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1 ABOUT THIS SUBMISSION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ [ƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ 9ȄǇƻǊǘŜǊǎΩ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ό![9/ύ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

Stage 2: Issues Paper: Review of the Australian Standards for the Export of Livestock, published by 

the ASEL Review Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on or about 24th August 2018. 

ALEC is a member-ōŀǎŜŘΣ ǇŜŀƪ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ōƻŘȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ŜȄǇƻǊǘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ  Lǘ ǎŜǘǎ 

industry policy, provides strategic direction to the industry and represents Australia's livestock 

export trade in Australia and internationally.  

![9/ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ фс ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ŜȄǇƻǊǘǎΣ ōȅ ǾƻƭǳƳŜ 

ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜΦ  ![9/Ωǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ 

premise operators, ship owners, feed suppliers and other service providers to the trade.  

The Australian Standards for the Export of Livestock (ASEL) provide a foundation for the live export 

trade to operate at international best practice standards of animal welfare.   

1.2 ALEC SUPPORTS SCIENCE BASED REGULATION OF ANIMAL WELFARE OUTCOMES FOR 

AUSTRALIAN LIVE EXPORTS 
Over 100 countries export live animals; however, Australia is the only country that regulates animal 

welfare outcomes from the shores of Australia to final slaughter overseas.  Not even countries, such 

as those in the European Union, often cited as possessing explementary animal welfare regulations, 

apply anything approaching a similar level of control and oversight. 

5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ŀƭƭ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƻǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ![9/ ǎupports the 

application of science based regulation to animal welfare outcomes for Australian live exports.  Good 

animal welfare is good business practice.  All the recommendations by ALEC contained in this 

submission are solidly based on research findings and are aimed at improving the foundation of 

good animal welfare practices that are already required under ASEL.   

1.3 INSUFFICIENT CONSULTATION TIME 
ASEL is vitally important for Australian live exporters in a number of ways: in determining the 

regulatory environment within which the industry operates, in delivering an acceptable minimum 

level of outcomes across all operators (noting some operators will wish to exceed set minimums), in 

ensuring that the industry as a whole meets community expectations and in profoundly influencing 

the viability of the trade. 

Within this context ALEC wishes to express our substantial concerns that the ASEL Review is 

occurring with undue haste.  Over 70 questions are posed by the TAC in the Stage 2 Issues Paper, 

many of these being multifaceted and complex.  Yet in the space of little more than three working 

weeks since these questions were published, submissions must be finalised and forwarded to the 

department.  Not only does this timeline prevent necessary membership consultation and input, but 

it also restricts the scope of material that can be provided and increases the risk that the Review will 

result in substandard outcomes. 

In this context ALEC wishes to note that in the limited time available to prepare this submission, 

ALEC has been unable to examine in detail the re-formatted ASEL.  ALEC will provide any comments 

on this document at a later date. 
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1.4 GOOD REGULATION AND MAKING ASEL TRULY OUTCOMES BASED 
In the remaining chapters of this submission ALEC addresses many of the detailed questions asked in 

the Stage 2 Issues Paper.  Before addressing these detailed questions, however, this section focusses 

more broadly on ASEL and the essential elements of good regulation.  This background is important 

because the Review is being undertaken to provide quantum improvements in the ASEL regulations 

(noting that minor interpretive changes can be made through Export Advisory Notices and other 

mechanisms). 

Lǘ ƛǎ ![9/Ωǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ !{9[ Ŧŀƭƭǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ opportunity 

provided by the Review must be grasped to improve not only detailed provisions contained within 

ASEL, but also the broad thrust of the ASEL framework.   In fact, if the ASEL framework is 

fundamentally recast to more closely resemble good regulation many of the detailed provisions 

currently contained within ASEL will no longer be required. 

A list of the basic characteristics of a good regulatory system should possess can be quite extensive; 

however, it is generally agreed that such a system should exhibit at least the following five 

characteristics1: 

Á Clear objectives: At the centrepiece of any regulation must be statements about the policy 

objectives that are trying to be achieved (the problem the regulation is trying to solve).  Policy 

objectives and principles should be made explicit.  Where trade-offs are involved, object clauses 

should make clear what balance is sought ς for example, the need to pursue identified social 

objectives cost-effectively taking into account wider economic interests ς and how such a 

balance is to be achieved. 

Á Effectiveness: Regulation must be focussed on the problem to be solved and achieve its 

intended policy objectives with minimal side-effects and cost.  Regulatory measures should 

contain compliance strategies which ensure the greatest degree of compliance at the lowest 

cost to all parties.  Measures to encourage compliance may include regulatory clarity, brevity, 

public education and consultation and the choice of alternative regulatory approaches with 

compliance in mind. 

Á Outcome focussed: To maximise effectiveness regulations need to focus on outcomes rather 

than inputs or details about how to achieve the outcomes.  Outcome-oriented regulatory 

systems do not get in the way of innovation.  Furthermore, in an outcome-oriented system, 

industry should have a clear avenue to petition the regulatory authority to use alternative 

processes, and this process should not be unduly onerous. 

Á Proportionality: Regulatory measures must be proportional to the problem that they seek to 

address.  This principle is particularly applicable in terms of any compliance burden or penalty 

framework, which may apply.  A proportional based system allocates controls based on risk of 

not meeting the most important objectives, while those with few or insignificant risks or 

objectives of lower importance receive less attention.  Likewise, enforcement options under a 

proportionate system should differentiate between the good corporate citizen and the 

                                                           
1  See, for instance, Commonwealth of Australia, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2014, The Australian 
Government Guide to Regulation, Canberra, March; Council of Australian Governments, 2007, Best Practice Regulation: A 
Guide for Ministerial Councils and National Standard Setting Bodies, Canberra, October; Victorian Commission for Better 
Regulation, 2016, Victorian Guide to Regulation: A Handbook for Policy-Makers in Victoria, State of Victoria, November; 
Agriculture Victoria, 2016, Key characteristics of good regulatory systems, http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/pests-
diseases-and-weeds/protecting-victoria-from-pest-animals-and-weeds/legislation-policy-and-permits/new-invasive-
species-management-legislation/discussion-paper-invasive-species-management-bill/appendix-1-key-characteristics-of-
good-regulatory-systems; Riviere, J.E. & Buckley, G.J., 2012, Ensuring Safe Foods and Medical Products Through Stronger 
Regulatory Systems Abroad, Th National Academies Press, Washington DC. 

http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/pests-diseases-and-weeds/protecting-victoria-from-pest-animals-and-weeds/legislation-policy-and-permits/new-invasive-species-management-legislation/discussion-paper-invasive-species-management-bill/appendix-1-key-characteristics-of-good-regulatory-systems
http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/pests-diseases-and-weeds/protecting-victoria-from-pest-animals-and-weeds/legislation-policy-and-permits/new-invasive-species-management-legislation/discussion-paper-invasive-species-management-bill/appendix-1-key-characteristics-of-good-regulatory-systems
http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/pests-diseases-and-weeds/protecting-victoria-from-pest-animals-and-weeds/legislation-policy-and-permits/new-invasive-species-management-legislation/discussion-paper-invasive-species-management-bill/appendix-1-key-characteristics-of-good-regulatory-systems
http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/pests-diseases-and-weeds/protecting-victoria-from-pest-animals-and-weeds/legislation-policy-and-permits/new-invasive-species-management-legislation/discussion-paper-invasive-species-management-bill/appendix-1-key-characteristics-of-good-regulatory-systems
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ǊŜƴŜƎŀŘŜΣ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ψƭŀǎǘ ǊŜǎƻǊǘΩ ǇŜƴalties are used most effectively (rarely) but model 

behaviour is encouraged.  Enforcement measures and the regulatory framework should not have 

the effect of encouraging otherwise good corporate citizens to subvert compliance measures. 

Á Consistency and predictability: Regulation should be consistent with other policies, laws and 

agreements affecting regulated parties.  It should also be predictable, in order to create a stable 

regulatory environment and foster confidence. The regulatory approach should be applied 

consistently across regulated parties with like circumstances.  Rules should be applied 

consistently and enforced fairly, with the decisions made by regulators being neither arbitrary 

nor capricious. 

While the current ASEL meets a number of the elements of good regulation (see the Guiding 

Principles listed under Box 1 of ASEL), in other areas it falls short.  In particular the current ASEL fails 

to meet good regulation in that it focusses in its regulatory requirements on inputs (rather than 

outcomes), is mechanistic and overly prescriptive.  Rather than encouraging innovation, the current 

ASEL tends to stifle it.  Alternate methods to those prescribed in ASEL, that may be able to achieve 

the broad welfare outcomes desired by the Government and community, are often not 

contemplated.  The reformatted ASEL in a number of areas exacerbates this situation by removing 

departmental discretion. 

In a number of areas of live exports ASEL imposes prohibitions.  Prohibitions rarely represent good 

regulatory practice.  Rather, the welfare outcomes sought should be clearly established and the 

market left to determine how these outcomes are best achieved ς with a possible market 

determination being no trade. 

As an example, where a heat stress model has been calibrated ƛǘ ƛǎ ![9/Ωǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ 

to determine the conditions under which livestock are exported, rather than, for instance, placing 

blanket prohibitions on the export of certain classes of livestock at certain times of year or arbitrarily 

changing stocking densities.  The model can directly include the desired regulatory outcome and 

results can be monitored to ensure this outcome is being achieved. 

Importantly use of the above approach offers flexibility on how the outcome is achieved.  At the 

moment the Heat Stress Risk Assessment model offers a number of major parameters which can be 

varied to achieve desired outcomes on controlling heat stress ς these parameters being related to 

selection of livestock, selection of the ship (particularly its ventilation attributes) and the number of 

stock placed on the ship (stocking densities).  Over time, however, further sophistication might be 

introduced into the model to achieve desired outcomes in a number of new ways (e.g. use of 

electrolytes, fans, de-humidification, route optimisation, etc). 

It is important to appreciate that the end result of the outcomes based (heat stress model) approach 

advocated by ALEC and the prescriptive approach currently embedded in ASEL might be the same ς 

the conditions under which livestock must be exported, as determined by the model, may be 

uneconomic.  But in the approach advocated by ALEC the regulation is driven by outcomes, in the 

other it is driven by one way to achieve the outcome (prohibition on the export of certain classes of 

livestock at certain times of year).  The current approach provides no avenue for innovation or use of 

a variety of methods in different combinations to achieve the desired outcome. 

An analogy may help to further highlight this point.  Eating quality is a desired outcome of the meat 

industry in Australia.  In the late 1980s and early 1990s grain feeding, using Bos Taurus cattle, was 

regarded by many as the principle method by which this could be achieved.  Meat Standards 

Australia, however, did not take a narrowly prescriptive approach on the methods which had to be 
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employed to achieve eating quality.  Instead, MSA offers an almost endless array of methods that 

can be employed to achieve desired eating quality outcome.  Sex, breed, hanging method, degree of 

marbling, cut ageing, ossification and use of HGPs are just a few of about 20 parameters that are 

used in the MSA model to determine eating quality grade.  All MSA cares about is the final grade 

score, not how it was achieved.  Users of the system can adopt whichever combination of methods 

work best for them in their particular circumstances to achieve the desired eating quality outcome. 

ALEC was encouraged by statements made at the commencement of this ASEL review that ASEL 

ǿƻǳƭŘ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ōŜ ǊŜŎŀǎǘ ŀǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ  CǊƻƳ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨwŜŦƻǊƳŀǘǘŜŘ 

Australian StaƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ȄǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ [ƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪΩ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 

contained in the Stage 2 Issues Paper, ALEC fears that the new ASEL will fall far short of being truly 

ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ  {ƛƳǇƭȅ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƴƎ ά{ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ !{9[ ǘƻ άhǳǘŎƻƳŜǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

Reformatted ASEL, while retaining much of the detail of how the regulations operate, does not meet 

the criteria for truly outcomes based regulation. 

It is to be noted that, even though ALEC considers that recasting ASEL in terms of outcomes would 

represent a significant improvement in design, and has re-iterated this sentiment in addressing 

many specific ASEL issues raised in the Stage 2 Issues Paper, on other issues ALEC recommendations 

reference inputs or prescribe certain actions to be followed.  This latter approach simply recognises 

that this is the way ASEL is currently designed and, based on information to hand, despite initial 

statements on what the Review was to achieve, this may not significantly change. 

