proposal does not seek to ban
choke chains – though choke chains are more dangerous than prong collars due to the
unlimited tightening effect.] As stated in my previous letter, trainers, veterinarians,
animal control officers, kennel owners, and shelter staff rely on slip leads (similar to
choke collars) to safely handle dogs in situations where reaching around their neck
with a collar may be dangerous. To quote from my previous letter, professionals
regularly use slip leads to “safely guide dogs into their respective work spaces...This
new legislation now makes the use of slip leads by professionals illegal, and adds a
significant amount of risk to their already challenging profession. This small
amendment constitutes a massive regulation to an entire industry. Such industry
regulation should not be pursued without careful thought and the counsel of
professionals in the field. Enacting legislation such as this restricts and negatively
impacts an entire field of professional service providers, affecting their ability to
successfully and safely operate their businesses. In short, the addition of section §
349-8.1 transformed a piece of legislation that could have been beneficial, and turned
it into something that is grossly irresponsible.”
There is simply no substitute for the slip lead for this purpose. The Martingale collar
still requires the professional to reach around the dog’s neck and put their person in
harm's way.

Should All Negative Reinforcement and Punishment Be Banned?
What we come to is a conclusion is that the only logically consistent way to maintain an
argument to ban these tools, is to argue that all forms of negative reinforcement and
punishment should be illegal. This is a very extreme viewpoint, and is an extremely dangerous
path to venture.
To illustrate my point, let's use the example of sexual education for teenagers. There is a
parallel to our current debate in that there are groups who promote abstinence-only education
as the “only way,” and there are more moderate groups who agree that abstinence is ideal,
while recognizing that abstinence-only is an unrealistic pursuit, thus also promoting proper
safe-sex education involving the proper use of “tools” such a condoms. It is widely publicized
and validated that in areas where abstinence only is the chosen approach, rates of teen
pregnancy and STD’s are alarmingly higher. See one such study here:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3194801/ . I find one quote from this research
to be particularly poignant:
“These data show clearly that abstinence-only education as a state policy is ineffective in
preventing teenage pregnancy and may actually be contributing to the high teenage pregnancy
rates in the U.S.”
Similarly, there is an argument to be made that promoting a completely “force-free” approach
to dog training may actually contribute to more inhumane and abusive treatment of dogs. The
belief that policies which prohibit negative reinforcement or punishment based training
methods or tools such as prong collars would prevent owners from actually using punishment
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would be naive. As long as the general public owns dogs, you will find people using or
attempting to use some form of punishment. The only thing in question is: Will they use
negative reinforcement and punishment in an appropriate and effective way, as a part of a
well-rounded training program (which involves reward based techniques) that is fair to the
dog?
Lindsey recognized this same point on page 303 of Volume 2:
“Besides misrepresenting and confusing the facts, excessive moralizing about the use of
punishment and other aversive training procedures may have a very undesirable effect on the
dog-owning public, making responsible owners feel guilty about exercising the necessary
aversive prerogatives needed to establish constructive limits and boundaries over a dog’s
behavior. Many of the basic facts of life that all dogs must learn to accept (if there are to
become successful and welcome companions) are won through the mediation of directive
training, combining a balanced application of behavior modification - not just positive
reinforcement. Instead of grinding away at a very dull ax, a dog’s welfare is better served by
teaching the owner when punishment is necessary and how to use it effectively and
humanely.”
If we remove access to proper education on how to integrate all of the quadrants of operant
conditioning, we will be left with many dog owners inevitably using punishment inappropriately,
likely out of frustration and anger and with a greater potential for real harm and abuse. The
only responsible choice is to promote a training philosophy which emphasizes reward-based
methods while also providing a well-rounded education which includes the safe and humane
application of negative reinforcement, positive punishment and their related tools.
Where To Go From Here
The only question which remains is: What might a more balanced policy look like?
We may be able to gain some insight by looking as the cruelty laws of other governments.
There is a section in the UK Animal Cruelty Law which appears to handle this issue rather
gracefully. Here is a section of the text:
“Prevention of harm
4 Unnecessary suffering
(1) A person commits an offense if—
(a) an act of his, or a failure of his to act, causes an animal to suffer,
(b) he knew, or ought reasonably to have known, that the act, or failure to act, would have that
effect or be likely to do so,
(d) the suffering is unnecessary.
(2) A person commits an offense if—
(a) he is responsible for an animal,
(b) an act, or failure to act, of another person causes the animal to suffer,
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(c) he permitted that to happen or failed to take such steps (whether by way of supervising the
other person or otherwise) as were reasonable in all the circumstances to prevent that
happening, and
(d) the suffering is unnecessary.
(3) The considerations to which it is relevant to have regard when determining for the purposes
of this section whether suffering is unnecessary include—
(a) whether the suffering could reasonably have been avoided or reduced;
(b) whether the conduct which caused the suffering was in compliance with any relevant
enactment or any relevant provisions of a license or code of practice issued under an
enactment;
(c) whether the conduct which caused the suffering was for a legitimate
purpose, such as—
(i) the purpose of benefiting the animal, or
(ii) the purpose of protecting a person, property or another animal;
(d) whether the suffering was proportionate to the purpose of the conduct concerned;
(e) whether the conduct concerned was in all the circumstances that of a reasonably
competent and humane person.
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/45/crossheading/prevention-of-harm

