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1 ABOUT THISJUBMISSION

1.1 INTRODUCTION
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Stage 2: Issues Paper: Review of the Australian Standards for the Export of Lipesisiked by

the ASEL Review Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) oautr2#y August 2018.
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industry policy, provides strategic direction to the industry and represents Australia's livestock

export trade in Australia and ietnationally.

119/ YSYGSNE | 002dzyi F2NJ Y2NB (KIy odc LISNI OSyi
02

YR @I f dzSao 19/ Qa4 YSYOSNBKALI faz2z SEGSYRa
premise operators, ship owners, feed suppliers atiter service providers to the trade.

TheAustralian Standards for the Export of Livest@RBEL) provide a foundation for the live export
trade to operate at international best practice standards of animal welfare.

1.2 ALEGUPPORTS SCIENCEBRESULAIN OF ANIMAL WELFARH COMES FOR

AUSTRALIAN LIVE EXFOR
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 counitles, s
as those in the European Union, often cited as possessing explementary animal welfare regulations,
apply anything approaching a similar level of control and oversight.
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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 findangs are aimed at improving the foundation of

good animal welfare practices that are already required under ASEL.

1.3 INSUFFICIENT CONSTIONW TIME

ASEL is vitally important for Australian live exporters in a number of ways: in determining the
regulatory ewironment within which the industry operates, in delivering an acceptable minimum
level of outcomes across all operators (nhoting some operators will wish to exceed set minimums), in
ensuring that the industry as a whole meets community expectations apwbfoundly 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 bimg 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 corisultand 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 tirathe limited time available to prepare this submission,
ALEC has been unable to examine in detail thformatted ASEL. ALEC will provide any comments
on this document at a later date.
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1.4 GOODREGULATION ANBAKINGASEMRULYOUTCOMERASED

In the remaining chapters of this submission ALEC addresses many etallediquestions 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 beingdertaken to provide quantum improvements in the ASEL regulations
(noting that minorinterpretive changes can be made through Export Advisory Notices and other
mechanisms).
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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 ratjoth many of the detailed provisions

currently contained within ASEL will no longer be required.

A list of the basic characteristiofa good regulatory system should possess can be quite extensive;
however, it is generally agreed that such a system khexhibit at least the following five
characteristick

A 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 t@ftieare involved, object clauses
should make clear what balance is souglfibr example, the need to pursue identified social
objectives coseffectively taking into account wider economigdrests¢ and how such a
balance is to be achieved.

A Effectiveness: Regulation must be focussed on the problem to be solved and achieve its
intended policy objectives with minimal si@dfects and cost. Regulatory measures should
contain compliance stratégs 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
compiance in mind.

A Outcome focussed: To maximise effectiveness regulations need to focus on outcomes rather
than inputs or details about how to achieve the outcomes. Outcomented regulatory
systems do not get in the way of innovation. Furthermore, imaicome-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.

A Proportionality: Regulatory measurasustbe proportional to the problem that thy 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 thoaéth 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 @uncils and National Standard Setting Bodies, Canberra, October; Victorian Commission for Better
Regulation, 2016, Victorian Guide to Regulation: A Handbook for Rdikgrs in Victoria, State of Victoria, November;
Agriculture Victoria, 2016, Key charaistics of good regulatorgystemshttp://agriculture.vic.gov.au/agriculture/pests
diseasesand-weeds/protectingvictoriafrom-pestanimalsandweeds/legislatiorpolicy-and-permits/new-invasive
speciesmanagememeqislation/discussiopaperinvasivespeciesmanagememntbill/appendix1-key-characteristicsf-
goodregulatorysystemsRiviere J.E& Buckley G.J., 201Znsuring Safe Foodsd Medical Product§hrough Stronger
Regulatory Systems Abroatih National Academies Press, Wagton DC.
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behaviour is encouraged. Enforcement measures and the regulatory framework should not have
the effect of encouraging otherwise good corporate citizens to subvert compliance measures.

A Consistency and préctability: 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 shouldgleap
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 eletm®f 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 innoyéteaurrent

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 commuaie 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 practte. Rather, the welfare outcomes sought should be clearly established and the
market left to determine how these outcomes are best achieg&dth a possibleanarket

determination being no trade.

As an example, where a heat stress model has been calibkated A & ! [ 9/ Qa4 @ASg (KL
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
changingstocking 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 stggb®se parameters being related to
selection of livestock, selection of the ship (particularly its Nation 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, fansge-humidification, route optimisationetc).

It is important to appreciate that thend resultof the outcomes based (heat stress model) approach
advocated by ALEC and the prescriptive approach currently embedded in ASEL might be the same
the conditions under which livestock must be exported, as determined by the model, may be
uneconomic. But ithe 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 a¥enimmovation or use of

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

An analogy may help to furthérighlightthis point. Eating quality is a desired outcome of the meat
industry in Australia. In the late 1980s andlgd©990s grain feeding, usilps Taurusattle, 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 aclave 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 abpatefeters 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 @umstances to achieve the desired eating quality outcome.

ALEC was encouraged by statements made at the commencement of this ASEL review that ASEL
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contained in the Stage 2 Issues Paper, ALEC fears that the new ASEL will fall far short of being truly
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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 thateven thoughALEC considetlat recasting ASEL in terrnfoutcomes would
represent a significant improvement in design, drasre-iterated this sentiment in addressing
many specific ASEL issues raised in the Stage 2 Issues Paper, on othalLE&sepmmendations
reference inpusor prescrbe certainactions to be followed.This latter approach simpkecognises
that this is the way ASEL is currently desigaed, based on information to handespite initial
statements on what the Review was to achieve, th&gy notsignificantly change

1.5 REMAINDER GFHISSUBMISSION
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 & Livektdaistralia (MLA) Live Export Program (LEP) is
heavily referenced in remaining chapters, as is other research where relevant. The
recommendations made by ALEC have bieased orresearch outcomeand areheavily focussd

on securing high standards of ar@hwelfare. 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 outconaes supported by the ALEC Board and
membership notwithstanding the cost impact.

Onmanyissues 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 &én 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 A RBPORTABMORTALITRATES?

LIST OF RECOMMENDABO

A Thatchangesn dReportableMortality Ratest, below thosecurrently specified in ASEdre not
supportedunlessa clear scientific basis exists for changisconsideringany changes to
threshold mortality levelsthat if exceededtrigger a notifiable incidentthe TAC shoulbave
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.
A To introduce more precision and less ambiguity ttre definition of notifiable incident as
contained in the reformatted ASEL be modifidd.particular ALEC recommends that the words
in the current definition:
dNotifiable incidentmeans an incident that has the potential to cause serious harm to the
health and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident includes, but is not limitéd to:

be replacel by
dNotifiable incidentmeans an incident that has the potential to cause serious harm to the
health and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident is triggdygdne or more of the
F2ft26Ay3 S@OSylhaveéo

ALEC also notekat a number ofecommendations contained ite chapters of this submission
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are as follows

A ThatALEC supports the collection of a broader set of animal welfare indicators in addition to the
current mortality indicator.

A Notwithstanding this support, ALEC opposes regulating the collection of a broader set of animal
welfare indicators at this point irrhe. Welfare is multfaceted, with complex links between
various elements and limited research undertakénbody of evidence is needed before
changes are made to voyage reporting regulations.

A ¢KFG y2 FdzZNIKSNI YSI adz2NBa &l&elsibgyordndttdi®y 8l | & Wi NR
extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and
measures have been subject to scientific scrutiny and validation.