1.5 REMAINDER OF THIS SUBMISSION 
In the remainder of this submission ALEC addresses many of the issues raised in the Stage 2 Issues 

Paper.   

The submission follows the sequence of these issues as presented in the Stage 2 paper. 

Research from the joint LiveCorp / Meat & Livestock Australia (MLA) Live Export Program (LEP) is 

heavily referenced in remaining chapters, as is other research where relevant.  The 

recommendations made by ALEC have been based on research outcomes and are heavily focussed 

on securing high standards of animal welfare.  Many of the recommendations contained in the 

following chapters will cost the industry more, but if shown unequivocally, based on the best 

science, to be of benefit in terms of animal welfare outcomes, are supported by the ALEC Board and 

membership notwithstanding the cost impact. 

On many issues the TAC in the Stage 2 Issues Paper sought information on the economic impact of 

possible changes.  In a number of cases ALEC has provided costing information.  Assessing economic 

impact, however, is often extremely complex and time consuming.  In the very limited time available 

to prepare this submission it has not been possible to provide an economic impact assessment for 

every issue. 
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2 άwEPORTABLE MORTALITY RATESέ2 

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
Á That changes in άReportable Mortality Ratesέ, below those currently specified in ASEL, are not 

supported unless a clear scientific basis exists for changes.  In considering any changes to 

threshold mortality levels, that if exceeded, trigger a notifiable incident, the TAC should have 

regard to: 

  length of the voyage; 

  domestic and other standards for notifiable mortalities in intensive livestock systems; and 

  The ultimate objectives of establishing these thresholds. 

Á To introduce more precision and less ambiguity that the definition of notifiable incident as 

contained in the reformatted ASEL be modified.  In particular, ALEC recommends that the words 

in the current definition: 

άNotifiable incident means an incident that has the potential to cause serious harm to the 

health and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident includes, but is not limited to:έ 

be replaced by  

άNotifiable incident means an incident that has the potential to cause serious harm to the 

health and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident is triggered by one or more of the 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΥέΦ 

ALEC also notes that a number of recommendations contained in the chapters of this submission 

that follow ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¢!/ ǳƴŘŜǊ άReportable Mortality Rates.έ  These 

are as follows: 

Á That ALEC supports the collection of a broader set of animal welfare indicators in addition to the 

current mortality indicator. 

Á Notwithstanding this support, ALEC opposes regulating the collection of a broader set of animal 

welfare indicators at this point in time. Welfare is multi-faceted, with complex links between 

various elements and limited research undertaken.  A body of evidence is needed before 

changes are made to voyage reporting regulations. 

Á ¢Ƙŀǘ ƴƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ōŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǘǊƛƎƎŜǊΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭe levels beyond mortality until 

extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and 

measures have been subject to scientific scrutiny and validation. 

2.1 CURRENT ASEL STANDARD 
The current mortality rates within ASEL which, if exceeded, trigger a notifiable incident are: 

Sheep and goats 2% 

Cattle and buffalo, voyages >= 10 days 1% 

Cattle and buffalo, voyages < 10 days 0.5% 

Camelids 2% 

Deer 2% 

                                                           
2 !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ άwŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ wŀǘŜǎέΣ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 
issue used by the TAC, ALEC believes that more precise language should be used ς see commentary at the beginning of 
Section 2.4. 
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ALEC also notes that the department is now applying a reportable mortality level for sheep of 1%. 

2.2 MCCARTHY REVIEW 
¢ƘŜ aŎ/ŀǊǘƘȅ wŜǾƛŜǿ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άThe reportable mortality level for sheep exported by sea 

to the Middle East should be reduced from 2% to 1%έΦ 

Commentary on this recommendation by Dr Michael McCarthy is to be found in Section 2.4. 

2.3 2018 ASEL REVIEW 
¢ƘŜ ¢!/ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀƎŜ н LǎǎǳŜǎ tŀǇŜǊ ǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ άǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ 

ƭŜǾŜƭǎέΦ 

Á Should the current reportable mortality rates (RMR) be revised and, if so, how?   

Á At what level of mortality should a notifiable incident be declared, thereby triggering an 

investigation? 

Á Should there be a relationship between the average mortality rate and the RMR and should it be 

reviewed annually? 

Á What should be the stated purpose of an RMR, and what should be the consequence(s) of 

exceeding the RMR for a voyage?  

Á Should the RMR also relate to classes of livestock (within species), different areas of the vessel 

etc. as well as length of journey? 

Á Should the RMR be replaced by, or supplemented with, reportable levels for more general 

welfare indicators (e.g. see McCarthy Review report)?  If so, what should the welfare indicators 

be and what should be the reportable level for each? 

2.4 COMMENTS ON άwEPORTABLE MORTALITY RATESέ 
Lƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ άwŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ Ratesέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ 

consider the objectives for setting these levels. 

Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǎŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ άwŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ Ratesέ ƛǎ 

NOT to ensure that mortalities above a certain level are reported.  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άReportable Mortality 

RŀǘŜέ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳƛǎƴƻƳŜǊΦ  !ƭƭ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜΣ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ  Given 

the preceding, ALEC is concerned ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άwŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ wŀǘŜέ Ƴŀȅ ƎƛǾŜ ǊƛǎŜ 

to misconceptions ς particularly in the community. 

The issue under consideration here is not the level at which mortalities should be reported, but the 

level at which they should be classified as a notifiable incident, thereby triggering a regulatory 

obligation to immediately advise the department as soon as possible and within 12 hours.  The 

notification to the department must include the following information: 

a) details of the mortalities (e.g. number, species, suspected cause); 

b) factors that may have contributed to the deaths; and 

c) the current location of the vessel and, if appropriate, its destination and estimated time of 

arrival. 

Shipments that exceed the notifiable limit are routinely investigated in detail by the department.  

However, it should be recognised that the department has the ability to review the voyage data and 

investigate any shipment that it sees fit.   

These notifiable mortality incidents are used by the department in the regulation of exporters under 

the Approved Arrangements, depending on the outcome of its investigation: 
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If it is found that a reportable mortality was due to failings in implementing the approved 

arrangement, the performance level of the exporter will return to, or maintain a level 1 rating 

and regulatory oversight by the department will increase. If the incident occurred as a result of a 

flagrant disregard for systems or processes, or fraudulent or criminal behaviour, the approved 

arrangement may be suspended and referred to the appropriate authority for further 

investigation. 

Given that immediate notification is required, and an investigation initiated, whenever mortalities 

ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ άǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘŜέ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ rate are: 

Á To allow the department to obtain an early warning of potential issues in order for contingency 

plans to be calibrated and implemented.  Also, the department may have a role in determining 

whether any immediate actions should be taken to prevent further mortalities ς and to inform 

the exporter and AAV of these. 

Á Using the investigation to glean learnings from the voyage to prevent future high mortality 

occurrences. 

Á Taking action against the exporter if there is found to be unacceptable failings in processes, 

flagrant disregard for systems, criminal behaviour, etc.  Through the threat of punitive action, 

exporters are incentivised to take appropriate measures to ensure high mortality events are 

avoided. 

¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ άwŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ wŀǘŜǎέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎŜǘ ŀǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǘƻ 

isolate only very significant events. 

Lǘ ƛǎ ![9/Ωǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ άwŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ 

wŀǘŜǎέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƻƴ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  Certainly these objectives seem to have been 

ǳǇǇŜǊƳƻǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŘ ƻŦ 5Ǌ aƛŎƘŀŜƭ aŎ/ŀǊǘƘȅ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ άIndependent Review of 

Conditions for the Export of Sheep to the Middle East during the Northern Hemisphere SummerέΦ  

The McCarthy Review recommendation (accepted by the department) of changing the mortality 

threshold for a notifiable incident for a sheep voyage from 2% to 1% was justified on the following 

basis: 

Most of the answers, in regards to minimising mortality are known. Industry has conducted a 

largŜ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ΨƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΦ wŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ 

the reportable mortality level raises the value of this research and places a greater imperative on 

adopting and implementing the findings.3 

Dr Michael McCarthy did not justify why 1% had been chosen over any other level or whether a 

reduction in the notifiable level was the best ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ǊŀƛǎŜ άthe value of [the] research and place a 

greater imperative on adopting and implementing the findingsέΦ  ¦ƴǳǎǳŀƭ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎes can arise on 

any voyage ς a better way of encouraging adoption of research findings may be to apply thresholds 

over longer periods of time. 

Lƴ ![9/Ωǎ ǾƛŜǿΣ ǘracking and analysing mortalities over time represents a superior method of 

assessing an exporteǊΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ - ǘƘǳǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ άwŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ 

aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ wŀǘŜǎέ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƭƛǎǘŜŘΦ  Tracking and analysing mortalities over time also provides a more 

valid foundation on which to identify and secure areas of performance improvement. 

                                                           
3 MCarthy, M., 2018, Independent review of conditions for the export of sheep to the Middle East during the northern 
hemisphere summer, Report to the Australian Government, May. 
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It is to be noted that Approved Arrangements already provide a mechanism for this to occur: 

!ƴ ŜȄǇƻǊǘŜǊΩǎ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛǘǎ мн-month rolling average every six 

ƳƻƴǘƘǎΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ŀǳŘƛǘΦ LŦ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƻǊǘŜǊΩǎ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ Ǌate has significantly increased above its 

average over the past 12 months, the department will notify the exporter and an internal system 

ǊŜǾƛŜǿ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΦ LŦ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƻǊǘŜǊΩǎ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǎƛȄ-

monthly periods and exceeds the industry average, a performance or system audit may be 

conducted by a departmental auditor. The outcomes of the audit may recommend corrective 

ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƻǊ ŀ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇƻǊǘŜǊΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

increased mortalities are due to issues in the sourcing, preparation, transport and/or loading of 

livestock. 

ALEC believes that the Approved Arrangements framework correctly and usefully distinguishes 

between the use of mortality for performance measurement or monitoring from the use of mortality 

thresholds for immediate notification / reporting.  Each has a distinct purpose that should not be 

confused. 

In terms of mortality thresholds for immediate notification / reporting, these should continue to 

represent situations that reflect serious incidents warranting the dŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǳǊƎŜƴǘ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ 

subsequent investigation.  The gravity of the other notifiable incidents gives some reference ς i.e. 

piracy / terrorism, rejection of consignment, ventilation breakdown, emergency disease, marine 

casualty.   

ALEC also notes that the currently used mortality thresholds do not relate to domestic standards for 

notifiable mortalities in intensive livestock systems or (apparently) any other basis rooted in science 

or community expectations. 

2.5 ROLE OF OTHER ANIMAL WELFARE INDICATORS 
The TAC has also requested consideration of whether άwŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ wŀǘŜǎέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ be 

replaced by, or supplemented with, reportable levels for more general welfare indicators. 

It is to be noted that a research project has been initiated by the MLA / LiveCorp Live Export 

Program (LEP) in order to recommend meaningful, practical, animal welfare indicators that could 

form the basis of a continuous improvement and performance benchmarking framework.  Further 

details on this project and other related projects are to be found in the next chapter of this 

submission. 

ALEC submits that this project should be completed before decisions are made on additional 

indicators to measure.  Additionally, very significant levels of data would need to be collected before 

any consideration is provided to defining notifiable incident trigger levels based on such indicators. 

ALEC further submits that mortality remains an ideal regulatory measure for triggering a notifiable 

incident and investigation, rather than using other / additional welfare measures.  Mortality provides 

an easily recognisable, permanent, census level measure of a consignment that captures a wide 

range of disease, health and welfare issues.  Other welfare indicators, by comparison, are open to 

significantly greater measurement error, involve greater interpretation and often comprise a 

number of different elements, including qualitative components.  It is also not uncommon to use, a 

number of different welfare indicators in combination to determine the state of the animal (with 

challenges with how individual components are weighted relative to each other).  For these reasons 

ALEC cautions against defining notifiable incident trigger levels for other animal welfare indicators 

on which data might be collected at this time.  This is particularly the case given the consequences 
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that may apply from exceeding a notifiable limit in terms of government investigation and 

reputational damage / stigma. 

