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About Animal Care Australia  

As a nationally recognised animal welfare organisation, Animal Care Australia encourages 
continued development of animal welfare standards and Codes of Practice for animal husbandry, 
breeding, training, sale, and sporting exhibitions for a wide range of animal species, including pets, 
animals used for educational or entertainment purposes or kept for conservation, and in particular 
native birds, reptiles, and mammals.  

Animal Care Australia was founded in early 2018 to establish an organisation run solely by 
volunteers to lobby for real animal welfare. With extreme animal rights and animal liberationist 
ideologies influencing government legislation, regulation, and policy at our expense and to the 
detriment of our animals and pets, it has become necessary to provide government with a 
balancing voice.  

By uniting the broad spectrum of animal groups, collectively we offer an experienced, sensible 
approach to animal welfare.  

By educating our members and the public about the importance of treating animals with kindness 
and respect for their needs and promoting the humane treatment of animals to improve animal 
welfare outcomes, Animal Care Australia is in the unique position of lobbying and advocating for all 
animals within our care.  

Animal Care Australia provides priority to the following:  

• advocating for stronger welfare outcomes  

• advocating to increase education of the public in animal welfare and best care techniques  

• educate the public on handling their animals with kindness & respect and the importance of 
their needs  

• educate the public in the differences between animal welfare and animal rights 
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Animal Care Australia Inc 

PO Box 314 Macarthur Square Post Office NSW 2570 

E: aca@animalcareaustralia.org.au 

 

This submission has been developed in consultation with a range of members of Animal Care 
Australia including our Dog Advisory Group. 
 
This submission provides a broad perspective across all species of pets and companion 
animals. Animal Care Australia supports the species-specific submission of our member 
organisation, Professional Dog Trainers Australia. 
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Animal Care Australia is a national incorporated association established to consult with 
government in advocating for real animal welfare by those who keep, breed and care for 
animals. Our goal is to promote and encourage high standards in all interactions with the 
animals in our care. 

Animal Care Australia encourages continued development of animal welfare standards and 
Codes of Practice for animal husbandry, breeding, training, sale, and sporting exhibitions for a 
wide range of animal species, including pets, companion animals, animals used for educational 
or entertainment purposes or kept for conservation.  

Our Advisory Group members also work in the rescue, training, veterinary, care, and 
rehabilitation sectors. 

 

Opening statement 

The YourSay web page indicates a strong animal rights influence based on the language used (ie: 
‘intrinsic value,’ and ‘beings who can feel and perceive’) It is very emotional and implies more 
than it actually states. 

Strongly encouraged is the use of the survey with the clear statement “Survey questions focus 
on key areas that stakeholder feedback can influence. ” The statement is then accompanied by 
the summary of the codes at the bottom of the page which are worded to make them look much 
more benign than the actual document states.  

Animal Care Australia questions whether most people who fill in the survey have taken the time 
to read the full 45-page document or taken the summary at face value.  

Animal Care Australia DOES NOT SUPPORT the use of surveys as a means of consultation. It is 
inappropriate for Government to claim you have consulted when survey results are misleading 
and provide for irresponsible statistical analysis. (Please refer to Appendix 1 for further analysis 
of the survey)  

From the opening ‘Purpose’ of this Code of Practice it is very apparent the Code was written 
from an animal rights/ideological perspective: “Animal welfare in a modern context describes 
how an animal is coping both mentally and physically.”  This is a statement taken directly from 
The Humane League  1 which is an animal rights not for profit. Ironically, an organisation against 
animals being raised for food – NOT for the keeping of pets.  

World Animal Protection 2  also cites the same statement, however they go one step further to 
include: “Animal welfare is important because there are so many animals around the world 
suffering from being used for entertainment, food, medicine, fashion, scientific advancement, 
and as exotic pets.”   Notably the language, “animals are being used” is followed by ways in 

 
1 The Humane League 
2 World Animal Protection 

 

ACA Background 

https://thehumaneleague.org/article/animal-welfare#:~:text=Animal%20welfare%20refers%20to%20an,set%20state%2Dby%2Dstate.
https://www.worldanimalprotection.us/latest/blogs/what-is-animal-welfare/
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which animals are owned, the majority of which have strongly enforced animal welfare 
standards to ensure animals are not abused. Again, the language of ‘using animals’ is reflective 
of an animal rights agenda/ideology.  