How does that relate to our current discussion? Well, take a dog that is on a flat collar or
Martingale, and pulling so hard it is choking and is likely to injure its trachea. The choking and
potential injury constitutes suffering, and could be avoided by using other training equipment
such as a prong collar. Even if there is still some “suffering” involved (which I believe is
debatable), providing that it is less than not taking any action, it is legal and more humane.
Imagine you choose a harness but you find the dog is having its armpits rubbed raw, there's
still a level of suffering, maybe still unacceptable.
Or consider a dog who is on a Halti, and in distress, clawing its face trying to get it off. Again,
switching to a tool such as a prong collar is not only legal, but safer and more humane (If you
haven’t conducted the amazon.com review experiment, please do). If, as is the reality with
many dogs, the prong collar is the tool it responds to best, then banning it would have a
negative impact on that dog’s potential welfare.
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Of course these are not the only possible situations, and there are conceivable contexts where
the harness may be the better choice, etc. The point is that this legislation moves the emphasis
to the individual case being considered, allowing each owner to make a choice that is in their
dog’s best interest. Gross abuse with any tool is still illegal and punishable. The law allows for
flexibility toward the use of tools while still driving the trend of dog training toward the most
effective and least invasive options.
To conclude, the International Association of Canine Professionals holds that it is in the best
interests of both dogs and dog owners in Toronto to reopen this issue, and repeal section §
349-8.1 from the Municipal Code. [This did in fact occur.] If negative reinforcement and
punishment are an unavoidable, and sometimes necessary part of dog ownership and training,
and prong collars are one of the safest and most effective forms of negative reinforcement and
punishment; then it follows what called for is not a ban of these tools, but rather more emphasis
on education which promotes their responsible use.
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Appendix B
Observations and response to scientific literature referenced in the
consultation paper on the use of electronic collars on dogs
Composed and provided courtesy of Kris Adrian

1. The “References and Further Reading” listed in the public consultation paper do not include any
works by successful dog trainers who employ the full range of possible training techniques. It is
therefore an inherently biased sample. A suggested addition to the references for future drafts is
Steven Lindsay’s Handbook of Applied Dog Behavior and Training, 2005, Blackwell Publishing,
Ames, IA. This three-volume work is widely regarded as the most comprehensive review of
research relating to dog behaviour.
2. The public consultation paper states that "Review of the science indicated that reward-based
training has been shown to be as effective as electronic collars for dogs."
The reference cited for this statement is Ziv, G (2017) The effects of using aversive training methods
in dogs – A review. Journal of Veterinary Behaviour, 19, pp.50-60.
However, another of the references listed in the paper, Guilherme Fernandes, J., Olsson, I. and Vieira
de Castro, A. (2017) Do aversive-based training methods actually compromise dog welfare?: A
literature review. Applied Animal Behavior Science, 196, pp. 1-12, examined substantially the same
material and considers that Ziv came to the wrong conclusion due to significant limitations in the
reviewed studies.
“Our conclusions differ from those drawn by Ziv (2017)… The results of the relatively few studies that
exist do not allow strong conclusions to be drawn, especially not when considering the methodological
limitations of the literature. Whereas some of these limitations are noted by Ziv (2017), neither those
nor contradictory results seem to have been considered in formulating the conclusions.”
In discussing the studies reviewed, Fernandes et al point out that “Perhaps the most important
limitation for drawing conclusions about the effect of training method on welfare is that these studies
are correlational. Yet, whether dogs started exhibiting behavioural problems after starting being
trained with aversive-based techniques, or whether owners adhered to this type of training techniques
or showed a more confrontational approach because dogs had already displayed a problematic
behaviour cannot be revealed with this type of methodology, as was recognised by some authors.”
They also state that the evidence for compromised welfare is “not as clear as some advocates in the
contemporary dog training community claim.”
Fernandes et al also make a very important point about the effectiveness of training in their
conclusion:
“The efficacy of training methods is also relevant to consider in the choice of training method and,
regardless of what science will have to say about the effects of different training methods on dog
welfare, it is important to note that the choice of training method should not be based only on its
effects in animal welfare. Dog training is a purpose-built tool, and, hence, its efficacy should also be
considered in the equation. At present, there is also a lack of scientific evidence on the efficacy of
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different training methods and it would be relevant to combine this aspect with research on the effects
of different training methods on dog welfare.”
Studies relied on by Ziv (2017)
The public consultation paper footnotes Ziv (2017) for the statement that "Review of the science indicated
that reward-based training has been shown to be as effective as electronic collars for dogs."
However:
 Ziv does not state that reward-based training has been shown to be as effective as electronic
collars. He discusses aversive training methods in general.
 Of the studies cited by Ziv, no study of e-collar use objectively tested the dogs’ recalls (coming
when called) or other behaviours.
 Two of the cited studies did not study e-collars at all.
 Ziv did not examine studies such as Dale et al (2013 and 2017), discussed further below, which
showed that pairing a very short (0.5-1.5 second) aversive electrical stimulation with potential
prey can establish prey aversion in dogs without the e-collar being worn. No studies have shown
similar effects with reward-based training.