2.6 CLARIFICATION OF άbOTIFIABLE INCIDENTέ 
!ǎ ŀ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ![9/ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ άƴƻǘƛŦƛŀōƭŜ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ !{9[ ƛǎ ƛƭƭ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴ 

to interpretation.  Currently the definition is as follows: 

άbƻǘƛŦƛŀōƭŜ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘial to cause serious harm to the health 

and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident includes, but is not limited to [our emphasis]: 

a) a shipboard mortality rate equal to or greater than a reportable level; 

b) disablement of ventilation, feeding and/or watering systems on a vessel carrying livestock, 

causing a serious adverse effect on animal welfare; 

c) rejection of livestock at an overseas port; 

d) diagnosis or strong suspicion of an emergency disease in a consignment of livestock; 

e) marine casualty of a vessel carrying livestock; 

f) disablement of a vessel carrying livestock, such that assistance is required for return to port; 

and 

g) ŀƴ ŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘŜǊǊƻǊƛǎƳ ƻǊ ǇƛǊŀŎȅΦέ 

Given that a notifiable incident is not confined to points a) to g) the question then becomes what 

defines άa potential to cause serious harm to the health and welfare of animalsέ ώƻǳǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎϐΦ  

These are undefined terms. 

2.7 ALEC RECOMMENDATIONS ON NOTIFIABLE INCIDENTS, INCLUDING THOSE TRIGGERED BY 

MORTALITIES EXCEEDING THRESHOLD LEVELS 
Á ¢Ƙŀǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ άReportable Mortality RŀǘŜǎέΣ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ !{9[Σ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

supported unless a clear scientific basis exists for changes.  In considering any changes to 

threshold mortality levels, that if exceeded, trigger a notifiable incident, the TAC should have 

regard to: 

  length of the voyage; 

  domestic and other standards for notifiable mortalities in intensive livestock systems; and 

  The ultimate objectives of establishing these thresholds. 

Á To introduce more precision and less ambiguity that the definition of notifiable incident as 

contained in the reformatted ASEL be modified.  In particular, ALEC recommends that the words 

in the current definition: 

άNotifiable incident means an incident that has the potential to cause serious harm to the 

health and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident includes, but is not limited to:έ 

be replaced by  

άNotifiable incident means an incident that has the potential to cause serious harm to the 

health and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident is triggered by one or more of the 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΥέΦ 

ALEC also notes that a number of recommendations contained in the chapters of this submission 

that follow ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¢!/ ǳƴŘŜǊ άReportable Mortality Rates.έ  These 

are as follows: 

Á That ALEC supports the collection of a broader set of animal welfare indicators in addition to the 

current mortality indicator. 
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Á Notwithstanding this support, ALEC opposes regulating the collection of a broader set of animal 

welfare indicators at this point in time. Welfare is multi-faceted, with complex links between 

various elements and limited research undertaken.  A body of evidence is needed before 

changes are made to voyage reporting regulations. 

Á ¢Ƙŀǘ ƴƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ōŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǘǊƛƎƎŜǊΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ƭŜvels beyond mortality until 

extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and 

measures have been subject to scientific scrutiny and validation. 

Á ¢Ƙŀǘ ƴƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ōŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǘǊƛƎƎŜǊΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ōŜȅƻnd mortality until 

extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and 

measures have been subject to scientific scrutiny and validation. 
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3 VOYAGE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS  

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
Á That ALEC supports the collection of a broader set of animal welfare indicators in addition to the 

current mortality indicator (noting that a range of information beyond mortality is already 

collected and provided to the department under the voyage reporting requirements). 

Á Notwithstanding this support, ALEC opposes regulating the collection of a broader set of animal 

welfare indicators at this point in time. Welfare is multi-faceted, with complex links between 

various elements and limited research undertaken.  A body of evidence is needed before 

changes are made to voyage reporting regulations. 

Á ¢Ƙŀǘ ƴƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ōŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǘǊƛƎƎŜǊΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǳƴǘƛƭ 

extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and 

measures have been subject to scientific scrutiny and validation. 

Á That prescription in automation for data collection be avoided at this time until such technology 

can be mapped and developed against a defined set of meaningful indicators. 

Á That the department publish an annual report summarising and interpreting the data collected 

on routine voyages in a manner that enhances community accessibility, rather than publishing 

raw voyage reports.  Voyage reports / the data contained within them could be released where 

an investigation into a reportable mortality has been carried out. 

3.1 CURRENT ASEL STANDARD 
Current voyage reporting requirements under ASEL are to be found in Appendices 5.1 and 5.2 of 

ASEL. 

3.2 2013 ASEL REVIEW 
The TAC Issues Paper identified that the 2013 ASEL Review Steering Committee discussed the 

following difficulties raised in submissions, that the reports: 

Á Do not include pen or specific area reports smaller than the deck / tier level; 

Á Are not standardised and therefore are administratively burdensome; 

Á Include few animal welfare indicators other than respiratory type, faeces type and feed and 

water consumption; and 

Á Focus on mortality and environmental reporting. 

The Review identified a range of potential changes to the report to expand the data collected. 

3.3 MCCARTHY REVIEW 
The McCarthy Review recommended the use of a panting score and a heat stress score as a 

mandatory requirement in the daily reports for sheep voyages and this has now been implemented 

by the department. 

McCarthy also noted that: 

άIn general, the existing reporting system is probably outdated and new technology is available 

that may revolutionise the reporting process, particularly with the advent of automated 

environmental monitoringέ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άIt is, therefore, folly to try to be too prescriptive 

about reporting at this point. The whole landscape should be mapped out and studied by those 

with knowledge of the equipment required and the information technology involved. This could 

be commissioned as an industry funded projectΦέ 
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3.4 2018 ASEL REVIEW 
The TAC posed the following questions in relation to voyage reporting: 

Á What further changes, if any, do you think are necessary to the voyage reporting requirements 

of the standards?  

Á Should the voyage reporting changes recommended by the McCarthy Review and then 

instituted by the department be applied more broadly? 

Á Some stakeholders would like voyage reports to be publicly available, while others argue that 

this approach may limit candour. What is the best approach to balance public transparency with 

frankness in reporting? 

Á Should there be on board real-time monitoring of animals and vessel conditions? If so, what 

should these be and what would be the cost? 

Á Should there be specific recording and reporting of additional environmental parameters on 

ǾŜǎǎŜƭǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǾƻȅŀƎŜǎΚ  ²Ƙŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ōŜΣ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ƻǊ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ΨǘǊƛƎƎŜǊΩ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ōŜ 

set? 

Á Should there be specific recording and reporting of animal welfare indicators during, and at the 

conclusion of a voyage?  If so, what might these welfare indicators be, how frequently should 

they be measured and can/should reportable trigger levels for these measures be established? 

Á If reporting requirements are increased, what might be this cost and who would pay? 

We also note under the Issues Paper chapter addressing the level of mortalities that should trigger a 

notifiable incident the TAC posed the following question: 

Á Should the RMR be replaced by, or supplemented with, reportable levels for more general 

welfare indicators (e.g. see McCarthy Review report)?  If so, what should the welfare indicators 

be and what should be the reportable level for each? 

3.5 SIGNIFICANT DATA ALREADY COLLECTED 
In any consideration of voyage reporting requirements it should first be noted that significant 

amounts of data are already collected for each live export voyage.  Daily reports must be submitted 

to the department containing an extensive array of information, including: 

Á data related to the vessel, 

Á information on relevant personnel, 

Á observations related to the livestock on-board the vessel (e.g. feed and water consumption, 

faecal consistency, signs of heat stress, respiratory rate and character), 

Á weather data (e.g. dry and wet bulb readings), 

Á births, and 

Á mortalities and hospitalisations. 

In addition to these daily reports an extensive end of voyage report must also be submitted. 

A critical issue before mandating the collection of any new data is: can better use be made of 

existing data and can this data be made more accessible? 

3.6 RELEVANT RESEARCH INTO VOYAGE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

The LEP project entitled Development and assessment of animal welfare indicators ς quantifying 

welfare improvements in the live export industry is a critical part of defining the measurement of 

welfare moving forward and is the basis on which a move from mortality to welfare can over time be 

pursued on a scientifically rigorous basis.  
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This critical project was previously commenced as part of an industry reform proposal initiated by 

ALEC to develop meaningful indicators of welfare along the supply chain that would move 

performance measurement away from a focus on mortality, support transparency and reporting to 

the community, and enable benchmarking of exporters and the industry.  

The project is being delivered by Murdoch University and, after an initial literature review and 

survey to identify potential indicators across the supply chain, is now in a pilot phase.  In this phase a 

range of potential measures ς including qualitative behavioural assessments ς are being 

trialled.  This project has a final reporting date in 2021.  Along that pathway, however, there are a 

range of steps that will be rolled out, including the adoption of app based real time data collection 

platforms (currently being piloted) and analysis and development of technologies to increase 

automation (both of the indicators and underlying data of relevance). 

Conditional on research outcomes, it is envisaged that the reporting and transparency measures in 

the industry can be structured around clear animal welfare indicators that: 

Á Are meaningfully linked to the welfare of the animal; 

Á Have scientifically set thresholds on which performance is measured; 

Á Can be collected and measured, and which have clear collection / sampling protocols;  

Á Are understood within the context of each other;  

Á The measurements against these indicators can be clearly interpreted in assessing the welfare of 

the livestock; and 

Á Can allow proactive identification of developing risks (i.e. early warning) to support interventions 

before issues arise. 

The research challenge to achieve the above is significant and the selection of indicators is not an 

easy task.  They need to underpin the collection of meaningful and comparable data - too many 

indicators will result in ambiguity and a lack of focus, while too few may not allow appropriate 

coverage of the range of animal welfare issues.  Some of the aspects of welfare that the project will 

need to consider include that: 

Á Welfare is multi-faceted ς many different elements contribute, in varying degrees, to whether 

ŀƴ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŀ ΨƎƻƻŘ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩ.   

Á Each element can have multiple degrees of variation that need to be considered and tied back to 

an acceptable welfare state (for example, there can be variations in the duration and severity of 

exposure / experience that are relevant, and the scale in terms of how many within a group are 

affected). 

Á The patterns and interactions of welfare need to be understood individually and collectively ς 

for example, is panting at a high level for a short time worse than panting at a moderate level 

but for a longer period? 

Á Indicators need to be linked back to a welfare state through validated science. 

Á Indicators need to be assessed / measured consistently (can people easily recognise the 

differences, what level of training / education is needed)? 

Á Indicators need to have collection protocols that are meaningful ς for example, welfare 

measures have to be based on sampling and if factors like duration are relevant then there 

needs to be consideration of how monitoring can occur continuously. 

Part of ensuring the animal welfare indicators project can achieve its goal and be implemented will 

be the availability of supportive collection and analytical technology.  Automation is likely to be 

critical in this regard to: 
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Á Increase the irrefutability of the data; 

Á Reduce the reliance and workload impact on on-board personnel to collect data ς particularly 

important under a welfare measurement system where there will be a reliance on sampling. 

Á Enable the collection and rapid analysis of large volumes of information to allow for early 

warnings / alarms of potential issues to be alerted to on-board personnel and others that can 

check and respond. 

Recognising the importance of integrating this technology into the industry and regulatory systems, 

the LEP has a number of projects in this space that it has been pursuing alongside the welfare 

indicators project.  Current projects and activities ς which the LEP expects will expand as there is 

more clarity on the indicators that may need to be collected ς include: 

Á Trials of automated environmental monitoring for ammonia, temperature, humidity and carbon 

dioxide (initially on-board aircraft); 

Á Development of automated sheep counting technology to provide irrefutable counts at loading 

and unloading (and in turn, irrefutable mortality figures); and  

Á Mapping and scoping of proof of concept trials with a university provider for technologies that 

could support the automated measurement of animal welfare indicators from the animal 

welfare indicators project (for example, behavioural measures such as panting). 

There will of course be logistical challenges that need to be addressed in this process ς including 

on-board power / battery, processing capacity, connectivity and transmission of data and ability of 

technology to withstand the environmental conditions (i.e. seawater). 

