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Please find the submission concerning the Health and Welfare Standards and 
Guidelines for Dogs draft (HWSG), specifically Section 13. Electronic Collars. 

 As a stakeholder in the electronic collars industry, specifically electronic pet 
containment systems (EPCS), we had grave concerns in how the consultation process 
had been conducted in relation to section 13. of the HWSG. 

Principle stakeholders and manufacturers of electronic collars were initially omitted 
from the consultation process, and after a lengthy review of the HWSG, multiple 
mischaracterizations and misleading information contained in the draft concerning 
electronic collars, their use and management plans were identified. Unsubstantiated 
claims regarding collar engineering and applications overshadowed section 13, and 
could be viewed as persuasion against electronic collars for uninformed survey 
participants. 

On May 27th and 28th 2019, The DPIRD (Dept. of Primary Industries and Rural Affairs) 
hosted a meeting for industry representatives and stakeholders, organized by I’lyn 
Loo, Principle Policy Advisor on behalf of Minister Alannah McTeirnan. This was 
granted after a letter on May 3rd was sent from our office, to Director General Ralph 
Addis citing industry concerns of the consultation process and information contained 
in the draft. 

 On the 27th, Attendees were: 
 

On the 28th, Attendees were:  
 

 
 

 The topic of electronic collars has been significant over recent years. Many objections 
appear to be fueled on anecdotal propaganda and unsubstantiated claims. 
Arguments, for and against, have been articulated often to support ones philosophical 
viewpoint rather than the training tool itself.  

During the meetings conducted on May 27th and 28th, It was critical to emphasize the 
importance of differentiating the types of electronic collars, and their specific uses, as 
this impacts many of the concerns outlined in the HWSG. This clarification appeared 
to be well received by the DPIRD. 

In light of this, in 2012, the Companion Animal Welfare Group of the UK (CAWG) 
made a clear distinction of the three different types and understood the varying 
degrees of welfare impact. 

These distinctions were evident during the debate for prohibiting the use of 



electronic collars in England in 2018. Electronic Pet containment systems (EPC) were 
excluded from the proposed legislation, as these have proven to be a valuable tool to 
stop critical and immediate escaping behaviours that can be nearly impossible to curb 
using reward based methods. 

In this follow-up, I’ll present several arguments based on the welfare impacts and 
claims, and highlight a more detailed version of the potential benefits and/or negative 
impacts.  

Intense scrutiny will be required by the DPIRD to maintain the dog owners right to 
choose their preferred method to modify their dogs behavior. To over-restrict the use 
of valuable training tools minimizes solutions that could ultimately and eventually 
result in countering the very thing the animal welfare division is attempting to 
preserve.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 Standard and Guidelines 

Public consultation paper 

For the purpose of arguing in specifics, liberty was taken to extract the 

various claims in the standards and guidelines to properly address each 

topic. Analogies and peer review counters are also used to highlight “point 

of view” differences.  

 

The use of electronic collars on dogs is a controversial issue.  

The use of electronic collars is controversial mainly among certain minority 

groups.  

These specific groups of dog trainers, vets and various welfare agencies, 

whom rely on purely positive marketing platforms, donations, extended 

training protocols and special interests, cannot be seen to be supporting a 

blended training philosophy. Therefore, they’re particularly vocal in 

supporting a position that they believe is a “moral high ground”.  

Rarely is it argued from an ethics standpoint, as many struggle with 

separating their philosophical views with domestic pets as with other 

species.  

As an industry representative, we often find that people or groups that 

oppose the use of electronic collars and training typically decline to discuss 

the methodologies of use, and fall within a state of cognitive dissonance, 

notwithstanding numerous invitations to have a conversation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Some jurisdictions in Australia and overseas have banned the use of 

electric shock collars (a type of electronic collar) on dogs. Many 

animal behaviour scientists, animal welfare organizations and dog 

trainers do not support the use of electronic collars in general. 

However, some government organizations in Australia and overseas 

use electronic collars as an important part of their dog training 

programs.  

Various jurisdictions in Australia imposed bans on electronic collars as early 

as 1995. NSW and ACT were the first to implement a ban. 

     Electronic containment systems were removed from the NSW ban in 1999, 

as it was argued successfully that electronic containment systems were a 

means to assist in keeping pets safe in critical behavioural situations.  

As recent as August 2018, England passed a ban on remote training collars 

and bark collars. Electronic containment systems were omitted from the 

ban, as they are a proven safety device that little to no welfare risk.  

However, the ban in England had not been enforced due to the judicial 

review on May 22, 2019. The judicial review was granted on the grounds 

that the consultation process was flawed by DEFRA. The Judicial review 

was meant to last 2 days; however the trial has lasted 4 days with additional 

trial days set for the 11 and 12th of June 2019. 

     The country of Wales banned all electronic collars in 2010. Little 

consultation was performed surrounding the initiative to ban, and with strong 

backing of the RSPCA and the UK kennel club, the ban was enforced. 

  

    It can be argued that the byproduct of the ban has produced not only no 

welfare benefit, but the opposite. A recently published article regarding an 

alarming increase in livestock attacks in Wales highlights erosion in the 

country’s containment control since the ban in 2010. There can be direct 

correlations between the ban of all electronic training aids, specifically 

electronic containment systems and the current issue in Wales.  

 

   https://www.walesonline.co.uk/business/farming/rising-cost-dog-attacks-

livestock-14280599 

 

     https://www.nfu-cymru.org.uk/news/latest-news/owners-urged-to-control-

their-dogs-as-cost-of-livestock-attacks-more-than-doubles/ 

https://www.walesonline.co.uk/business/farming/rising-cost-dog-attacks-livestock-14280599
https://www.walesonline.co.uk/business/farming/rising-cost-dog-attacks-livestock-14280599


    Tim Price, NFU Mutual’s rural affairs specialist, said: “Attacks by dogs are 

one of Welsh farmers’ worst nightmares. In addition to the suffering to the 

animals, attacks can have a severe financial impact.” 

    “New research by the insurer revealed that more than 60% of owners let 

their dogs roam off the lead when in the countryside. 

    Of these, 7% admitted that their pets had chased livestock in the past. 

    However data collated by the North Wales Police rural crime team suggests 

around 70% of all livestock attacks result from dogs escaping from gardens 

or being left to wander. 

    Mr Price said: “While attacks can be caused by dogs ranging from the 

smallest pampered pets to the largest, fierce-looking animals, we are 

hearing that large husky breeds are involved in a lot of the recent cases. 

   “We are also getting reports that many attacks are being caused by dogs 

which have been let out in owners’ gardens and escaped to worry sheep in 

neighbouring fields.” 

     In relation to “outright bans”, electronic collars (specifically electronic 

containment systems) have been widely successful since 1973. In Australia 

alone, Hidden Fence Company has successfully contained over 52,000 

dogs on electronic containment systems since 2003. We have experienced 

consistent growth with an average of 12% per year. Most of these systems 

have been professionally installed by our company; however nearly a 

quarter were DIY, and have been equally successful. 

    Electronic collars have evolved significantly since 1999, and have multiple 

and essential safety protocols engineered into the products. Training 

protocols and techniques have advanced with the use of e-collars since the 

90’s as well.   