Study and findings
Blackwell, E.J., Bolster, C., Richards, G., Loftus, B.A.,
Casey, R.A., 2012 The use of electronic collars for
training domestic dogs: estimated prevalence,
reasons and risk factors for use, and owner
perceived success as compared to other training
methods, BMC Veterinary Research 8(1), 93.

Comments
Blackwell et al (2012) was a questionnaire-based
study, not an objective test with direct observation
by researchers. Survey data is much less reliable than
studies where the researchers directly observe
behaviour, as it relies on the owners’ subjective
perceptions.

This was a survey of 3,897 UK dog owners. Only 133
(3.3%) reported using e-collars.

The study only compared people who exclusively
used reward-based training or training with an
aversive stimulus.

The 83 people who used e-collars for recall / chasing
issues were compared to a similar group who used
only reward-based training for the same issues. The
reward-based training group reported significantly
more success.

It excluded people who used e-collars in conjunction
with positive-reinforcement training, which is normal
practice for most modern e-collar users.
"Comparison of multiple training methods was not
considered appropriate since the relative extent to
which training devices were used was not explored."
Hence, best-practice e-collar users were excluded.
E-collars were described in the questionnaire as:
“Electronic training collar (to give a remote electronic
correction when the dog does something wrong).”
This definition does not encompass modern use in
training, where the primary function is to encourage
the dog to perform the right behaviour, not simply to
punish the wrong one.
The authors themselves point out that severity of the
dogs’ problems could have varied between the
groups, and what the owners considered to be
"success" was subjective.
They did not report on whether the e-collar users had
been trained to use them.
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Study and findings
Haverbeke, A., Laporte, B., Depiereux, E., Giffroy,
J.M., Diedrich, C., 2008. Training methods of military
dog handlers and their effects on the team’s
performances. Applied Animal Behavior Science
113, 110-122
The researchers observed military working dog teams
at two assessments and concluded that handlers that
used less aversive stimuli on their dogs obtained
higher scores.

Hiby, E.F., Rooney, N.J., Bradshaw, J.W.S., 2004 Dog
training methods: their use, effectiveness and
interaction with behaviour and welfare. Animal
Welfare 13(1), 63-69
This study found no significant difference between
dogs trained using any specific method in comparison
with any other for coming when called or sitting on
command. Overall obedience was rated more highly
by owners who used reward-based methods only.
The authors noted that it is possible that when dogs
show an initial higher level of obedience, the owner
is more inclined to use reward-based methods.

Comments
Haverbeke et al (2008) did not report on the use of ecollars. The aversive stimuli mentioned were pulling
on the leash, hanging the dog by its collar, verbal
scolding and hitting. Several of these punishments
are likely to be far more aversive to most dogs than
e-collar use.
The primary finding of this study is that the training
of military working dogs in Belgium at the time was
not up to standard. It says nothing about the correct
use of e-collars.
Hiby et al (2004) was a questionnaire-based study
with no objective test of the dogs’ obedience.
It did not report on the use of e-collars. The
punishment-based techniques mentioned were
physical punishment such as smacking, vocal
punishment such as shouting, sending the dog to a
bed or outside and tugging on the leash.
As the authors themselves noted, cause and effect
were not established. Owners with more obedient
dogs to begin with may have chosen to use only
reward-based methods.

No link between punishment-based behaviours and
aggression was found.
Cooper, J.J., Cracknell, N., Hardiman, J., Wright, H.,
Mills, D., 2014 The welfare consequences and
efficacy of training pet dogs with remote electronic
training collars in comparison to reward based
training. PLoS One 9, e102722
This study was commissioned by the UK's DEFRA to
provide evidence on which to base animal welfare
policy.
It reports no differences in owner satisfaction
between dogs trained with e-collars and those
trained with reward-based methods.
The main study involved 63 dogs, most with chasing
or recall problems. 1/3rd were trained with e-collars
by two trainers nominated by the Electronic Collar
Manufacturer's Association, 1/3rd by those same ecollar trainers without using e-collars, and 1/3rd by
two reward-only trainers who belonged to the
Association of Pet Dog Trainers.

The effectiveness of the training was judged only by
a questionnaire distributed to owners one week after
training. There was no objective test to provide
directly comparable results. Very little scientific
rigour appears to have been applied to the
assessment of results.
Whether the dogs' recalls in the presence of livestock
and wildlife were tested by the owners before
completing the questionnaire is not stated in the
study.
The researchers themselves note that “no
conclusions should be drawn at this time given that
only 4 trainers were observed.”