ALEC believes that the above projects will provide a rigorous, science based structure for reporting, 

triggers and indicators that will benefit animal welfare and provide a clear framework for 

performance into the future. 

Taking into account the above and looking to the immediate term, ALEC does not support the use of 

new animal welfare indicators as triggers for notification.  The indicators need to be used in a 

dynamic and proactive manner that promotes continuous improvement and benchmarking by the 

industry, rather than as a retrospective punitive measure. 

The consequences for exceeding a trigger level presently are significant ς they include a public 

investigation, risks to licences and livelihoods and reputational damage / stigma.  These triggers 

need to be very clearly established and understood in terms of their relation to acceptable animal 

welfare to be used in a regulatory context.  They also need to be able to be unambiguously 

expressed, achievable and able to be collected.   Indicators arrived at by ad hoc judgment over 

science will not benefit welfare, the industry or the regulator. 

For the time being, mortality remains an unambiguous and dependable trigger that can be relied 

upon in a regulatory structure and which provides a meaningful indicator of welfare. Mortality 

remains the most complete measure for this purpose as it is absolute and simple to measure (yes / 

no), can only occur once, is recognisable by anyone (regardless of language, education or training), 

can provide a census level indication of performance without the need to continuously monitor an 

entire vessel and captures a wide range of causes with one measure (i.e. salmonella, heat stress). 

3.7 ALEC DISCUSSION OF VOYAGE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

The current voyage reporting information appears to primarily be used to inform analysis during an 

investigation.  While the information collected ς which as noted by the TAC goes beyond mortality ς 

is not fully validated for use as indicators, it provides data at a level that is suited to diagnosis / 
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analysis in breaking apart problems.  This continues to appear to be the most reasonable use of the 

information until a revised structure can be implemented. 

In this vein, it is largely for the regulator to determine what it needs to inform its investigations or 

analysis.  However, there are some key points that ALEC would make in this regard: 

Á Voyage reports need to be concise and focused on delivering against a regulatory objective to 

ensure they do not unnecessarily occupy the time of the stockperson or AAV away from caring 

for the animals.   

Á DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Independent Observers onto vessels, it would be 

questioned whether it is appropriate to significantly expand the reporting requirements until the 

respective roles are determined. 

Á More data is not necessarily better ς and as opposed to simply expanding the information 

needed, it would be better to make sure that any information collected is necessary, meaningful 

and clear ς and will be used. 

Á Noting that the McCarthy Review recommended, and the department has implemented, the use 

of new/revised pant scores and heat stress scores in the daily reporting for sheep, it is suggested 

that if the ASEL Review is to recommend their inclusion on an ongoing basis that they be subject 

to wider scientific scrutiny to confirm the scores are the most appropriate and that the 

correlations / interpretations drawn are correct.  This is important noting that, once enshrined in 

ASEL, such scores and definitions will become the standard across the regulatory and industry 

data collection frameworks.  

In terms of balancing frankness of reporting with public transparency, ALEC notes that significant 

information is already made publicly available including: 

Á The six monthly reports made to Parliament ς including ports of loading, discharge, livestock 

carried, mortalities and exporter name 

Á Reports are published of reportable mortality investigations on the dŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ 

Á The LEP publishes annual Transport Performance Reports (available on the LiveCorp website) 

ALEC also believes that it is critical that the regulatory structure support transparency and frank 

communication within the supply chain and between the on-board personnel, the regulator and the 

exporter.  Requiring routine reports from successful shipments to be published is an unnecessary 

impost on those exporters that are performing and adds an additional function to the regulator. 

In terms of public transparency, ALEC recognises this is important, particularly where issues arise, 

and voyage reporting data forms an important part of what is released in investigation reports.  

However, on a more regular basis the release of this information for public transparency needs to 

also consider community accessibility.  Voyage reports are raw data and very few community 

members will be able to meaningfully interact or interpret the data.  In fact, it is likely that based on 

ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ƳƛǎƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ  Lƴ ![9/Ωǎ Ǿiew, to extend 

public transparency on these voyages, the department should be responsible for developing a 

structure that collates and interprets both the Independent Observer reports / footage / photos and 

the voyage report data in a way that is accessible to the community and puts it in an appropriate 

statistical context.  Such a report would greatly enhance the accessibility to the community and 

serve to increase transparency for normal voyages without affecting frankness or unnecessarily 

creating the regulatory need to publish substantial new materials.  Noting this, where issues arise 

there is a need for greater transparency and information released in the investigation reports should 

include voyage reports and, where available, Independent Observer reports.  
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3.8 ECONOMIC IMPACT OF CHANGES TO THE VOYAGE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

The economic impacts of changing the voyage reporting requirements is difficult to ascertain; 

ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜƳŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ƛndicators 

that have not been validated, the economic impacts would be significant. 

3.9 ALEC RECOMMENDATIONS ON VOYAGE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
Based on a review of the scientific literature, ALEC recommends the following in relation to voyage 

reporting requirements: 

Á That ALEC supports the collection of a broader set of animal welfare indicators in addition to the 

current mortality indicator. 

Á Notwithstanding this support, ALEC opposes regulating the collection of a broader set of animal 

welfare indicators at this point in time. Welfare is multi-faceted, with complex links between 

various elements and limited research undertaken.  A body of evidence is needed before 

changes are made to voyage reporting regulations. 

Á That no further measures be introduced as ΨǘǊƛƎƎŜǊΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǳƴǘƛƭ 

extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and 

measures have been subject to scientific scrutiny and validation. 

Á That prescription in automation for data collection be avoided at this time until such technology 

can be mapped and developed against a defined set of meaningful indicators. 

Á That the department publish an annual report summarising and interpreting the data collected 

on routine voyages in a manner that enhances community accessibility, rather than publishing 

raw voyage reports.  Voyage reports / the data contained within them could be released where 

an investigation into a reportable mortality has been carried out. 
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4 HEAT STRESS RISK ASSESSMENT 

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
Á That 3A.4 (ii) in the reformatted ASEL be amended as follows:  

άŦƻǊ ǎƘƛǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !Ǌŀōƛŀƴ {Ŝŀ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ƭŀǘƛǘǳŘŜ ммɕbΣ ŀƴ 

agreed heat stress risk assessment must be completed and indicate the risk is manageable as 

per tƘŜ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέΦ 

Á Where applicable within ASEL the months of heat stress risk for voyages to and through the 

Middle East be recognised as June to September. 

Á ALEC recommends that research be undertaken to better understand the importance of heat 

stress across all significant markets and to explore the further application of the HSRA model as 

required. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ![9/Ωǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

the Heat Stress Technical Reference Panel 

Á That space allocations for livestock be determined as the maximum space allocations calculated 

from the allometric equation or from an assessment of heat risk. 

Á ALEC recommends that caution be exercised in making significant changes to the primary 

objective in the HSRA model.  Significant changes should not be made until a new objective has 

been identified and tested that is simple to collect and explain, robust, reliable and repeatable.  

Until a new measure has been identified, scientifically validated and tested, the HSRA objective 

should remain focussed on mortalities. While maintaining this focus it would be possible to 

lower the current 5% mortality setting in the objective. 

Á Notwithstanding the recommended HSRA focus on mortalities, ALEC members are committed to 

collecting a range of animal welfare indicators on-board vessels and these being published.  A 

research project is underway to determine meaningful, practical, indicators.  While these 

indicators are being understood and scientifically validated, collection of a defined set of 

indicators should not be regulated.  Once the indicators are thoroughly understood and 

scientifically validated, regulation of a defined set of indicators could occur with performance 

threshold values set for exporters to meet. 

4.1 CONSIDERATION OF HEAT STRESS 
While the application of allometric equations / k-values can provide an effective means of estimating 

space for a behaviour ς such as lying (see Chapter 11 of this Submission), they do not necessarily 

take meaningfully into account the variety of factors that can contribute to the ability of a group of 

animals to thermoregulate and deal with environmental challenges4. For voyages to or through 

MENA during the northern summer, animals will experience various degrees of heat challenge 

depending on factors such as wet bulb temperatures, ventilation, species, breed, acclimatisation, fat 

depth, wool / hair etc. 

In response to the need to address heat stress, the industry has developed the Heat Stress Risk 

Assessment (HSRA) model.  This model has been designed by engineers and has been subject to 

independent review and validation.  The model has also been continually updated, to reflect new 

knowledge and refine assumptions, since it was first developed in 2003.  A requirement that all 

                                                           
4 While it may be theoretically possible to determine a k-value that takes into consideration thermoregulation, it would 
represent a very blunt instrument. 
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sheep and cattle shipments travelling to or through MENA be stocked according to the HSRA model 

is not fully specified in ASEL, but this represents current Australian Government policy.  

The HSRA model combines data on: 

Á weather conditions; 
Á vessel configuration; 
Á parameters for the voyage to be undertaken; and 
Á characteristics of livestock to be carried 

to generate heat stress risk estimates and determine the maximum stocking density for sheep and 

cattle on individual voyages to the Middle East. It useǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ ǾƻƭǳƳŜ ƻŦ weather data to 

derive estimates of heat stress risk and calculate maximum stocking densities.  The software is 

designed to compute minimum space allowances based on ensuring that the heat stress risk is 

reduced below a 2% chance of a 5% mortality (as identified in ASEL v2.3) for each individual line of 

livestock on each deck. 

Since the implementation of the HSRA model there has been a significant reduction in livestock 

mortality rates (see Figures 4.1 and 4.2).  The HSRA model has undoubtedly played a large part in 

this outcome, but it is recognised that there have also been other contributing factors such as the 

introduction of ASEL, changes to Marine Order 43, improvements in vessels, management practices 

and changes to the livestock types exported. 

Figure 4.1: Live sheep export mortality rates 1988-2017 

 
 

Figure 4.2: Live cattle export mortality rates 1995-2017 
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4.2 2018 ASEL REVIEW 
Within the 2018 ASEL Review he department has established a separate process, involving a 

Technical Reference Panel, to provide expert advice on the HSRA model. 

Despite this the TAC continues to be involved in a consideration of where and when the HSRA model 

should be applied.  The TAC posed the following questions in relation to heat stress: 

Á Should paragraph 3A.4 (a) (ii) be amended to include other geographical locations? 

Á Is the restrictive period of May to October for voyages departing to the Middle East appropriate? 

Are these the high risk months for heat stress for animals being exported to the Middle East? If 

not, what months should be considered as high risk? 

Á !ǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƘƛƎƘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƳƻƴǘƘǎ ŦƻǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

standards? 

4.3 MONTHS OF HEAT STRESS RISK 
Material included in the McCarthy Review based on the HSRA weather data provides evidence that 

the months of heat stress risk are June to September (see, for instance, Figure 4.3, reproduced from 

the McCarthy Review). 

Figure 4.3: The allowable stocking fraction for sheep to the Middle East with the animal welfare 
criterion backed away from mortality limit 25% of the way to the heat stress threshold. 

 
This is also recognised in the Heat Stress Risk Assessment Issues Paper: 

ά¢ƘŜ ǿŜǘ ōǳƭō ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ό².¢ύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǎƘƛǇǎ ǊƛǎŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛǇ 

from Australia to the Middle East, depending on the season and the route travelled. During the 

winter months, the WBT rarely approaches 26°C, while during the summer months, between 

June and September, the WBT averages around 28°C, and maxima above 33°C have been 

recorded over the western approaches to the Straits of Hormuz. There is little diurnal variation in 

².¢ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǎƘƛǇǇƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎέ5 [our emphasis]. 

                                                           
5 Department of Agriculture and Water Resources, 2018, Heat Stress Risk Assessment Issues Paper, Commonwealth of 
Australia, Canberra, September.  The statement in this paper reliied upon MAMIC/Maunsell Pty Ltd, 2003, Development of 
a Heat Stress Risk Assessment Model, Meat & Livestock Australia, Report LIVE.116, Sydney. 



ALEC Submission to Stage 2 of ASEL Review Page 21 

Based on this evidence, ALEC believes that the months of heat stress risk for voyages to and through 

the Middle East should be recognised as June to September. 

4.4 GEOGRAPHIC INDICATORS  
Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd in their original report to the LEP on the development of the HSRA model 

devoted considerable effort in determining the regions where heat stress was likely to be an issue.  