    In the United States and Canada, electronic pet containment systems have 

been successfully used in the millions. The industry has shown consistent 

growth since 1990 upwards of at least 7% annually. Data collected from 3 

major manufacturers confirmed that the combined numbers of electronic 

collars sold annually throughout the globe is 2.7 to 2.9 million. This, at the 

very least, highlights a critical and successful use of an aversive based 

training tool that has directly impacted a welfare need.  

    It needs to be asked that if electronic collars, including electronic 

containment systems are perceived to be detrimental to welfare, why would 

the industry continue to grow as healthily and consistently over the course of 



4 decades? 

    Wouldn’t there be overwhelming evidence that can be quantified by cases of 

misuse or welfare detriment in epidemic proportions? One might even see 

evidence of lawsuit, upon lawsuit against the manufacturers; which to 

date…have not.  

As noted, select animal behaviour veterinarians; animal welfare 

organizations and dog trainers do not support the use of electronic collars in 

general. This can be attributed to ignorance of use or philosophical objection 

arguably from anti-collar propaganda; however, in contrast, there is a 

substantially large, less vocal group of supporters and users of electronic 

collars globally whom are relatively anonymous as there is no conflict in 

their minds. To date there is an estimated 30 million electronic collar users 

globally. This is a considerable amount of training aids that appear to have 

not been identified as welfare detriments. 

 

 

 

 

 

Risks associated with electronic collars 

 

 “Risks associated with electronic collars,” relates the same burden of any and 

all training products.  Flat collars, harnesses as well as gentle leaders all come 

with various welfare risks of misuse, malfunction or incorrect application. 

However, only electronic collars supply each product with warnings and 

cautions contained in the products packaging. At the very least it proves that 

the manufacturers of electronic collars are exercising their responsibility to the 

consumer.  

Discrimination against electronic collars and any potential risks associated with 

the product and use is rampant among specific groups, and fail to highlight 

risks with other training tools. 

High calorie food reward treats used in reward based dog training purchased in 



any supermarket or pet shop have been known to be tainted with e-coli and 

other toxic elements that have been cited in canine fatalities and kidney failure. 

However, due to the nature of their use and perception, are given a free pass 

as far as risks.  

To date…there has never been a report or journal entry containing evidence of 

a fatality caused by an electronic collar.  

 

 

Training with an electronic collar will not address the underlying cause of 

a problem behaviour (e.g. barking due to boredom or anxiety) and will not 

teach a dog an acceptable alternative behaviour1 

One isn’t related to the other. The underlining cause isn’t precedent for not 

dealing with an immediate solution. The variables surrounding the cause may 

delay critical actions that could be pertinent in saving the dogs life.  

Assuming that once the underlining cause is ascertained, that there will be a 

timely and quick resolution in modifying the pets behaviour that will satisfy a 

degree of potential external problems is not always realistic; i.e.: angry 

neighbours due to barking that have threatened or intimidated the owner 

and/or dog, digging out or escaping and entering critically dangerous 

outcomes, etc.; However, the time frame of an animal behaviourist, or reward 

based trainer to assess the situation, and then prescribe a protocol that will 

satisfy the urgency of the behaviour is problematic at best. Extreme behaviours 

have extreme welfare risks.  

In critical situations, in which, the dog is in danger or is causing issues that 

could result in more pressing outcomes, it makes no sense to potentially 

compromise the dogs welfare by delaying an immediate solution. Even if using 

an electronic collar were to pose a welfare risk of temporarily, the risk would 

outweigh the immediate safety of the dog. 

  An analogy that was told to an audience of dog training students was that dog 

training is like travelling; you can fly from Boston to LA directly, or via Chicago, 

Dallas and San Francisco. At the end of the day, you still arrive at your 

destination, how and when you arrive depends on choices. The person telling 

the analogy was Steven R Lindsay. This analogy highlights the fact that 

mandating a one-dimensional training philosophy doesn’t blend well with 

practical applications. 



As for the assumption that a dog could “not” learn an alternative behavior is 

unfounded, and is solely directed to an ignorant mind. Since it’s well known 

that a dog processes information in a “two-dimensional” way, “alternative” 

choice pointing is a natural selection when one choice is removed or 

undesirable. Dogs in nature will select alternative choices since “discomfort 

avoidance is generally a higher priority than resource acquisition”. 

     It should be noted the referenced study of Masson, S., de la Vega, S., 
Gazzano, A., Mariti, C., Pereira,G., Halsberghe, C., Muser Leyvraz, A., 
McPeake, K. and Schoening, B. (2018)  was a peer review on specific studies 

that supported the position of the European Society of Veterinary Clinical 

Ethology (ESVCE), which, “strongly oppose the use and sale of electronic 

training collars”. This peer review should be cautiously referenced.   

Learning and interaction with people may also be inhibited in dogs 

trained using aversive training techniques1. 

Unsubstantiated claim. This is speculation, and cannot be proven as variables 

on canine behaviour and environmental elements would make data collection 

nearly impossible, therefore should be prefaced as speculation. Any training 

technique or protocol is going to produce a specific association. If a dog is 

solely used in a reward based program, it’s feasible to claim that said dog may 

develop a heightened level of stress and anxiety based on the owners 

movements and actions coinciding a simple act of opening the refrigerator. As 

anecdotal evidence, Dr. Harry once remedied an anxiety ridden dog that was 

frightened of a clothes dryer by removing the dog from the home and placing it 

in a crate in the garage when the laundry was being dried. This was an 

“aversive” free technique.  The topic statement is arbitrary without basis of fact. 

 

 

 Dogs with a nervous or aggressive temperament are particularly at 

risk, and aversive training may generate unwanted or dangerous 

behaviour. For example, aversive training to reduce aggression can 

cause dogs to suppress their warning signs leading to greater 

unpredictability 5, or if a collared dog barks or approaches a boundary 

as a person walks past, the dog may associate the aversive stimulus 

with the person, leading to more aggressive behaviour towards 

strangers.  

 



Lysons independently reviewed various studies and cherry picked the 
various excerpts that supported their own ideology. The above 
footnote, again, is opinion based only has no supporting facts. The 
reviewed studies are speculation and unsubstantiated. The 
generalization of the “example” is simply that…a generalization. The 
use of an electronic collar can also apply the correct level of cortisol 
and stress elements to enable the dog’s focus to give the ability 
identify actual threats versus acceptance of hierarchal recognition.  

The assumption (as it is not proven) that a dog contained using an 

electronic containment system would associate a “person walking past” a 

boundary as a threat or elicit aggression proves that Lysons has little, to no 

experience in training a dog to a containment system. The dog would have 

been well conditioned to the recognition of boundary proximity and the 

discomfort avoidance priority that the ability to distinguish the difference 

between value and consequence would have been well established.  

As devils advocate, let’s assume that no training was performed with “said” 

dog on a system, and the first exposure to the system was in conjunction 

with a “person” walking by at the exact time and focus needed to create an 

“aggressive” behaviour towards the person walking by. This would be in 

astronomical numbers of coincidence that the episode could develop. 

Considering that the Hidden Fence company fits over 6800 dogs on 

containments systems annually and reports of related aggression incidents 

have resulted in “0.02%’.  It statistically does not warrant consideration as a 

“welfare” risk.  

 

 

Review of the science indicated that reward-based training has been 

shown to be as effective as electronic collars for dogs 8, while 

avoiding associated welfare risks 4. 