2.1 QURRENASEISTANDARD

The current mortality rates within ASEL whidlexceeded, trigger a notifiable incident are:
Sheep and goats 2%

Cattle and buffalo, voyages >= 10 day$%

Cattle and buffalo, voyages < 10 days0.5%

Camelids 2%

Deer 2%

21 f K2dAK GKA& [/ KFLIISN) 2F GKS {dzoYAaaizy Aa GAGESR awSLR2NII
issue used by the TAC, ALEC believes that more precise language shoulddseesesimmentary at the beginning of
Section 24.
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ALEC also nosg¢hat the department is now applying a reportable mortality level $treep of 1%.

2.2 MACARTHREVIEW
¢t KS aol/ I NlKe wS3JA SThe répBriaigeynorialfyReSdRfor $Hedp éxparted by sea
to the Middle East should be reduced from 2% té X

Commertary on this recommendatioty Dr Michael McCarthy is to be found in SetcR.4.

2.3 2018ASER:EVIEW
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A Should the current reportable mortality rates (RMR) be revised and, if so, how?

A At what level of mortality should a noigible incident be declared, thereby triggering an
investigation?

A Should there be a relationship between the average mortality rate and the RMR and should it be
reviewed annually?

A What should be the stated purpose of an RMR, and what should be the conseqskeaf
exceeding the RMR for a voyage?

A Should the RMR also relate to classes of livestock (within species), different areas of the vessel
etc. as well as length of journey?

A Should the RMR be replaced by, or supplemented with, reportable levels forgeogseal
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 QOMMENTS O BPORTABMORTALITRATES
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consider the objectives for setting these levels.
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NOT to ensure that mortalitiesbove a certain levelre repoted. ¢ K S (R&obidébledlortality
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to misconceptiong, particularly in the community

The issue under consideration here is tiw levelat whichmortalities should be reportedbutthe
levelat whichthey shouldbe clasgied asa notifiable incident thereby triggering a regulatory
obligation to immediately advisthe department as soon as possible and within 12 hodrse
notification to thedepartmentmustinclude the followinginformation:

a) details of the mortalitiesd.g.number, species, suspected cause);

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

¢) the current location of the vessel and, if appropriate, its destination and estimated time of
arrival.

Shipmentsthat exceed the notifiable limiare routinely investigatedn detailby thedepartment
However, it should be recognised thae departmenthas the ability to review the voyage data and
investigateany shipment that it sees fit.

These notifiable mortality incidents are used by tepartment in hie regulation of exporters under
the Approved Arrangements, depending on the outcome of its investigation:

ALEC Submission to Stage 2 of ASEL Review Page7



If it is found that a reportable mortality was due to failings in implementing the approved
arrangement, the performance level of the exporter veillrn 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 spended and referred to the appropriate authority for further

investigation.

Given thatimmediatenotification is requiredand an investigation initiatedvhenever mortalities

SEOSSR G(KS GNBLERNIIotS Y2NIUIFfAGe ratdateSé LINB&dzYl 6

A To allow thedepartment to obtain an early warning of potential issues in order for contingency
plans to be calibrated and implemented. Aldwe tlepartmentmay have a role inetermining
whether any immediate actions should be taken to previemther mortalities¢ and to inform
the exporter and AAV of these

A Usdngthe investigation to glean learnings from the voyage to prevent future high mortality
occurrences.

A Takingaction against the exporter if there is found to be unacceptable failingsocesses,
flagrant disregard for systems, criminal behaviour, &tbrough the threat of punitive actign
exportersare incentivisedo take appropriate measures to ensure high mortality events are
avoided.
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isolate only very significant events
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Conditionsfor the Exporof Sheepto the Middle Eastluringthe Northern Hemisphere Sumngerd

The McCarthy Review recommendatiocdapted by thedepartment) 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

largS 0 2R& 2F WAYRdAzZAGNE &ALISOATFTAO NBaSINOKQ GKIG |
the reportable mortality level raises the value of this research and places a greater imperative on
adopting and implementing the findings.

DrMichael McCarthy id not justify why 1% had been chosen over any other level or whether a

reduction in the notifiable level was theestg | & (i 2theNalug & Bhe]desearch and place a

greater imperative on adopting and implementing the findingd !y dz& dzl ek ca@avidelomzy a i | y
any voyage a better way of encouraging adoption of research findings may be to apply thresholds

over longer periods of time.

Ly ! [ 9/r&kingadd adadyEingnbrtalities over time represents a superior method of
assessing an expoe & LIS NI KNMI y RRNBaaAy3a GKS tlFad de2 2062
az2NIFtAde wl GS arbmckibghiigalyshgnioftadities odedtin&Roprovides a more

valid foundationon which toidentify and secureareas ofperformanceimprovement

3 MCarthy, M., 2018 ndependent review of conditions for the export of sheep to Mildle East during the northern
hemisphere summermReport to the Australian Government, May.
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It is to be noted thaApproved Arrangementslreadyprovidea mechanism for this to occur:
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average over the past 12 months, the department will notify the exporter and an internal system

NEGASE YILe& 06S NBIAdANBR® LT |y SELRNISNDRA Y2NIl

monthly periods anéxceeds the industry average, a performance or system audit may be
conducted by a departmental auditor. The outcomes of the audit may recommend corrective
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increasednortalities are due to issues in the sourcing, preparation, transport and/or loading of
livestock.

ALEC believes thttte Approved Arrangementsameworkcorrectly and usefully distinguishes
between the use of mortality fgperformancemeasurement or motoring from the use of mortality
thresholds foimmediate 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 situaibns that reflect serious incidents warranting ti8 LJ- NIl YSy G Q& dzNHS Yy
subsequent investigation. The gravity of the other notifiable incidents gives some refeyeace

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

casualty.

ALE@lsonotes that the currently used mortality thresholds dot relateto domestic standards for
notifiable mortalities in intensive livestock systemgapparently)any other basis rooted in science
or communityexpectations.

2.5 ROLE OOTHERANIMALWELFARIDICATORS

The TAC has also requested consideration of whatherS LJ2 NIi 6 t S a2 NBbet f AG& wl

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

It is to be notedhat aresearch project has been initiated by the MLA / LiveCorp Live Export
Program (LEP) in order to recommend meaningful, practical, animal welfare inditebcsuld
form the basis of a continuous improvement and performance benchmarking framewarkher
details on this project and other related projectse to be found in the next chapter of this
submission.

ALEC submits thalhis project should be completed before decisions are madadafitional
indicators to measure Additionally very signiicant levels of data would need to be collected before
any consideration is provided tefining notifiable incident trigger levelmsed on such indicatars

ALEC further submitiat mortality remains an ideal regulatory measure for triggering a notiiabl
incident and investigation, rather than using other / additional welfare measures. Mortality provides
an easily recognisable, permaneagénsus level measure ofcansignmenthat capturesa wide

range ofdisease, healtlandwelfare issus. Other welfareindicators,by comparisonare open to
significantly greater measurement error, involve greater interpretation and often comprise a
number ofdifferent elements includingqualitative componerg. It is also not uncommon to use, a
number of dfferent welfare indicators in combination tetermine the state of the animdlvith
challenges with how individual components are weighted relative to each otker)these reasons
ALEC cautions agairtfiningnotifiable incidenttrigger levels foother animal welfare indicators

on which data might be collectedt 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 QLARFICATION @F bTIFIABUEICIDENT
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to interpretation. Currently the definition is as follows:

Gb2GATFTAILIO0tS AYyOARSY (G YSlialta catsy sedoys®arR 6 thelhealtk | G
and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident includes,ibuiot limited to[our emphasis]:

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

b) disablement of ventilation, feeding and/or wategisystems 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 vess&rrying livestock;

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

g by FOG 2F GSNNBNRAY 2NJ LIANF O o¢

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

é

~

definesda potential to causeseriousharm to the health and welfare of animéls ©2 dzNJ SY LKl & A & ¢

These are undefined terms.