Another element of animal rights ideology is the inclusion within the definitions of:  

‘financial gain – me. any monetary or material gain that significantly exceeds the recovery 
costs reasonably incurred in caring for an animal up to the time of sale.’  

This is typical of the rhetoric perpetrated by animal rights extremists that animals are bred and 
sold for the sole purpose of making money.  

Financial gain is irrelevant to the proper care of animals if the welfare needs of the animals are 
met. Animals can be affected by poor animal welfare outcomes whether they are kept solely, or 
they are bred or as a food source.  

Also in the definitions:  

“sentient means –  

(a) Being able to subjectively feel and perceive the world around them; and 

(b) have intrinsic value and deserve to be treated with compassion and have a quality 
of life that reflects their intrinsic value.” 

‘Subjectively feel’ – subjective to whom? The animal or the person evaluating the ‘world around 
them’? How does one determine if the animal is subjectively feeling and perceiving with any level 
of accuracy that does not include anthropomorphising your opinion on the animals’ 
environment.  

This continual subliminal rhetoric is standard practice for animal rights extremism in order to 
indoctrinate and bewilder into submission that animals should not be owned.  

Animal Care Australia is not surprised by the ideological infiltration into this Code of Practice 
(and previous ACT-based Codes of Practice) given the level of empowerment provided to the 
Animal Welfare Advisory Committee 3 , which is different to how other states and territories 
utilise and structure their AWAC’s. 

Animal Care Australia notes of the 11 current committee members only 1 represent actual 
animal owners – 1 horse trainer/owner. While there are 4 veterinarians, an animal law 
representative and a person representing land/rural leasing. For wildlife: 1 native wildlife rescuer 
and 1 representing the Nature Conservation Act.  

In addition, there is the RSPCA representative, while the ‘AWAC Chair’ is actually the Chair of the 
International Air Services Commission – a person as far independent of animal care as you could 
get. Therefore, the make-up of this Committee is extremely veterinary driven and governed. Most 
importantly it is common knowledge that the RSPCA and Australian Veterinary Association are 
more ideologically policy driven, meaning at least 5 of the 10 (excl Chair) are ideologically driven. 
This raises an even greater concern about what occurs in order to achieve a quorum.  

 
3 ACT AWAC 

https://www.cityservices.act.gov.au/pets-and-wildlife/animal-welfare/awac
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The numbers are simply in favour of the veterinarians (all registered AVA members?) on 
Committee. 

 

 

 
Structure of the Code (page 3) 

This page outlines the mandatory requirements and guidelines (not mandatory) and yet within 
the description of Guidelines it states: Guidelines use the word ‘should.’ Non-compliance with 
one or more guidelines will not in itself constitute an offence under law although these 
guidelines may be used to help inform decision-makers of what is considered appropriate care, 
in the event of prosecution.’ 

Come on! You cannot have it both ways. The guidelines are simply suggestions – not able to be 
used when prosecuting. If an enforcement officer needs to start grasping at straws for the 
purpose of developing a prosecution – the animals are clearly not being cruelly treated. Animal 
cruelty is clear – it is not something that can be based solely on an individuals’ 
anthropomorphised opinion. 

 
Section 1.3 Collars 

S1.3.4 Prong collars or similar aversive collars must not be used. 

What exactly is an aversive collar? A definition is not provided within this Code.  

A google search results in a series of animal rights definitions which if taken to their precise 
description would include martingale style collars and in fact, ALL collars.  

 “…producing an unpleasant sensation, such as a pinch on the neck or a shock, when the animal 
exhibits the undesired behavior (such as pulling on leash)”  

The following search: “can a normal dog collar produce an unpleasant sensation or choking?” 

The result: “Yes, a normal dog collar, specifically one used with a leash, can cause an 
unpleasant sensation or even choking if a dog pulls strongly on the leash while wearing it. This is 
because the collar tightens around the dog's neck, and if the dog is pulling hard, it can restrict 
their airway and cause discomfort or injury.  