Training was conducted over 4 or 5 days and a
handover conducted with the owners on the last day.
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3. The public consultation paper states that "Training with an electric collar…will not teach a dog an
acceptable alternative behaviour."
This is only true if the e-collar is used solely for punishment. If it is used for negative reinforcement
(mild discomfort to encourage the dog to perform a behaviour, similar to the seat belt warning in your
car) in conjunction with positive reinforcement, it most certainly can be used to teach desired
behaviours, often more effectively and efficiently than positive reinforcement alone.
Most modern e-collar trainers use the e-collar primarily to strengthen and enforce known commands,
not simply to extinguish unwanted behaviours.
4. The public consultation paper lists a number of potential risks associated with electronic collars. It
cites Masson et al (2018) and Lysons, R. (2015) as references.
Comments on those papers follow.
Masson, S., de la Vega, S., Gazzano, A., Mariti, C., Pereira, G., Halsberghe, C., Muser Leyvraz, A.,
McPeake, K. and Schoening, B. (2018) Electronic training devices: Discussion on the pros and
cons of their use in dogs as a basis for the position statement of the European Society of
Veterinary Clinical Ethology. Journal of Veterinary Behaviour, 25, pp.71-75
Note: this paper was prepared for an organisation with a preconceived agenda against e-collars
and has selectively “cherry-picked” data from the studies it quotes.
Statement
“It is now clear that coercive methods that inhibit the
emission of a behaviour without addressing its causes
are not effective mediators of long-term solutions.”
(p 1)

Comment
No support is provided for this statement.

“Coercive methods may increase or cause stress to
the animal and overall diminish its welfare.” (p 1-2)

May, but not necessarily will – it depends on
application.

What do the authors consider to be the underlying
cause of natural, but undesired, behaviour like
livestock or wildlife chasing? There is nothing wrong
with the dog – it is simply expressing a natural
behaviour.

Coercive methods can also dramatically improve
welfare if they resolve a behaviour problem that was
preventing the animal from living a full life.
“Confrontational methods have been found to
increase aggression in dogs (Herron et al, 2009)” (p 2)

Herron et al (2009) was questionnaire-based study
on prior behaviour modification attempts for 140
dogs for which owners sought treatment at a
veterinary behaviour clinic. E-collars had been used
on only 14. Only one of those dogs showed an
aggressive response.
The methods for which more than 25% of dogs
showed an aggressive response included “hit or kick
dog”, “physically force the release of an item from a
dog’s mouth”, “alpha roll”, “dominance down” (hold
dog down on its side) and “grab dog by the jowls and
shake”.
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These methods bear no resemblance to correct ecollar use. When correctly trained, e-collars are
generally perceived as non-confrontational by the
dog.
“If maintained active, (i.e., the shock continues) until
a desired behaviour is shown, they act as a negative
reinforcement. Modern e-collars have an inbuilt
shutdown: they rarely deliver a shock longer than 10
seconds, even if a handler presses the button longer.
This means that modern e-collars are most often very
probably used as a positive punishment.” (p 2)

Their conclusion does not follow, since 10 seconds is
plenty of time to apply negative reinforcement (mild
discomfort that encourages an animal to perform a
behaviour).

“It was found that e-collars were indeed effective but
that there was no significant difference in reported
efficacy between the treatment groups.” (Cooper et
al, 2014) (p 2)

The effectiveness of the training in the Cooper study
was judged only by a questionnaire distributed to
owners one week after training. No independently
assessed test was carried out.
Whether the dogs' recalls were tested in the
presence of livestock and wildlife by the owners
before completing the questionnaire is not stated.
Very little scientific rigour appears to have been
applied to the assessment of results.

“…the citronella spray collar was actually more
effective” (p 3)

Dogs likely found being hit in the face with a longlasting strong scent that they could not remove even
after they had stopped barking more aversive than a
momentary electronic sensation. This is not an
argument against using e-collars for training
purposes.

“Non-aversive techniques can alter undesired
behaviour and the underlying emotional states” (p 3)

What is the “underlying emotional state” they seek
to alter in the case of the completely natural
behaviour of chasing live prey?
The number of dogs euthanised or heavily medicated
by organisations promoting the use of only nonaversive techniques suggests that they are often
unsuccessful in altering behaviours and emotional
states.

“When animals were able to clearly associate the
electric stimulus with their actions, they did not show
considerable or persistent stress indicators.” (Schalke
et al, 2007) (p 2)
“Other treatments in this study… showed significant
behavioural and physiological signs of stress.”
(Schalke et al, 2007)” (p 3)
“The welfare of dogs and the relationship with the
owner can be compromised.” (p 3)
“Together, these data render it nearly impossible to
determine the appropriate intensity of shock for a
particular dog in any given situation.” (Lindsay, 2005)
(p 3)

Yes – e-collars do not cause harm if properly used.

