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REGULATORY IMPACT STATEMENT
REVIEW OF THE CODE OF PRACTICE THE OPERATION OF BREEDING AND REARING ESTABLISHMENTS
NOTE: The Regulatory Impact statement was developed for the initial draft of the proposed Code released in April 2013. The Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) process is a one-step process in Victoria; therefore, this document has not been re-developed in light of the amended draft proposed Code.

Submissions:

Public comments and submissions are invited on the proposed code, in response to information provided in this RIS. All submissions will be treated as public documents. Written comments and submissions should be forwarded no later than 9 am on 14 August 2013 to:

	Animal.welfare@dpi.vic.gov.au,  


Or

Bureau of Animal Welfare
Department of Primary Industries
475 Mickleham Road
ATTWOOD VIC 3049
Disclaimer

This publication may be of assistance to you but the State of Victoria and its employees do not guarantee that the publication is without flaw of any kind or is wholly appropriate for your particular purposes and therefore disclaims all liability for any error, loss or other consequence which may arise from you relying on any information in this publication.

This publication is copyright. No part may be reproduced by any process except in accordance with the provisions of the Copyright Act 1968. 
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PO Box 3046, Wheelers Hill VIC 3150
Phone: 0430361277

Fax: (03) 8562 2280

Summary

This regulatory impact statement (RIS) evaluates the proposed mandatory Code of Practice for the Operation of Breeding and Rearing Businesses (‘the proposed Code’).  It is intended that the proposed code would replace the existing Code of Practice for the Operation of Breeding and Rearing Establishments (‘the existing code’).
The revision of the existing code follows recent amendments to the Domestic Animals Act 1994 (‘the Act’) to improve enforcement against non-compliant domestic animal businesses as outlined in Part 1.2 of this RIS. These Act amendments are now in operation and are part of the base case for the RIS cost/benefit analysis.  

Under Part 4 of the Act, a dog or cat breeding establishment must be registered as a Domestic Animal Business with its municipal council if the proprietor has 3 or more fertile female dogs or 3 or more fertile female cats and sells puppies or kittens (whether or not profit is made). The only exception is for those breeders who are members of an ‘applicable organisation’; in this case proprietors must only register their business as a Domestic Animal Business with their municipal council if they have 10 or more fertile female dogs or 10 or more fertile female cats and sell puppies or kittens. 

Section 59 of the Act enables the Minister to make Codes of Practice which specify standards for the conduct of domestic animal businesses. Section 63A of the Act provides that a person or body must not conduct a domestic animal business that does not comply with the relevant Code of Practice made under section 59.
Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses can range from small scale dog and cat breeders, whose breeding animals are kept as household pets, through to large scale commercial breeding of puppies and kittens more closely resembling intensive animal production.
Considerable preliminary consultation with key stakeholder groups has already taken place.  Five discussion forums reviewed the existing code; and included representatives from the dog breeding industry, the cat breeding industry, regulators and enforcement officers, animal welfare activists, and working/hunting dog breeders. These discussion groups highlighted numerous deficiencies with the current code.
The problems addressed in this RIS may be summarised as risks to: 

· the welfare of breeding dogs and cats, as well as puppies and kittens;

· consumer protection from unhealthy/poorly socialised puppies and kittens; and

· human health and safety, mainly to domestic animal business staff but also visitors and purchasers of puppies and kittens. 

These risks arise from excessive breeding and inappropriate rearing arrangements; as well as constraints on the ability to enforce standards. The problems are reflected as deficiencies in the existing code. 
Regarding the purposes of the Act and the above discussion, to solve the problems identified in Part 2.1 of this RIS, the following policy objective of the regulatory proposal is identified: 
‘To promote a sustainable dog and cat breeding and rearing industry that: minimises risks to human health and safety; minimises risks to the welfare of animals involved; protects consumers by producing animals suitable for their intended purposes; and promotes responsible pet ownership’ 
The main test for assessing the proposed code against the feasible alternatives is its relative net benefit in achieving this policy objective.  
Having no code at all is not a feasible option, because if no action is taken the existing code will continue in place as part of the base case.  Even if the existing code could be enforced to a level of 100% compliance, the problems identified in this RIS would remain, because the existing code does not adequately address these problems.  