Here is why:  

Leash Pulling: 

When a dog pulls on a leash attached to a collar, the collar tightens, potentially restricting 
airflow and causing pressure on the trachea (windpipe) and surrounding tissues. 

Choking Risk: 

In severe cases, excessive pulling can lead to actual choking, where the dog's airway is 
completely blocked. 

Responses to the Draft Code of Practice 



 
 

 
Draft Code of Practice for the Welfare of Dogs in the ACT 6 

 

Discomfort and Pain: 

Even without choking, the pressure and tightening of the collar can cause pain and 
discomfort for the dog. 

Neck Injuries: 

Repeated or forceful pulling can lead to neck injuries, including strains, sprains, or 
damage to the trachea. 

Behavioral Issues: 

Dogs may develop negative associations with the collar or leash due to the discomfort or 
pain they experience, leading to reluctance to walk or other behavioral problems. 

The inclusion of ‘aversive’ is again an animal rights ideological infiltration as it implies that an 
animal must not experience discomfort under any circumstances. Yet the entire purpose of a 
collar and leash is to restrain/restrict the movement of the dog resulting in a physical & 
emotional discomfort. 

Without a clearer definition, S1.3.4 contravenes the Domestic Animals Act requirement that a 
dog must wear a collar when offsite of the owner’s property.  

 
Section 1.4  Desexing/sterilisation 

S1.4.1 Under section 74 of the Domestic Animals Act 2000, all dogs older than six months of 
age must be desexed/sterilised by a registered veterinarian unless the owner/person in 
charge holds a permit (issued by the Registrar of Domestic Animal Services) to keep a dog 
that is not desexed/sterilised 

Animal Care Australia acknowledges this is already legislated under the Domestic Animals Act; 
however, it has clearly been assented without understanding the implications.  

There are ongoing findings that indicate 6 months is too young and early desexing is causing 
other health problems and growth issues, including: 

➢ Breed-specific joint disease & cancer risks (35 breeds). Early neutering (first year) was 
associated with higher risks of hip dysplasia, CCL rupture and/or certain cancers in 
some breeds—but not others; authors provide breed tables to guide timing. Frontiers. 
Canadian Veterinary Medical Association 4 

➢ Golden vs Labrador Retrievers (hospital records, 13 yrs). Early neutering in Goldens 
linked to increased joint disorders and some cancers; effects were smaller/different 
in Labradors—i.e., breed matters. National Library of Medicine 5  PLOS6 

➢ Original Golden Retriever study. Neutering, especially before 1 year—was tied to 
higher rates of hip dysplasia and certain cancers; sparked the breed-specific research  

 
4 Frontiers 
5 National Library of Medicine 
6 PLOS 

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/veterinary-science/articles/10.3389/fvets.2020.00388/full
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25020045/
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0102241
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trend. UC Davis 7 

➢ Urinary incontinence in bitches (VetCompass UK). Neutering before 6 months carried 
a higher risk of early-onset urinary incontinence versus neutering at 6–12 months; 
later work using target-trial emulation supports lower UI risk with later spay. – Vet 
Compass, Royal Veterinary College 8 

➢ Large US primary-care dataset (Banfield, 155k dogs). Gonadectomy status and age at 
surgery were associated with risk of overweight/obesity and orthopedic outcomes, 
varying by sex and breed size. National Library of Medicine and AVMA Journals 9 

S1.4.2  A valid reason to keep a dog undesexed/unsterilised must be given to the Registrar 
of Domestic Animal Services. 

Again, what constitutes a valid reason and what qualifications/training does the officer within 
the Registrar have to verify this reasoning, or if supplied by a veterinarian, is that simply 
accepted at its face value? In other words, how is this enforceable and/or defendable in a court 
room?  

S1.4.3 Owners of undesexed/unsterilised female dogs are risking unplanned pregnancies 
and must be certain they can provide adequate care for puppies and nursing bitches, and 
they can provide appropriate homes for all puppies born. 

As above, how does a person defend or provide certainty on whether they can provide homes for 
ALL puppies born, let alone, how does one know for certain if that new home is going to be 
appropriate?  