The degree of heat stress experienced is critically dependent on wet bulb temperatures experienced 

throughout the voyage as well as stocking densities and characteristics of the animal and the ship. 

Maunsell Australia examined wet bulb temperatures by region using maritime data purchased from 

the National Climatic Data Center in the US.  This data includes a range of weather observations, 

including wet bulb temperatures, collected from voluntary observing ships and drifting and moored 

buoys in the Red Sea, Persian Gulf, Arabian Sea and Indian Ocean.   

The oceanic regions studied by Maunsell Australia were subdivided into 33 separate zones (see 

Figure 4.4): 

Á The Persian Gulf was divided into 4 zones, representing the northern, central and southern 

regions of the Gulf plus the Gulf of Oman; 

Á The Red Sea was subdivided into four latitudinal zones, with an additional zone for the Gulf of 

Aden. 

Á The open oceanic zones were generally divided into boxes of five-degree latitude and ten-degree 

longitude, increasing to ten-degree square latitude / longitude boxes south of 10oS where the 

wet bulb regime was considered more benign. 

Figure 4.4: Zones used by Maunsell Australia in studying wet bulb temperatures. 

 
 

The findings of Maunsell Australia can be summarised as follows (for further details the reader is 

referred to the report itself): 

Á The north of the Persian Gulf exhibits the highest average wet bulb temperatures due to a 

combination of shallow waters and northern most location.  Maunsell Australia reported that in 

this zone the mean wet bulb temperature peaks around 33oC in late July to early August. 
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Á Specific locations on the western approaches to the Straits of Hormuz also exhibit very high wet 

bulb temperatures. 

Á In the central and southern parts of the Persian Gulf mean wet bulb temperatures in August are 

29oC, with maximum values known to exceed 33oC. 

Á For the eastern approaches of the Straits of Hormuz highest mean wet bulb temperatures are 

reached relatively early in the summer in June and July when the wet bulb averages 28.7oC. 

Á Compared to the Persian Gulf, the greater depth of the Red Sea acts to limit variations in wet 

bulb temperatures.  The hottest region in the Red Sea is in an area defined by the shallower 

waters of the northern approaches to the Straits of Mandeb, particularly near the Farasan 

Islands to Hanish Islands region (at the southern end of the Red Sea).  July is the most humid 

month with the mean wet bulb temperatures peaking at a mean of 28.4oC.  In many areas of the 

Red Sea mean wet bulb temperatures, even in July and August, only rise to 26oC. 

Á In the Gulf of Aden wet bulb temperatures peak earlier than all other parts of the Middle East 

Oceans ς reaching a mean value of 27.7oC in June. 

Á The open oceanic waters of the Indian Ocean are characterised by generally lower mean wet 

bulb temperatures than experienced in the Persian Gulf and the Red Sea, as well as the Gulfs of 

Oman and Aden: 

  Highest mean wet bulb temperatures are in the region between 15oN and 10oN from 50oE to 

70oE where they peak at 26.7oC in June. 

  The region between 5oN and 10oN between 70oE and 80oE, to the west of the southern tip of 

India, experiences mean wet bulb temperatures above 26oC early in the season. 

  The near equatorial region ς from 5oN to 5oS are characterised by a relatively uniform wet 

bulb temperature distribution ς mostly around 25oC to 26oC. There is a slight peak in the 

period from April to June. 

  South of 5oS there are periods of time between March and May when the mean wet bulb 

temperature is elevated close to 26oC. 

The conclusions that can be drawn from above are as follows: 

Á The Persian Gulf represents the most challenging geographical area in terms of heat stress risk. 

Á Areas of the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden also represent a challenge, although at considerably lower 

levels than the Persian Gulf. 

Á Open oceanic waters generally present lower heat stress risks, being characterised by lower wet 

bulb temperatures that also tend to be more uniform throughout the year. 

It is evident that the HSRA model, as currently formulated, addresses the areas of greatest heat 

stress risk ς notably, voyages to or through the Persian Gulf and Red Sea.  Outside these areas the 

risks, on available evidence, are considerably lower.   

ALEC notes that, following the McCarthy Review, the department required additional heat stress 

ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǎƘŜŜǇ άconsignments .. exported by sea between the months of May and 

hŎǘƻōŜǊ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !Ǌŀōƛŀƴ {Ŝŀ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ƭŀǘƛǘǳŘŜ ммɕbέΦ 

This geographical definition takes into account livestock shipped from Australia to destinations in the 

Middle East, North Africa or Pakistan as well as a number of other destinations. It is supported by 

ALEC. 
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4.5 ALEC RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE HSRA MODEL OBJECTIVES AND ANIMAL WELFARE 

INDICATORS 
Based on a review of the scientific literature ALEC makes the following recommendations in relation 

the HSRA model objectives and animal welfare indicators: 

Á That 3A.4 (ii) in the reformatted ASEL be amended as follows:  

άŦƻǊ ǎƘƛǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !Ǌŀōƛŀƴ {Ŝŀ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ƭŀǘƛǘǳŘŜ ммɕbΣ ŀƴ 

agreed heat stress risk assessment must be completed and indicate the risk is manageable as 

ǇŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέΦ 

Á Where applicable within ASEL the months of heat stress risk for voyages to and through the 

Middle East be recognised as June to September. 

Á ALEC recommends that research be undertaken to better understand the importance of heat 

stress across all significant markets and to explore the further application of the HSRA model as 

required. 

wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ![9/Ωǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

the Heat Stress Technical Reference Panel 

Á That space allocations for livestock be determined as the maximum space allocations calculated 

from the allometric equation or from an assessment of heat risk. 

Á ALEC recommends that caution be exercised in making significant changes to the primary 

objective in the HSRA model.  Significant changes should not be made until a new objective has 

been identified and tested that is simple to collect and explain, robust, reliable and repeatable.  

Until a new measure has been identified, scientifically validated and tested, the HSRA objective 

should remain focussed on mortalities. While maintaining this focus it would be possible to 

lower the current 5% mortality setting in the objective. 

Á Notwithstanding the recommended HSRA focus on mortalities, ALEC members are committed to 

collecting a range of animal welfare indicators on-board vessels and these being published.  A 

research project is underway to determine meaningful, practical, indicators.  While these 

indicators are being understood and scientifically validated, collection of a defined set of 

indicators should not be regulated.  Once the indicators are thoroughly understood and 

scientifically validated, regulation of a defined set of indicators could occur with performance 

threshold values set for exporters to meet. 
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5 BOS TAURUS EXPORTS TO THE MIDDLE EAST DURING THE NORTHERN 

SUMMER 

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
Á That Bos Taurus exports continue to be allowed during the northern summer, subject to an 

acceptable heat stress risk assessment.  

ALEC also notes recommendations contained in elsewhere in this submission that are relevant to 

consideration of Bos Taurus exports to the Middle East during the northern summer: 

Á ALEC recommends that caution be exercised in making significant changes to the primary 

objective in the HSRA model.  Significant changes should not be made until a new objective has 

been identified and tested that is simple to collect and explain, robust, reliable and repeatable.  

Until a new measure has been identified, scientifically validated and tested, the HSRA objective 

should remain focussed on mortalities. While maintaining this focus it would be possible to 

lower the current 5% mortality setting in the objective. 

Á That 3A.4 (ii) in the reformatted ASEL be amended as follows:  

άŦƻǊ ǎƘƛǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !Ǌŀōƛŀƴ {Ŝŀ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ƭŀǘƛǘǳŘŜ ммɕbΣ ŀƴ 

agreed heat stress risk assessment must be completed and indicate the risk is manageable as 

ǇŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέΦ 

Á Where applicable within ASEL the months of heat stress risk for voyages to and through the 

Middle East be recognised as June to September. 

5.1 CURRENT ASEL STANDARD 
The current (2018 reformatted draft) ASEL states:  

1A.3.2 (c) (iii): Bos taurus cattle from an area of Australia south of latitude 26° south must not be 

sourced for export to the Middle East from May to October unless an agreed livestock heat stress 

risk assessment indicates the risk is manageable as per the testing criteria specified in this 

Standard.  

ASEL also specifies minimum stocking densities for the export of southern cattle to MENA. The 

densities for May to October are 10 ς 15 % higher than for November to April. 

5.2 2013 ASEL REVIEW 
The ASEL Review Steering Committee proposed two options for the export of Bos taurus cattle to 

the Middle East from May to October.  The options were: 

Á A prohibition on the export of Bos taurus to the Middle East during May to October, or  

Á The status quo, being:  

  Bos taurus cattle bred in an area of Australia south of latitude 26° south must not be sourced 

for export to or through the Middle East from May to October unless a livestock heat stress 

risk assessment agreed by the department indicates that the risk is manageable. 

5.3 2018 ASEL REVIEW 
The Stage 2 Issues Paper notes that a number of submissions argued that Bos taurus cattle 

originating from southern Australia are at significant risk of heat stress if transported during the 

Middle Eastern summer.  

In relation to Bos taurus exports, the TAC has posed the following questions. 
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Á Should Paragraph 1A 3.2 (c) (iii) be retained in its current form? 

Á Should Paragraph 1A 3.2 (c) (iv) be retained in its current form? 

5.4 RELEVANT RESEARCH INTO BOS TAURUS EXPORTS TO THE MIDDLE EAST DURING THE 

NORTHERN SUMMER 
In 2000, Drs Ainsworth and McCarthy produced the LEP report ς Best Practice Standards for the 

Preparation & Husbandry of Cattle for Transport from Australia (LIVE.102 & SBMR.003). The report:  

Á Identified that temperature and humidity stress to cattle shipped during the Northern 

Hemisphere summer is one of the most significant threats to health and welfare on long haul 

voyages and that Bos indicus breeds are physiologically better suited to cope with heat stress 

than Bos taurus breeds; and  

Á Recommended that industry source Bos indicus infused cattle for export during the most 

stressful period.  In the case of the Northern Hemisphere, it identified this period as from the 

beginning of May through to the end of October. Where known heat sensitive Bos taurus 

animals are sourced south of the 26th parallel during the northern hemisphere summer it 

recommended that they be provided with a reduced loading density in the order of 10% than 

that described in the then Live Export Accreditation Program (LEAP) standards.  

LIV.102 / SBMR.003 noted that while the principles were relatively well evidenced, the cut-offs were 

not validated or based on strong science.  

In the late 1990s and early 2000s there were some critical incidents where there were large 

mortalities in cattle associated with heat stress, with other factors such as ventilation playing a role.  

These incidents were investigated and the reports clearly identified the specific risks and the relative 

increase in mortality associated with Bos taurus cattle from southern Australia loaded in an 

Australian winter for shipment to a Middle East summer.  The investigations conducted on cattle 

voyages around this period reported that the major cause of death on voyages was heat stress, 

followed by respiratory disease and trauma.  The recommendations and findings from these 

investigation reports led to the development of the Heat Stress Risk Assessment (HotStuff) computer 

model to assist in heat stress risk assessment and mitigation and its implementation. 

The elevated heat stress risk of Bos taurus cattle compared to Bos indicus cattle has been a 

consistent feature of many reports and more broadly is well documented.  For example, the report 

into the Becrux mortality incident noted that the vessel contained about 75 per cent Bos taurus and 

25 per cent Bos indicus cattle, but that there was zero evidence of either mortality or morbidity 

involving the Bos indicus animals.  Similarly, research from Richard Norris in Western Australia noted 

in four research voyages for the LEP that all deaths from heat stress were in Bos Taurus animals and 

none were in Bos Indicus animals (SBMR001 and SBMR004A).  

As noted above, in 2004 Maunsell Australia completed the foundational development of the 

HotStuff heat stress risk assessment program for the LEP (LIV.116).  It considered available animal 

physiology data, shipboard data and weather information to set the parameters for the software 

program.  The initial report identified that:  

Á The vessels current in 2003 could largely export Bos indicus cattle with relative safety year-round 

(Figure 5.1 ς noting that no destocking is required for PATs above 250 m / hr).  Bos taurus cattle 

were different and required lower densities to manage the risks (Figure 5.2).  