Similarly, public education campaigns as an alternative are likely to be ineffective and therefore not a practicable alternative.  Animal welfare problems are primarily about the breeding dogs and cats, which are not bought and sold.  So increasing the level of consumer awareness is not going to improve the welfare of these animals.  

In any case, both the RSPCA and the activist group known as Oscar’s law have run substantial media campaigns over the last 3 years - yet the problems identified in this RIS remain. These campaigns have had considerable mass media attention.  The ‘Oscar’s Law’ campaign has had some very high profile celebrity support internationally and within Victoria. It has hosted simultaneous public rallies in several states of Australia, the most recent being on the 16th of September 2012 – that have attracted wide media attention.  Despite this, neither campaign has been successful in reducing the number of breeding establishments, nor have they reduced the number of puppies purchased from breeding establishments or pet shops. 
The alternative of providing further accreditation systems (beyond that contained within the Act’s definition of a domestic animal business) would not be feasible under the current Act.  Amendments to the Act would be required, which are outside the scope of this RIS. 
It is not viable to consider an option allowing for more than 5 litters per breeding female. Scientific Research recommends that:

· bitches should not be bred before they are physically mature and should not be bred on their first oestrus cycle;

· bitches should not produce more than five litters or be bred beyond the critical age for dogs of their breed, as defined by body size;

· bitches may be bred on consecutive oestrus cycles so long as they maintain, or regain, body condition after whelping and lactation before onset of next proestrus.

Therefore the feasible options assessed in terms of costs and benefits are:
· Option A: Converting the proposed code into voluntary guidelines (the minimum intervention option);
· Option B: Variation of the proposed code with no staff to adult animal ratio and a maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal;
· Option C: Variation of the proposed code with staff to adult animal ratio of 1:30 (where a litter is taken to be equivalent to one adult animal) and maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal; 
· Option D: The proposed code with staff to adult animal ratio of 1:25 (where a litter is taken to be equivalent to one adult animal) and maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal; and

· Option E: Variation of the proposed code with no mandatory health certificate for dogs or cats.
The incremental compliance costs to industry and government under the Options are summarised in Table 8:

Table 8: Comparison of incremental 10-year costs between the options in 2012-13 dollars

	Option/Base case
	Incremental 10-year cost in 2012-13 dollars ($m)

	Base case
	$0

	Option A
	$0.54

	Option B
	$2.78

	Option C
	$3.3

	Option D
	$3.6

	Option E
	$9.06


The relative merits of the various options are compared with each other, using a weighted criteria decision. The criteria used in the evaluation of the various options are:

I. Animal welfare benefits;
II. Consumer protection benefits;

III. Human health and safety benefits; and

IV. Net compliance costs to industry and government.
Using this technique, Option D (the proposed Code) results in the highest weighted score at +3.01.  This is 
followed by Option C (the proposed Code with a ratio of 1:30) with a weighted score of +2.68, Option B (the proposed Code with no staff:animal ratio) with a weighted score of +2.22 and Option A, (guidelines) with a weighted score of score of +0.45.  Option E (the proposed Code with no health certificates) with has the lowest weighted score of +0.0. 
In summary, the proposed code (Option D) would be the best option for achieving the policy objective as the benefits of the proposed Code (namely animal welfare, consumer protection, and human health and safety) would outweigh the costs and would achieve the highest net weighted score.  The proposed code is therefore the preferred option.

