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Australian Animal Welfare Standards and Guidelines – Cattle  
AgForce Comment  
 

1. Overview  
AgForce Queensland is the peak representative body for broad acre primary producers in the 
cattle, grain and sheep and wool industries of Queensland and AgForce members collectively 
manage more than 50 per cent of Queensland’s land mass. Given that Queensland hosts around 
half of Australia’s cattle herd (12.6 million), good cattle welfare management practices and 
outcomes are considered essential to effective production systems.  
 
A supporter of the national process since 2009, AgForce Cattle thanks Animal Health Australia 
for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Standards and Guidelines (hereafter, S & Gs) 
document and the Cattle Consultation Regulation Impact Statement (hereafter, the RIS).  
 
As a whole, AgForce Cattle encourages initiatives to improve animal welfare throughout the 
supply chain. It is the view of AgForce Cattle that any improvement in cattle welfare practices 
should be practical, economic and safe as well as flexible based on current and emerging 
developments in science.  
 
To this end, the Australian red meat industry through Meat and Livestock Australia collectively 
invest around four million dollars annually in research and development activities to support 
science based, economical and operationally sound animal welfare practices.1 
 
This being said, the Standards and Guidelines need to take into account the unique operating 
environment of pastoral areas in northern Australia and the challenges this presents. This can 
range from the availability of livestock pharmaceuticals as well as animal health professionals or 
appropriately trained lay people.  
 
Any Standard must be something that producers can be feasibly and viably implemented. In the 
absence of suitable alternatives, current practices must be maintained as AgForce cannot 
support regulation that is impossible for producers to implement.  

2. Submission Summary  
AgForce Cattle is generally comfortable with the content of the draft S & Gs with the following 
exceptions:  
 

 That Guidelines as long as they remain as such (i.e. above compliance) and do not 
become Standards without significant industry consultation.   

 Key concerns with practicality and the feasibility of implementation especially in 
northern Queensland pastoral areas.  

 Compulsory use of pain relief for certain husbandry practices such as dehorning, 
castration and spaying.  

 Comments in relation to identification and working dogs.  
 
AgForce Cattle submits the following key statements in relation to the RIS:  
 

                                                           
1
 Source: Meat and Livestock Australia   
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 AgForce Cattle questions the relevance and accuracy of the RIS given that throughout 
the document it acknowledges its inherent flaws and inability to capture accurate data.  

 AgForce Cattle has not addressed the consultation questions in the RIS for this reason. 
Acquiring this data is a significant undertaking and should not be at the behest of 
industry.  

 Overall, Option B in the absence of any Option C variations is the preferred option. 
AgForce Cattle strongly rejects the addition of any of the seven variations presented. 

 

3. Scope of Submission 
AgForce Cattle acknowledges that the S & Gs were put in place to ensure a ‘broad brush’ 
approach as cattle production on a regional basis varies too significantly to address specific 
detail.  
 
This Submission therefore presents comments and seeks clarifications in relation to the 
Standards and Guidelines and the RIS. Generally, comments are not made in relation to dairy 
practices2 except where it may potentially interfere with or impinge on broad acre cattle 
operations.  

4. Comment: Australian Animal Welfare Standards & Guidelines – Cattle  

4.1 General Comments 

In general, AgForce Cattle is supportive of the content of the S&Gs. However the following 
comments are noted in relation to the content:  
 

 Whilst AgForce Cattle welcomes initiatives throughout the supply chain to improve 
animal welfare outcomes assessing the impact of any regulation on industry is generally 
not easily grasped until put into effect.  

 AgForce Cattle is supportive of pain relief measures should they be practical, economical 
and safe to administer. However, on a regional basis given the vast distances in 
Queensland pain relief may not either be readily available or affordable. Throughout, 
the S&Gs need to take into account the unique operating environment of pastoral areas 
in northern Australia and the challenges this presents in the availability of livestock 
pharmaceuticals as well as animal health professionals or appropriately trained lay 
people. This is especially so given the current resourcing capacity of the Queensland 
State Government, making optimal Government input (education, auditing for 
compliance, potential prosecutions, etc) unlikely.  

 AgForce Cattle cannot support measures that are impossible to implement and defends 
the current husbandry practices in the absence of a suitable alternative.  