As MANDATORY standards that are not defendable it is clear to Animal Care Australia that these 
are tools to be utilised by the RSPCA in order to barter a plea, or infringement fines rather than 
having standards that are directly associated with animal welfare – ie the conditions in which the 
animals are being kept.    

 
Section 1.5  Training and socialisation 

G1.5.2  Dogs should be trained with the use of positive reinforcement techniques because 
these are the most effective techniques. 

Luckily, this is only a guideline – as it is simply an opinion and is NOT supported by the overall 
scientific community – only by a cohort of animal rights theorists. Which explains why it is not a 
Standard, as it would not hold up if contested. 

The ‘most effective’ training outcomes are those that recognise all four quadrants of operant 
conditioning.10 

 

 
7 UC Davis – Golden Retrievers 
8 Royal Veterinary College  
9 National Library of Medicine 
10 Four quadrants of operant conditioning for dog training 

https://www.ucdavis.edu/news/golden-retriever-study-suggests-neutering-affects-dog-health
https://www.rvc.ac.uk/vetcompass/news/incontinence-in-bitches-huge-breed-predispositions-shown-in-vetcompass-study-2#:~:text=The%20VetCompass%E2%84%A2%20study%20was,in%20some%20high%2Drisk%20breeds
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC7386164/#:~:text=cause%20of%20death.-,Results,1.
https://www.dogster.com/dog-training/4-quadrants-of-operant-conditioning
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Section 1.6  Socialisation of puppies 

G1.6.3 Advice about socialisation should be obtained from registered veterinarians and 
veterinary nurses, force-free and fear free dog trainers or behaviour trainers. 

Taking the structure of this AWAC into account, this entire guideline is pushing a clear animal 
rights agenda and a veterinarian profit outcome – another reason to charge a consultation fee. 
Again force-free and fear free training is NOT supported by the overall scientific community – 
only by a cohort of animal rights theorists.  

More importantly Registered veterinarians and veterinary nurses receive minimal canine 
behaviour training, and do not study puppy socialisation development in their degrees.  

This guideline also fails to utilise the breeders of recognised breeding associations, as it is a 
condition of their membership to that association to commence puppy socilisation. These 
breeders should be recognised as a reference and support point. 

 
Section 1.7  Control and supervision 

S1.7.4 In designated off-leash, the owner/person in charge must: 

• have the dog under effective control at all times. For example, a dog should 
respond by the second call from the person in charge and be supervised at all 
times. 

• monitor their dog’s behaviours and remove their dog from the area if they are 
displaying signs of aggression or anxiety. 

• ensure the dog is up to date with vaccinations; and 
• not exercise a bitch in oestrus (heat/season). 

The inclusion of the fourth dot point as a MANDATORY requirement is extremely surprising given 
the overwhelming number of veterinarians on the AWAC. It is a known fact that some bitches 
experience a ‘silent season,’ also known as silent heat. This refers to a heat cycle where a 
female dog experiences the hormonal changes of oestrus (being in heat) without the typical 
outward signs like visible swelling of the vulva or vaginal bleeding.  

Therefore, how can this be enforced? Animal Care Australia would support this as a Guideline 
but it SHOULD NOT be a Standard.  

G1.7.1 Young children under the age of ten and dogs should never be left together without 
adult supervision; nor should people with particular physical, emotional, or intellectual 
limitations if this may pose a risk to the person or dog. 

The reference to "people with particular physical, emotional, or intellectual limitations" is 
offensive and  Animal Care Australia’s contends it contravenes the principles of the Disability 
Discrimination Act 1992 11 which makes it illegal to discriminate against people with disabilities 
in various areas of public life. It aims to eliminate discrimination and promote equal opportunity 
and access for people with disabilities. 

 
11 Disability Discrimination Act 1992 

https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2004A04426/2018-04-12/text
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Equally this Guideline fails to recognise the proven benefits of animal companionship for people 
with disabilities and does provide for individual capabilities or for the development of support 
systems such as access to service animals and emotional support animals.  

Animal Care Australia acknowledges this only a Guideline, HOWEVER, again this is more 
evidence of ideological influence infiltrating animal welfare legislation, especially reminding you 
that breaches of the guidelines can be used by enforcement officers in determining whether they 
will be finding someone to be in breach of this Code.   