2.7 ALEGECOMMENDATIONS ON'NFABLE INCIDENRELUDING THOSE BHERED BY
MORTALITIES EXCEGOINRESHOLD LEVELS
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supported unless a clear scientific basis exists for changes. In considering any changes to
threshold mortality levelghat if exceeded, trigger a notifiable incident, the TAC s$tdwave
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.
A To introduce more precision and less ambiguity that ¢iedinition of notifiable incident as
contained in the reformatted ASEL be modified. In particular, ALEC recommends that the words
in the current definition:
oNotifiable incidentmeans an incident that has the potential to cause serious harm to the
healthand welfare of animals. A notifiable incident includes, but is not limitéd to:

be replaced by
oNotifiable incidentmeans an incident that has the potential to cause serious harm to the
health and welfare of animals. A notifiable incident is triggeredr®s/or more of the
F2ft26Ay3 S@OSylhaveo

ALEC also noteélkat a number ofecommendations contained ife chapters of this submission

that followl NB NBt S@Fy i G2 | dzS a (i ReposfableMaalinSRRtesd Bhesé KS ¢ |

are as follows

A That ALEGupports the collection of a broader set of animal welfare indicators in addition to the
current mortality indicator.
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A Notwithstanding this support, ALEC opposes regulating the collection of a broader set of animal
welfare indicators at this point in tim&Velfare is multfaceted, with complex links between
various elements and limited research undertakénbody of evidence is needed before
changes are made to voyage reporting regulations.

A ¢KFG y2 FdzZNIKSNI YSIF adz2NBa o0 SelshgyanNBdraz@ i | & Wi NR
extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and
measures have been subject to scientific scrutiny and validation.

A ¢KFG y2 FdzZNIKSNI YSFadz2NBa 06S Ay adiibiabgustiR | & Wi NR
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 VOYAGEEPORTINBEQUIREMENTS

LIST OF RECOMMENDABO

A That ALEC supports the caliien 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 thdepartment under the voyage reporting requirements).

A Notwithstanding this support, ALEC opposes regulating the collection of a broader set of animal
welfare indicators at this point in time. Welfare is mid#iceted, with complex links between
various elements and limited research undertakénbody of evidence is eeed before
changes are made to voyage reporting regulations.

A ¢KFG y2 FTdNIKSNI YSIF&adz2NBa 6S AYGNRRAzZOSR & WiNR
extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and
measures haveeen subject to scientific scrutiny and validation.

A 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.

A That thedepartment publish a 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 inwestigation into a reportable mortality has been carried out.

3.1 QURRENASEISTANDARD

Current voyage reporting requirementsider ASEL are to be foundAppendces5.1 and 5.2 of
ASEL

3.2 2013ASEER:EVIEW
The TAC Issues Paper identified that the 2013 R8fEkew Steering Committee discussed the
following difficulties raised in submissions, that the reports:

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

A Are not standardised and therefore are administratively burdensome;

A Include few animal welfare indicators other than respiratory type, faeces type and feed and
water consumption; and

A Focus on mortality and environmental reporting.

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

3.3 MACARTHREVIEW

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 thedepartment.

McCarthy also noted that

dn generalthe existing reporting system is probably outdated and new technology is available
that may revolutionise the reporting process, particularly with the advent of automated
environmental monitoring | YR 02 y @ is,duBr&fdre, folli to tiy tadbe toprescriptive
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 prafect
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3.4 2018AELREVIEW

The TAC posed the following questions in relation to voyage reporting:

A What further changes, if any, do you think are necessary to the voyage reporting requirements
of the standards?

A Should the voyage reporting changes recommended by the McZRehiew and then
instituted by thedepartment be applied more broadly?

A 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 transparighcy
frankness in reporting?

A Should there be on board retime monitoring of animals and vessel conditions? If so, what
should these be and what would be the cost?

A Should there be specific recording and reporting of additional environmental parameters on
@#SaasSta RdNAy3a @2el 3SEK 2 KIG YA3IKG GKSasS oS>
set?

A Should there be specific recording and reporting of animal welfare indicators during, and at the
conclusion of a voyage? If so, what might these welfatte@tors be, how frequently should
they be measured and can/should reportable trigger levels for these measures be established?

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

We also note under the Issues Paper chapidressing the level of mortalities that should trigger a
notifiable incident the TAC posed the following question:

A Should the RMR be replaced by, or supplemented with, reportable levels for more general
welfare indicators (e.g. see McCarthy Review repotif)so, what should the welfare indicators
be and what should be the reportable level for each?

3.5 SGNIFICANDATAALREAD@OLLECTED

In any consideration of voyage reporting requirementshibuld first be noted that significant
amounts of data are already collected for each live export voy&galyreports must be submitted
to the department containingan extensive array afformation, including

A data related to the vessel,

A information onrelevantpersonnel,

A observationgelatedto the livestock orboard the vessele.g. feed and water consumption,
faecal consistency, signs of heat stragspiratory rate and character)

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

A births, and

A mortalities and hospitalisations.

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

A critical issudefore mandating thecollectionof any new datas: can béer use be made of
existing data and can this data be made more accessible

3.6 RELEVANRESEARCH INVOYAGIREPORTINBEQUIREMENTS

The LEP project entitlddevelopment and assessment of animal welfare indicagopsantifying
welfare improvements in the live gort industryis a critical part of defining the measurement of
welfare moving forward and is the basis on which a move from mortality to welfareeartimebe
pursued on a scientifically rigorous basis.
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This critical project was previously commencesdoart 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 endb benchmarking of exporters and the industry.

The project is being delivered by Murdoch Univeraitg, after an initial literature review and
survey to identify potential indicatorscross the supply chaiis now ima pilot phase In this phasa
range of potential measureg including qualitative behavioural assessmeqtge being

trialled. This project has a final reporting date in 2021. Along that pathwaweverthere are a
range of steps that will be rolled out, including the adoption of bpped 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 tipening and transparencsneasuresn
the industry can be structured around clear animal welfare indicators that:

D > D D

>\

Are meaningfully linked to the welfare of the animal;

Have scientifically set thresholds on which performance is measured;

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

Are understood within the context of each other;

The measurements against these indicators can be clearly interpreted in assessing the welfare of
the livestock; and

Can allow proactive ideification 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 magfinil and comparable datatoo 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 idade that:

A

A

Welfare is multifaceted¢ many different elements contribute, waryingdegrees, to whether

Ly FYyAYFEf Aa AyQl WwWI22R gSEFIFINB adlds

Each element can have multiple degrees of variation that need to be considered and tied back to
an acceptablavelfare 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).

The patterns and interactions of welfare need to be understoaividually and collectivelyg

for example, is panting at a high level for a short tim@se than panting at a moderate level

but for a longer period?

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

Indicators need to be asssed / measured consistently (can people easily recognise the
differences, what level of training / education is needed)?

Indicators need to have collection protocols that are meaningfok example, welfare

measures have to be based on sampling arakcifors likedurationare relevanthen 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 colleoti and analytical technology. Automatignlikely tobe
critical in this regard to:
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A Increase the irrefutability of the data;

A Reduce the reliance and workload impact ortmard personnel to collect dataparticularly
important under a welfare measuremenystem where there will be a reliance on sampling.

A Enable the collectioand rapid analysisf large volumes of information to allow for early
warnings / alarms of potential issues to be alerted tehbmard 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 activitieshich the LEP expects will expand as there is
more clarity on the indicators that may need to be collectddclude:

A Trials of automated environmental monitoring for ammonia, temperature, humidity and carbon
dioxide (initially oAboard aircraft);

A Developmenbf automated sheep counting technology to provide irrefutable counts at loading
and unloading (and in turn, irrefutable mortality figures); and

A Mapping and scoping of proof of concept trials with a university provider for technologies that
could support he 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 pracelssling
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 structepftng,
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 indicatgras triggers for notificationThe 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 teigigvel presently are significagthey 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.

