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SUBMISSION – JAMIE NELMES – JUNE 7TH 2019 

DRAFT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR THE HEALTH AND WELFARE OF DOGS IN WA. 

 

I appreciate that a review of Animal Welfare policies is standard practice and some amendments are 

required from time to time, in particular, amendments that would reflect the changes required by 

the McGowan government’s election promise to eliminate puppy farming. What is of concern in my 

personal view is that some components of these draft amendments (Standards and Guidelines) are 

over reaching, onerous and unnecessary in light of the extremely low amount of verifiable animal 

cruelty that “actually” occurs under current definitions in WA, fair to say we are a society of animal 

lovers even if in diverse ways.  

In 2017-2018 the RSPCA annual report indicates only 11 prosecutions for animal cruelty in a state of 

roughly 2 million people, this is less than the 13 in 2016-2017 and a review of the previous 18 years 

of reports shows a general downward trend in cruelty prosecutions from a high of 48 prosecutions in 

2001. From this trend we could extrapolate that thoughtful care of animals by citizens is at an all-

time high so once again why the need to introduce more extraneous legislation? 

The existing Animal Welfare Act 2002 gives broad scope to prosecute “legitimate” animal cruelty 

cases and it is of great concern that under these new draft standards we see this scope broadened 

and in some cases selectively redefined to open up the possibility of prosecutions for dog owners, 

dog trainers and other industry professionals simply because they don’t share the same animal 

welfare/animal rights ideology as the organisation who enforces these laws. Do we really want laws 

that punish citizens for acting in a manner that holds the highest regard for the animal’s welfare just 

not in accordance with the standards of an extremist ideology? 

The introduction of new standards and guidelines removing or heavily regulating dog training tools 

such as prong collars, remote training collars (e-collars) and associated training methodologies will 

make training and owning a lot of dogs more difficult, those with high genetic prey drive and or large 

breed dogs may be difficult or impossible to control with owners left to decide on surrender or 

euthanasia – an unintentional but probable outcome from some of these new standards. 

We must deal in reality and not be steered by small pockets of unqualified social media crusaders 

with extremist perspective with regard to animal welfare and animal rights, these individuals do not 

represent the wider community. These unqualified armchair experts do not deal with the human 

face of the struggles of people crying and desperate to save their beloved dog and will try ALL 

avenues before giving up on them – these people need to have their rights protected also – the right 

to achieve lasting behaviour change through training rather than medicate or euthanize as other 

groups say is the only option. 

The Draft appears to have been written with a great deal of input by the RSPCA and little input from 

other key stakeholders. I believe it would be in the public’s best interest that the draft be amended 

and written in a more balanced and enlightened way with input from key stakeholders and not just 

the RSPCA. The Ethical Dog Training Advisory (EDTA) is a group of WA based professionals from 

Animal Behaviour, Law and Veterinary Practice suitably qualified and equipped to advise DPIRD on 

these matters and can provide a balanced holistic approach to the drafting of any new legislation 

without the pressure of dogma and cognitive dissonance that plagues some organisations. By having 

multiple parties consulting, extreme views are mitigated, checks and balances achieved and a 

balanced outcome for the public can be reached.  



 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST TO BE NOTED – RSPCA DOG TRAINING 

The RSPCA runs a for - profit dog training business under their charity / business model and as such 

DPIRD should disqualify them from being involved with the drafting of new laws pertaining to dog 

training, laws which incidentally are in alignment with the RSPCA’s policies and philosophy but NOT 

shared by those of many other competitor dog training businesses in WA. Clearly there would be 

potential scope for the RSPCA to use their delegated power of investigation and prosecution in an 

anti-competitive manner especially when considering the potential for RSPCA Approved Dog 

Training Franchises on the immediate horizon as they are being rolled out in Queensland currently.  

The State government would never allow Rio Tinto to exclusively advise on new mining laws which 

are tailored to be in alignment with their company objectives and then give them the enforcement 

powers over such new laws and the potential opportunity to prosecute their competitor mining 

companies if they choose to do business in a different manner. 