G1.7.2 A person in charge should not use retractable leashes as they may result in injury.  

Note: Retractable leashes are not recommended as a responsible, or safe  way to 
walk a dog as it limits control, poses risk and could be dangerous to both the dog and 
the walker. Retractable or flexi leashes should be selected with care and is only 
suitable towards well trained dogs who already have good leash behaviour and is 
under voice control, or for temporary situations such as a toilet break when 
travelling. 

This is contradictory and creates uncertainty/confusion. Equally there is no justification for 
inclusion. If anything a Guideline that simply states ‘retractable leashes should be used with 
caution MIGHT be appropriate. 

 
Section 2. Nutrition 

G2.3 Dogs benefit from a range of foods which should contain all the proteins, fats, 
carbohydrates, fibre, vitamins, and minerals to maintain good health. This is most easily 
and safely provided by a complete commercial dog food which, if used, should include all 
the essential ingredients for a healthy diet and be fed according to the manufacturer’s 
recommendations or nutritional analysis as performed by an animal nutritionist or 
registered veterinarian based on metabolic needs of the dog. 

Vets do not study nutrition as part of their qualification and are usually guided by the food brand 
they stock in clinic, not what is right for that individual dog, so why is the up selling of 
commercial dog food included here? It is totally unnecessary – other than to possibly appease 
continued sponsorship for both the Australian Veterinary Association (Hills Science Diet, Royal  

Canin) 12  and RSPCA ACT (Royal Canin, Pet Barn) 13 

“This is most easily and safely provided…” is a blatant misrepresentation. The majority of 
commercial dog foods contain lower quality ingredients and lack the necessary nutrients for a 
dog's specific needs. If – and that is a huge if -  it is necessary to mention commercial dog foods 
then a more suitable statement would be: “When selecting commercial food, it's crucial to 
consider factors like your dog's age, breed, activity level, and any specific health concerns.”  

 

 
12 AVA Corporate Sponsors 
13 RSPCA ACT sponsors 

https://www.ava.com.au/sponsorship-advertising/
https://rspca-act.org.au/who-we-are-our-community/our-partner-sponsors
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Section 3. Environment and housing 

S3.1.1  A person in charge of dogs must ensure the dogs in their care are provided with: 

• human contact for a reasonable length of time each day, 3 hours minimum. 

Animal Care Australia has no understanding of how such a MANDATORY standard can be 
imposed let alone enforced.  

➢ How and who will define ‘human contact’?  
➢ Does the owner need to simply be sitting right next to their dog, speaking to them via a 

nanny-cam (while they are at work) or is that 3 hours walking them? 

There is no peer-reviewed research supporting the specific "3-hour minimum".  However there 
are studies that show the opposite: 

✓ Bradshaw, J.W.S. (2011) "Dog Sense: How the New Science of Dog Behavior Can Make 
You A Better Friend to Your Pet" 14 

Found: Arbitrary time requirements contradict established individual variation research 
including certain breeds require minimal human interaction for optimal welfare 
outcomes.  

✓ Miklósi, Á. (2007) "Dog Behaviour, Evolution, and Cognition" 15 

Found: social needs depend on breed function, as Individual assessments are more valid 
than blanket time requirements. While Working breeds show optimal welfare with 
structure rather than constant interaction. 

More importantly, as an owner how do you prove you have spent a minimum of 3 hours?  

Is the RSPCA ACT going to be able to simply state they believe there has been a breach without 
the ability or burden of proof that there has indeed been a breach?  

Yet again this is stemming from an animal rights perspective, confirmed by the RSPCA ACT: 16 

 “RSPCA ACT's Rhiannon Kwateng supported the proposed changes and wanted to see 
the ACT lead the way around pet rights.” 

Additionally, Ms Kwateng agreed that it will be difficult to enforce: 

“Ms Kwateng acknowledged that enforcing the proposed rules would be tricky and said 
more conversations would be required…However, she said 'human contact' for an animal 
could be anything.” 

If it is difficult to prove/enforce and it ‘could be anything’ , again WHY ARE WE ENCORCING 
THIS?  