The preferred option (i.e. the proposed Code Option D) addresses the identified problems far more comprehensively than the base case i.e. the existing code.  In particular, the proposed code introduces new standards in the following areas: 

	· animal health management planning 
	· employment of competent operations manager

	· adequate staffing ratios and records of staffing rosters
	· trained, experienced and competent animal attendants and vehicle drivers

	· competent supervision of trainees and volunteers
	· training staff and volunteers in human health and safety

	· efforts to rehome before euthanasia
	· safe transportation of animals

	· individual animal identification
	· separation of euthanasia operations from animal housing areas

	· hygienic preparation and serving of food
	· complete health check signed by a veterinarian before sale of animals

	· separation of mating pairs from other animals
	· complete health check of all animals by a veterinarian at least once per year.

	· regular grooming and bathing of dogs
	· feeding frequency of pregnant and lactating bitches

	· vaccination of young dogs approved C5 and treatment for internal and external parasites
	· vaccination of kittens against Feline Immunodeficiency Virus (FIV) or Feline AIDS

	· maximum breeding age and lifetime number of litters for female dogs
	· Internal and external parasite treatments

	· separate mating, birthing, lactation and exercise areas
	· minimum age for breeding from male animals

	· health checks of animals after birth
	· retirement plans for older dogs and cats.

	· socialisation, handling and enrichment
	· breeding management


The relevant proposed codes for addressing animal welfare problems, would include:

	2(1)
	Increased competency of managers;

	2(2)
	Manager carrying out additional responsibilities in the day to day operation of the business;

	2(3)
	New items in the agreement between the proprietor and the veterinary practitioner and independent annual inspection;

	2(4)
	Increased competency and supervision of animal attendants;

	2(5)
	Increased training and experience of vehicle drivers and reduced transport time;

	2(6)
	Additional care by staff from required staff ratio of 1:25;

	2(8)
	Better care during animal transport;

	2(10)
	Minimising risks to inhumane euthanasia or stress of seeing other animals euthanized, and more rehoming;

	3(3)
	Additional requirements for animal records for animals over and under 3 months of age and individual animal identification;

	4(1)
	Additional requirements for nutrition;

	4(2)
	Additional veterinary care for dogs over and under 3 months of age;

	4(3)
	Maintaining genetic integrity and diversity and minimising risk of heritable defects and better health for breeding dogs from breeding requirements;

	4(4)
	Better health of dogs from signed health checks and vaccinations at point of sale;

	4(5)
	Better health of dogs from exercise, socialisation, handling and enrichment;

	4(6)
	Better health of dogs from minimum housing requirements including exercise areas

	5(1)
	Additional requirements for the nutrition of cats;

	5(2)
	Additional veterinary care for cats over and under 3 months of age;

	5(3)
	Maintaining genetic integrity and diversity and minimising risk of heritable defects and better health for breeding cats from breeding requirements;

	5(4)
	Better health of cats from signed health checks and vaccinations at point of sale; and

	5(6)
	Better health of cats from minimum housing requirements. 


The relevant proposed code clauses for addressing the consumer protection problem, would include:

	4(2)
	Additional veterinary care for dogs over and under 3 months of age;

	4(4)
	Better health of dogs under 3 months from signed health checks and vaccinations at point of sale including guarantee;

	5(2)
	Additional veterinary care for cats over and under 3 months of age; and

	5(4)
	Better health of cats under 3 months signed health checks and vaccinations at point of sale including guarantee.


The relevant proposed code clauses for addressing the human health and safety problems, would include:

	2(1)
	Increased competency of managers;

	2(2)
	Manager carrying out additional responsibilities in the day to day operation of the business;

	2(4)
	Increased competency and supervision of animal attendants; and

	2(7)
	Better education of staff on how to achieve a safe workplace in relation to preventing zoonoses and hydatids; and the requirement for visitors to be provided with hot and cold-water hand washing facilities with disinfectant soap.


Table 2 summarises the incremental annual and 10-year present value cost of the proposed Code equal to $0.56m and $3.6m, respectively.