Á Figure 5.2 also shows how the application of HotStuff ς where it considers the characteristics of 

Bos taurus cattle ς applies a destocking rate that eventually prevents exports.  
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In 2007 ς 2018 (post HotStuff implementation), there has been only one report concerning a voyage 

to the Middle East during May to October.  In this report (Portland to Turkey), heat stress was noted 

as a contributing factor, but not the primary cause in any death.  The major cause of death was 

respiratory disease and the heaviest deaths were recorded on the deck with the lowest maximum 

temperature records.  

The voyage trends and the findings from the investigation report are consistent with a long-term LEP 

research project completed in 2016 (Identifying the causes of mortality in cattle exported to the 

Middle East, LIV.252).  This project described the causes in more than 200 cattle deaths from 

20 separate cattle voyages, mostly to the Middle East but also including some other long-haul 

destinations.  Heat stress was recorded as the primary cause of death in only 2 of the 215 mortalities 

recorded for the study and noted as a complicating factor in a further nine mortalities.  Other 

primary causes that were responsible for relatively more deaths in the study included respiratory 

disease, musculoskeletal conditions (including injuries), ketosis in pregnant animals, septicaemia and 

enteric disease.  

Separate to the project, further analysis of a dataset compiled in that project was completed by the 

researcher at the request of LiveCorp, comparing two time periods for mortality rates in southern 

loaded cattle going to the Middle East.  The two time periods were 1995 to 2006 (representing 

exports before HotStuff came into effect) and 2007 ς 2012 (representing exports after HotStuff 

came into effect).  The results (Figure 5.3) show a dramatic reduction in mortality rate ς particularly 

for voyages loaded in the Australian winter ς as a result of the implementation of HotStuff.  

These findings are consistent with the LIV.252 report and suggest that heat stress risk has been 

controlled to the point where it is no longer a primary cause of death in southern loaded cattle 

travelling to the Middle East during May to October.  Although, it should still be noted that this does 

not suggest that heat stress has been eliminated and it may still contribute to some morbidity or 

mortality. 

Noting the following points made in this Chapter and in Chapter 1 of this submission: 

Á heat stress now causes only a relatively small number of mortalities in cattle exported to the 

Middle East; 

Á the HSRA model requires vastly reduced stocking densities to the Middle East during the 

northern hemisphere summer months; 

Á prohibitions rarely represent good regulation; and 

Á regulation is best framed with reference to the desired outcome ς in this case control of heat 

stress,  

ALEC recommends that exports of Bos Taurus cattle to the Middle East continued to be assessed 

using the HSRA model. 
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Figure 5.1: Allowable stocking fraction of ASEL for 300 kg Bos indicus from Southern Australia to 

the Gulf, fat score 3, acclimatised to 15oC wet bulb 

 

Figure 5.2: Allowable stocking fraction of ASEL for 300 kg Bos Taurus cattle from Southern 

Australia to the Gulf, fat score 3, acclimatised to 15oC wet bulb, mid-season coat  
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Figure 5.3: Average voyage cattle mortality (deaths per 1000 cattle days) by month of loading for 
voyages involving cattle loaded in southern Australian ports and travelling to MENA 
 

 

Note: bars represent 95% confidence interval 

 

5.4.1 Geographic indicators  
As previously noted, rather than referring to the Middle East, ALEC recommends that heat risk 

assessment be conducted for άconsignments .. exported by sea travelling through waters in the 

!Ǌŀōƛŀƴ {Ŝŀ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ƭŀǘƛǘǳŘŜ ммɕbέ. 

This geographical definition takes into account livestock shipped from Australia to destinations in the 

Middle East, North Africa or Pakistan as well as a number of other destinations.  

5.5 ECONOMIC IMPACT OF CHANGES TO REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO BOS TAURUS EXPORTS TO 

THE MIDDLE EAST DURING THE NORTHERN SUMMER 
The impact of prohibiting exports of Bos taurus to the Middle East during the northern summer 

(particularly if defined as May to October) would be major and could prevent Australia maintaining 

commercial relationships and trade with Israel because of the inability to consistently supply.  This 

trade has recently fluctuated in volume but in the last five years has accounted for around 30,000 to 

100,000 head annually (averaging roughly 70,000 head/ year).  

5.6 ALEC RECOMMENDATIONS ON BOS TAURUS EXPORTS TO THE MIDDLE EAST DURING THE 

NORTHERN SUMMER 
Based on a review of the scientific literature, ALEC recommends the following in relation to Bos 

Taurus exports to the Middle East during the northern summer: 

Á That Bos Taurus exports continue to be allowed during the northern summer, subject to an 

acceptable heat stress risk assessment.  
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ALEC also notes recommendations contained in elsewhere in this submission that are relevant to 

consideration of Bos Taurus exports to the Middle East during the northern summer: 

Á ALEC recommends that caution be exercised in making significant changes to the primary 

objective in the HSRA model.  Significant changes should not be made until a new objective has 

been identified and tested that is simple to collect and explain, robust, reliable and repeatable.  

Until a new measure has been identified, scientifically validated and tested, the HSRA objective 

should remain focussed on mortalities. While maintaining this focus it would be possible to 

lower the current 5% mortality setting in the objective. 

Á That 3A.4 (ii) in the reformatted ASEL be amended as follows:  

άŦƻǊ ǎƘƛǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !Ǌŀōƛŀƴ {Ŝŀ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ƭŀǘƛǘǳŘŜ ммɕbΣ ŀƴ 

agreed heat stress risk assessment must be completed and indicate the risk is manageable as 

ǇŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέΦ 

Á Where applicable within ASEL the months of heat stress risk for voyages to and through the 

Middle East be recognised as June to September. 
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6 TIME OFF SHEARS /  HAIR SHEEP, GOATS AND ALPACAS 

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
Á That clause 1A.3.4 in the Reformatted ASEL be amended as follows: 

For export by sea, all sheep must: 

Χ 

(ii) have wool not more than 25 mm in length unless approved by the relevant Australian 

Government agency based on an agreed heat stress risk assessment model 

(iii) either be: 

a. 10 days or more off shears when sourced, or 

b. are to be shorn at least one clear day (not including the day of shearing and the day of 

loading) before export, in which case they must be accommodated in sheds on the 

registered premises where there is a risk of hypothermia. 

Á That, for reasons outlined in the review of research, no standard be imposed for the length of 

hair on goats, hair sheep and alpacas. 

6.1 CURRENT ASEL STANDARD 
The current ASEL standards relating for sheep are outlined below. 

Standard 1.19: 

Sheep must only be sourced for export if they: 

a) have wool not more than 25 mm in length, unless approved by the relevant Australian 

Government agency based on an agreed heat stress risk assessment model; and  

b) are 10 days or more off shears; or 

c) are to be shorn during the 10-day period before export, in which case they must be 

accommodated in sheds on the registered premises. 

Standard 3.9 ς Export to the Middle East  

b) All sheep for export to the Middle East by ship during the period from May to October held in 

paddocks in the registered premises must have wool not more than 25 mm in length, unless 

approved by the relevant Australian Government agency based on an agreed heat stress risk 

assessment model and must be at least 10 days off shears on arrival at the premises. 

There is currently no standard within ASEL for hair sheep, goats and alpaca with fibre length in 

excess of 25 mm. 

6.2 2013 ASEL REVIEW 

6.2.1 Options regarding length of wool / hair 
Two options were considered in the 2013 ASEL Review in relation to the length of wool / hair on 

animals to be exported. Both options amend the current standard and include a blanket ban on the 

export of sheep with wool in excess of 25 mm.  The options also apply to goats and alpacas as well as 

sheep.  The options considered are listed below: 

Option 1 ς allow departmental discretion on length of hair for goats, sheep and alpacas 

Sheep, goats and alpacas must only be sourced for export if they: 
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a) have wool not more than 25 mm in length 

b) have hair not more than 25 mm in length, unless approved by DAFF based on a heat risk 

assessment model agreed by DAFF and at least an additional 10 percent space provided.  

Option 2 ς blanket ban on the export of goats, sheep and alpacas with hair in excess of 25 mm 

Sheep, goats and alpacas must only be sourced for export if they: 

a) have wool not more than 25 mm in length 

b) have hair not more than 25 mm in length.  

6.2.2 Options regarding time off sheers 
Similar to the consideration of length of hair for sheep, goats and alpacas, the 2013 ASEL Review did 

not propose status quo as an option for time off shears.  Rather two options were put forward. 

Option 1 ς two days off sheers 

Sheep, goats and alpacas must only be sourced for export if they: 

c) if they are 10 days or more off shears; or 

d) are to be shorn at least two days (not including the day of shearing and loading) before export, in 

which case they must be accommodated in sheds on the registered premises.  

Option 2 ς three days off shears 

Sheep, goats and alpacas must only be sourced for export if they: 

c) are 10 days or more off shears; or 

d) are to be shorn at least three days (not including the day of shearing and the day of loading) 

before export, in which case they must be accommodated in sheds on the registered premises 

6.3 OIE GUIDELINES 
The OIE Terrestrial Animal Health Code 7.2.7 (3) (f) states the following in relation to fitness to 

travel: 

άƘŀƛǊ ƻǊ ǿƻƻƭ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ 

ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΦέ 

6.4 2018 ASEL REVIEW 
In relation to time at Registered Premises the TAC has posed the following questions: 

Á Should there be a minimum period of time off-shears and/or wool length to apply for all wool 

sheep being sourced for export? 

Á Should all hair sheep and alpacas be subject to the same requirements as wool sheep? 

Á Should the standards be amended to alter the specifications currently in place prescribing time-

off periods for shorn wool sheep and shorn hair sheep?  If so, what would you suggest? 

Á Are any other changes necessary to the requirements for wool sheep and hair sheep? 

Á Should the current standards regarding timing of shearing prior to loading for export by sea be 

revised? 

6.5 RELEVANT RESEARCH ON HAIR SHEEP, GOATS & ALPACAS /  TIME OFF SHEARS  

6.5.1 Research on hair sheep, goats and alpacas. 
No research would appear to justify changes proposed under Options 1 or 2 of the 2013 ASEL 

Review as they apply to hair sheep, goats and alpacas. 
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The project Physiology of heat stress in cattle and sheep (LIVE.209) was completed in 2004 and 

helped define the heat stress thresholds for different classes of livestock, including Awassi rams.  

The project conducted controlled experiments and confirmed that Awassi rams had a higher heat 

stress threshold than Merino wethers. 

Development of a heat stress risk management model (LIVE.116) was completed in 2004 and 

developed the first version of HotStuff.  In the background calculations, HotStuff identified different 

heat stress thresholds and mortality limits for Awassi and Merino sheep (woolly verses hairy) and 

incorporated scaling based on animal parameters using the available science.  For Merinos, this 

included a 12 per cent de-rating of sheep with wool in excess of 25 mm.  Awassi sheep were taken to 

be one variety ς ΨƘŀƛǊȅΦΩ 

Hair breed sheep have been shown in a number of international studies to be more heat tolerant 

than wool breed sheep under farming conditions in hot and humid environments.6  It is to be noted 

that almost all hair sheep breeds originated in hot climatic regions and hair sheep breeds have short 

hair coats. 

There is no data on heat tolerance effects of shearing hair breed sheep, as they are not typically 

shorn7.  However, given the fleece characteristics and length of the naturally short haired sheep 

types, it is difficult to identify a benefit that would accrue from shearing such animals. 

It is also to be noted that feral / rangeland goats are hairy and the proposed amendments to ASEL 

would appear to require such animals to be shorn prior to export by sea.  At present, such shipments 

only occur to Brunei in small numbers, however, shearing these animals would appear to be 

unnecessarily impactful on animal welfare and the minimisation of stress. 

Shearing goats and alpacas is also a completely different task and skill set than shearing sheep.  

While these are primarily air-crated, identifying suitably skilled personnel for shearing if sea 

shipments were to occur could be a challenge. 

The following is also noted: 

Á The inclusion of goats and alpacas within this standard (under any option) is not strongly 

substantiated and there appears to be minimal understanding of how the arbitrary application 

of the sheep thresholds (e.g. 25 mm, days off shearing, holding in sheds) would benefit or 

impact these species.  