Forthe time being, mortality remainsraunambiguous and dependaltiégger 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 absahdesimple 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 capturesidde range of causes with one measure (i.e. salmonella, heat stress).

3.7 ALE@ISCUSSION ¥BYAGEREPORTINBEQUIREMENTS

The current voyage reporting information appears to primarily be used to inform analysis during an
investigation. While the informatiooollected¢ which as noted by the TAC goes beyond mortality
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 reasosebletie
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:

A 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.

A DA@SYy (KS 32 @SNy YnfgpendeatObseyérhNddiRizx3elsh idmpuldbe
guestioned whether it is appropriate to significantly expand the reporting requirements until the
respective roles are determined.

A More data is not necessarily betterand as opposed to simply expanding the information
needed, it would be better to make sure that any information collected is necessary, meaningful
and clearc and will be used

A Noting that the McCarthy Review recommendadd thedepartment has implementedhe use
of new/revisedpant scores and heat strescoresn the daily reporting for sheept is suggested
that if the ASEL Review is to recommend their inclusioan 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,tbate enshrined in
ASE]such scoreand defnitionswill 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:

A The six monthly reports made to Parliamerincluding ports of loading, discharge, livestock

carried, mortalities and exporter name
A Reports are published of reportable mortality investigations ondfeL,J- NIl YSy G4 Qa ¢6Soaai
A The LERublishesannual TransporPerformance 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 thelmward 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 add additional function to the regulator.

In terms of public transparency, ALEC recognises this is impgpttitularly 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 aessibility. 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
0KS RIFGEF OdNNByidate O02ffSOGSR (KI G iéwjtoexendif R 6S 2L
public transparency on these voyages, tapartment should be responsible for developing a

structure that collates and interprets both tHedependentObserver reports / footage / photos and

the voyage report data in a way that is accesstblthe 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 rgulatory need to pubdihsubstantial 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 andihere availablelndependentObserver reprts.
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3.8 ECONOMIAMPACT OEHANGES TO TMEYAGIREPORTINBEQUIREMENTS

The economic impacts of changing the voyage reporting requirements is difficult to ascertain;
K26SOSNE ¢gSNBE GKSNB (2 0S5 (K S NNNEEYSINGdniSadisly 6NE R dzC
that have not been validatedhe economic impacts would be significant.

3.9 ALE@®ECOMMENDATIONS VY AGIREPORTINBEQUIREMENTS
Based on a review of the scientific literature, ALEC recommends the following in relation to voyage
reportingrequirements:

A That ALEC supports the collection of a broader set of animal welfare indicators in addition to the
current mortality indicator.

A Notwithstanding this supporiALE@pposesegulating the collection of a broader set of animal
welfare indicatorsat this point in time Welfare is multfaceted, with complex links between
various elements and limited research undertakénbody of evidence is needed before
changes are made to voyage reporting regulations.

A That no further measures be introduced¥si NA 33 SN NBLR2 NI ot S € S@St a
extensive experience has been gained in the collection of animal welfare indicators and
measures have been subject to scientific scrutiny and validation.

A That prescription in automation for data collectibe avoided at this time until such technology
can be mapped and developed against a defined set of meaningful indicators.

A That thedepartment publish an annual report summarising and interpreting the data collected
on routine voyages in a manner that emtt@&s 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 HEATSTRESBISKASSESSMENT

LIST OF RECOMNIBATIONS
A That 3A.4 (ii) in the reformatted ASEL be amended as follows:
GF2N) aKALIYSyida GNI@StftAy3d GKNRBAAK ol G§SNER Ay |
agreed heat stress risk assessment must be completed and indicate the risk is manageable as
pertKk S (SaGAy3a ONARGSNRAIF Ay (GKAa {{dF yRINRE¢ D
A Where applicable within ASEL the months of heat stress risk for voyages to and through the
Middle East be recognised as June to September.
A ALEC recommends that research be undertaken to better understand the impernémeat
stress across all significant markets and to explore the further application of the HSRA model as
required.

wSO2YYSYRIGA2YE AyOfdzRSR St a3S6KSNB AY GKAA& &dzo YA
the Heat Sress TechnicdReferencePanel

A That space allocations for livestock be determined as the maximum space allocations calculated
from the allometric equation or from an assessment of heat risk.

A ALEC recommends that caution be exercised in making significant changes to the primary
objectivein the HSRA model. Significant changes should not be made until a new objective has
been identifiedand testedhat is simple to collect and explain, robust, reliable and repeatable.
Until a new measure has been identified, scientifically validatedtestéd, 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.

A Notwithstanding the recommended HSRA focus on mortalities, ALEC members arétedrton
collecting a range of animal welfare indicatorslwrard vessels and these being published. A
research project is underway to determine meaningful, practical, indicators. While these
indicators are being understood and scientifically validatedlection 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 ntee

4.1 QONSIDERATION OF HEPRESS

While the application of allometric equatioh&-valuescanprovide aneffective means oéstimaing

space for a behavioursuch as lyingsee Chapter 11 of this Submissidhgy donot necessarily

take meaningfullynto accountthe variety of factors that can contribute to the ability of a group of
animals tothermoregulat anddeal withenvironmental challengésFor voyages to or through

MENA during the northern summeanimals will experience various degrees eéhchallenge

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) deb. 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
knowledgeand refine assumptionsince it was first developed in 2003. A requireméuatt @all

4While it may be theoretically possible to determine-g&tue thattakesinto consideration thermoregulatiarit 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:

A weather conditions;
A vessel onfiguration;

A parameters for the voyage to be undertaken; and
A 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. ltluse2 S NJ | R S Gued@®rQaiatod 2 f dzY S
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% chamof a 5% mortality (as identified in ASEL v2.3géahindividual line of
livestockon each deck

Since the implementation of the HSRA model there has been a significant reduction in livestock
mortality rates(see Figures 4.1 and 4.2ZfjheHSRAnodelhas undoubtedly played a large part in
this outcome, buit is recognised thathere 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 theMestock types exported.

Figure 4.1: Liveheepexport mortality rates 19882017
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Figure 42: Livecattle export mortality rates 195-2017
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4.2 2018ASEREVIEW
Within the 2018 ASEL Reviéedepartment has established a separate process, involwing
Technical Reference Panel, to provide expert advice on the HSRA model.

Despite thisthe TAQontinues to be involved in a consideration of where and when the HSRA model

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

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

A 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 exportiw teliddle East? If
not, what months should be considered as high risk?

A I NB GKSNBE RAFTFSNByY

standards?

4.3 MONTHS OFEATSIRESRISK
Material included in the McCarthy Revidased on the HSA weather dat@rovides evidence that
the months of heat stress risk are June to Septentbee, for instance, Figure 4.3, reproduced from

the McCarthy Review)

KAIK NAai

Y2y(iKa T2NJ RATTS

Figure 43: The allowable stocking fraction for sheep to the Middle East with the animal wedfa
criterion backed away from mortality limit 25% of the way to the heat stress threshold.
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This is also recognised in the Heat Stress Risk Assessment Issues Paper:

G¢eKS ¢St

0 dzf 0
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¢co 27
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0KS SY@ANRy

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 themsumonths, between

June and Septembethe 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
GKSaS NBIA2Yy &

2 . ¢ RdzNRy3

4 KA LILIA v HouriefaphBislza K

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 MpdlC/Maunsell Pty Lt®003 Development of
a Heat Stress Risk AssessitnModel Meat & Livestock Australia, RepatVE.116Sydney.
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Based on this evidencALEC believes thdte months of heat stress risk for voyages to and through
the Middle Easshouldbe recognised as June to September.