Table 2: Incremental costs of the proposed Code with staff to animal ratio of 1:25

	Code
	Cost category
	Cost incurred by
	No. facilities affected
	No. Animals affected
	One-off cost
	Annual cost
	10-year PV cost

	2(1) and 2(3)
	Health management plans
	All BDABs
	340
	16902
	$85,581
	$27,200
	$319,710

	2(1)
	Training costs
	All BDABs
	255
	16902
	$127,551
	$0
	$133,926

	2(1)
	Online template
	DPI (BAW)
	1
	N/A
	$420
	$0
	$420

	2(3)
	Independent annual inspection
	BDABs
	1
	N/A
	$1,000
	$0
	$8,608

	2(6)
	Staff Ratio 1:25
	All BDABs
	10
	0
	$0
	$487,125
	$4,193,019

	2(10)
	Rehoming and euthanasing dogs
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	404
	$0
	$32,273
	$277,795

	5(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care dogs <3 months
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	13775
	$0
	-$256,220
	-$2,205,458

	5(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care dogs >3 months
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	4041
	$0
	$20,608
	$177,385

	5(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	BDABs Dogs
	198
	689
	$0
	$168,400
	$1,449,534

	5(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	182
	$0
	$38,203
	$328,843

	5(4)(a)
	Additional exercise and enrichment for 4 dog pens
	BDABs (Dog)
	N/A
	0
	$8,000
	$0
	$8,000

	5(5)(d)(i)
	Natural lighting and bedding
	BDABs (Dog)
	2
	1990
	$347
	$1,990
	$17,475

	5(5)(d)(i)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 140 dog pens
	50% of new large BDABs (Dog)
	Approx. 25
	559
	-$1,416,075
	$0
	-$1,416,075

	5(5)(d(iii)
	Heat source (one-off) and bedding (annual cost) for whelping boxes
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	18367
	$38,571
	$1,837
	$54,380

	6(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care cats < 3months
	BDABs Cats
	45
	654
	$0
	-$2,877
	-$24,762

	6(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care cats > 3 months
	BDABs Cats
	45
	360
	$0
	$7,947
	$68,405

	6(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	BDABs Cats
	45
	34
	$0
	$27,300
	$234,990

	6(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	BDABs Cats
	45
	57
	$0
	$6,232
	$53,641

	6(6)(c)(i)
	Natural lighting and bedding
	BDABs (Cat)
	2
	36
	$347
	$36
	$657

	6(6)(c)(i)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 34 cat modules
	50% of new small BDABs (Cat)
	Approx. 19
	68
	-$84,469
	$0
	-$84,469

	6(6)(d)
	One-off capital cost of installing a colony cage and module
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	1
	6
	$17,500
	$0
	$17,500

	6(6)(d)(iv)
	One-off capital cost of installing a mating module
	BDABs (Cat)
	1
	1
	$2,500
	$0
	$2,500

	6(6)(d)(v)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 6 cat modules in cattery area
	50% of new large BDABs (Cat)
	1
	13
	-$15,813
	$0
	-$15,813

	Total 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-$1,234,539
	$560,054
	$3,600,212


Table 3 illustrates the distribution of costs amongst large/small and dog/cat BDABs

Table 3: Distribution of incremental costs of the proposed Code with staff animal ratio of 1:25

	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	Staff affected (ratio of 1:25)
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Net Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10-year cost per BDAB

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	10
	-$1,312,544
	$363,760
	$1,828,075
	50.78%
	$18,281

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	
	$129,206
	$152,000
	$1,441,231
	40.03%
	$7,391

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	
	$8,923
	$7,249
	$71,452
	1.98%
	$10,207

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	
	-$62,529
	$32,520
	$218,052
	6.06%
	$6,230

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	
	$1,986
	$4,524
	$40,982
	1.14%
	$13,661

	BAW
	N/A
	
	
	$420
	
	$420
	0.012%
	$420

	Total
	340
	24402
	10
	-$1,234,539
	$560,054
	$3,600,212
	100.00%
	$


Finally, the proposed Code was not found to constitute a barrier to entry in any markets where businesses own and operate dog or cat breeding facilities. The proposed Code is therefore unlikely to restrict competition.