Á The blanket application of the requirements and proposed conditions across all three species 

(for wool or hair) suggests strongly that there was minimal evidence considered in the ASEL 

Review to justify the inclusions.  They are different species, and even recognising the breadth of 

variation between and within breeds, it should not be assumed it is appropriate or necessary to 

apply the sheep conditions arbitrarily.  Anecdotal information for goats, for instance, appears to 

                                                           
6 See, for example, Degen, A., 1977, Fat-tailed Awassi and German Mutton Merino sheep under semiarid conditions. 3. 
Body temperatures and panting rate, Journal of Agricultural Science, Vol. 89, pp399-405; Amaral, D., Barbosa, O., 
Gasparino, E., Akimoto, L., Lourenco, F. & Santello, G.A., 2009, Efeito da suplementacao alimenter nas respostas 
fisiologicas, hormonais e sanguineas de ovelhas Santa Ines, Ile de France e Texel. Acta Scientiarum, Animal Sciences, 

Vol. 31, pp403-410; McManus, C., Louvandini, H., Paim, T., Martins, R., Barcellos, J., Cardoso, C., Guimarães, R.., Santana, 

O., 2011, The challenge of sheep farming in the tropics: aspects related to heat tolerance, Revista Brasileira de Zootecnia, 
Vol. 40, pp107-120; Ross, T., Goode, D., Linnerud, A., 1985, Effects of high ambient temperature on respiration rate, rectal 
temperature, fetal development and thyroid gland activity in tropical and temperate breeds of sheep, Theriogenology, Vol. 
24, pp259-269; Wildeus, S., 1997, Hair sheep genetic resources and their contribution to diversified small ruminant 
production in the United States, Journal of Animal Science, Vol. 75, pp630-640 
7 See, for example, Graham, P., White, A., 2010, Sheep enterprises- what are the differences?, AFBM Journal, Vol. 7, pp33-
42 and Notter, D., 2000, Potential for hair sheep in the United States, Journal of Animal Science, Vol. 77 E-Suppl, pp1-8. 
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suggest a much higher tolerance to heat stress and a much lower tolerance to shearing stress ς 

particularly in hair breeds and rangeland animals 

Á No evidence has been provided to industry to substantiate the addition of hairy sheep, goats or 

alpacas or for the restrictions or mitigations proposed as options in the 2013 ASEL Review ς 

specifically: 

  The need to shear animals to less than 25 mm of hair; or 

  Either banning the export of animals with hair more than 25 mm or the need for a heat 

stress risk assessment to be conducted, which applies at least a 10 per cent addition in space 

above ASEL. 

Á ALEC opposes a blanket allowance of 10% additional space.  Ideally, space allowances should be 

calculated as the maximum from allometric calculations or an appropriately calibrated heat 

stress risk assessment model. 

Recognising the significant questions raised above about the actual welfare risks, based on evidence 

available to ALEC, suggestions of a ban on the export of sheep with hair in excess of 25 mm or / and 

the subsequent mandating of shearing of hair sheep, goats and alpacas is excessive and 

unwarranted.  In this context it is also important to recognise stresses that may be caused by 

shearing. 

Finally, ALEC also notes that the difference between a hairy or woolly sheep, goat or alpaca is poorly 

defined and needs further clarification. 

6.5.2 Research on time off-shears for sheep. 

After the 2013 ASEL review, the LEP engaged Andrew Fisher from the Animal Welfare Science Centre 

to complete a literature review of the current science relevant to the pre-export shearing of sheep 

(A Review of Pre-export Shearing of Sheep).  This review is available to the TAC on request.  Amongst 

other things the review identifies the following: 

Á Shearing of sheep is aversive to the animals and produces a strong physiological stress response 

that returns to baseline approximately an hour after shearing.  Adverse consequences of this 

stress response are likely to have resolved within 24 hours.   

Á Where shearing causes tissue trauma, inflammation and the risk of infection may persist for 

several days until the physiological effects of the tissue trauma are resolved and wound scab 

formation is complete.  The exact duration of susceptibility to infection is not known and is likely 

to be variable with the nature of the cut and the degree of challenge from the environment.   

Á Fisher identified that no conclusions could be drawn on the duration of psychological stress 

caused by shearing, other than to determine that if present it is not reflected in any physiological 

changes beyond the day of the procedure. 

Á Apart from the physiological stress response, shearing alters metabolic and thermoregulatory 

responses in sheep. 

Á Wool-bearing sheep benefit from being recently off-shears in terms of reduced risk of heat 

stress arising from hot and humid conditions, especially where solar radiation is not a significant 

contributor to the heat stress risk.  The heat stress benefits appear to increase as wool length 

becomes shorter ς rather than the benefits applying as a step-change centred on the 25 mm 

threshold. 

Á The report concluded that the 10-day minimum period off shears in the current ASEL is not 

justified by the duration of the stress response itself to shearing, but appears to be based on risk 

management associated with feed intake, hypothermia and infection susceptibility off-shears.   
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Following the AWSC literature review, an opportunity arose within the sheep feedlot trials 

conducted by Murdoch University under the LEP inanition project to assess whether there is a feed 

intake lag following shearing.  The research project (by Lourdes-Angelica Aguilar Gainza)8 assessed a 

sample of 20 animals and examined the effect of day of shearing on the time spent at the feed and 

water troughs, as well as the effect on observed behaviour.  Sheep were randomly allocated days 1 ς 

6 to be shorn, and RFID tags were used to record the total time spent at the feed and water troughs.  

The project concluded that: 

Á There was no difference in time spent at the feed and water troughs for sheep shorn on any day, 

and therefore the null hypothesis that shearing had no effect was retained.  The results also 

found that there was no difference in observed behaviour. 

Á For this group of sheep, shearing could occur on any day that the sheep were at the pre-

embarkation feedlot and that current management practices did not disrupt feeding behaviour 

(that is, the amount of time the sheep will spend at the feed and water trough) and observed 

behaviour. 

From a practical perspective, an important factor that also needs to be considered is that there is 

only a finite period where sheep are held in the Registered Premise (around 3 ς 5 days) and this 

yarding period represents the most significant preparation cost.  Any amendments to the standards 

need to avoid perversely pushing the shearing event back too far in the process towards the receival 

event (i.e. where the sheep are recovering from the land transport leg / curfews etc.). 

In summary, ALEC notes that the research supports, at a minimum, sheep not be shorn the day prior 

to export / loading. 

Á Adopting this as a standard would allow a full day for the physiological stress to resolve and for 

the animals to have a complete day between shearing and loading to rest, eat and drink prior to 

loading or curfewing. 

Á It also avoids exporters having to shear closer to when the animals are received into the depot 

and where it could disrupt the rest / recovery from the land transport journey / curfews etc.  

¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ŦƻǊ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΩ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

extend the yarding period, with the associated costs. 

Á Using an allocation by day (e.g. the day before the day of loading) would appear to be a better 

and more easily applied and enforced standard than basing it on minimum hours (e.g. within 48 

hours). 

With respect to the possibility of shearing causing tissue trauma, etc. ALEC notes that if significant 

these are unlikely to be resolved within the two to three days considered in the 2013 ASEL Review 

options.  ALEC also notes existing provisions in ASEL that require sheep to be rejected is they exhibit 

άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƭŀŎŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέΣ άŘƛǎŎƘŀǊƎƛƴƎ ǿƻǳƴŘǎέΣ ŀƴŘ άŀōǎŎŜǎǎŜǎέΦ 

6.6 ALEC RECOMMENDATIONS TIME OFF SHEARS /  HAIR SHEEP, GOATS & ALPACAS  
Based on a review of the scientific literature, ALEC makes the following recommendations to the TAC 

on time off shears / hair sheep, goats and alpacas. 

                                                           
8 Aguilar, L., Wickham, S., Barnes, A., Miller, D., Fleming, T., Collins, T., 2016, The effect of shearing on sheep feeding and 
behaviour, Proceedings of AVA Annual Conference, Adelaide, 2016, pp168-179, May 
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Á That clause 1A.3.4 in the Reformatted ASEL be amended as follows: 

For export by sea, all sheep must: 

Χ 

(iv) have wool not more than 25 mm in length unless approved by the relevant Australian 

Government agency based on an agreed heat stress risk assessment model 

(v) either be: 

c. 10 days or more off shears when sourced, or 

d. are to be shorn at least one clear day (not including the day of shearing and the day of 

loading) before export, in which case they must be accommodated in sheds on the 

registered premises where there is a risk of hypothermia. 

Á That, for reasons outlined in the review of research, no standard be imposed for the length of 

hair on goats, hair sheep and alpacas. 
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7 MAXIMUM WEIGHT OF CATTLE AND BUFFALO 

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
Á That the current maximum weight provisions in ASEL continue to apply. 

  This includes provisions allowing the department to approve export of cattle in excess of 650 

kilograms with a management plan detailing additional measures relating to pre-loading 

arrangements, loading and pen arrangements, additional veterinary arrangements and 

monitoring and inspection. 

7.1 CURRENT ASEL STANDARD 
Standard 1.9 of ASEL states: 

/ŀǘǘƭŜ ŀƴŘ ōǳŦŦŀƭƻ ǎƻǳǊŎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇƻǊǘ ŀǎ ǎƭŀǳƎƘǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜŘŜǊ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΥ ΧΦ 

b) must have an individual liveweight of more than 200 kg and less than 650 kg or, if outside 

these weights, have written prior approval from the relevant Australian Government agency; 

7.2 2013 ASEL REVIEW 
Two options were identified by the ASEL Review Steering Committee in 2013 in relation to maximum 

cattle and buffalo weights. 

Option 1 ς retain current provisions 

No change ς the standard to remain as above.  

Option 2 ς lower the maximum weight to 500 kgs 

/ŀǘǘƭŜ ŀƴŘ ōǳŦŦŀƭƻ ǎƻǳǊŎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇƻǊǘ ŀǎ ǎƭŀǳƎƘǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜŘŜǊ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΥ ΧΦ 

b) must have an individual liveweight of more than 200 kg and less than 500 kg or, if outside 

these weights, have written prior approval from the relevant Australian Government agency. 

During the 2013 ASEL Review there was discussion about also removing the departƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴ 

to approve animals in excess of the maximum weight (being either 500 or 650 kg). 

7.3 2018 ASEL REVIEW 
In relation to maximum cattle weights the TAC has posed the following questions. 

Á Should the maximum weight for sourcing and exporting cattle and buffalo be the same? 

Á Should cattle and buffalo exported for feeder and slaughter purposes have a different maximum 

weight to cattle and buffalo exported for breeder purposes? 

Á Is 500 kg appropriate? Is 650 kg? Should it be higher/lower and why? What are the animal health 

and welfare risks? Are there any mitigating measures that must be taken? 

Á Is a weight restriction appropriate and are there extra conditions that should apply or should it 

be more specific, for instance, a body condition score and breed? 

7.4 RELEVANT RESEARCH INTO MAXIMUM WEIGHT OF CATTLE FOR EXPORT 

Heavy cattle have been recognised in many research projects as having a higher susceptibility to 

risks of musculoskeletal conditions and leg and feet injuries. 

Within existing regulations, however, there are particular provisions applying to heavier cattle in 

order to address risks. 
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Additional space allowances are provided within the current ASEL in relation to heavy cattle.  All 

exports of cattle from southern Australia to MENA at any time of year receive 10+% space 

allowance.  The space increase is not limited to 10%, for example, the stocking densities provide 15% 

additional space for 550 kg Bos taurus any time of year. 

In addition, Export Advisory Notice 2016 ς 12 provides further arrangements for the export of heavy 

cattle in excess of 650 kilograms.  This includes a requirement for a heavy cattle management plan 

detailing additional measures relating to pre-loading arrangements, loading and pen arrangements, 

additional veterinary arrangements and monitoring and inspection. 

During the ALEC and LiveCorp arranged AAV Workshop in Melbourne in December 2016, there was 

agreement that heavy cattle were a higher risk category and needed to be managed differently.  

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ΨƘŜŀǾȅΩ ŎŀǘǘƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘhe best method of risk 

mitigation was given the differences between breeds, species and gender. It was also noted that 

welfare risks for heavy cattle were a complex function of pen space, trough space and feed 

availability. There was no suggestion that heavy cattle should not be exported.  