 The S&Gs must be flexible and broad in order to allow for changes in science and not be 
overly prescriptive (for example, the Guidelines in relation to castration appear to be 
arbitrarily specific).  

 
 
 
 

                                                           
2
 Comments on dairy in a Queensland situation would be most appropriately solicited from their peak 

body, the Queensland Dairy Organisation. 
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4.2 Specific Comments  

In relation to the S&Gs 1 – 11 AgForce Cattle Ltd notes the following specific comments and 
positions:  
 
Section 1 – Responsibilities 
AgForce Cattle is generally supportive of the content but queries if and when the S&Gs are rolled 
out on a state level how awareness will be raised and compliance sought and resourced.  
 
Section 4 – Facilities and Equipment 
AgForce Cattle suggests the addition of wording such as “appropriate to the production system/ 
seasonal factors.” 
 
Section 5 – Handing and Management 
S5.3 – AgForce Cattle are of the view that the electric prodder is an essential livestock 
management tool. In some instances, electric prodders may provide the best welfare outcome in 
terms of smooth, rapid and efficient livestock handling. AgForce Cattle Ltd are generally 
comfortable with the current wording of S5.3.  
 
S5.4 – AgForce Cattle supports the ongoing use of working dogs which are critical to good 
livestock management.  There has been significant, unhelpful media coverage on the compulsory 
banning and muzzling of dogs throughout the S&Gs public consultation process which has 
caused distress amongst producers who have both the welfare of livestock and of working dogs 
at heart. The Standard as written in the consultation document is considered sufficient.  
 
S5.5 – AgForce Cattle questions the relevance of this to broad acre producers given that this 
would not be common practice. Nevertheless, AgForce Cattle is concerned by the proposed use 
of muzzling which is not desirable for northern producers. Dog muzzling restricts the ability to 
pant and cool off in hot northern climates and arguably could lead to a lesser welfare outcome 
for the working dog. For this reason, AgForce Cattle suggests that this Standard is moved to the 
dairy specific section.    
 
S5.6 – AgForce Cattle with the proposed standard on tethering which can be an effective 
restraint tool particularly for smaller ‘hobby farm’ set ups and as such should be retained as a 
management practice.  
 
S5.7 – The current science does not allow an alternative approach to electro-immobilisation. 
Should accreditation be required training would need to be at low or no cost to the producer 
otherwise this would be extremely prohibitive in terms of expense and access to accredited 
persons. As previously iterated, AgForce Cattle cannot support measures that are impossible to 
implement should this standard require a level of competency.   
  
5.9 – AgForce Cattle Ltd are fully supportive of identification systems that lead to improve 
welfare and other beneficial outcomes such as biosecurity.  
 
G5.24 – G5.27 In the absence of a suitable science based alternative, it is the view of AgForce 
Cattle Ltd that fire branding and earmarking should be retained as a management tool. It is 
important to note that fire branding is a compulsory requirement under the Brands Act 1915 
(Qld)s. In pastoral areas this is especially critical given the large mobs of cattle where fire 
branding and earmarking are crucial livestock security tools.  
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Section 6 – Castration, dehorning and spaying 

In the absence of a suitable science based alternative, it is the view of AgForce Cattle Ltd the 

current practices of castration, spaying and dehorning be maintained without the requirement 

of pain relief for any age profile of cattle. This is for the following reasons:  

 Anaesthetics or analgesics are not readily available in remote rural areas.   

 Anaesthetics or analgesics are often cost prohibitive.  

 Application of products often requires double handling of livestock which is arguably 
more stressful and not cost effective in terms of time and wages.  

 Laypeople are often unable to administer the range of pharmaceutical products 
available and vetinarians are often not accessible or prohibitively expensive.  

 
S6.7 – 6.9 Until science and pharmaceutical availability advances current practices of spaying 
should be maintained. Accreditation or units of competency should be readily available 
regionally and at low or no cost to laypeople. Any other options would lead to far worse welfare 
outcomes with old cows unable to rear calves. The suggestion within the current Standards is 
simply not possible in the current operating environment.   
 