The relevant markets affected by the proposed Code are those that relate to breeding of dogs and cats in Victoria.  There are approximately 340 BDABs identified in Victoria.  The proposed Code is likely to impose an annualised cost of $0.36m on the industry.  Spread out over the roughly 24,400 animals affected in the industry per annum – this would result in an increase of around $14.75 per dog or cat.  
Given that the average price of a kitten is $800 and the average price of a puppy is $1,000 such a cost is likely to be passed on to consumers who would be likely to pay 1.48% more for a puppy or roughly 1.84% more for a kitten from BDABs if they are assured that all vaccinations have been provided and full health papers have been authorised by a veterinarian at point of sale. Given that consumers are not highly price sensitive to health care, the case might be made that they would be willing to accept higher prices if it meant better animal health and welfare and if consumers were aware of improvements in the quality of puppies or kittens.
Moreover, given that animals would be healthier under the proposed Code it is also likely that the one-off increase in purchase costs may be offset by a reduction in costs associated with animals being ill or showing aggressive behaviours.
The effectiveness of the preferred option would be evaluated using the following indicators: 

· Reduced detection of poor animal health by RSPCA or Veterinarians;

· Reduced incidence of consumer complaints with respect to the purchase of puppies or kittens;
· Increase in the frequency of lifetime traceability of animals;

· Increased ability to undertake regular auditing;

· Indication of difficulties caused to breeding and rearing businesses by changes in standards.

· Increase in value of dog and cat breeding and rearing industry in Victoria.
Examples of the focus questions that would accompany the public comment period include:

· Do you think the proposed Code under Option A would meet animal welfare, consumer protection and human health objectives described in this RIS?

· Do you believe businesses would voluntarily take up the proposed Code as described in Option A; and if, so what proportion of businesses would voluntarily take up the entire proposed Code?

· Do you think consumers would be happy to absorb an additional $14.75 on the cost of purchasing an animal if they knew it would ensure:

· good management of breeding facilities; 

· good general care and welfare of breeding animals and their offspring;

· improved socialisation, enrichment and exercise for breeding animals and their offspring;

· less risk of purchasing a diseased animal or an animal with the potential to develop behavioural problems in the future?
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Preliminary

This Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) has been prepared to fulfil the requirements of the Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 and to facilitate public comment on the proposed Code of Practice for the Operation of Breeding and Rearing Establishments. The RIS contains information on: 
· the nature and extent of the problems to be addressed by the proposed code;

· the policy objectives of proposed solutions to the problems;

· key stakeholder consultation to date; and proposed public consultation;

· the case for government intervention;

· the objectives, nature and effects of the proposed code;

· feasible alternative options to the proposed code and why other alternatives are not feasible; 

· a cost-benefit evaluation of the proposed code and alternative policy options; 

· selection of a preferred option; and how it would be implemented, monitored and reviewed;

· nature and effects of the preferred option; including impacts on small business, implementation and compliance issues; together with a broad comparison of the proposed code with other jurisdictions;

· an assessment of the impact of the preferred option in terms of National Competition Policy; and

· an evaluation strategy

Public comments and submissions are invited on the proposed code, in response to information provided in this RIS.  Some focussed questions for stakeholders have also been included in the text of the RIS.  All submissions will be treated as public documents.  Written comments and submissions should be forwarded no later than 9 am on May 13 2013 to:

	Animal.welfare@dpi.vic.gov.au, http://www.dpi.vic.gov.au/breedingcodecomment 


Or

Bureau of Animal Welfare
Department of Primary Industries
475 Mickleham Road
ATTWOOD VIC 3049
1. Background

1.1 Introduction
This regulatory impact statement (RIS) evaluates the proposed mandatory Code of practice for the operation of breeding and rearing businesses (‘the proposed code’). The purposes of the proposed code are:

· to specify the minimum standards of accommodation, management, breeding and care that are appropriate to the physical and behavioural needs of dogs and cats housed in businesses operating as a breeding or rearing domestic animal business; and 
· to ensure consumer protection by the provision of physically and mentally healthy animals through proper vaccination, socialisation, enrichment and exercise. 
It is intended that the proposed code would replace the existing Code of Practice for the Operation of Breeding and Rearing Establishments (‘the existing code’).
The revision of the existing code follows recent amendments to the Domestic Animals Act 1994 to improve enforcement against non-compliant domestic animal businesses as outlined in Part 1.2 of this RIS. These Act amendments are now in operation and are part of the base case for the RIS cost/benefit analysis. However, it is important to emphasise that this RIS evaluates only the proposed code; and not the Act amendments or other legislative instruments.  In particular, the definition of ‘domestic animal business’ is specified by the Act, rather than the proposed code (see Part 1.2.2 of this RIS). 

The relevant legislation and code of practice is administered by the Bureau of Animal Welfare (BAW) within the Victorian Department of Primary Industries (DPI), Victoria).  
The proposed code is a legislative instrument within the meaning of the Subordinate Legislation Act 1994. Under section 12E of that Act, a RIS is required to be prepared for all legislative instruments unless exempt; for example, if the proposed legislative instrument would not impose a significant economic or social burden on a sector of the public.  As the proposed code is not exempt, this RIS has been prepared to fulfil the requirements of the Subordinate Legislation Act.  The cost-benefit assessment in Part 4.0 of the RIS identifies the significant economic or social burdens to be imposed by the proposed code. 

The RIS is required to comply with the Victorian Guide to Regulation.
  The basic purpose of the RIS process is to ensure that: regulation is only implemented when there is a justified need; only the most efficient forms of regulation are adopted; and there is an adequate level of public consultation in the development of regulatory measures.
  The VCEC's role is to provide advice on the adequacy of the evidence presented in the RIS and is focused on the quality of the analysis rather than the merits of the proposal itself.

1.2 Relevant legislation, policies and guidelines

1.2.1 Animal welfare issues

Animal welfare concerns are becoming increasingly important to industry, government, consumers and the general public, both in Australia and internationally. Practices which may have once been deemed acceptable in 1996 are now being reassessed in light of new knowledge and changing attitudes.  

‘Animal welfare’ is a difficult term to define. Currently, there is no single definition universally accepted by the scientific or the general community. There are three broad approaches that are currently utilised. The first is the ‘feelings-based’ approach. The approach posits that animals have an awareness of their own mental state and a feeling of wellbeing, such that if their welfare is at risk they will consciously act to reduce that risk
. However, with this approach a failure to perceive, by the animal, a risk to its own welfare then welfare cannot be compromised
. Furthermore, this approach can result in an animal choosing a path that makes them ‘feel good’ but ultimately leads to poorer welfare in the longer term.

The second approach is the ‘nature of species’ approach which emphasises the animal being able to engage in ‘normal’ behaviour as opposed to ‘normal’ biological functioning. The approach relies heavily on human perception of the animal rather than the actual needs of the animal
. The five freedoms, first proposed by the Brambell Committee report for the Farm Animal Welfare Council in the U.K. in 1965, is a related approach. The five freedoms defines animal welfare in terms of five basic freedoms: 1) freedom from hunger and thirst, 2) freedom from discomfort, 3) freedom from pain, injury and disease, 4) freedom to express normal behaviour and, 5) freedom from fear and distress.  For scientists studying animal welfare, the five freedoms are difficult to measure on a common scale; however, they are generally considered by most of society as guiding principles in ensuring and maintaining good animal welfare.

The third approach is the ‘functioning-based’ approach to animal welfare. The approach is an amalgamation of the first two approaches utilising elements of both emotional state and normal behaviour as indicators for assessing the biological state of the animal. It is based on the concept of homeostasis – where an animal faced with a challenge (physical, psychological/social) that animal will show a biological response/act to maintain itself in an optimum state
. Should the homeostatic mechanisms fail then the ultimate consequence is reduced fitness and, therefore, reduced animal welfare. This approach is arguably the most widely accepted for assessment of animal welfare because it incorporates physical health/disease status, immunology, thermal conditions, growth rate/metabolism/reproduction, and behaviour/psychological health. Broom (1986) conceptualized this approach in his definition, referring to animal welfare as 


‘an individual’s state as regards its attempts to cope with its environment’
.