 

QUOTED “SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE” USED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT 

The department (DPIRD) has cited “scientific” studies to validate the inclusion of many new 

standards and guidelines, of particular interest to myself are those pertaining to dog training 

techniques, methodology and certain training tools (prong collar and remote training collar). 

The majority of scientific literature reviews cited in the draft clearly have a defined objective and 

conclusion before they are even written as evidenced by the ignoring or questioning of data that 

clearly contradicts the pre conceived outcome they wish to support which is the banning of certain 

training tools and the use of an aversive measures in the training of dogs, these literature reviews 

support an agenda rather than give unbiased scientific evidence. The studies they quote lack 

empirical data in practically ALL cases and is mostly based on of all things “dog owner surveys and 

questionnaires”, being that these dog owners are not indicated as being scientists or using 

standardised scientific reporting methods most of the datasets should be considered worthless to 

anyone wishing to provide an accurate and unbiased “scientific study”. 

Even fellow scientists question the methodology and how conclusions were drawn in some of these 

literature reviews cited. Ziv, G. (2017) is a study cited by DPIRD to support new standards and 

guidelines related to Dog Training Tools and Methodology. Guilherme Fernandes, J., Olsson, I. A. S. 

and Vieira de Castro, A. C. (2017) is also cited in the “further reading and references” section of the 

Draft. Guilherme Fernandes et al provide commentary on Ziv G (2017) which I provide as an example 

and gives context to my previous assertions that agenda driven conclusions are present –  

“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.”  

When the individual studies cited in the literature reviews are fully explored by professionals, NOT 

the uneducated, the flaws in study design, methodology and conclusions are obvious and clearly 

biased to a predetermined agenda. 



One of the most damning points to take away is that these literature reviews cherry pick information 

from Stephen Lindsay’s Handbook of Applied Dog Behaviour and Training (2005), where necessary, 

to support their agenda however do not mention the volumes of information that Lindsay provides 

which contradict their required outcome of demonising any aversive or particular training tools. 

For reference, Stephen Lindsay’s 3 volume Handbook of Applied Dog Behaviour and Training (2005) 

is the regularly acknowledged amongst animal professionals as the most complete Dog Behaviour 

Literature Review of the past 50 plus years yet is referenced only a handful of times and ONLY to 

support the case against aversives and certain training tools. Lindsay’s work is a staple in universities 

throughout the world and has the following accolades yet is mostly ignored in the literature reviews 

of Ziv G (2017), Masson et al (2018) and Lysons, R (2015)  

"The most valuable publication about dogs since Scott and Fuller's classic text, Genetics and the 

Social Behaviour of the Dog, published in 1965." 

Victoria Lea Voith, President, American Veterinary Society of Animal Behaviour 

"The objective of giving a scientific account of all aspects of learning in dogs has been accomplished 

to a very high degree. ... No other comparable scientific texts are available." 

Andrew Luescher, Director, Animal Behaviour Clinic, School of Veterinary Medicine, Purdue 

University 

Once again I believe that if science will be the arbiter of drafting new laws, the Ethical Dog Trainers 

Advisory (EDTA) must be consulted to allow a more balanced review of ALL available science to 

develop laws that allow for the combination of efficacy and welfare in dog training. 

 

REAL WORLD VERIFIABLE EVIDENCE THAT QUESTIONS THE “SCIENCE” BACKING THE DRAFT. 

One would have to deduce that with significant resources and extremely high requirements in an 

operational capacity that the WA Police and The Australian Defence Force would indeed be using the 

most effective, efficient and reliable training techniques and training tools available in the world 

today. 

The quoted science in the draft indicates that training programs with aversive components and 

training tools are ONLY equal to or indeed less effective than reward only based systems. The 

question must be asked, why do the WAPOL and ADF dog units use these allegedly inferior training 

tools and methodology. As a point of fact nearly every Police K9 unit and Military K9 unit in North 

America use Remote Training Collars (E-collars), prong collars and at certain times utilise aversive 

techniques – these techniques are utilised because they create reliability in behaviour and are 

essential to behaviour modification. You can teach all the fundamental behaviours in the world 

through reward based training with no aversives but if they cannot be performed in real world 

situations without the need to control all factors in the environment they are essentially useless.  