4.4 (GEOGRAPHIC INDICATORS

Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd in their original reptwrtthe LERN 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 voyageas well as stocking densities and characteristics of the animal and the ship.

Maunsell Australia examined wet bulb temperatures by region using mardateepurchased from
the National Climatic Data Centerthe US. This data includes a rangeveatherobservations
including wet bulb temperatures, collectédm voluntary observing shimddrifting andmoored
buoysin the Red Sea, Persian Gulf, Arabian Sea and IQtiaan

The oceanic regiorstudied by Maunsell Australisere subdivided into 3separate zonegsee
Figure 4.4):

A The Persian Gulf was divided into 4 zqmepresenting the northern, central arsbuthern
regions of the Gulf plus the Gulf of Oman

A The Red Sea was subdivided into ftatitudinal zoneswith an additional zone for the Gwof
Aden.

A Theopen oceanic zones were generallyided into boxes ofife-degree latitudeandten-degree
longitude, increasing to tedegree square latitude / longitude boxssuth of 10S where the
wet bulb regime was considered more benign.

Figure 44: Zones used by Maunsell Australia in studying wet bulb temperatures
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The findings of Maunsell Australia can be summarised as follows (for further details the reader is
referred to the report itself):

A Thenorth of the Persian Gulf exhikithe highestaveragewet bulbtemperatures due to a
combination of shallow waterand northern most location.Maunsell Australia reported that in
this zone he mean wet bulb temperature peaks around®@3nlate July to early August.
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A Specific locations on the westeapproaches to the Straits of Hormuz also exhibit very high wet
bulb temperatures.

A In the central and southern parts of the Persian Gulf mean wet bulb temperatudsgust are
29°C with maximum values known to exceed°83

A For the eastern approaches thfe Straits of Hormuz highest mean wet bulb temperatures are
reached relatively early in the summer in June daly when the wet bulb averages 287

A Compared to the Persian Gulf, the greater depth of the Red Sea acts to limit variations in wet
bulb temperatures. Te hottest region in the Red Seailisan area defined bghe shallower
watersof the northernapproaches to the Straits of Mandeb, particularly near the Farasan
Islands to Hanish Islandsgion(at the southern end of the Red Seduly ighe most humid
month with the mean wet bulb temperatuspeaking ata mean o28.4£C. In many areas of the
Red Sea mean wet bulb temperatures, even in July and August, only ris¥to 26

A In the Gulf of Aden wet bulb temperatures peak earlier than all off@ets of the Middle East
Oceang; reaching a mean value of 27 in June.

A The open oceanic waters of the Indian Ocean are characterised by generally lowewstean
bulb temperatures than experienced in the Persian Gulf and the Red Sea, as welGasfshaf
Oman and Aden
- Highest mean wet bulb temperatures are in the region betweeiNladnd 10N from 50E to

70°E where they peak at 26.70C in June.

- The region between® and 10N between 70E and 8€E, to the west of the southern tip of
India, experiaces mean wet bulb temperatures above’@6arly in the season.

- The near equatorial regionfrom 5°N to 3Sare characterised by a relatively uniform wet
bulb temperature distributiorg mostly around 28C to 26C. There is a slight peak in the
periodfrom April to June

- South of 8S there are periods of time between March and May when the mean wet bulb
temperature is elevated close to 28.

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

A The Persian Gulf represents the most challengepgraphical area in terms of heat stress risk.

A Areas of the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden also represent a challenge, although at considerably lower
levels than the Persian Gulf.

A Open oceanic waters generally present lower heat stress risks, being charatterikaver 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 risl¢ notably, voyages to or through the Persian Gulf and Red ®utside these areas the
risks, on available evidence, arensiderablyower.

ALEC notes thatollowing the McCarthy Reviewhe department required additional heatress
YAGATI GA2Y Y S toasighieits .. Bpdtledbi ®&SHeiwaen tlemths of May and
hOG20SNJ GNI @St tAy3a GKNRAZAK gl 0 SENB Ay (GKS ! NI 0ALl Y

This geographical definition takes into account livestock shipped from Australia to destinations in the
Middle East, North Africa or Pakistan as well as a nurobether destinations. It is supported by
ALEC.
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4.5 ALE@ECOMMENDATIONS GEFISRAMODEL OBJECTIVES ANIMAL WELFARE

INDICATORS

Based on a review of the scientific literature ALEC makes the following recommendations in relation
the HSRA model objectiveschanimal welfare indicators:

A That 3A.4 (ii) in the reformatted ASEL be amended as follows:
GF2N] aKALIYSyGa GNI@StftAy3d GKNBAAK ¢l GSNER Ay |
agreed heat stress risk assessment must be completed and indicate tisemshkageable as
LISNJ 6 KS GSaidAy3a ONRIGSNRLF Ay GKAA {GFYRINREOD
A Where applicable within ASEL the months of heat stress risk for voyages to and through the
Middle East be recognised as June to September.
A ALEC recommends that research be undertaken to bettdersiand the importance of heat
stress across all significant markets and to explore the further application of the HSRA model as
required.

wSO2YYSVYRIGA2YE AyVyOfdzRSR SfaSgKSNBE Ay GKA& &dz YA
the Heat Sress TechicalReferencePanel

A That space allocations for livestock be determined as the maximum space allocations calculated
from the allometric equation or from an assessment of heat risk.

A ALEC recommends that caution be exercised in making significant charlgegptonary
objective in the HSRA model. Significant changes should not be made until a new objective has
been identifiedand testedhat is simple to collect and explain, robust, reliable and repeatable.
Until a new measure has been identified, scificdilly 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.

A Notwithstanding the recommended HSRA focus on mortalifé&C members are committed to
collecting a range of animal welfare indicatorslwrard vessels and these being published. A
research project is underway to determine meaningful, practical, indicators. While these
indicators are being understood and gdtifically 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 ddor exporters to meet.
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5 BOSTAURUEXPORTS TO TMEDDLEEASTDURING THEORTHERN
SUMMER

LIST OF RECOMMENDAEBO
A That Bos Taurus exports continue to be allowed during the northern summer, subject to an
acceptable heat stress risk assessment.

ALEC also mes recommendations contained in elsewhere in this submission that are relevant to
consideration of Bos Taurus exports to the Middle East during the northern summer:

A 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 identifiedand testedhat is simple to collect and explain, robust, reliable and repeatable.

Until a new measure has been identified, scientifically validated 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.

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

GF2NI KA LIVEF gStft Ay3a GKNRBAdAK g iSNA Ay GKS |
agreed heat stress risk assessment must be completed and indicate the risk is manageable as
LISNJ 6 KS GSadAy3a ONRGSNRARLF Ay GKAA& {GFYyRINREOD

A Where applicable within ASEL the months e&tstress risk for voyages to and through the

Middle East be recognised as June to September.

5.1 QURRENASEISTANDARD
The current (2018 reformatted draft) ASEL states:

1A.3.2 (c) (iii): Bos taurus cattle from an area of Australia south of latitude 26f st 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 stocklagsities for the export of southern cattle to MENA. The
densities for May to October are 15 % higher than for November to April.

5.2 2013ASEREVIEW

The ASEL Review Steering Committee proposed two options for the exjBars ¢durusattle to
the Middle East from May to October. The options were:

A A prohibition on the export of Bos taurus to the Middle East during May to October, or
A The status quo, being:
- Bos taurugattle 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 tepartment indicates that the risk is manageable.

5.3 2018ASEREVIEW

The Stage 2 Issues Paper notes that a number of submissions aingu®mbs taurus cattle
originating from southern Australia are at significant risk of heat stress if transported during the
Middle Eastern summer.