This should NOT be a MANDATORY standard. Its inclusion as a guideline worded as: “ Dogs are  
social animals and should be interacted with as much as possible” would make much more  

 
14 Bradshaw: Dog Sense 
15 Miklósi, Dog Behaviour, Evolution, and Cognition 
16 ABC News Article on 3 hour law 

https://web.english.upenn.edu/~cavitch/pdf-library/Bradshaw_Wolves.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/285932052_Dog_Behaviour_Evolution_and_Cognition
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-07-06/animal-code-of-conduct-three-hours-dog-act-welfare-guideline/105499970
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sense and be supported by most dog owners.  

Hypocritically, Standard 3.1,1 appears to ignore the more common sense standard S1.9.2 that 
recognises dogs must be exercised and socialised for an amount of time appropriate to the size, 
age, and health of the dog.  

While S1.9.2 is in relation to socialising with other dogs, this recognises the fact different dogs 
have different needs and is not mandating any one dog’s needs.  

Equally, within the definitions is: “animal nuisance means— 

(a) the animal causes, solely or in part— 

ii. excessive disturbance to a person other than the keeper because of noise;” 

As most dog owners, particularly those who work from home or obtained their dogs during the 
Covid pandemic restrictions will tell you, dogs are prone to suffering from ‘separation anxiety.’ 
The number one cause of excessive dog noise occurs when owners leave their dogs after having 
spent time with them. Mandating the amount of time a specific dog/breed must have human 
contact will enhance and exponentially increase the levels of separation anxiety in those dogs. 

The ’fear of being accused of animal cruelty’ of those who work during the daylight hours and not 
being able to personally interact with their dog for a minimum of three hours, 7 days per week, 
365 days per year for the next 14-16 years (average life span of most dogs) will achieve one of 
two things: 

1. Result in more dogs that are currently owned being surrendered. 

For example in Sweden you cannot leave a dog alone for more than 6 hours. There is evidence 
suggesting that the number of dogs being surrendered has increased in Sweden, as indicated by 
the increasing number of dogs needing to change owners and the focus of research on the 
challenges faced by relinquished dogs in Sweden and other Countries where similar animal 
rights based legislation has been introduced. Some results are indicating the potential for 
increased pressure on owners, dogs seized because of owners not following orders or bans. The 
law prohibiting leaving a dog alone for more than six hours is also encouraging owners to seek 
doggy day care or dog sitters, and where they cannot afford it, the dogs suffer the loss of their 
known families/owners.  

2. Less dogs being taken up as pets. 

Of course, the latter is the preferred outcome for animal rights ideology. The method of 
achieving that is to continually place more and more restrictions on pet ownership until it just 
becomes too difficult to own a pet.  

“Quality is better than quantity.”  Surely a good animal welfare objective is the quality of time 
you spend with your pet rather than the quantity? Just as we know there are dogs that should 
have more interaction with their owners, there is also spending too much time with your dogs – 
again leading to higher levels of separation anxiety and noisy destructive behaviour. 
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“There was association of medium strength between Separation Related Behaviour 
and attachment and attention-seeking behaviour, excitability, non-social fear and 
touch sensitivity.” – Applied Animal Behaviour Study of Australian Retrievers 17 

A study, The Concerns, Difficulties, and Stressors of Caring for Pets during COVID-19: Results 
from a Large Survey of U.S. Pet Owners18, which draws its findings from a multitude of other 
studies found:  

“The risk of animal-related injuries (e.g., dog bites) is of particular concern during 
increased time at home with pets and children and increased time with pets may 
exacerbate allergy or asthma symptoms” 

“The additional stress related to pet ownership (e.g., due to financial strain), potential 
increases in problematic pet behaviors and concomitant owner frustration, and potential 
exacerbation of allergy and asthma symptoms from spending increased time at home 
and around pets may lead pet owners to choose to relinquish their pets” 

“Some dogs like lying on the sofa bingeing the latest series with you. Others might prefer 
long walks, or a strenuous game of fetch. 

And dogs have different needs. A one-year-old dog might love going for a big walk, but a 
12-year-old dog with arthritis may find that painful. Some dogs love chasing balls, and 
others would rather watch grass grow. 