Pet dog training is no different. 

Positive reinforcement (reward based training) is essential in all training programs, however by 

academic definition it can only teach new or alternative behaviour it CANNOT stop unwanted 

behaviour. 

Whilst we must be cognisant of animal welfare, we must also recognise that inefficient training 

systems that do not produce required behavioural outcomes in a timely manner can frustrate dog 



owners which in turn can and does lead to surrender and unfortunately in some cases euthanasia 

which is in my heartfelt opinion, is a far more aversive outcome than a few moments of discomfort 

interspersed with a lot of positive reinforcement (reward) during a balanced training program. 

 

ADDRESSING CONCERNS WITH SPECIFIC STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES IN THE DRAFT 

 

Minimum Standards: Behaviour and Training 

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. 

“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. 
 
I am at a loss as to why a specific standard has been created to frame “harm” into a dog training 
context. Harm has been defined in the Animal Welfare Act 2002 and can be applied to any context 
not just dog training so it would seem particularly interesting that it need to be given its own 
standard when scope already exists for prosecution under existing laws.  
 
Standard S10.2 can be reworded to give protection to an owner or dog trainer in the event that a 

single extraordinary event occurs during a training program that results in “harm” to the dog or 

there is an unexpected adverse reaction to a technique or stimuli presented to the dog. It is not 

always known how a dog will react to certain situations and a single yelp from a dog could be 

labelled as indicating “pain”, in the same way submissive body language be labelled as a “shut down 

dog” thus a severe behavioural reaction. Harm can be very subjective, open to interpretation and 

could see well-meaning people prosecuted if such a standard is adopted without adaptation. 

G10.5 Training should be discontinued or modified when the training causes the dog 

to be anxious or distressed. 

Whilst only a guideline, if the general public were to adopt this it would have significant potential for 

negative welfare effects on dogs due to the dog being unable to function in their human dominated 

environment and subsequently living a life of constant environmental management and little 

freedom to express natural behaviours. Having to discontinue a training program due to a dog 

becoming anxious or distressed would practically eliminate the possibility of rehabilitating fearful 

dogs using progressive desensitisation techniques as the dog must be exposed to the eliciting 

stimulus in order for any desensitisation to occur. A practical example would be trying to desensitise 

a dog to vet visits, if the dog shows signs of anxiousness discontinuing training could see your 

program never get the dog out of the car let alone into the actual vet surgery as dogs smell the vet 

surgery well before they see it in most cases triggering anxiousness and or distress. Stress and 

anxiety is a natural, essential part of learning in dogs and humans, systematic exposure to stress 

inducing situations builds a dogs resiliency and ability to cope with its environment and novel 

stimuli. 

A possible adjustment or rewording of the guideline could be the suggestion that if a dog becomes 

severely anxious or distressed, the intensity of the training program should be modified to reduce 

the amount of stress applied to the dog as simply discontinuing a program could lead to even less 



favourable long term welfare outcomes such as living in a sterile indoor environment devoid of 

species specific enrichment due to fear of the outside world.  

 

Minimum standards: Restraint 

S12.2 Prong collars must not be used on a dog. 

The Prong Collar at face value elicits many emotional responses from uneducated people as it 

certainly looks like a barbaric torture device, I have no hesitation in saying that the first time I saw 

one I was certainly taken back however after being educated on their use and using them with 

hundreds of dogs including both of my own dogs I can say that they are a life saving device for many 

dogs that are not able to be trained with other training tools. 

I would like to offer some perspective on the value of these training tools to the wider community 

and counter some myths that are perpetuated by certain individuals and organisations. 