These treatments included applying e-collar
stimulation at high levels randomly, which no
responsible user would ever do.
They can also be dramatically improved, as they were
in my case and those of many others.
Lindsay is in fact very supportive of the correct use of
e-collars. He also writes in the same work “Limited
professional use of remote electronic collars is
definitely warranted and justified.”
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“E-collars carry a risk of physical damage to the skin
of the neck.” (p 3)

All dog training equipment carries a risk of harm if
misused – e.g. head halters, harnesses.

“If there are timing errors, there is an increased
likelihood of both fearful and aggressive responses
being shown” (Polsky, 1994)
“If a dog owner activates the collar because of
frustration or anger caused by a ‘misbehaving dog’,
there is a risk of frank abuse.” (p 3)

Polsky concluded that the usage of an electronic
collar is prudent for some situations.

“Use of e-collars has been reported to cause a rise in
physiological parameters that may be related to
stress, such as salivary cortisol” (Beerda et al, 1998)
(p 3)

The Beerda study applied e-collar stimulation at
moderately high levels randomly, which no
responsible user would ever do. It is in no way
comparable to using an e-collar for training purposes.

All dog training equipment carries a risk of harm if
misused. For example, a dog can be hung up by the
leash on a flat collar, which is more likely to cause
damage than an e-collar.

Cooper (2014), who Masson et al quoted on p 2,
found salivary cortisol rose the most in the group
trained with reward-based methods only and that
there was no effect of the e-collar settings on any
physiological measure.
Salgirli (2012) found no difference in salivary cortisol
between groups trained with different methods.
“Several studies show behavioural consequences to
e-collar use including an increase in behaviours
related to stress, fear, pain and negative emotions in
dogs trained with shock collars.” (p 3)

As Masson et al say themselves at the top of the page,
“When animals were able to clearly associate the
electric stimulus with their actions, they did not show
considerable or persistent stress indicators.” When
the e-collar is trained correctly, these negative
behaviour consequences do not occur.

“More evidence of the risks linked to e-collar use
comes from the scientific literature evaluating
aversive methods in general.” (p 3)

The studies mentioned in this paragraph cover
techniques such as “hit or kick dog”, “physically force
the release of an item from a dog’s mouth”, “alpha
roll”, “dominance down” (hold dog down on its side)
and “grab dog by the jowls and shake”. (Herron et al,
2009)
They are not comparable to correct e-collar training.

“No study shows a superior efficacy when comparing
an e-collar to positive reinforcement training.” (p 4)

The studies cited as support for this claim are not
comprehensive or convincing. They rely only on
owner-reported survey data, rather than objective
tests. See comments on Cooper et al (2014) above
and Hiby et al (2004) and Blackwell et al (2012)
below.
The success of using e-collars to create aversion to
livestock and endangered animals has been
demonstrated by Christiansen et al (2001) and Dale
et al (2013 and 2017). See further discussion of those
studies below. No similar success has been proven
using positive reinforcement training. Snake aversion
training is very important to many WA residents.
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“Some survey-based studies conclude a superior
efficacy of positive reinforcement training as
perceived by owners. (Hiby et al, 2004, Blackwell et
al, 2012).

Survey-based studies are not reliable because of the
wide range in severity of the problems the owners
are reporting on and their varying definitions of
success. They rely on owner perceptions rather than
objective results for comparable issues. It is very
possible that owners who chose to use aversive
methods had much more serious problems to begin
with.
Hiby et al (2004) was a questionnaire-based study
with no objective test of the dogs’ obedience. It
found no significant difference between dogs trained
using any specific method in comparison with any
other for coming when called or sitting on command.
Overall obedience was rated more highly by owners
who used reward-based methods only. The authors
noted that it is possible that when dogs show an
initial higher level of obedience, the owner is more
inclined to use reward-based methods. The use of ecollars was not studied.
Blackwell et al (2012) was also a questionnaire-based
study with no objective tests. It excluded people who
used e-collars in conjunction with positivereinforcement training, which is the normal method
for most modern e-collar users. The authors point out
that severity of the dogs’ problems could have varied
between the groups, and what the owners
considered to be "success" was subjective. They did
not report on whether the e-collar users had been
trained to use them.

“E-collars are not recommended for the treatment of
behaviour problems because they do not take into
consideration the root cause of the problem.” (p 4)
“Better training options exist, with proven efficacy.”
(p 5)

What is the “root cause” for the completely natural
canine behaviour of chasing live prey?
No convincing evidence has been provided for this
claim.
Can those who promote reward-based training prove
that it is in fact successful for resolving problems like
livestock and wildlife chasing? I have made many
enquiries and never seen a case study by a rewardbased trainer achieving this.
Organisations that espouse the use of only rewardbased training methods euthanise or medicate many
dogs for behavioural problems because the methods
they promote are insufficient to deal with some
issues.