What’s more, the amount of time a dog can handle alone will depend on the animal. For 
some, only five minutes away from their human would be long enough to send them into 
total meltdown. 

What’s important is what you do with your dog when you’re together, to meet their 
needs.”- The Conversation 19 

What best suits the needs of an individual dog must be left to the owner and where necessary a 
professional or veterinarian. 

We MUST avoid having Council officers and RSPCA Inspectorate making that determination 
without any understanding of that particular dog or its behaviour.  

 
Section 3.2  Companionship 

S3.2.1 Dogs are social animals and must not be kept alone for long periods of time. 

Doesn’t this already meet the intent of S3.1.1? Socialising is the key word here. Contact with a 
human or another dog is THE MOST important point to meet the social needs of a dog. 
Guidelines 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 also highlight the point that minimum hours of human contact are not 
necessary where other dogs and distractions are implemented.  

 
17 Applied Animal Behaviour Science Study 
18 The Concerns, Difficulties, and Stressors of Caring for Pets during COVID-19 
19 The Conversation - article 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S016815911830491X?casa_token=EsK_e2XDSzEAAAAA:R9ev4iuqZJpTyDjgISUvFeKg7RXZdpf39ARonGSq8hQihbVfyG5iZcI8S0s7ZOnTKhtP-MdqYw
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-2615/10/10/1882?fbclid=IwY2xjawMSJWZleHRuA2FlbQIxMABicmlkETFOd0I1VkVaYndjS2UwaDhKAR6aI1EQrXzS2Cr__-5cRbbuAA2iN_4zTDM6LuWfMZEAJWOv2dLmEIJ-8BiDEQ_aem_-VEKqOPZitBZ66zvUGYcUg
https://theconversation.com/the-act-wants-dog-owners-to-spend-3-hours-a-day-with-their-pet-but-quality-not-quantity-matters-most-260694
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Yet another reason to scrap the mandated 3 hours point in the previous standard.  

 
Section  3.3  Tethering 

S3.3.1 Dogs must not be tethered for long periods (more than two hours) or tethered as a 
long term means of confinement. Alternative methods of confinement (better fencing, a 
secure dog run, indoors) must be provided or the dog rehomed to more appropriate 
facilities. 

This is absurd! This is NOT feasible for working dogs that travel to remote sites/properties. A 
working dog pack owner cannot be expected to cart around temporary kenneling supplies when 
working (droving) over large areas moving livestock from one place to another. There may not be 
a great deal of long-time droving within the Australian Capital Territory, but this is yet again 
another perfect example of animal rights ideology trying to set a precedent in order to achieve a 
larger goal.  

How dare a code of practice MANDATE a statement that a dog be “rehomed to more appropriate 

 facilities”  Especially based on an anthropomorphised position and not a science-based 
position.  

 
Section 8  Breeding 

S8.5 A person must only breed a litter from a dog if the dog is between the ages of 24 
months and six (6) years, must not breed a litter more than once in 18 months and must not 
breed a litter from a dog if the dog has already bred four (4) litters. 

Let us look at this very carefully. The bitch can only have each litter 18 months apart up to 6 
years of age and cannot have more than 4 litters. 

Litter 1: 2 years of age. 

Litter 2: 3.5 years of age 

Litter 3: 5 years of age 

Litter 4:  6.5 years of age – NOPE. Cannot have that litter as it exceeds the age limit.  

Which means the reality is no bitch can have more than 3 litters! If a bitch did have a failed/ 
missed litter somewhere in any part of that time, she still cannot be impregnated again for at 
least another 6 months until she came into ‘season’ again, which still stretches the timeline 
relying on the first pregnancy to be precisely at 2 years of age.  

Additionally, a veterinarian may advise an additional pregnancy to occur in order to ensure  
healthier outcomes for some bitches, for example following pyometra. There are two treatments 
for pyometra. In severe cases, the animal needs to be spayed but in other cases she can be 
treated with antibiotics, following treatment veterinarians will suggest mating on the next 
season.  
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Therefore Animal Care Australia strongly recommends the addition of an exception to s 8.5 
where veterinary advice and supervision is provided.  