Under the Australian Animal Welfare Strategy (AAWS), Australia accepts the agreed international definition of animal welfare from the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE):

Animal welfare means how an animal is coping with the conditions in which it lives. An animal is in a good state of welfare if (as indicated by scientific evidence) it is healthy, comfortable, well nourished, safe, able to express innate behaviour, and if it is not suffering from unpleasant states such as pain, fear, and distress. Good animal welfare requires disease prevention and veterinary treatment, appropriate shelter, management, nutrition, humane handling and humane euthanasia.  Animal welfare refers to the state of the animal; the treatment that an animal receives is covered by other terms such as animal care, animal husbandry, and humane treatment.
 

In accordance with this definition, it is important when dealing with animal welfare to separate factual considerations of welfare from attitudes and moral judgments about what is appropriate in terms of human interaction with animals (ethics).
  Accordingly, this RIS does not deal with perceived benefits of the options; but rather focuses on factual considerations, based on scientific evidence where available.  
1.2.2 Relevant domestic animal management legislation 

Although the RIS evaluates only the proposed code, the following background information on the relevant provisions of the Act and Government policies may be helpful to interested parties in understanding the proposed code within its legislative, economic and social context.  
Under Part 4 of the Domestic Animals Act 1994 (‘the Act’), a dog or cat breeding establishment must be registered as a Domestic Animal Business with its municipal council if the proprietor has 3 or more fertile female dogs or 3 or more fertile female cats and sells puppies or kittens (whether or not profit is made). The only exception is for those breeders who are members of an ‘applicable organisation’; in this case proprietors must only register their business as a Domestic Animal Business with their municipal council if they have 10 or more fertile female dogs or 10 or more fertile female cats and sell puppies or kittens. 

The Minister for Agriculture may declare certain organisations to be 'applicable organisations'. Such organisations produce an annual report and have a code of ethics that requires responsible dog/cat ownership and ethical breeding and care in compliance with the Act and comparable with its related codes of practice. It is expected that the organisation will take disciplinary action against members who do not comply with the organisation's code. This recognition also means that they are an organisation with high standards of responsible breeding to whom the community can look to when buying a dog or cat. A list of current applicable organisations is given on the DPI web site at: http://www.dpi.vic.gov.au/pets/environment-and-community/clubs-and-associations. 

Recent amendments to the Act commenced operation on 1 January 2012.  The amendments received royal assent on 13 December 2011 via the Domestic Animals Amendment (Puppy Farm Enforcement and Other Matters) Act 2011.  The main aim of these amendments was to deliver the government’s election commitment and public announcements to ‘get tough on rogue and illegal puppy farm operators’ by, amongst other things: 
· facilitating enforcement by no longer requiring proof that domestic animal businesses 
are selling animals for profit;

· enabling the seizure of dogs and cats from unregistered and/or non-compliant domestic 
animal businesses;

· increasing penalties and enabling a broader range of court orders against non-compliant 
domestic animal businesses; and

· requiring the microchip number of the dog or cat (or the Domestic Animal Business 
number) to be placed in any advertisement for sale.

Section 59 of the Act enables the Minister to make Codes of Practice which specify standards for the conduct of domestic animal businesses. Section 63A of the Act provides that a person or body must not conduct a domestic animal business that does not comply with the relevant Code of Practice made under section 59. The penalty is 600 penalty units (currently $84,504) in the case of a body corporate; and 246 penalty units (currently $34,647) in any other case.

The Act and the Code may be enforced by ‘authorised officers’, who are usually officers of DPI and municipal councils. Inspectors employed by the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) are appointed as authorised officers under the Domestic Animals Act for the purposes of inspecting and enforcing legislation associated with Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses. In addition, they are authorised under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 to investigate cases of cruelty to animals under that Act, including those in domestic animal businesses. 