Myth - Prong Collars puncture the skin of dogs 

I am unaware of a single bonafide case that is verified by a veterinarian of a dog’s skin being 

penetrated through the normal use of a prong collar, prong collars have round, blunt tips on the 

prongs which cannot penetrate the membrane on a party balloon let alone the fur and skin on a 

dogs neck (see photo below). There are examples cited on social media of skin necrosis due to 

leaving this type of training collar on dogs for an extended period of time however all training tools 

such as harnesses and head halters have all been used in inappropriate ways, left on for too long 

leading to very serious outcomes. Any tool is subject to abuse and existing welfare laws are in place 

to deal with this type of neglect irrespective of which tool is being used incorrectly.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How Prong Collars can be used in a “Humane” manner 

A common argument asserts professional dog trainers may be able to use these tools humanely, the 

general public may not, which opens the door for abuse. This argument is supported by several 

flawed premises.  

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. Take this quote from Dr. Daniel Kamen, one of the most respected veterinary 

chiropractors in North America, 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 collar 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 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 the argument exists that prong 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. 

 

If you can’t control a large breed dog don’t get one 

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.  

 

Prong Collars are inherently painful and inhumane 

To 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 

collar were to work (which they generally don’t as training tools) it would only be because it causes 

fear and pain. If 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 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. 

 

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 collars, 

Harnesses and Head halters). Again, the argument is supported by flawed premises.  

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 Martingale collar. 

Harnesses are purported to be a viable training tool but in almost all cases they are a dismal failure, 

this is due to the fact that they were originally designed to be used to allow dogs to pull carts and 



sleds in a working capacity centuries ago by specifically taking advantage of a dogs natural 

opposition reflex whereby pulling back on the dogs harness increased the dogs pulling efforts. This 

explains why using a harness to teach the vast major of dogs to walk nicely is grossly ineffective, 

even the so called Front Attaching No Pull harness is quickly rendered ineffective if a dog is 

permitted to pull the owner and become desensitised to the discomfort of having to walk sideways. 

These harnesses are especially ineffective on strong large breed and or high drive dogs who will 

continue to pull just in a sideways manner which then becomes an issue as the dog walking in an 

imbalanced and unnatural posture becomes prone to orthopaedic issues. 

Head Halters can be an effective training tool to teach a dog to walk politely but can be extremely 

aversive to a lot of dogs as the nose loop places pressure across the dogs very sensitive muzzle 

(which is incidentally home to approximately 300 million scent receptors), even with a progressive 

introduction protocol many dogs try to claw off the halter or drive their face into the ground to rid 

themselves of it. These training tools could be considered equally or more aversive to a dog than a 

prong collar, are cheap and readily available through all pet stores yet face no ban. Halters that 

attach to a lead under the dogs chin also carry the risk of snapping the dog’s neck to one side 

causing injury if not used in a very thoughtful and gentle manner. 

Banning of an items such as Prong Collars due to safety and welfare concerns in modern society 

As a society if we were to ban all things that posed a “possible” safety and welfare concern then 

surely we must call for a ban on Alcohol. Alcohol was mentioned as a factor in the deaths of 4186 

Australians in 2017 according to ABS reports1. Alcohol is responsible for, or contributes to the 

following in Australia2: 

70,000 assaults (2010 figures) 

30% of road accidents  

44% of fire injuries  

34% of falls and drownings  

16% of child abuse cases  

12% of suicides  

10% of industrial accidents 

So why is alcohol not banned when it is clearly an extremely dangerous thing leading to death, 

injury, permanent disability, family break up and financial ruin?  

We have laws to govern the use of alcohol to allow it to be used in a social setting to enhance events 

and gatherings and take advantage of the positive aspects of what can clearly be a very dangerous 

substance if used incorrectly, out of context or in a manner known to be dangerous. Government 

attempts to mitigate “harm” by using education and laws to allow the responsible use of Alcohol. 