 

Again, contrasting peer reviews. Dr. Daniel Wells, Chairman of the CAWG 

has addressed this in past reviews:  

"As already noted, there is a lack of studies comparing the efficiency and 

effectiveness of any training regime using an EPTA (e collar) with one that 

does not. Training involves effective communication and application of 

learning theory to reinforce appropriate behaviour; different forms of learning 

have evolved to cope efficiently with different circumstances, and therefore 



any generalization on the efficiency of one process over another is unsound. 

There are many instances where the use of aversives can result in effective 

learning following a single exposure, and in general a blended approach, 

encouraging appropriate behaviour and discouraging inappropriate 

responses, will offer the best opportunity for communication and 

reinforcement to achieve the desired outcomes."  

Professor D. Mills Companion Animal Welfare Council June 2012  

 

  

 

Scientific research on electronic collars has largely focused on electric 

shock collars. There is wide variation in the functionality, strength, 

quality and use of electric shock collars. For example, some collars 

can send a warning tone or vibration, to allow an animal to stop its 

behaviour before a shock is delivered. Modern collars will allow 

different strengths of electrical stimulation, from a low intensity 

(described by people as a prickle or tickle), through to high intensity, 

which has been described as a painful, burning sensation 5. The ECMA 

aims to control the quality and use of devices, however, in WA, it is not 

currently a requirement for manufacturers or suppliers of collars to be 

members of the ECMA.  

Firstly, since the use of the term “shock collars” is used so loosely in the 

HWSG, it’s important to correct the misleading and scientifically inaccurate 

use of the characterisation. The term “shock collar” was considered 

“industry slang” in the 1980’s however is not the technical term. The HWSG 

should not be using the word “shock” in its description if it wishes the 

document have credibility…at the moment, the writes of the HWSG fell prey 

to the propaganda of its consultants and Wikipedia.  

 Often electronic pet containment systems and electronic training collars 

generically are referred to as “shock” collars. 

This is not an accurate description of the way the electronic containment 

systems function and biases public opinion about the devices preventing 

careful consideration of the value and the costs of using these systems for 

animal welfare. 



“At low levels, the term “shock” is hardly fitting to describe the effects 

produced by electronic training collars, since there is virtually no effect 

beyond a pulsing, tingling or tickling sensation on the surface of the skin. 

The word “shock” is loaded with biased connotations” (Lindsay, 2005). 

Electronic collars utilise electronic stimulation (ES) not electric shock. ES is 

the artificial stimulation of a living tissue by means of an electric field or 

current (IEC). The ES delivered by modern electronic collars is 

transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation (TENS), which artificially 

stimulates nerves and sensory receptors. TENS has no injurious 

consequences and is often used to manage chronic pain in humans. 

Typically the ES travels through tissue between two electrical contact points, 

which are applied to the skin. The ES is contained to the skin and superficial 

tissues when the contact points are less than 60mm apart The ECMA 

(Electronic Collar Manufacturers Association) Technical Requirement states 

that these skin contacts must be less than 60mm apart confining the ES to 

the skin and superficial tissues of the ventral neck. 

The ES works by activation of local skin receptors called nociceptors. These 

normally detect pain and convert pressure, chemical signals or thermal 

ranges into electrical signals that are transported to the brain for 

interpretation. There are different types of nociceptors for different types of 

stimuli. Low-level ES confuses low threshold type Aδ nociceptors and 

medium level ES confuses high threshold type Aβ nociceptors into a 

response, that is, sending a signal to the brain. The ES is perceived as a 

prickling sensation cannot justifiably be described as pain (IASP, 2010). Like 

low and medium level ES, high-level ES causes no physical damage but the 

signals sent to the brain are perceived as pain so a high level ES can 

therefore justifiably be described as a painful and emotionally distressing 

event. The pain sensation following high-level ES is described as 

physiological pain because it is not associated with any tissue damage. The 

physiological pain of high-level ES occurs because of the inclusion of type C 

nociceptor stimulation. Pathological pain which follows tissue damage as a 

result of accidents or surgery is intense and can be very persistent unlike 

physiological pain. (Electronic RT in Perspective – David Chamberlain 

BVetMed., MRCVS.). 

The difference?…Electric shock is the sudden application of electric current 

to a living organism with sufficient strength and duration to produce a 

convulsive or thermal effect (IEC) with injurious exposure consequences 

(Reilly 1998). Typically electronic shocks occur when mains electricity 

accidentally travels through an animal’s or human’s body to earth. This is a 

completely different effect of what is distributed via an electronic training 



collar. Transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation has no injurious effects, 

cannot “burn skin” and do not act as “electric shocks” to the epidermis. 

Recently the Companion Animal Welfare Council published a literature 

review of electronic collar studies (CAWC 2012) in which it avoided the use 

of the term ‘shock’ because it was associated with biased personal opinion 

and emotional connotations. In a very recent independent study into the 

characteristics of electronic collars the term shock, electric shock or 

electrocution were not used by the authors when describing the 

characteristics of electronic collars (Lines et al., 2013). The term ‘shock’ also 

implies a certain magnitude of discharged electrical energy, which is not a 

characteristic of modern electronic collars (Lindsay 2005). 

Electronic collars have been commercially available since the 1970’s and 

these original devices were relatively primitive. These historic collars did 

deliver quite substantial currents hence the coining of the term ‘shock’. 

However this is not a term, which is appropriate to associate with modern 

electronic collars as the devices have evolved along with understanding of 

how animal’s learn to be much milder and more effective systems (CAWC 

2012). 

On many websites concerning animal welfare consequences of electronic 

collars, there are multiple uses of the words “shock collars” when describing 

electronic training collars. These websites often use such words to enhance 

their position on why not to use electronic collars. Often the written material 

deals in absolutes and frame the use of an electronic collar such that it “will” 

cause harmful effects such as “burning skin” and “convulsions”, “detrimental 

behavioural distress” and that the electronic training collars are “ineffective” 

overall. These descriptions are completely untrue and have been proven 

scientifically to be false. Overall, these descriptions and characterisations 

being false are libellous and should be carefully considered before being 

used (Orion v RSPCA Vic). The RSPCA website details clearly its 

philosophy and opinion on electronic collars by opposing the use of the 

devices with a strong concern of misuse more so than the devices 

themselves. The word “shock” is still used, but far more conservatively than 

in recent years, likely largely due to a court case that ruled against the 

RSPCA due to inaccurate and misleading information regarding electronic 

collars (Orion v RSPCA Vic).  

Lysons assertion that the “feeling” of receiving a high level stimulation from 

an electronic collars “which has been described as a painful, burning 

sensation” is subjective and anecdotal. Even if this was/is the case, Lysons 

fails to add that each dogs “threshold of discomfort” is individualized, and 

each dog can and will have different perceptions of  “discomfort”. This is 



proven by the vast increments of kV levels that are provided in modern 

electronic collars. In addition to this, the description of what an electronic 

collar delivers, as far as “feel” is concerned is based on a humans 

perception, which again, is a TOD or “threshold of discomfort” individual 

perception. 

To include and repeatedly use the word “shock” in description contained in 

the HWSG is highly emotive and misleading. Since the meeting on the 27th 

and 28th of May 2019, DPIRA clarified that the use of the word “shock” was 

the definition used in the 2002 Welfare act. We do feel as though and 

opportunity to correct the term may have been available for the S&G draft. 