In relation toBos tauusexports, the TAC has posed the following questions.
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A Should Paragraph 1A 3.2 (c) (iii) be retained in its current form?
A Should Paragraph 1A 3.2 (c) (iv) be retained in its current form?

5.4 RELEVANRESEARCH INBOSTAURU$XPORTS TO TMEDDLEEAST DURINGHE

NORTHERSJMMER
In 2000, Drs Ainsworth and McCarthy produced the LEP re@est Practice Standards for the
Preparation & Husbandry of Cattle for Transport from Australia (LIVE.102 & SBMR.003). The report:

A Identified that temperature and humidity siss to cattle shipped during the Northern
Hemisphere summer is one of the most significant threats to health and welfare on long haul
voyages and thaBos indicubreeds are physiologically better suited to cope with heat stress
than Bos taurudbreeds; ad

A Recommended that industry sour8®s indicuinfused 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 heatitea$0s 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 ProgtaBEAP) standards.

LIV.102 / SBMR.003 noted that while the principles were relatively well evidenced, th&éf<utere
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 specifiandkbe relative
increase in mortalitpssociated witlBos tauwuscattle from southern Australia loaded in an

Australian winter for shipment to a Middle East summe&heinvestigations conducted on cattle
voyages around this period reported that the major cause of death on voyages was heat stress,
followed by respiatory disease and traumal’he recommendations and findings from these
investigation reportded tothe development ofhe Heat Stress Risk Assessment (HotStaifputer
model to assist in heat stress risk assessment and mitigatidits implementation.

The elevated heat stress riskB®bs taurugattle compared tdos indicugattle has been a

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

into the Becrux mortality incident noted that the vessel contaimdout 75 per cenBos taurusand

25 per centBos indicusattle, but that there was zero evidence of either mortality or morbidity
involving theBos indicusinimals. Similarly, research from Richard Norris in Western Australia noted
in four research vagges for the LEP that all deaths from heat stress weBns1Tauruanimals and
none were inBos Indicuanimals (SBMR001 and SBMRO0O04A).

As noted above, in 2004 Maunsell Australia completed the foundational development of the
HotStuff heat stress risk ssssment program for the LEP (LIN5). It considered available animal
physiology data, shipboard data and weather information to set the parameters for the software
program. The initial report identified that:

A The vessels current in 2003 could largetport Bos indicusattle with relative safety yearound
(Figure5.1 ¢ noting that no destocking is required for PATs above 250 m /Bu. taurusattle
were different and required lower densities to manage the risks (Fige

A Figure5.2 also shows how the application of HotSigifhere it considers the characteristics of
Bos taurugattle ¢ applies a destocking rate that eventually prevents exports.
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In 2007¢ 2018 (post HotStuff implementation), thereas beeronly one report concernimga voyage

to the Middle East during May to Octoben 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 deathgeveecorded on the deck with the lowest maximum
temperature records.

The voyage trends and the findings from the investigation report are consistent with 4elond EP
research project completed in 201Biéntifying the causes of mortality in cattle exported to the

Middle EastL1V.252). This project described the causes in more than 200 cattle deaths from
20separate cattle voyages, mostly to the Middle East but also including some othendahg

destirmations. 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 deathibe 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 2602012 (repesenting exports after HotStuff

came into effect). The results (Figir8) show a dramatic reduction in mortality ratearticularly

for voyages loaded in the Australian wintgas a result of the implementation of HotStuff.

These findings are consistt 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 rib&dhis 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:

A heat stress now causes only a relatively $mamber of mortalities in cattle exported to the
Middle East

A the HSRA model requires vastly reduced stocking densiti® Middle East during the
northern hemisphere summer months

A prohibitionsrarely represent good regulatigmnd

A regulation is besframed with reference to the desired outcongen this case control of heat
stress

ALEC recommends that exports of Bos Taaatide to the Middle East continued to be assessed
using the HSRodel
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Figureb5.1: Allowable stocking fractiorof ASElfor 300kg Bos indicusrom Southern Australiao
the Gulf, fat score 3, acclimatised to 6 wet bulb

—+— South to Gulf, Bos indicus 300kg, fat score 3, only one type coat, 15degC wb acc., <2% chance of 5%mortality.
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Figure5.2: Allowable stocking fractiorof ASElfor 300 kg Bog aurus cattle from Southern
Australia to the Gulf fat score 3, acclimatised to 6 wet bulb,mid-season coat
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—+— South to Gulf, Bos taurus beef 300kg, fat score 3, mid coat, 15degC wb acc., <2% chance of 5%mortality.
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Figure5.3: 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

Voyages to MENA from the south only, from 1995-2012

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Month of year

—— 1995-2006 —&— 2007-2012

Note: bars represent 95% confidence interval

5.4.1 Geographic indicators

As previously notedather than referring to the Middle East, ALEC recommends that heat risk
assessment be conducted faronsignments .. exported by sea travelling through waters in the
I' N> 0AFY {SI y2NIOK 2F fF0A0dzRS mmMebé

This gegraphical definition takes into accoulitestockshipped from Australia to destinations in the
Middle East, North Africa or Pakistan as well as a number of other destinations.

5.5 ECONOMIAMPACT OEHANGES TO REQUIREMERELATING BOSTAURUEXPORTS TO

THEMIDDLEEAST DURING TNBRTHERSUMMER
The impact of prohibiting exports &os taurugo the Middle East during the northern summer
(particularly if defined as May to October) would be major and could prevent Australia maintaining
commercial relationsips and trade with Israel because of the inability to consistently sufptis
trade has recently fluctuated in volume but in the last five yearsdw®uned for around30,000 to
100,000 head annuallaveraging roughly 70,000 head/ year)

5.6 ALE@ECOMENDATIONS ABDSTAURUEXPORTS TO TMEDDLEEAST DURING THE

NORTHERSUMMER
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:

A That Bos Taurus parts 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 Middkest during the northern summer:

A 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 identifiedand testedhat is simpé 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.
A That 3A.4 (ii) in the reformatted ASEL be amended as follows:
GF2N) aKALIYSyida (NI @StftAy3d GKNRBAAK ol GSNER Ay |
agreed heat stress risk assessment must be completethditgite the risk is manageable as
LISNJ 6 KS GSadAy3a ONRIGSNRARLF Ay GKA& {GFYyRINREOD
A 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 TIMEOFFSHEARSHAIRSHEEPGOATS NDALPACAS

LIST OF RECOMMENDAIBO
A Thatclause 1A.3.4n the Reformatted ASHe amended as follows:

For export by sea, all sheep must:
X
(i) have wool not more than 25 mm in lengthless approved by the relevant Australian
Government agency based onagreed 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 accommodatdteits on the
registered premises where there is a risk of hypothermia.

A 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 QURRENASEISTANDARD

The current ASEL standardsaténg 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 mddel; a

b) are 10 days or more off shears; or

c) are to be shorn during the iday period before export, in which case they must be
accommodated in sheds on the registered premises.

Standard 3.9, Export to the Middle East

b) All sheep for export to the Middle Eastdbyp 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 mus# 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 2013ASEREVIEW

6.2.1 Options regarding length of wool / hair

Two options were consided 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 aresadgagell as
sheep. The options considered are listed below:

Option 1c¢ 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 2&m 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¢ blanket ban on the export of goats, sheep and alpacas with hair isgxdée25 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, gaatd 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¢ two days off sheers

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

c) if they are 10 days or ane 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¢ 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 registeredpremise

6.3 OIEXUIDELINES
The OIE Terrestrial Animal Health C@da7 (3) (fstatesthe following in relation to fitness to
travel:

GKFANI 2NJ g22f tSy3aiK aK2dd R 0S5 O02yaiRSNBR Ay N
G NJ yaL}2 NI ®¢

6.4 2018ASEREVIEW

Inrelation to time at Registered Premises the TAC has posed the following questions:

A Should there be a minimum period of time #fiears and/or wool length to apply for all wool
sheep being sourced for export?