Similarly we have existing laws in the Animal Welfare Act 2002 which prohibit any “harm” to a dog, 

these laws currently apply to the use of prong collars and all training tools so that in the unlikely 

event of defined “harm” taking place, action can be taken against such an abuser. As referenced 

earlier Dr Kamen confirms prong collars are proven to be safer in most instances than other restraint 

devices, so any ban on prong collars is mostly based on emotional response to the appearance of the 

tool rather than any defined safety or welfare issues. 



The banning of prong collars will indeed have an adverse effect on dog welfare as many owners who 

are unable to obtain effective control over their dog as required by law with the limited tools left 

available will have no choice but to leave their dog in the backyard. They will be left in limbo 

between breaking the law for not providing exercise and enrichment that this new draft calls for or 

risking other ramifications of not having their dog under effective control in public. Left with no 

other options and possible prosecution the easiest option would be to simply surrender the dog. An 

unintended but likely outcome of banning the prong collar. 

 

Minimum standards: Electronic collars 

Firstly I would like to deal with the inaccuracy surrounding the use of the term “shock collar” with 

reference to Electronic Collars, and its use in agenda driven propaganda used to vilify these valuable 

training devices and mislead the general public. I wish to also point out that the only reason that 

electronic training collars are listed as “prescribed inhumane devices” alongside extremely powerful 

electric devices such as cattle prods is that they allegedly deliver a “shock” to an animal which I 

believe to not be valid or accurate with regard to modern electronic training collars. I provide the 

following information from “experts” in the field of animal behaviour and veterinary science as 

rebuttal to the use of the term “shock collar” with reference to modern electronic collars. 

 “Transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation has no injurious effects, cannot “burn skin” and do not 

act as “electric shocks” to the epidermis. ... The term 'shock' also implies a certain magnitude of 

discharged electrical energy, which is not a characteristic of modern electronic collars” (Lindsay 

2005). 

 “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 B Vet Med. MRCVS.) 

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).  

Clearly as evidenced above modern remote training collars do not produce convulsive or thermal 

effects as they do not have the sufficient strength to do so therefore cannot by definition “shock” a 

dog. 

The quoted science regarding electronic collars consistently deals with the electronic collar as a 

purely punitive and aversive device and in many cases was placed on a dog and a deliberate very 

high level stimulation was delivered without any prior conditioning to the collar then behavioural 

reactions were observed and noted, it would surprise no one that adverse reactions were observed. 

Modern remote collar training is a very nuanced process and outside of very extreme circumstances, 

such as life-saving snake avoidance training a very high level stimulation would only be used after 

collar conditioning took place AND only to prevent dangerous situations occurring. As with anything 

in life, if an object is deliberately used in an extremely poor way and in direct contradiction of 

recommended usage guidelines poor outcomes are assured. To avoid the possibility of alleged 

“accidental” negative outcomes due to very high level stimulation without prior conditioning, many 

modern e-collars can be set to only allow low level stimulation (levels 1-30 out of 100). This can be 

pre-programmed and the high levels only be available once a user is proven competent and if 

required.    

The more accurate description of correct modern remote training collar use is best summarised 

under the LIMA principle which is Least Intrusive and Minimally Aversive training. The dog’s 

“working level” which is the level setting on the collar controller which is the level that produces an 

acknowledgment in the dog that something in the environment changed and is normally 

characterised by the dog reacting as if a fly landed on their neck, or something touched them or a 

similar almost unnoticeable reaction, this level is almost universally unable to be felt by a human 

being when placed on their skin. This “working level” is used for all foundational teaching using the 

collar as a negative reinforcement tool AND paired with POSITIVE REINFORCEMENT for correct 

behaviours - a methodology that seems to have been largely and seemingly intentionally ignored in 

the cited studies while nearly every E-collar manufacturer and professional trainer in the world 

recommends the use of POSITIVE REINFORCEMENT in conjunction with the negative reinforcement 

provided by the e-collar.  

The dog is taught through a series of steps  

1. Where the stimulation is coming from  

2. Why the stimulation comes on  

3. How to turn the stimulation off  

4. How to avoid the stimulation occurring at all. 

This common training methodology ensures humane and effective training outcomes, one of the 

studies cited in the Literature Review’s offered by DPIRD is E. Schalke, Y. Salgirli, I. Böhm, S. Ott, H. 