The final report from the AAV workshop provided the following finding and proposed pathway 

forward in relation to heavy cattle: 

Cattle of 500+ kg are recognised as higher-risk animals. Data on the relationship between weight 

and animal welfare outcomes should be collected to enable the current threshold of 650 kg to be 

reviewed. 

To summarise the research findings, minimal data is available to assess effectively the association 

between weight and mortality / morbidity risks.  As such, while there is a broadly accepted principle 

that heavier animals are a higher risk, the data is not available at the needed level of detail to 

substantiate either the status quo or a change to the standards.  The enhanced industry data 

collection systems being developed through the animal welfare indicators project with Murdoch 

University will provide a key mechanism to obtain statistics necessary to complete a reliable analysis.  

There is also not a reliably demonstrated failing in exportersΩ addressing the welfare risks that may 

exist for cattle between 500 and 650 kilograms that would substantiate the costs or burden of 

further regulatory intervention.  Rather ς in addition to the general importance of ensuring health 

and welfare ς there are strong commercial reasons for exporters to ensure that provisions are made 

to address the particular needs of heavy cattle.  

7.5 ECONOMIC IMPACT OF REDUCING THE MAXIMUM WEIGHT OF CATTLE EXPORTED 

The economic impact of reducing the maximum cattle weight (being the weight above which a 

further heavy cattle management plan would be required) would be to reduce productivity and 

increase costs.   

It would be expected that the impacts would primarily fall on exports of slaughter cattle and heavy 

breeders (bulls). 
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7.6 ALEC RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE MAXIMUM WEIGHT OF CATTLE 
Based on a review of the scientific literature, ALEC recommends: 

Á That the current maximum weight provisions in ASEL continue to apply. 

  This includes provisions allowing the department to approve export of cattle in excess of 650 

kilograms with a management plan detailing additional measures relating to pre-loading 

arrangements, loading and pen arrangements, additional veterinary arrangements and 

monitoring and inspection. 
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8 TIME IN REGISTERED PREMISES 

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
Á That sheep and goats to be exported by sea are held at Registered Premises for a minimum of 5 

clear days (excluding the days of arrival and departure) before export. 

Á That the minimum of 5 clear days apply regardless of season and whether sheep and goats are 

held in sheds or paddocks. 

Á That the existing ASEL requirements for the minimum time that cattle and buffalo spend in 

Registered Premises continue to apply, except that the minimum time for extended long haul 

voyages be increased from two days to three days. 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 
A contentious issue in the 2013 ASEL review was the minimum time sheep and cattle were required 

to spend in Registered Premises.  This section of the ALEC submission re-examines this issue in light 

of the latest research findings and provides recommendations on amendments to ASEL for the TAC 

to consider. 

8.2 CURRENT ASEL STANDARD 

8.2.1 Minimum time in Registered Premises for sheep 
In relation to time spent in Registered Premises by sheep to be exported by sea the current ASEL 

standards specify the following: 

Section 3.8:  

For preparation of sheep and goats in premises south of latitude 26° south that are held: 

a) in paddocks during any or all of May, June, July, August, September and October, premises 

must have procedures to ensure that: 

i. sheep and goats to be exported by sea are held at the premises for 5 clear days 

(excluding the days of arrival and departure) before export; 

ii. livestock are fed ad libitum during that period; and 

iii. during the last 3 days of that period, livestock are fed ad libitum, but only on 

pelletised feed equivalent to that normally used during an export journey. 

b) in paddocks during any or all of November, December, January, February, March and April, 

premises must have procedures to ensure that: 

i. sheep and goats to be exported by sea are held at the premises for 3 clear days 

(excluding the days of arrival and departure) before export; and 

ii. livestock are fed ad libitum during that period and only on pelletised feed equivalent 

to that normally used during an export journey. 

c) in sheds during any or all months of the year, premises must have procedures to ensure that: 

i. sheep and goats to be exported by sea are held at the premises for 3 clear days 

(excluding the days of arrival and departure) before export; and 

ii. livestock are fed ad libitum during that period and only on pelletised feed equivalent 

to that normally used during an export journey. 

8.2.2 Minimum time in Registered Premises for cattle 
In relation to time spent in Registered Premises by cattle and buffalo to be exported by sea the 

current ASEL standards are as follows: 
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S3.8A: 

The minimum length of time that livestock must remain in a registered premise prior to departure is 

as follows: 

a. for cattle or buffalo: 

i. a long haul voyage τ 2 clear days; 

ii. for a short haul voyage in a vessel with multiple port loadings or multiple port discharges 

τ 1 clear day; 

iii. for a short haul voyage in a vessel with 1 port of loading or 1 port of discharge τ 24 

hours. 

Note: In calculating the number of clear days exclude the first day (arrival day) and last day 

(departure day). 

8.3 2013 ASEL REVIEW 

8.3.1 Minimum time in Registered Premises for sheep 
No agreement was reached by the ASEL Review Steering Committee in 2013 on the minimum time 

sheep were required to spend in Registered Premises. 

Rather two options were identified. 

Option 1 ς retain current provisions 

No change ς the standard to remain as above.  

Option 2 ςincreased time in registered premises 

For preparation of sheep and goats in premises south of latitude 26° south that are held: 

a) in paddocks during any or all of May, June, July, August, September and October, premises 

must have procedures to ensure that: 

i. sheep and goats to be exported by sea are held at the premises for 7 clear days 

(excluding the days of arrival and departure) before export; 

ii. livestock are fed ad libitum during that period; and 

iii. during the last 3 days of that period, livestock are fed ad libitum, but only on pelletised 

feed equivalent to that normally used during an export journey, and ensure that 

residual hay is not present. 

b) in paddocks during any or all of November, December, January, February, March and April, 

premises must have procedures to ensure that: 

i. sheep and goats to be exported by sea are held at the premises for 7 clear days 

(excluding the days of arrival and departure) before export; and 

ii. livestock are fed ad libitum during that period and only on pelletised feed equivalent 

to that normally used during an export journey. 

c) in sheds during any or all months of the year, premises must have procedures to ensure that: 

i. sheep and goats to be exported by sea are held at the premises for 7 clear days 

(excluding the days of arrival and departure) before export; and 

ii. livestock are fed ad libitum during that period and only on pelletised feed equivalent 

to that normally used during an export journey. 

8.3.2 Minimum time in Registered Premises for cattle 
No agreement was reached by the ASEL Review Steering Committee in 2013 on the minimum time 

cattle and buffalo were required to spend in Registered Premises. 
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Rather two options were identified. 

Option 1 ς inclusion of extended long-haul voyages 

The minimum length of time that cattle and buffalo must remain in a registered premise prior to 

departure is as follows: 

a) a long haul voyage τ 2 clear days; 

b) for a short haul voyage in a vessel with multiple port loadings or multiple port discharges τ 

1 clear day; 

c) for a short haul voyage in a vessel with 1 port of loading or 1 port of discharge ς 24 hours; or 

d) for an extended long haul voyage τ 3 clear days. 

Note: In calculating the number of clear days exclude the first day (arrival day) and last day 

(departure day). 

Option 2 ς increased minimum time in registered premises 

The minimum length of time that cattle and buffalo must remain in a registered premise prior to 

departure is as follows: 

i) for a short haul voyage in a vessel with 1 port of loading or 1 port of discharge ς 24 hours.  

ii) For all other voyages, all cattle and buffalo must remain in registered premises for a 

minimum of 3 clear days prior to departure for export. 

Note 

Within both scenarios, the 2013 ASEL Review recommended retaining the 24-hour quarantine for 

1 port of loading, 1 port of unloading short haul shipments. 

Both scenarios also introduced the concept of an extended long-haul voyage ς defined elsewhere in 

the 2013 ASEL Review draft as being a voyage exceeding 30 days.  Such a change effectively 

incorporates additional standards / requirements being applied by the department separate to ASEL 

and now broadly encompassed in Export Advisory Notice 2016 ς 15. 

8.4 OIE GUIDELINES 
The OIE Terrestrial Animal Health Code 7.2.7 (1) states: 

Á In some circumstances, animals may require pre-journey assembly.  In these circumstances, 

the following points should be considered: 

  Pre-journey rest is necessary if the welfare of the animals has become poor during the 

collection period because of the physical environment or the social behaviour of the 

animals. 

  When animals are to be provided with a novel diet or unfamiliar methods of supplying 

feed or water, they should be preconditioned. 

Á Pre-journey assembly / holding areas should be designed to: 

  securely contain the animals; 

  maintain an environment safe from hazards, including predators and disease; 

  protect animals from exposure to adverse weather conditions; 

  allow for maintenance of social groups; and 

  allow for rest, watering and feeding. 

http://www.oie.int/index.php?id=169&L=0&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_voyage
http://www.oie.int/index.php?id=169&L=0&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_voyage
http://www.oie.int/index.php?id=169&L=0&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_voyage
http://www.oie.int/index.php?id=169&L=0&htmfile=glossaire.htm#terme_maladie
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8.5 2018 ASEL REVIEW 
In relation to time at Registered Premises the TAC has posed the following questions. 

Á What is the minimum time that sheep and goats should be held in an outdoors registered 

premises prior to loading aboard an export vessel? Should other provisions be included 

regarding seasonal factors, feeding and pre-conditioning to shipboard rations? Please provide 

rationale and evidence for your position. 

Á What is the minimum time that sheep and goats should be held in sheds registered premises 

prior to loading?  Should other requirements be made for seasonal factors, feeding and pre-

conditioning to shipboard rations? Please provide rationale and evidence for your position.  

Á Should the standards be amended to alter the specifications currently in place prescribing 

timelines for various classes of livestock to remain at a registered premise prior to export by 

sea? If so, what would you suggest and what evidence can you provide to support your 

suggestion? 

Á What would be the cost implications of any changes to the times livestock must spend in 

registered premises? 

8.6 RELEVANT RESEARCH ON TIME SPENT AT REGISTERED PREMISES 

8.6.1 Sheep research. 
From a research perspective, time in Registered Premises for sheep has primarily been considered in 

relation to mitigating the risks of inanition (feed transition) and salmonellosis (disease exposure).  

The LEP and Western Australian researchers have conducted ongoing R&D in this area for almost 30 

years.  Key findings are: 

Á The majority of non-feeders in Registered Premises commence eating once on-board the ship.  

Nevertheless, sheep observed as non-feeders in Registered Premises have a higher risk of 

mortality during the voyage when compared to sheep observed as feeders in the Registered 

Premises 9. 

Á Inanition and salmonellosis (either independently or in combination) are the major causes of 

mortality in sheep during export voyages. 

Á Statistical analyses of large-scale industry data involving sheep prepared at southern ports 

(Adelaide and Portland) indicate that while mortality rates in Registered Premises are generally 

very low, the overall daily mortality rate shows a linear increase for each subsequent day in the 

Premises10.   

                                                           
9 See for example: Norris, R., Richards, R. & Dunlop, R., 1989, An epidemiological study of sheep deaths before and during 
export by sea from Western Australia, Australian Veterinary Journal, Vol. 66, 276-279; Norris, R., Richards, R. & Dunlop, R., 
1989, Pre-embarkation risk factors for sheep deaths during export by sea from Western Australia, Australian Veterinary 
Journal, Vol. 66, 309-314; Norris, R., McDonald, C., Richards, R., Hyder, M., Gittins, S. & Norman, G., 1990, Management of 
inappetent sheep during export by sea, Australian Veterinary Journal, Vol. 67, 244-247; Higgs, A., Norris, R. & Richards, R., 
1991, Season, age and adiposity influence death rates in sheep exported by sea, Australian Journal of Agricultural 
Research, Vol. 42, 205-214. 
Barnes, A., Wickham S., Admiraal R., Miller D., Collins T., Stockman C. & Fleming P., 2018, Characterization of inappetent 
sheep in a feedlot using radio-tracking technology, Journal of Animal Science, Vol 96, 902-911 and Barnes, A., Wickham S., 
Stockman C., Miller D., Fleming P., & Collins T., Strategies to reduce inanition in sheep, Final Report Project W.LIV.0142, 
Meat & Livestock Australia. 
10 Makin, K., House, J., Perkins, N. & Curran, G., 2009, Investigating mortality in sheep and lambs exported through 
Adelaide and Portland, Final Report Project LIVE.123, Meat & Livestock Australia, August. 
























































































