A Should all hair sheep and alpacas be subjetiiéosame requirements as wool sheep?

A Should the standards be amended to alter the specifications currently in place prescribiag time
off periods for shorn wool sheep and shorn hair sheep? If so, what would you suggest?

A Are any other changes necessary he requirements for wool sheep and hair sheep?

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

6.5 RELEVANRESEARCH GAIRSHEEPGOATS ALPACASETIME OFISHEARS

6.5.1 Research on hair sheep, goats apdedhs.
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 projectPhysiology of heat stress in cattle and sh@dp'E.209) was completed in 2004 and
helped cfine 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 stresskimanagement mod€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 hdiry) a
incorporated scaling based on animal parameters using the available science. For Merinos, this
included a 12 per cent deting of sheep with wool in excess of 25 mm. Awassi sheep were taken to
be one variety¢ WK A NE ® Q

Hair breed sheep have been shaim a number of international studies to be more heat tolerant
than wool breed sheep under farming conditions in hot and humid environnfefitis to be noted
that almost all hair sheep breeds originated in hot climatic regions and hair sheep breedshuai/
hair coats.

There is no data on heat tolerance effects of shearing hair breed sheep, as they are not typically
shorrf. However, iyen the fleece characteristics and length of the naturally short haired sheep
types, it is difficult tadentify a benefit that would accrue from shearing such animals.

It is also to be noted thderal / 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
onlyoccur 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 alpacasisoa completely different task and skill set than shearing sheep.
While these are primarily agrated, identifying suitably skilled personnel for shearing if sea
shipments were to occur could be a challenge.

The following is also noted:

A The inclusion of goats and alpacas within this standard (under any option)strogly
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.

A The blanket application of the requiremes 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 b@éween 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 exampléhegen, A 1977, Fattailed Awassi and German Mutton Merino sheep under semiarid conditions. 3.
Body temperatures and panting ratdournal of Agricultural Scienc€ol.89, pp399-405, Amaral, D., Barbosa,.O
Gasparino, E., Akimoto, L., Lourenca Bantello,G.A, 2009 Efeito da suplementacao alimenter nas respostas
fisiologicas, hormonais ®anguineas de ovelhas Santa Ines, lle de France e Texel. Acta SciedtramahSciences
Vol.31, pp403410 McManus, C., Louvandini, H., Paim, T., Martins, R., Barcellos, J., Cardeson&ries, R Santana,
0., 2011, The challenge of sheep farming in the trop&spects related to heat tolerancRevista Brasileira déootecnia
Vol.40, ppl07-120, Ross, T., Goode, D., Linnerud,1285 Effects of high ambient temperature gaspiration rate, rectal
temperature, fetal development and thyroid gland activitytiapical and temperate breeds of sheepheriogenologyVol
24, p259-269, Wildeus, S.1997, Hair sheep genetic resources and their contribution to diversgimdll ruminant
production in the United Statedournal of Animal Scienc¥ol.75, pp630-640

7 See, for exampleGraham, P., White, 22010 Sheep enteprises what are the differencesAFBM JournaVol.7, pp33-
42 andNotter, D, 2000 Potential for hair sheep in the United Statdsurnal of AnimaBcienceVol.77 ESupp| ppl-8.
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suggest a much higher tolerance to heat stress and a much lower toletaisbearing stresg
particularly in hair breeds and rangeland animals
A 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 ASEW Kevi
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.
A ALEC opposes a blanket allowance of 10% additional space. ldeally, space allowances should be
calculated as the maximum from allometric calculations or an appropriately calibrated heat
stress risk assessment model.

Recognising the significagtiestions 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 exaesisiv

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 effhears for sheep.

After the2013ASEL raew, the LEP engaged Andrew Fisher from the Animal Welfare Science Centre
to complete a literature review of the current science relevant to the-gxport shearing of sheep

(A Review of Prexport Shearing of Shegp This review is available to the TAC on request. Amongst
other things the review identifies the following:

A Shearing of sheep is aversive to the animals and produces a strong physiological stress response
that returns to baseline ggoximately an hour after shearing. Adverse consequences of this
stress response are likely to have resolved within 24 hours.

A Where shearing causes tissue trauma, inflammation and the risk of infection may persist for
several days until the physiologiadfects 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.

A 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.

A Apart from the physiolgical stress response, shearing alters metabolic and thermoregulatory
responses in sheep.

A Woolbearing sheep benefit from being recently-sfiears in terms of reduced risk of heat
stress arising from hot and humid conditions, especially where solar radiatnot a significant
contributor to the heat stress risk. The heat stress benefits appear to increase as wool length
becomes shorteg rather than the benefits applying as a stepange centred on the 25 mm
threshold.

A The report concluded that the 3lay 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 susceptibilishefrs.
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Folowing 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 Loukdeggica Aguilar GainZhassessed a
sample of 20 animaksnd 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
6 to be shorn, and RFIDgswere used to record the total time spent at the feed and water troughs.

The project concluded that:

A 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 fileet was retained. The results also
found that there was no difference in observed behaviour.

A 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 disfegding behaviour
(that is, the amount of time the sheep will spend at the feed and water trough) and observed
behaviour.

From a practical perspectiven amportant factor thatalsoneeds to be considereid that there is

only a finite period where sheegre held in the Registered Premise (aroungi3days) 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 towardsehar
event (i.e. where the sheep are recovering from the land transport leg / curfews etc.).

In summary, ALEC notes that the research suppatta minimum sheep not be shorn the day prior
to export / loading.

A Adopting this as a standard would alloviuil 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.

A It also avoids exporters having to shear closer to when the animals are regsivede depot
and where it could disrupt the rest / recovery from the land transport journey / curfews etc.
CKA& ftf2ga FT2NI oSGOUSNI YIFEYIF3ISYSyid 2F G4KS | yAYl
extend the yarding period, with the associated tsos

A 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 causirsgtie 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
GaAFFOLryld t1FOSNIIA2yaeés GRAAOKINBAY3I g2dzyRae s |y

6.6 ALE@®ECOMMENDATIONSIE OFF SHEARSAIRSHEEPGOATS ALPACAS
Based on a review of the scientific literature, ALEC makes the following recommendations to the TAC
ontime off shears hair seep, goats and alpacas.

8 Aguilar,L.,Wickham,S.,BarnesA., Miller, D.,Fleming T.,Collins T.,2016 The effect of shearing on sheep feeding and
behaviour Proceedings of AVA Annual Conference, Adelaide,, 21668179, May
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A That clause 1A.3.4 in the Reformatted ASEL be amended as follows:

For export by sea, all sheep must:
X
(iv) have wool not more than 25 mm in lengthless approved by the relevant Australian
Government agency based on an agreed lstrass 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.

A 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 MAXIMUMWEIGHT OEATTLE ANBUFFALO

LIST OF RECOMMENDABO
A That he current maximum weight provisions in ASEL continue to apply.

- This includes provisions allowing ttepartment to approve export of cattle in excess of 650
kilograms with a management plan detailing additional measures relating tmpding
arrangemens, loading and pen arrangements, additional veterinary arrangements and
monitoring and inspection.

7.1 QURRENASEISTANDARD
Standard 1.9 of ASEL states:

I FGGES YR 0dzZFFFE2 a2dNOSR F2NJ SELR2NI Fa aft dza

b) must have an individudiveweight 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 2013ASER:EVIEW

Two options were identified by the ASEL Review Steering Committee in 2013ionredanaximum
cattle and buffalo weights.

Option 1¢ retain current provisions

No change; the standard to remain as above.