Hackbarth Institute of Animal Welfare and Behaviour University of Veterinary Medicine Hanover 



2007 (Schalke et al 2007) highlights this truth. In this study it is stated “When animals were able to 

clearly associate the electric stimulus with their actions, they did not show considerable or 

persistent stress indicators”. This clearly indicates a dog can be trained in line with acceptable 

welfare principles using e-collars and dispels the myth that it is not possible. 

 

Commentary on selected clauses in proposed Standards regarding Electronic Collars 

S13.1 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;  

I understand the intent of this Standard is to encourage the use of purely reward based methods 

which can work with some dogs, in certain conditions and if urgency is not a factor. If an owner of a 

dog is forced to use slow and sometimes ineffective methods without seeing the required behaviour 

outcomes it is likely that the already significant investment of time and money invested in training 

their dog will exceed their means and leave the owner frustrated and with no option in their 

circumstances other than to surrender or euthanize the dog. It doesn’t need to be this way, a 

professional dog trainer should have the ability to evaluate the situation and recommend an e-collar 

training program that incorporates positive reinforcement and negative reinforcement to achieve 

efficient required behavioural outcomes if it is determined that the particular dog requires it. As 

previously referenced in the Schalke et al 2007 study “When animals were able to clearly associate 

the electric stimulus with their actions, they did not show considerable or persistent stress 

indicators” this tells us dogs CAN be trained humanely with e-collars without the necessity to go 

through a purely reward based system just to satisfy questionable welfare concerns. 

Guilherme Fernandes, J., Olsson, I. A. S. and Vieira de Castro, A. C. (2017) also offer some insight into 

the importance of efficacy in training and not sacrificing overall effectiveness over debatable welfare 

concerns “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”. 

Introducing laws that will make effective behaviour modification training more onerous has the 

potential to create a greater welfare issues such as surrender and euthanasia. Dog owners and their 

families dealing with major behavioural issues can find the behaviour modification process taxing 

and emotionally draining so adding more “hoops to jump through” is not supporting the human 

element in the equation. 

 

 

 



 

(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. 

(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.  

With reference to clause (b) and (f) listed above under Standard S13.1  

Whilst most veterinarians have the best interest for a dog’s health, safety and welfare at heart, with 

all due respect given, they are not behaviour modification trainers and have little behaviour 

modification training themselves and nearly no experience in the practical, hands on training of dogs 

with behaviour issues. There also is a significant conflict of interest present, in that the Australian 

Veterinary Association (AVA), as stated in this draft, opposes the use of electronic collars for 

behaviour modification. With this in mind, how would it be possible to find a vet who would approve 

use in contravention of their own association’s (AVA) position? This part of the standard seems to be 

crafted to introduce another onerous and difficult “hoop” to jump through for responsible dog 

owners looking to effectively modify their dog’s behaviour to ensure better quality of life for their 

dog and indeed their family.  

 

S13.2 A person in charge of a dog must discontinue the use of an electronic collar if: 

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

As this is a Standard and will be enforceable by law if introduced, the public may be prosecuted for 

violating such law. It would need to be clearly defined what the term “distress” is to provide clarity 

and avoid farcical prosecutions. Would momentary “distress” be allowable if the “distress” led to 

permanent or long term behaviour change in the case of snake avoidance training for example or 

the long term elimination of predatory aggression that has been proven scientifically in the study 

Arnja R. Dalea, Shivaun Stathama, Christopher A. Podlesnik , Douglas Elliffe (2013) Would intensity 

of distress be a factor? Would duration of distress be a factor? 

Once again the long term overall behavioural outcome needs to considered and not just the 

immediate short term welfare concerns. 

 

Kind Regards 

 

Jamie Nelmes – Certified Dog Trainer NDTF (National Dog Trainers Federation). 

Perth Western Australia. 
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