 

 

 

Research in electric shock collars for dogs has found that, in addition 

to showing pain and fear at the time of receiving an electric shock from 

a collar, dogs have shown longer-term signs of stress associated with 

their use 6.  

 

An overreach by the AVA citing the conclusion of the study “Training dogs 

with help of the shock collar: short and long term behavioural effects”, 

M.B.H. Schilder & J.A.M. van der Borg (University of Utrecht, The 

Netherlands) in 2004. 

 “A major concern with this study is the style of the report published. This 

does not in itself invalidate the findings, but makes further independent 

evaluation difficult.  

The methods employed are not all clearly described and so repetition of the 

study would be difficult on the basis of the information provided. It is not 

entirely clear what was observed for each group of dogs. It would appear 

that those dogs that received electric current during training were observed 

for their reactions to the current, but there appear to be a total of 31 dogs in 

these groups, yet observations were reported of current being applied to 32 

dogs.  

A wide range of data was supposedly collected but in reality practical 

difficulties in data collection from video tapes appear to mean that the range 



of behaviours that could be analysed was quite limited. The authors appear 

to be selective in the data analyzed and admit this in the discussion.  

There is no indication of what current was applied, nor is there any 

indication that all of the collars used were of the same design.  

Results: Reliability of data – correlations were perform on “two data sets” 

but it is not indicated which two data sets these were. Presumably it was for 

control and “shock” dogs but this is not stated. 

 Direct behavioural response of dogs to electric current: There were ten 

contexts when current was applied to a dog – four are described but the 

other six contexts are unclear, as is the frequency. Tabulation of these data 

would have been very useful in the interpretation of the results regarding the 

effects of electric current on behaviour.  

Behavioural responses to current were a key feature of the study, but the 

results described are limited. Data were reported as a total frequency in a 

number of dogs, but it is impossible to determine the nature of the 

distribution of the data. For instance, “lowering of ear position” occurred 46 

times in 22 dogs. This could be because it occurred twice in 20 dogs and 

three times in two dogs OR once in 21 dogs and 25 times in one dog. 

Similarly it would be useful to know the median number of electric currents 

applied per dog – it would be inappropriate to assume that the 32 dogs each 

had 3.3 currents applied (107/32). It is possible that there were dogs that 

received many more currents than others. The absence of these descriptive 

statistics limits the understanding of the behavioural responses of dogs to 

application of electric current. Moreover, there were 267 responses reported 

– presumably more than one behavioural response occurred when electric 

current was applied. It is possible that the electric current elicited a particular 

suite of behaviours but this does not appear to have been investigated and 

is perhaps a missed opportunity to present valuable data.  

Are there long-term effects? “Average” values presented with SEMs in 

figures 2–5 – median values may have been more valuable, depending on 

the distribution of the data.  

The presentation of data in tables that indicated average values within the 

different contexts would have allowed direct comparison rather than a 

reliance on the selectivity used by the authors.  

The text appears to present pre-conceived interpretations, which are in 

danger of biasing the reader and limiting alternative interpretation – e.g. the 



heading for section 3.1 is “Are control dogs more frightened on the training 

ground than in the park?” This is an interpretation of the data, which would 

be better placed if reserved for the discussion.  

There was a large array of behaviour and posture parameters that were 

considered but actual collection of data implied that very few of these were 

observed in sufficient numbers to allow statistical analysis.  

Discussion: The point about using a Bonferroni correction is that it 

accounts for potentially false positive results – yet the authors claim that its 

role in the analysis was such that potentially significant results disappear. In 

which case a clear argument needs to be presented for the most 

appropriate analysis and interpretation.  

In the section on whether being “shocked” is painful or just annoying – the 

lack of a full description of the results means that further independent 

evaluation based on their results is not possible.  

The authors appear to hold a certain view of the issue and significant parts 

of the discussion appear to focus on reinforcing this opinion with 

extrapolation from what appears more limited information.”  

Dr. Daniel Wells, Chairman of the CAWG  

In addition to Dr. Wells review of “Training dogs with help of the shock 

collar: short and long term behavioural effects”, M.B.H. Schilder & J.A.M. 

van der Borg (University of Utrecht, The Netherlands) in 2004, The study 

from “Comparison of  stress and learning effects of three different training 

methods in dogs”, Dr. E. Schalke  Institute of Animal Welfare and 

Behaviour, University of Veterinary Medicine Hanover, Schalke compared 

various different training tools to verify effectiveness and stress. In the 

study, the comparison was against a remote training collar, pinch collar, and 

quitting signal (negative reinforcement, which is promoted and regularly 

used in conventional training groups, with the attempts to extinguish 

undesirable behaviours). The results were that the remote training collar 

produced the least amount of stress than either training tool, even the 

quitting signal. 

Now, all studies produce outcomes that are initially desired by the authors, 

however, the comparison tests were meant to prove that electronic collars 

were a greater stressor than the other methods, it turned out to be the 

opposite. 

Even though this study appears to go in the favour of the electronic collar 



industry, it still is not an application that would validate or detract the use of 

electronic training collars. Nearly all users of electronic collars are in real 

situations whereas the collars are on family pets that are needing behaviour 

modification in their habitat. 

  

 

 Factors such as the moisture, dirt, coat length, degree of contact, and 

the dog’s temperament will affect a dog’s experience of an electric 

shock collar 5,7 .  

Common factors on most worn training collars, harnesses and flat leads. 

However, since both Lysons and the ESVCE appear preoccupied with 

obvious factors, which are clearly itemized in the owners guides contained 

in each electronic collar product, it’s best to address each concern 

individually. 

Moisture: The moisture degree of the animals fur has little factor regarding 

the operation of an electronic collar. The initial thought process would 

produce a perception that a “wet” dog receiving a electrical stimulation from 

a collar would produce an intensified stimulation, and cause the dog more 

discomfort; however, that outcome is the exact opposite of what happens 

when transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation is spread across a greater 

distance of the epidermal surface. The effect of the stimulation is reduced, if 

not nullified due to water dissipating the imparted impulses. 

Dirt: No impact or interference with the delivery except if the dog had such 

extensive dirt cove around the skin and in-between the collar and the skin. 

This would result in a reduced or nullified effect of the collar ability to impart 

the impulses. 

Coat Length: Fur coat length and density are large factors regarding the 

effectiveness of the electronic collar, as the contact posts which impart the 

stimulation need to touch the epidermis. Manufacturers create different 

length; compound material and types of contact posts to combat the issue of 

fur length. 

Temperament: Needs clarification, as temperament is exactly what the 

collars may be attempting to modify.  

 



There is a significant risk of poor welfare outcomes with electric shock 

collars, especially if a collar is not fitted and used appropriately. 

Excessive stimulation leading to compromised welfare can arise from 

inexperience, malicious handling or device malfunction1,6, and skin 

wounds and infection can result from the electrodes of poorly fitted 

collars, or as a result of prolonged periods of wear 5.  

This is consistent with any training tool. Addressed earlier in this 

submission, all training tools have varying risks associated with their use, or 

misuse. The responsibility of the manufacturer is to provide “best” user 

practices. Instructions, online and on-site assistance is available in many 

regions. The manufacturers and distributors generally know the best use  

and should be referenced as the experts in the area of usage. 