Option 2¢ lower the maximum weight to 500 kgs

/T GGES yR o6dzFFlL 2 &a2dNOSR F2NJ SELRNIL & &t dAa

b) musthave 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 removilegéinty Sy 1 Q& RA & ONEB
to approve animals in excess of the maximum weight (being either 500 or 650 kg).

7.3 2018ASER:VIEW

In relation to maximum cattle weights the TAC has posed the following questions.

A Should the maximum weight for sourcing and exporting cattié buffalo be the same?

A Should cattle and buffalo exported for feeder and slaughter purposes have a different maximum
weight to cattle and buffalo exported for breeder purposes?

A 15 500 kg appropriate? Is 650 kg? Should it be higher/lower and why? Whidieaanimal health
and welfare risks? Are there any mitigating measures that must be taken?

A 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 RELEVANRESEARCH INMAXIMUMWEIGHT OEATTLE FOBXPORT

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, howevgthere are particular provisions applying to heavier cattle in
order to address risks.
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Additional spaceallowancesare providedwithin the current ASEin relation to heavy cattle. 1A

exports of cattle from southern Australia to MENA at any time of yeegive 10+% space

allowance. The space increase is not limited to 10%, for example, the stocking densities provide 15%
additional space for 550 Kgos taurusny time of year.

In addition, Export Advisory Notice 20482 provides further arrangementsifthe export of heavy
cattle in excess of 650 kilograms. This includes a requirement for a heavy cattle management plan
detailing additional measures relating to pieading arrangements, loading and pen arrangements,
additional veterinary arrangementsie 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.

| 26 SOSNE GKSNB gl a y2 O02yaSyadebeyfethgdofrisk WKSI ge Q
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 txeaattle should not be exported.

The final report from the AAV waorkshop provided the following finding and proposed pathway
forward in relation to heavy cattle:

Cattle of 500+ kg are recognised as higtigk animals. Data on the relationship betwegeight
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 sks. 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 expof¥igressinghe welfare riskghat may

exist for cattle between 500 and 6%@logramsthat would substantiate the costs or burden of

further regulatory intervention. Ratheyin addition to the general importance of ensuring health

and welfareg there ae strong commercial reasons for exporters to ensure that provisions are made
to address the particular needs of heavy cattle.

7.5 ECONOMIAMPACT OREDUCING THEMAXIMUMWEIGHT OEATTLEEXPORTED

The economic impact of reducing the maximum cattle weight @pénme 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 ALEGRECOMMENDATIONS GIEMAXIMUMWEIGHT OEATTLE
Based on a review of the scientific literature, ALEC recommends:

A That the current maximum weight provisions in ASEL continue to apply.
- This includes provisions allowing tbepartment to approve export afattle in excess of 650
kilograms with a management plan detailing additional measures relating topding

arrangements, loading and pen arrangements, additional veterinary arrangements and
monitoring and inspection.
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8 TIME INREGISTERIERREMISES

LIST ® RECOMMENDATIONS

A 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.

A That the minimum of 5 clear days apply regardless of season and wisktbep and goats are
held in sheds or paddocks.

A 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 dwdays 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. Haistion of the ALEC submissigrexamines this issue in light

of the latest research findings and provides recommendations on amendments to ASEL for the TAC
to consider.

8.2 QURRENASEISTANDARD

8.2.1 Minimum time in Registered Premises for sheep
In relation to time spent in Registeré&temises by sheep to be exported by sea the current ASEL
standards spegjfthe 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, Augusier@bpt 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 fe@d libitumduring that period; ad
iii.  during the last 3 days of that period, livestock aredddibitum 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,
premisesnust 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 éguivalent
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 daysf@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 &istered 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. along haul voyage 2 clear days;
ii. for a short haul voyage in a vessel with multiple port loadings or multiple port discharges
T 1clear day;
ii. for a short haul voyage in a vessel with 1 port of loading or 1 port of dischase
hours.

Note: Incalculating the number of clear days exclude the first day (arrival day) and last day
(departure day).

8.3 2013ASEREVIEW

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¢ retain current provisions

No change; the standard to remain as above.

Option 2c¢cincreased time in reqgistered 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 requigkto spend in Registered Premises.
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Rather two options were identified.

Option 1cinclusion of extended lorbaul voyages

The minimum length of time that cattle and buffalo must remain in a registered premise prior to
departure is as follows:

a) along haul eyaget 2 clear days;

b) for a short haul voyage in a vessel with multiple port loadings or multiple port discharges
1 clear day;

c) for a short haul voyage in a vessel with 1 port of loading or 1 port of disch24@ours; or

d) for an extended long hawvbyaget 3 clear days.

Note In calculating the number of clear days exclude the first day (arrival day) and last day
(departure day).

Option 2¢ increased minimum time in reqistered premises

The minimum length of time that cattle and buffalo must reniaia 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 disch@4éours.
ii) For all other voyages, all cattle and buffalo must remain in registered premises for a
minimum of 3 clar days prior to departure for export.

Note

Within both scenarios, the 2013 ASEL Review recommended retaining-th@u4uarantine for
1 port of loading, 1 port of unloading short haul shipments.

Both scenarios also introduced the concept of an exteridad-haul voyage; 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 byddqartment separate to ASEL
and now broadly encompassé Export Advisory Notice 20%615.

8.4 OIEQUIDELINES
The OIE Terrestrial Animal Health C@de7 (1) states:

A In some circumstances, animals may requirejpueneyassembly. In these circumstances,
the following points should be considered:

- Prejourneyrest is necessary if the welfare of the animals has become poimigdhe
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.

A Prejourneyassembly / holding areas should be designed to:

- securely contain the animals;

- maintain an environment safe from hazards, including predatorsdisehse

- protect animals from exposure to adverse weather conditions;

- allow for maintenance of social groups; and

- allow for rest, watering and feeding.
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8.5 2018ASEREVIEW

In relation to time at Registered Premises the TAC has posed the following questions.

A 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 provisoinsluded
regarding seasonal factors, feeding and-poaditioning to shipboard rations? Please provide
rationale and evidence for your position.

A 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.

A 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?

A What would be the cost implications of any changes to the $ithastock must spend in
registered premises?

8.6 RELEVANRESEARCH AMWESPENT AREGISTEREREMISES

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 amition (feed transition) and salmonellosis (disease exposure).

The LEP and Western Australi@searcherdave conducted ongoing R&D in this area for almost 30
years. Key findings are:

A The majority of norfeeders in Registered Premises commence eating ondmard the ship.
Nevertheless, sheep observed as fferders in Registered Premises have a higher risk of
mortality during the voyage when compared to sheep observed as feeddre Rdgistered
Premises.

A Inanition and salmonellosis (either independently or in combination) are the major causes of
mortality in sheep during export voyages.

A Statistical analyses of largeale 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
Premise¥.

9 See for exampleNorris, R Richards, R Dunlop, R 1989, An epidemiological study of sheep deaths beéoré during
export by sea from Western Australia, Australian Veterinary Jowiahl66, 276279, Norris, R, Richards, R Dunlop, R
1989, Preembarkation risk factors for sheep deaths during export by sea from Western Australia, Australian Veterinary
Journal Vol.66, 309314; Norris, R McDonald, C Richards, RHyder, M, Gittins, S& Norman, G 1990, Management of
inappetent sheep during export by sea, Australian Veterinary Jowohalk7, 244247, Higgs, A Norris, R& Richards, R
1991, Season, age and adiposity influence death rates in sheep exported by sea, Australian Journal of Agricultural
Researchyol.42, 205214.

Barnes, A., Wickham S., Admiraal R., Miller D., Collins T., Stockman C. & Fleming P., 2018, Charactergaieiardf i
sheep in a feedlot using radicacking technology, Journal of Animal Science, Vol 9699Q2and 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.
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