Section 10 – Beef Feedlots  
AgForce Cattle understands this is in line with current model practices created by the Australian 
Lot Feeders Association who would be the relevant body to provide feedback.  

5. Comment: Cattle Consultation Regulation Impact Statement  

5.1 General Comments 
AgForce Cattle acknowledges that previous versions of the RIS have been “inadequate, confusing 
and inconsistent” (Pg.v).  
 
Whilst the risks regarding the S&Gs have been clearly articulated (Pg.v; vi), the RIS throughout 
acknowledges the “inherent inability” to capture the required information, including but not 
limited to:  
 

 Costing impacts or cost benefits is either “unknown” or “unquantifiable.” 

 It is unclear as to the basis of the monetary values attached to the Options A – C.  

 The reader is openly encouraged not to view the per head cost interpretations as 
relevant to the individual producer.  

 
Given this, AgForce Cattle questions the relevance of the document as a tool to gauge impacts. 
Compiling supplementary data has not been an option short of surveying every property across 
Queensland.  
 
AgForce Cattle suggests that more time is taken to properly investigate the feasibility and cost of 
proposed measures within the RIS as the current document does not reflect the status quo or 
“case base.”  
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5.2 Specific Comments 

Noting the concerns and amendments sought in Section 4 of this Submission, AgForce Cattle is 
firmly of view that Option B “The Proposed National Standards as currently drafted” should be 
the appropriate model without the addition of any Option C variations.  
 
The variations as listed in Option C are wholly impractical and the following comments explain 
this position: 
 
Variation C1 ‘Pain Relief for all Spaying’ 
As iterated throughout, pain relief (anaesthetic or analgesics) should only be used where it is 
both economical and practical. In the current operating environment, this is simply not feasible 
for any invasive procedure.  
 
This is for a range of reasons including pharmaceutical availability, cost in terms of labour 
(layman and veterinarian), time taken and livestock stress factors (i.e. putting through the yards 
twice). This would prevent large mobs of cattle through efficiently and quickly and could 
potentially lead to lesser welfare outcomes.  
 
AgForce Cattle therefore rejects Variation C1. Current practices should be maintained in the 
absence of suitable alternatives and should only be revisited with significant consultation 
directly with producers.  
 
Variation C2 ‘Banning flank spaying and flank webbing’  
Spaying and webbing must be retained as current practice. It is simply not practical to keep 
some operations commercially viable with no ability to spay their cows.  Flank spaying versus 
dropped ovary technique both have their respective management uses and should be retained. 
The current practices are the most practical available and in the absence of a suitable alternative 
has the maximum welfare outcome.  

Variation C3 ‘Banning permanent tethering’ 

This appears to be an impractical variation as AgForce Cattle accepts tethering as a basic 
restraint technique.  
 
Variation C4 ‘Banning the use of dogs on calves’  
AgForce Cattle Ltd supports use of working dogs which are critical to good livestock 
management.  They should not be banned for any age profile of cattle. The suggestion in the RIS 
does not necessarily apply to broad acre production and is likely an issue for the dairy industry.  
 
Variation C5 ‘Banning caustic dehorning’  
This has no relevance to broad acre production systems and AgForce Cattle therefore has no 
comment. 
 
Variation C6 ‘Banning induction of early calving except for vetinary requirements’  
This has no relevance to broad acre production systems and AgForce Cattle therefore has no 
comment. 

Variation C7 ‘Banning electro immobilisation’  

Electro immobilisation should not be banned. Based on the current science it is a very necessary 
tool for staff safety for procedures such as trimming oversize horns, untangling livestock from 
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wire and treating lesions on animals. This arguably has great welfare outcomes in these 
instances.   
 
It is important to note that the alternative to electro-immobilisation is vet application of full 
anaesthetic. Whilst AgForce Cattle agrees that electro-immobilisation is obviously not to be used 
as an alternative for pain relief, this is a measure that is impossible and unviable to implement.  
 
In addition, many operations in Australia do not have the appropriate infrastructure to ensure 
the safety of staff when undertaking these husbandry procedures.   
 
Given all of these factors, electro immobilisation it deemed to be an appropriate management 
tool. In the absence of a suitable alternative, AgForce Cattle would be opposed to the banning of 
electro immobilisation.  
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 