The fit of anything worn by a pet is required by the owner to verify it’s worn 

properly. Flat nylon or leather collar straps have been known to cause the 

same, if not worse, pressure necrosis damage to an animals ventricular 

neck. To single out electronic collars as an exclusive contributor to pressure 

necrosis sores on welfare grounds is prejudicial. The industry is well aware 

of the potential for pressure necrosis with consistent use of wearing an 

electronic collar. Every electronic collar product sold has warnings and 

cautionary language regarding this possible condition.  

“Malicious handling”, again, cannot be singled out strictly to electronic 

collars. It’s unwarranted to characterize electronic collars as if their 

existence will somehow procure an increase of “malicious handling”.  

Malicious handling of a training tool, or by any other means is solely the 

irresponsibility and character flaw of the individual. It could be argued that if 

someone wanted to arbitrarily “maliciously handle” his or her pet, it could be 

done without spending money to do so.  

Misuse or abuse in any form would be the jurisdiction of the RSPCA to 

perform their duty of policing animal abuse. 

“Device malfunction”, again, a splitting hairs concern. Since the 1990’s the 

engineering and assembly of electronic collar products has consistently 

improved. Many products carry long warranty periods which persuades the 

manufacturer to use “best practices” to ensure product quality and 

operation. It’s never in the industries interest to place a product into the 

market that can be subject to increased scrutiny based on product 

malfunction. This is especially critical in a contentious welfare environment 



where many different groups are attempting to position their ideas as the 

priority.  

 

 

 

Policy on use of electronic collars  

Many animal health and welfare organizations including the Royal Society 

for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, Australia (RSPCA), the Australian 

Veterinary Association (AVA) and pet industry groups 11 oppose the use of 

electric shock collars on dogs. A number of Australian and international 

jurisdictions have also banned the use of electric shock collars for various 

purposes (see Appendix 1).  

Addressed earlier 

     

Other types of electronic collar, such as spray, noise, vibration or air 

collars, vary in their aversiveness to dogs. In general, these devices 

have not been as widely tested, and their full effect is not as well 

understood 6. The RSPCA is opposed to the use of all collars that 

deliver aversive stimuli, including citronella collars and high-pitched 

sound-emitting devices’9. The AVA’s current policy is that ‘behaviour-

modifying collars that use citronella (or other nontoxic substances) are 

not recommended’ 6. However, this is under review, and a draft AVA 

policy states that behaviour modifying collars, including citronella 

collars, must not be used 10.  

As addressed earlier, the RSPCA has “aversive free” policies, and would 

never support the use of electronic collars. The AVA, which in many 

respects follows similar initiatives as the RSPCA, subscribe to the same 

policies. 

The two groups are clearly biased regarding banning electronic collars, and 

opinions shared by the two groups should be scrutinized. 

RSPCA Queensland has begun opening franchises called “School For 

Dogs” learning centers, which adopts “aversive free” philosophies. This is a 



conflict of interest as the RSPCA can enforce welfare issues, as well as 

establish favor through governments, meanwhile pushing out contrasting 

training philosophies. 

https://www.schoolfordogs.com.au/business-opportunities 

The RSPCA is no stranger to controversy relating to electronic collars.  In 

1999, the RSPCA was sued by Orion Pty Ltd in federal court Victoria 

claiming that the RSPCA manipulated photographs to enhance a claim that 

electronic collars “burn” skin and can cause additional health detriments. 

The RSPCA was ruled against in Federal Court and ordered to pay 

$100,000 in damages and offer a public apology due to defamatory and 

misleading information through public media forums.  

The RSPCA and AVA appear to have ethics inconsistencies when it comes 

to welfare in general.  

The RSPCA has a “Five Freedoms” charter that largely covers the definition 
overall, yet broadens its reach. 
·  Freedom from hunger and thirst: 
by ready access to fresh water and a diet to maintain full health and vigour. 
·  Freedom from discomfort: 
by providing an appropriate environment including shelter and a comfortable 
resting area. 
·  Freedom from pain, injury or disease: 
by prevention through rapid diagnosis and treatment. 
·  Freedom to express normal behaviour: 
by providing sufficient space, proper facilities and company of the animal’s own 
kind. 
·  Freedom from fear and distress: 
by ensuring conditions and treatment which avoid mental suffering. 

The freedoms cover many of the concerns for companion, working and food 
animals. Electronic collars, specifically electronic containment systems support 
three of the five freedoms. 

Freedom of pain, injury or disease:  Safely containing pets to the owner’s 
property keeps them safe from injury caused by cars and other vehicles, 
fighting with other animals. By containing the animal to the owner’s property, 
the pet is less at risk from infectious diseases transmitted through uncontrolled 
contact with other animals (feline HIV virus, Infectious Canine cough, Canine 
distemper). 

It could be argued that the hidden fences cause pain or discomfort to the 
animals they contain. As discussed earlier, the ES delivered by the hidden 
fence stimulates nociceptors at low to medium levels creating a prickling 
sensation felt on the skin. The sensation is not perceived as pain. Due to the 



animals inability to rationalise, the disturbing sensation is received with a 
startled body language affect, in which the pet chooses an alternative 
behaviour. 

Freedom to express normal behaviour: The expression of normal species 
behaviour may be aided by Hidden Fence as many owners create a larger 
area with a Hidden Fence than they do with traditional fencing. Increasing 
space available to confined animals reduces some abnormal behaviours as the 
animal has the space to perform normal behaviour and to avoid or interact 
other animals housed with it. 

Freedom from fear and distress: Mental distress is created when the individual 
has limited ability to predict events, positive or negative, in their environment. 
Being able to predict when food will be delivered, knowing where water can be 
found and having resting spaces and regular interaction with others of the 
same or other species all add to mental wellbeing. Clear signals that allow the 
animal to predict and avoid a negative event is always a goal for any trainer 
attempting to establish or extinguish a behaviour. When applied correctly, 
hidden fence can actually make these messages cleaner and clearer than any 
other method. As sited earlier, in a comparison of 3 different training systems 
for training a police dog, the electronic training collar was found to induce less 
stress and had a stronger learning effect than a pinch collar or a signal to stop 
the behaviour (E. Schalke, Salgirli, Bohm, Ott and Hackbarth. Hannover 
University 2008). Overall the electronic collar was found to be the most 
effective training method as it caused the shortest period of distress with the 
strongest learning effect. 

As for the AVA and inconsistencies in philosophy regarding aversives, the AVA 
fully supports the practice of microchipping. Most would view microchipping as 
a welfare enhancer, as the pet can be identified if ever lost or stolen. The 
procedure is fairly simple, the dog is brought into the clinic, held in place as a 
needle invasively pierces the skin and a microchip is injected into the dogs 
skin. 

This idea of a short amount of discomfort for longer-term better welfare is 
regularly used in managing animal health and welfare. Vaccination and 
microchipping are commonly performed procedures for domestic pets that 
cause short-term discomfort for improved welfare. Vaccination prevents 
diseases, some of which may be fatal, while microchipping allows fast 
identification of an animal’s owner so it may be returned to the owner in event 
of it becoming lost or stolen. 

It’s well understood that dogs can be over stressed post microchipping, and the 
stress can continue indefinitely with any future vet visits. The AVA doesn’t 
appear concerned about this. The RSPCA have similar philosophical and 
ethics concerning various training and handling practices. One can only 
speculate the last behaviour that’s experienced by a healthy dog being 
euthanized.  