Lysons, R. (2015) A review of recent evidence in relation to the welfare implications for cats and
dogs arising from the use of electronic collars, Welsh Government services and information.
Note: this report presents very weak evidence for the assertion that reward-based training methods are
equally effective. If this assertion is not true in some or many circumstances, the author’s conclusion is not
strong enough to base government policy upon.
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Statement
“The use of electronic collars in cats and dogs is
controversial because they deliver electronic
stimulation as a means of discouraging the animal
from an unwanted activity.” (p 1)

Comment
This is only one possible use of e-collars. The larger
application among trained users is using the e-collar
as negative reinforcement to encourage the animal
to perform a wanted activity.

“The unpleasant stimulus must be sufficiently
unpleasant to cause the animal to try to escape from
it or avoid it.” (p 2)

Negative reinforcement does not need to be very
unpleasant to work effectively. A common analogy is
the seat-belt warning in vehicles – the warning is not
painful, but it encourages you to perform the desired
behaviour of putting on your seat belt.

“The potential benefits are that a dog can be kept
under control at a distance, and the method can be
effective for any size or strength combination of dog
and handler.” (Katz, 2010) (p 2)

Yes. Being able to maintain control of your dog at a
distance is extremely important to meet legal and
moral obligations to ensure dogs do not harass any
person, other dog, livestock or wildlife, while still
allowing dogs freedom to express natural
behaviours.

“Dogs trained with electronic collars displayed more
negative emotional responses, than those trained by
other methods, which were assessed as being equally
effective.” (Cooper, 2014) (p 2)

Welfare during training is not the only important
consideration. The result achieved, which will expand
or limit the dog’s experience of life, is also critical.
The effectiveness of the training in Cooper et al
(2014) was judged only by a questionnaire
distributed to owners one week after training. No
independently assessed test was carried out.
The study does not disclose whether the dogs' recalls
in the presence of livestock and wildlife were tested
by the owners before completing the questionnaire.
Very little scientific rigour appears to have been
applied to the assessment of results.
The Cooper study found higher salivary cortisol and
more whining among the dogs trained with rewardbased methods. No overall difference in urinary
cortisol levels pre- and post-training were found
between the groups trained with different methods.

“Other studies indicate that alternative training
methods, mainly reward-based rather than
dependent on harsh aversive stimuli, can be equally
effective in pet and working dogs. (Yin et al, 2008,
Blackwell et al, 2012, Arnott et al, 2014) (p 3)

Firstly, the aversive stimuli applied does not
necessarily need to be “harsh”. See the discussion of
negative reinforcement above.
Yin et al, 2008 studied training dogs not to jump up
at the door when visitors arrived. This is a relatively
simple training task and is in no way comparable to a
situation like livestock or wildlife chasing. The results
cannot be extrapolated to such situations.
Blackwell et al, 2012 was a questionnaire-based
study, not a scientific study that used objective tests
and direct observation by researchers. It excluded
people who used e-collars in conjunction with
positive-reinforcement training, which is the normal
method for most modern e-collar users. The authors
point out that severity of the dogs’ problems could

Page 55 of 62

have varied between the groups, and what the
owners considered to be "success" was subjective.
They did not report on whether the e-collar users had
been trained to use them.
Arnott et al, 2014 was also a questionnaire-based
study. To be categorised as using positive
reinforcement in training, respondents to this survey
were not required to do so exclusively and many also
used negative reinforcement, negative punishment
and positive punishment. This study therefore cannot
be used to support Lysons’ claim that “mainly
reward-based training can be equally effective” as it
did not collect data on those who used “mainly
reward-based” methods.
“The principle behind the use of electronic collars is
that they produce an aversive stimulus, which is
strong enough to dissuade ‘problem’ dogs from
unwanted behaviours. Therefore, to be effective it
must cause discomfort or pain…” (p 4)

This is only one possible use of e-collars. The larger
application among trained users is using the e-collar
as negative reinforcement to encourage the animal
to perform a wanted behaviour.
Negative reinforcement does not need to be very
unpleasant to work effectively. A common example is
the seat-belt warning in vehicles. The warning is not
painful, but encourages you to perform the desired
behaviour of putting on your seat belt.

“Other potential welfare concerns are pressure
necrosis of the skin” (p 5)

All dog training equipment carries a risk of harm if
misused – e.g. badly fitting head halters or harnesses.

“There is clearly potential for misuse by frustrated,
angry or malicious users” (p 5)

All dog training equipment carries a risk of harm if
misused. For example, a dog can be hung up by the
leash on a flat collar, which is more likely to cause
damage than an e-collar.

“Poorly timed stimuli, which the animal cannot
consistently link to the target behaviour, can cause
stress and behavioural problems.” (p 5)

Conversely, “When animals were able to clearly
associate the electric stimulus with their actions, they
did not show considerable or persistent stress
indicators.” (Schalke et al, 2007) When the e-collar is
trained correctly, negative behaviour consequences
do not occur.
All dog training equipment carries a risk of harm if
misused and could elicit inappropriate behaviours if
used incorrectly.