  
Section 10  Lost dogs 

“Note: Dogs brought in as strays are held by animal welfare shelters for seven (7) days for their 
owners to be reached. After the seven (7) day holding period, ownership is transferred to the 
respective animal welfare shelter. All healthy and behaviourally sound dogs are placed for 
adoption and will be visible on the respective adoption websites. It is uncommon for animal 
welfare shelters to euthanise any dog due to space constraints. In limited circumstances 
where dogs are unable to be medically treated or rehabilitated does ethical euthanasia 
become an option as registered animal welfare organisations uphold the highest ethical 
obligations to ensure each dog has quality of life, free from pain and suffering.” 

Why is this in this Code? It is completely ideologically driven and is yet again another example of 
subliminal brainwashing in order to advance an agenda.  

 
Section 12   Humane Killing 

S12.1 Humane killing must only occur if justified and with a good reason. A person must 
not, without a good reason, choose to have a dog euthanised. This applies to dogs in 
general, including unwanted dogs. 

S12.2 If a person responsible for a dog chooses (in accordance with S12.1) to have the dog 
euthanised the person must engage a registered veterinarian. 

Animal Care Australia does NOT SUPPORT S12.2 

In an ideal world (not an ideological one) a registered veterinary practitioner is the right person to 
euthanise an animal.  

BUT… in the REAL world, it is not aways viable or possible to get an injured dog to a vet quickly or 
for that matter to get a vet to the dog in the fastest amount of time in order to reduce suffering. 
There will always be circumstances where waiting for a vet would prolong suffering, rather than 
utilising standard other methods Farmers in particular are more than capable of understanding 
how and what methods are suitable for quick and humane euthanising.  

Even if ‘engaging’ is implied to include a phone conversation this is equally not always practical 
or possible. 

 

 

The survey and consultation website stipulates certain mandatory standards are not up for 
consultation as they are imported from other legislation. This is concerning, as the draft Code of 
Practice states it is being amended to ‘meet community expectation.’ 

It is highly questionable whether the community has been adequately consulted on that existing 
legislation. Where or how has the ACT Government conducted appropriate and in-depth 

Closing statement: 
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consultation with the community in order to ascertain what exactly the ‘community’s 
expectations’ are? 

In our experience these are usually the expectations of a minority who receive no more than a 
few percentages of votes at any given state or federal election. 

If any consultation purposively limits the feed-back from the broader community on ALL aspects 
of existing or proposed legislation – HOW IS THAT TRULY COMMUNITY EXPECTATION! 

Lacking review and monitoring timeline 

The Code of Practice does not provide for any assessment of whether the standards are being 
met and more importantly the impact they may or may not be having on animal welfare 
outcomes, the ability for people to continue to keep their dogs, or any dog or owner behavioural 
changes experienced.   

Animal Care Australia strongly recommends the embedding of monitoring and review timelines.  

Time allotment should be between 3 to 5 years in order to ensure suitable time has passed to 
provide an accurate assessment while not being too long to implement changes that might 
counter any animal welfare issues being reported.  

It is apparent that a multitude of Guidelines and some Standards within this Code are 
based on ideological and/or personal bias-based opinion and not scientific or evidence-
based fact.     

It is clear to Animal Care Australia this is a direct result of the inclusion sentience in animal 
welfare legislation rather than a simple acknowledgement within the definition of what an 
animal is. Sentience opens the flood-gates for anthropomorphising animal care rather than 
providing welfare-science based outcomes.   

Animal Care Australia welcomes any questions you may have as you continue to finalise this 
Code of Practice. We welcome the opportunity to meet with the department, the Minister, and 
other members of parliament in order to ensure an appropriate Code of Practice is produced.  

This submission can be publicly listed. 

On behalf of the Animal Care Australia Committee, 

  
Michael Donnelly 
President, Animal Care Australia  
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Appendix 1: Online Survey 

 
These questions do not provide space for explaining your response and notably are NOT 
REQUIRED responses 
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While these questions only allow for a brief response (500 characters – approx. 6 lines) 
despite being REQUIRED? 

Why is this a REQUIRED field? 

 