The AVA and RSPCA appear to discriminate against electronic collars when it 
comes to its aversive applications, but discounts and defends its own principles 
when sanctioning aversives when applied to their ideological justifications.  

 

It certainly warrants a broader explanation by the two groups to justify one 
principle against another (electronic collars on welfare grounds), when both are 
seen as welfare preservers.  

 
 
 
 

Standard and Guidelines 
DRAFT Suggestions 

 
 
 
 
 

Objective:To ensure that electronic collars, if used, are used in a manner 

that minimises risks to dog welfare, safety and health.  

All manufacturers have detailed instructions that instruct best practices and 

protocols with regards to the use of an electronic collar.  

Electronic collars are not recommended for the modification of behaviour 

of dogs.  

Misleading.  

Only among certain welfare groups and dog trainers are electronic collars “not” 
a recommendation.  

The RSPCA and the AVA have “aversive free” training and conditioning 
policies. These policies have been in place for over two decades if not longer. 
Naturally these respective groups will oppose the use of a training tool that can 
be used as an aversive. However, this is not consistent with a vast number of 
dog owner’s philosophies. The industry typically experiences between 4 to 
11% growth annually.  

These numbers, which, can be verified, are not a reflection of a tool or product 
that appears ineffective or posing extreme welfare risks. The objections to the 
use of electronic collars is philosophical only, as no university study has ever 
produced any actual evidence that electronic collars have created an epidemic 
of injury or behavioural distress.  



The statement should be modified or omitted, as it’s misleading and 
inaccurate. 

 

 

 

 

 

A number of jurisdictions in Australia and internationally have banned 

the use of electronic collars for dogs. In WA, a device (other than an 

electric fence) designed or modified to deliver an electric shock to an 

animal is a prescribed inhumane device under the Act. However, the use 

of a prescribed inhumane device in accordance with the manner set out 

in the Act can provide a defense to a charge of cruelty. For dogs, the 

manner of use “must be in accordance with the generally accepted 

method of usage for the type of collar, or for containment, for the type of 

“invisible fence”, as outlined below.  

Confusing. 

 There vast differences between the effects of an electric fence and an 

electronic collar. It is inconsistent that an “electric fence” is not considered 

“inhumane” as opposed to an electronic collar as the mJ stored discharge 

energy between the two have significant contrasts. The stored discharge mJ 

rating of an electric fence can be up to 110mJ. As a comparison, an electronic 

collar can only produce a maximum mJ rate of 1.5.  

It’s assertion that one device be accepted, whereas another is not is 

ambiguous and confusing as to the logic. This inconsistency needs further 

analysis. 

 

An electronic collar must only be used on a dog in accordance with the 

generally accepted method of use. For the purposes of these Standards, 

the generally accepted method of use includes:  

(a) If a reasonable and documented effort has been made to use 
other training techniques to modify behaviour and these have not 
been effective;  



There is an absence in logic surrounding this requirement or suggestion, and 
should certainly not be a “standard”.  

In most cases of   dog owners seeking electronic training or devices, the 
behaviour has already become critical and possibly life threatening.  

Escaping or wandering behaviours are always critical, which typically bypasses 
any form of reward-based initiative due to the time sensitivity of the behaviour. 
Electronic containment systems are used solely to extinguish escaping 
behaviours by the very nature on how they are designed to work. 

Delaying or attempting to pacify an escaping habit can lead to catastrophic 
consequences needlessly.  

It should be noted however, that many users of electronic pet containment 
systems use it as a first point of solution. Many customers have used it as a 
preventative so the escaping behaviour never develops or occurs. It’s not 
unusual for dog owners to establish a boundary early on with a puppy or 
rescue dog in introduction to the property, allowing the pet to naturally assess 
perceived risks associated with a specific boundary. Thusly, never having to 
use a containment system as a behaviour” extinguisher”, but as an 
“establisher”. It can be argued that “prevention” is better than a “cure”. 

Bark Collars are similar. Barking habits can take weeks to soften (if at all) using 
a reward-based protocol, which may not fit with most dog owner’s abilities to 
manage due to work or life schedules. If the problem persists, then critical time 
has been wasted, without resolution, and can further escalate the problem.   

Remote training collars have specific uses, as stated in other areas of this 
submission, however, there are many applications that the use of a remote 
training collar should be used as a first option. Snake proofing, lead pulling, 
recall, stock herding and chicken avoidance can all be done in a time sensitive 
manner, as well as performed anonymously, protecting the relationship.   

 

  

(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;    

There needs to be elaboration for this requirement.  

From a physiological standpoint, health related disqualifiers for a dog from 
wearing an electronic collar would be few, namely obvious signs of hip 
dysplasia, blindness.  Deaf dogs are excluded as manufacturers have products 
that are specifically designed for deaf dogs.  



There also needs to be an explanation as to what temperament disqualifies a 
dog from wearing a collar. If a dog was being assessed as a candidate for 
wearing an electronic collar, then where will this assessment take place?  

Clinical environments are hardly ideal areas to determine accurate 
temperament assessment, as many dogs are already stressed being outside of 
their familiar surroundings and habitat. This is also supported with a well-
known understanding that dogs typically build negative associations at vet 
offices, as procedures have been undertaken to the dog, which can be highly 
invasive and stressful, making temperament analysis inaccurate. 

Judging and assessing temperaments of dogs in shelters has long been 
criticised as well. In recent months there has been considerable attention to 
revise these commonly used assessment techniques.  

13.1.b, needs some clarification on the following: 

1. What particular temperament would a veterinarian be assessing? 
2. How would this temperament assessment impact the use of an 

electronic collar?  
3. Which version of electronic collar would the veterinarian be assessing 

temperament? 
4. What health requirements would be examined on the basis of wearing 

or use of an electronic collar? 
5. What would disqualify a dog from being a candidate? 

The industry believes that this guideline is fairly close to where it needs to be. 
The following suggestions may be useful: 

1. The word “examine” is replaced with “consulted”, as a consultation can 
be done even via a telephone if logistics are problematic. “Examine” 
also implies a monetary exchange, which may not be necessary in all 
cases.  

2. Specificity of what type of electronic collar should be discriminated.  
3. 13.1.B is recommended as a guideline, not a standard.  

 

• (c) the dog is over 6 months of age; 

•           6 Months is an arbitrary age requirement and needs elaboration. Dogs 

can develop escaping and wandering habits as early as 12 weeks. 

Since these habits can lead to critical safety situations, it’s advised to 

review this recommendation and tailor it based on specific electronic 

collars. Bark collars would not be recommended before 6 months as a 

puppy’s barking would unlikely be habitual at this stage. Remote training 

collars may be used for various conditioning depending on urgency. 

Snake or Cain toad proofing could easily be seen as a welfare benefit.  



•         (C) should be a guideline. 

 

(d)  a collar is not left on the dog for more than 12 hours in any 24-hour 

  period;    

•      Agreed 

• (e)  the use is in accordance with any instructions for use of the collar 

  provided by the manufacturer;    

•      Agreed 

• (f)  the collar is introduced and used on a dog in accordance with a 

  training program under the advice of a veterinarian or 

experienced dog   trainer; and    

•         The above recommendation is sound; however, does have a few 

complications and may need to be written differently. Unless 

veterinarians are prepared to perform on-site instruction and handling, 

this may be an impractical expectation. If a veterinarian were to 

participate in advice for a training session for a containment system or 

remote trainer, they would simply follow the written training and 

instruction protocol prescribed by the manufacturer or distributor, which, 

is already supplied to the end user. Again, S13.1.f may need specificity 

on which electronic collar is being used as well. 