“The use of electric collars is thought to carry and
increased risk of eliciting inappropriate behaviours
such as anxiety and aggression, especially if the
device is used repeatedly and at intensities which are
too high in relation to the sensitivity of the animal.”
(p 5)
“Drawing on research in humans…” (p 5)

“Effective alternatives exist” (p 6)

Dogs are not humans and have very different ways of
relating to each other. Dogs frequently physically
“correct” each other and female dogs physically
discipline their puppies.
Effective alternatives have not been shown to exist
for livestock and snake aversion or maintaining a very
high degree of control in stimulating environments.
As described above, the evidence cited that rewardbased training is equally effective is very weak.
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“11% of respondents reported failure of electronic
collars due to “technical problems” such as when the
batteries became exhausted or when animals were
out of range” (p 9)
In a survey of members of the Training Collar Owners
Group, 95% of the 371 respondents reported that the
use of an electronic collar solved behavioural
problems such as chasing animals or people,
nuisance barking or escaping from the garden. 97%
of respondents said their dog or cat was “happy with”
or “neutral” regarding use of an electric collar and
96% reported no negative effects. (p 10)
“According to Offord (a politician) police dogs, armed
forces dogs and assistance dogs are never trained
using electronic shock training devices.” (p 11)

Those are not technical problems but examples of
user error, which would be avoided with responsible
use (e.g., keep the batteries charged and recall the
dog before it gets out of range).
As mentioned previously, survey data is much less
reliable than objectively studied responses, but these
results show that it is very possible to obtain good
results with e-collar training.

“A study by Yin et al (2008) in America demonstrated
that a reward-based training protocol was effective
in training dogs with existing problem behaviours,
such as barking, jumping or crowding the door when
visitors arrived.” (p 12)

The home-based behaviours studied by Yin et al are
relatively simple to train and are in no way
comparable to a situation like livestock or wildlife
chasing. The results cannot be extrapolated to such
situations.

“In a questionnaire-based study of dog owners in the
UK, a significantly higher proportion of dog owners
using reward-based training reported successful
outcomes in relation to recall and chasing
behaviours, than those using electronic collars
(Blackwell et al, 2012).” (p 12)

Blackwell et al, 2012 was a questionnaire-based
study, not a scientific study that used objective tests
and direct observation by researchers. It excluded
people who used e-collars in conjunction with
positive-reinforcement training, which is the normal
method for most modern e-collar users. The authors
point out that severity of the dogs’ problems could
have varied between the groups, and what the
owners considered to be "success" was subjective.
They did not report on whether the e-collar users had
been trained to use them.

“…those who did use electronic collars were
significantly more likely to have ‘below average’
success rates when training their dogs (Arnott et all,
2014).” (p. 12)

Arnott et al, 2014 was also a questionnaire-based
study. To be categorised as using positive
reinforcement in training, respondents to this survey
were not required to do so exclusively and many also
used negative reinforcement, negative punishment
and positive punishment. This study therefore cannot
be used to support Lysons’ claim that “mainly
reward-based training can be equally effective” as it
did not collect data on those who used “mainly
reward-based” methods.

“Collectively this evidence strongly suggests that
reward-based training is an effective alternative to
aversive training techniques such as electronic
collars.” (p 12)

It does not suggest this, outside of very limited
situations. As discussed above, the cited studies
provide very weak evidence for this conclusion.

“This is also the view of ten UK animal welfare, dog
training and animal behaviour organisations.” (p 12)

The welfare organisations with these views also
frequently recommend euthanasia and ongoing
medication for behaviour problems they are unable
to address using their preferred methods, and refuse

If this is true in the UK, which is doubtful, they are
almost certainly trained using aversive methods that
may be less effective and less humane than e-collars.
Note that Offord did not claim such dogs were
trained with reward-based methods only.
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to consider alternative training methods even when
they could be life-saving.
“The American Humane Society assets that even for
‘difficult dogs’, aversive collars suppress the
unwanted behaviour but don’t teach the animal what
the proper behaviour is.” (p 12)

This comment refers only to the use of e-collars for
positive punishment (which reduces a behaviour).
The larger application among trained users is using
the e-collar as negative reinforcement to encourage
the animal to perform a behaviour.
For specific uses (e.g. livestock or snake aversion),
suppressing the unwanted behaviour is all that is
required. The success of using e-collars this way has
been demonstrated by Christiansen et al (2001) and
Dale et al (2013 and 2017). See further discussion of
the Dale et al studies below.

“The principle behind the use of electronic collars is
that they produce an aversive stimulus, which is
strong enough to dissuade ‘problem’ dogs from
unwanted behaviours.” (p 17)

Dissuading unwanted behaviours is only one possible
use of e-collars. The larger application among trained
users is using the e-collar as negative reinforcement
to encourage the animal to perform a wanted
activity.
Negative reinforcement does not need to be very
unpleasant to work effectively. A common analogy is
the seat-belt warning in vehicles. The warning is not
painful, but encourages you to perform the desired
behaviour of putting on your seat belt.