• (g)  the collar is checked regularly to ensure it is fitted and working 

  correctly.    

•        Standard Protocol with any training tool or device with safety in mind. 

This should be included as an addition to (13.1.d). 

S13.2 A person in charge of a dog must discontinue the use of an 

electronic collar if: (a) there is any trauma to the skin of the dog;  

    Agreed. However, “Trauma” should be described in the medical term 

“pressure necrosis” followed by the definition.  

(b) the dog displays signs of distress associated with the use of the 

collar; or  

Agreed 



(c) there is any electronic malfunctioning of the device.  

Agreed 

 

 

Recommended guidelines  

• G13.1  An electronic collar should not be left on an unsupervised dog. 

   

•       This needs justification.  

Electronic containment system collars are worn by pets consistently 

throughout the day, whether supervised or not, as many escaping habits 

or behaviours are when the owners are not present. Bark collars would 

also fit into the same category, barking habits are typically when the 

owners are off-site. 

 

• G13.2  Electronic collars to prevent a dog from barking should not be 

used where the barking of other nearby dogs may activate the 

collar.    

•           Baseless guideline. There are no more bark collars that are noise 

activated as a sole form of activation. G13.2 should be removed, or 

amended to include: “Electronic bark collars that are external sound 

activated should not be used where the barking of other nearby dogs 

may activate the collar.” 

• G13.3  Electronic collars should not be used in wet weather.    

•        No scientific basis warranting this guideline. G13.3 should be removed. 

 

• G13.4  Electronic collars should comply with technical requirements for 

Electronic Pet Training and Containment Collars established by the 

Electronic Collar Manufacturers AssociationTM.    

•           Agreed 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Potential Benefits 

• Animal welfare benefits    

• Social benefits    

• Environmental   benefits    

• Economic benefits    

   

 
 

1. Animal welfare benefits 
 

The welfare benefits should be broken down to each different version of 

electronic collar as each version has different objectives and welfare 

implications. 

 

Electronic pet containment systems (EPCS) 
 
Electronic pet containment systems (EPCS) have kept pets safe in their yards 

for more than 45 years.  To date, there have been several million of these 

systems used successfully around the world.  The dog owners who seek out 

these training aids are often having problems managing their pet’s movements 

and are anxious for a solution. They are worried about the safety of their pet 

and also the risk of it being impounded. In some cases the owners may have 

acquired an unsuitable animal for their lifestyle but are now truly bonded to 

their pet. In other cases, the cost of fencing an adequate space of the pet is 

cost prohibitive for the owner or fencing may not be possible (e.g rental 

accommodation) or clash with other values held by the owner (aesthetics of 

their property) or council overlays. 

 

Electronic containment systems were developed as a method of safely 

containing dogs to their owners’ properties. They are an evolution of the 

electric fences used to contain livestock on farms, wildlife parks and in zoos. 



EPCS work because the consequences of approaching the boundary are 

clearly communicated to the animal every single time it approaches the 

boundary. It could be argued that EPCS may be more effective for containing 

pets safely while maximizing their welfare, than traditional fencing. 

 

Australian pet owners who have installed a hidden fence have reported that the 

system has provided the following benefits for them and their pets:  

 

 Relatively quick and permanent results 

 Protects the relationship between pet and owner, preserving 
cynopraxic values 

 Saves pets lives 

 Allows pets freedom to move and act naturally without restraint on 
entire properties 

 Keeps pets some safe from dangerous parts of properties, i.e., dams, 
heavy bush (ticks, snakes) 

 Helps protect native wildlife from domestic animal interaction.  

 Hidden Fences are affordable to the average wage earner 

 Clarifies the dogs boundaries using two-dimensional processing, i.e., 
Comfort/discomfort optioning. Dogs choose the preferable of the two 
options. 

 Can assist in saving livestock from being harassed, injured or killed.  
 

 
 

Electronic Remote Training Collars 
 
Remote training collars were the first of all electronic collars. Designed in the 

1960’s, the original remote trainers were designed specifically for gun dogs, 

namely German shorthaired pointers.  

The remote training collar has evolved significantly since the 60’s and are 

exceptionally well engineered in comparison to the first models. 

Remote trainers have evident welfare benefits for dogs as the main uses for 

remotes are based on critical behaviours that are usually subject to the dog 

being surrendered to a shelter, or euthanized. 

Remotes are readily used in frequent domestic applications for troublesome 

behaviours that the dog owner wants to extinguish.  

Many dog owners use remotes as a “last resort” after reward-based protocols 

have proven to be unsuccessful and costly. 

 
Some benefits include: 
 

 Relatively quick and permanent results 

 Best of all training tools for anonymous aversive applications 

 Saves dogs lives 

 Extinguishes dangerous behavioural elements on the property, i.e., 
snakes, biting car tyres, cane toads) 



 Softens targeting of native wildlife 

 Helps protect native wildlife from unfavorable domestic animal 
interaction.  

 Relative affordability 

 Remote trainers have consistent and measured delivery of stimulus, 
which is critical in aversive training applications. 

 Remote trainers are used successfully when proximity influence is 
spread over long distances 

 Superior off leash control 

 Can reduce stress by clarifying messages between owner and dog 

 On lower stimulation levels, used in reward based protocols for 
signaling 

 Vibration communication for deaf dogs 
 
 

 
Electronic Bark Collars 
 
Electronic bark collars are designed for minimizing nuisance-barking habits. 

The bark collar overall is used for only one specific purpose. There are many 

brands available globally.  

Bark collars are relatively new in the industry, although have a history of more 

than 25 years. 

 

Some benefits include: 
 

 Relatively quick and permanent results 

 Reduces nuisance barking habits  

 Most bark collars are adjustable in relation to the electrical stimulation 

 Speed of applying the stimulus coincides with the immediate behavior 

 Little to no need for on-site instruction 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

• Social benefits    

 
Electronic pet containment systems (EPCS) 
 

 Saves pets lives 

 Saves money and resources re-housing lost or unclaimed pets from 
shelters 



 Allows pets freedom to move and act naturally without restraint on 
entire properties 

 Minimises the burden for local councils dealing with wandering pets 

 Helps protect native wildlife from domestic animal interaction.  

 Hidden Fences are affordable to the average wage earner 

 It is also possible that EPCS may help reduce unwanted pregnancies 
amongst domestic pets by reducing roaming 

 Containing pets to their properties minimize all risks associated with 
pets being in an uncontrolled environment. 

 
 
Electronic Remote training Collars (RTC) 
 

 Saves pets lives 

 Saves money and resources re-housing lost or unclaimed pets from 
shelters 

 Minimizes or extinguishes undesirable or unacceptable behaviours  

 Minimises councils involvement with domestic dog issues 

 Helps protect native wildlife from domestic animal interaction.  

 Affordable training solution for the average wage earner 
 
 
Electronic Bark Collars 
 

 Curbs nuisance barking habits which can cause stress among the 
community 

 Can assist in preserving neighbor relations 

 Can prevent cruel actions taken on dogs if barking is disruptive 

 Saves money and resources re-housing lost or unclaimed pets from 
shelters 

 Minimizes or extinguishes undesirable or unacceptable behaviours  

 Minimises councils involvement with domestic dog issues 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Environmental   benefits 
 
 
 

Electronic pet containment systems (EPCS) 
 

 Allows free passage for wildlife. Some councils and developments 
have “free passage covenants”. 



 Values held by the owner (aesthetics of their property) 

 Wildlife can be better protected (trees can be looped off from cats and 
dogs) 

 A single boundary cable can be used to contain a dog up to 400acres. 
Thusly minimizing other materials such as wood or steel. 

 Low operating costs. $4 a year on average to send the radio signal 
around the cable. 

 Helps protect native wildlife from domestic animal interaction.  

 Unseen, therefore unobtrusive and maintaining the environmental 
integrity 

 Containing pets to their properties minimize all risks associated with 
pets being in an uncontrolled environment. 

 
 
Electronic Remote training Collars (RTC) 
 

 Can completely extinguish aggressive behaviour towards livestock 

 Minimise or extinguish targeting behaviour on wildlife 

 Is the best training tool to “snake proof”. 

 Helps protect native wildlife from domestic animal interaction.  
 
 
Electronic Bark Collars 
 

 Can curb barking that is classified as noise pollution 

 Minimise barking which intimidates wildlife 
 
 

 
Economic benefits 

 
 

Electronic pet containment systems (EPCS) 
 

 Low operating costs. $4 a year on average to send the radio signal 
around the cable. 

 Can be up to 10 times less expensive than traditional fencing 

 Low on-going cost of ownership 

 Affordable for the average wage earner 

 Minimises council animal management costs 

 Can be installed in a fraction of time in comparison to traditional costs 
 

 Has significant employment benefits 

 Varies local tool and supply vendors are utilised 
 
 
 
Electronic Remote training Collars (RTC) 



 

 Minimises council animal management costs 

 Reduces the cost of a trainer, as the tool accelerates the result 

 Low on going cost of ownership 

 Affordable for the average wage earner 
 
 

 
Electronic Bark Collars 
 

 Minimises council animal management costs 

 Reduces the cost of a trainer, as the tool accelerates the result 

 Low on going cost of ownership 

 Affordable for the average wage earner 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 
              Possible constraints or negative outcomes  

• Animal welfare conflicts    

• Social conflicts   

• Environmental   constraints    

• Economic constraints 

   

 
 

                                Animal welfare conflicts 

 
Electronic pet containment systems (EPCS) 
 

 Pets wearing the collars too tight for too long can develop pressure 
sores (necrosis) 

 Flat battery in the collar  

 If the pet is not introduced to the system using a proper protocol 
prescribed by the distributor, the pet may be temporarily stressed. 

 
 
Electronic Remote Training Collars 
 
 

 Remote trainers could be used without using a recommended training 
protocol, depending on the particular behaviour needing modifying.  

 Could develop heightened stress, if timing or intensity of stimulation is 
incorrect or inaccurate. 

 Possible learned helplessness 

 Pets wearing the collars too tight for too long can develop pressure 
sores (necrosis) 

 
  

 
Electronic Bark Collars 
 

 Bark collar fit can be too loose and not activate, causing inconsistency 



 Could develop heightened stress, if timing or intensity of stimulation is 
incorrect or inaccurate. 

 Possible learned helplessness 

 Pets wearing the collars too tight for too long can develop pressure 
necrosis 
(most common in bark collars due to the position needing to be at 6 
o’clock on the ventricular neck to detect barks)  
 

 

 

 
 
 

• Social conflicts    

 
All Three Electronic Collar Systems 
 

 Public perception 

 Collars are inaccurately referred to as “shock collars” which is 
emotively loaded. 

 Various welfare propaganda attempts to characterize users as “cruel” 
 

 
 

Economic Constraints (if banned) 

 
 

Electronic pet containment systems (EPCS) 
 

 Would impact many employees and businesses if a ban was enacted 

 If banned, Current customers successfully containing their pets would 
meet a financial burden of needing to find another containment 
solution. 

 If banned, Shelters could become over populated resulting in 
extraordinarily high euthanasia rates 

 Costs of councils dealing with roaming pets could skyrocket 

 Corporate tax contribution would be impacted 

 In Wales since the ban, attacks on livestock have increased by around 
70%. Insurance companies have issues significant payouts. 

 
 
Electronic Remote training Collars (RTC) and Electronic Bark Collars 
 

 Could price dog training using a rewards only protocol way above 
what the average wage earner could afford. 

 If banned, Shelters could become over populated resulting in 
extraordinarily high euthanasia rates 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Conclusion 

 
 

Overall, the greater effort from all contributors to the Health and Welfare 

Standards and Guidelines is to preserve the best interest in Animal Welfare.  

 

Many stakeholders have vastly polarized and passionate view points on what 

position of animal welfare they hold dear. This was evident at the meeting held 

on the 28th of May, where several stakeholders their opinions clear on 

electronic collars.  

 

A practical definition of animal welfare has always been “the preservation of an 

ideal that animals should not suffer unnecessarily, whether they are 

companions, used for work, food or research.”  

 

After the meeting, our observation was there is a significant amount of 

misinformation still surrounding electronic collars, mainly from attendees that 

have little to no experience in using them. The misinformation appears to come 

from anti e-collar propaganda, and not from fact based sources. There are far 

more dog owners using electronic collars than some opponents would like to 

believe or accept. These dog owners generally don’t share their positive 

experiences. It could also be argued that due to frequent condescending and 

aggressive responses from “force free” trainers and welfare groups, many 

users simply avoid conflict and don’t admit using them.  

 

We, as stakeholders whole-heartedly believe that we provide a significant 

addition to animal welfare, and have successfully saved multiple thousands of 

dogs and cats from critical danger in Australia since 2003.  

Our customers have exceptional loyalty to our products and services, as not 

only have we saved their pets from uncertain futures, but also, we’ve allowed 

their pets freedom to wander about their properties.  

 

Complete objections to any form of aversives by select welfare groups and 

Veterinarians are impractical and unfounded. There are many groups that 

promote their own versions of animal welfare and training, and market them as 



the “preferred” philosophy; however, this ideology and training style is a choice, 

and shouldn’t demonize other methods as “harsh” or “ cruel” simply because it 

is the other side of the training coin.  

Attempts to legislate “out” contrasting forms of training and welfare are 

dangerous and take only the pets everyone is trying to protect as casualties.  

 

Proprietary “brands” of animal welfare narrows the ability of the pet owners of 

WA and elsewhere to solve behavioural issues with their pets by offering only 

one solution, which, if it fails, the dogs have only one path 

afterwards…euthanasia. 

It’s unacceptable and should be heavily scrutinized.  

 

DPIRD must consider if electronic collars are the “welfare detriment” that select 

special interest groups would like to characterize.  

Most objections by select groups appear to be simple philosophical objections 

with balanced training protocols, and are cognitively dissonant to learning more 

about them. 

The DPIRD owns the responsibility for procuring the most pragmatic approach 

to animal management by the average pet owner, the training tools they use, 

and the philosophy in which they use them. Most pet owners of companion 

animals would claim they do their best to uphold a reasonable standard of 

animal welfare and would not intentionally harm or traumatise their pets. 

Whatever byproduct is created by over regulation will be DPIRD’s “cross to 

bear”.  

 

Thank you  

 

Vance Plummer 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 