“The rationale behind use of aversive training
techniques, such as electronic collars, is that the
animal will associate the unpleasant stimulus with an
unwanted behaviour, and will be inclined to stop it.”
(p 18)

See above. This is not true for the use of e-collars as
negative reinforcement. Negative reinforcement
works to encourage the animal to perform a wanted
behaviour.

“In a seven month study to assess the effect of
electric collars on stress parameters, 14 laboratorybred beagles were divided into three groups which
received electrical stimuli under different
circumstances. Group A received a stimulus if they
touched a ‘dummy prey’, Group H received one if
they disobeyed a previously trained recall command,
and Group R received stimuli at random. Groups R
and H showed a significant rise in salivary cortisol
levels, with Group R showing the highest levels. The
authors concluded that dogs which could associate
their actions (touching the prey) with electronic
stimulus, showed no persistent stress.” (Schalke et al,
2007) (p 18)

No responsible user would apply e-collar stimulation
at high levels for no reason, as was the case for Group
R. Schalke et al (2007) stated that the elevated
cortisol in Group H may have been due to the dogs’
initial reaction to chasing prey, as they were trained
without a prey object but tested with it.
Schalke et al’s conclusion that dogs which could
associate their actions with electronic stimulus
supports responsible e-collar training.
Other studies have found no effect of e-collar use on
salivary cortisol (Saligiri, 2012), or even higher
salivary cortisol in reward-based training groups as
compared to e-collar training groups (Cooper, 2014).
Furthermore, even if receiving e-collar stimulation
for disobeying a previously trained recall command
does cause stress, surely that is vastly preferable to
recall failure causing death due to a traffic accident,
or a dog killing or injuring livestock, wildlife, another
dog or a person.
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“A study by Deldalle and Gaunet, 2014 compared
signs of stress displayed by pet dogs attending
training classes using different approaches to
teaching dogs to sit and walk on a lead. Dogs given
reward-based training showed more attentiveness to
their owner, whilst those trained by negative
reinforcement (withdrawal of an aversive stimulus)
showed signs of stress including lowered body
postures.” (p. 19)

As Deldalle and Gaunet stated themselves, the fact
that dogs in the reward-based group were more
attentive to their owners may have had much to do
with the fact that they were looking for expected
rewards.
Importantly, this study did not consider the results of
the training.
In modern dog training, negative reinforcement is
usually combined with positive reinforcement to
achieve the best of both approaches – an attentive,
happy dog which performs reliably. The methods are
not mutually exclusive.

“Furthermore, other studies indicate that alternative
training methods, mainly reward-based rather than
dependant on harsh aversive stimuli, can be equally
effective in pet and working dogs (Blackwell et al,
2012 and Arnott et al, 2014) (p 22)

“…since effective alternatives exist…” (p 23)

5.

As discussed above, the cited studies provide very
weak evidence for this conclusion.
Blackwell et al (2012) was a questionnaire-based
study, not a scientific study that used objective tests
and direct observation by researchers. It excluded
people who used e-collars in conjunction with
positive-reinforcement training, which is the normal
method for most modern e-collar users. The authors
point out that severity of the dogs’ problems could
have varied between the groups, and what the
owners considered to be "success" was subjective.
They did not report on whether the e-collar users had
been trained to use them.
Arnott et al (2014) did not even collect data on
people who used “mainly reward-based methods.”
In the Arnott study, to be categorised as using
positive reinforcement in training, respondents were
not required to do so exclusively and many also used
negative reinforcement, negative punishment and
positive punishment. This study therefore cannot be
used to support Lysons’ claim that “mainly rewardbased training can be equally effective” as it did not
collect data on those who used “mainly rewardbased” methods.
As discussed above, this has not been demonstrated
by the cited studies.

Not included in the consultation paper references but very relevant for WA dog owners

Dale, A.R. et al, The acquisition and maintenance of dogs’ aversion responses to kiwi (Apteryx
spp.) training stimuli across time and locations. Applied Animal Behavior Science (2013) and the
follow-up study Dale, A.R. et al, Evaluation of an aversion-based program designed to reduce
predation of native birds by dogs: An analysis of training records for 1156 dogs Applied Animal
Behavior Science (2017)
These studies showed that pairing a very short (0.5-1.5 second) aversive electrical stimulation
with potential prey can establish prey aversion in dogs without the e-collar being worn, and that
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the aversive responses lasted for at least a year in a large majority of dogs. In the first training
session, 89% of dogs required only one electrical stimulation, with 11% requiring two. One year
later, 87% of dogs avoided the stimuli. The second study analyses records for 1,156 dogs, a far
greater number than are involved in most published studies.
No studies have shown similar effects with reward-based training.
This training was undertaken for kiwi conservation purposes and is similar to training conducted in
WA for snake avoidance for the purpose of saving dogs’ lives. Many WA veterinarians support this
training.
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Appendix C
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