1.2.3. Dog and Cat population demographics

In a recent survey conducted by the Bureau of Animal Welfare (2012 internal report), 2700 Victorian residents aged 18 years or over were asked questions about pet acquisition and ownership. The results showed that 30% of dog owners acquired their dog directly from a breeder, 14% from a pet shop, 14% from a newspaper advertisement or online classified, and 12% from an animal rescue centre. If the total number of registered dogs in Victoria is 650,000 dogs, then the figures indicate that at least 195,000 dogs were sourced directly from breeders, and some 455,000 from pet shops, newspaper/online classifieds and animal rescue centres. 

The figures for cat acquisition were quite different. Only 9% of cats are acquired from breeders compared with 26% acquired from rescue centres and 20% inherited or adopted. However, this still indicates a considerable number, in excess of 40,000 cats, directly or indirectly sourced from breeders.

Figures reported by the Australian Companion Animal Council (2010) in their report on the ‘Contribution of the Pet Care Industry to the Australian Economy – 7th edition’. Suggesting that total expenditure by Victorians in 2009 on pet care products and services for dogs was $882.7million and for cats was $366million, equating to a $1.3billion industry in Victoria alone. Of this expenditure approximately $33million was spent on dog purchases and $8.5million on cat purchases. 

The current estimated number of Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses (BDABs) in Victoria (as defined under the Act) is approximately 295 dog  BDABs, 42 cat BDABs and 3 BDABs breeding both dogs and cats, making a total of 340 BDABs.  BDABs house an estimated 3,674 fertile female dogs, 367 fertile male dogs, 327 fertile female cats and 15 fertile male cats.  These produce an estimated 18,367 puppies and 1,635 kittens per year.  The basis of these estimates is given in Appendix 1 to this RIS and illustrated in Table 1. 
Table 1:  Number of estimated BDABs, fertile males and females and puppies/kittens – 2012

	Category
	BDABs
	Fertile Females
	Fertile Males
	Puppies/kittens

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	3000
	300
	14999

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	664
	66
	3318

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	190
	19
	952

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	127
	13
	633

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	10
	1
	50

	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3

	10
	1
	50

	Total
	340
	4000
	400
	20002


BDABs can range from small-scale dog and cat breeders, whose breeding animals are kept as household pets, through to large-scale commercial breeding of puppies and kittens more closely resembling intensive animal production. The large-scale breeding of dogs and cats, with higher risks to animal welfare, is sometimes pejoratively referred to as ‘puppy farming’ or ‘kitten farming’ in Australia or ‘puppy milling’ or ‘kitten milling’ in the USA and Canada.  

1.3 Consultation to date

The primary process of consultation regarding the proposed code is the publication of a RIS for public comment during a statutory minimum consultation period of 28 days. 

The preparation and publication of a RIS provides for an informed process of consultation with the public regarding the proposed code, the policy alternatives and the costs and benefits associated with each policy option.  It is intended that a copy of this RIS and the proposed Code will be forwarded to relevant state and local government agencies and other identified stakeholders at the commencement of the statutory consultation period.

Considerable preliminary consultation with key stakeholder groups has already taken place.  Five discussion forums reviewed the existing code; including representatives from the dog breeding industry, the cat breeding industry, regulators and enforcement officers, animal welfare activists, and working/hunting dog breeders. These discussion groups highlighted numerous deficiencies with the current code.

Following the discussion groups, a writing group was formed. The writing group worked through the comments from the discussion groups to develop a rough draft of the revised Code. However, there were several areas that the Chair and the Executive Officer of the writing group felt needed further input from industry stakeholders. These sections were presented to representatives from the five discussion groups in four reference group meetings. These meetings included representatives from:

· AVA – small animal interest special working group

· Australian Working Kelpie Council

· Victorian Sheepdog Association

· Cat protection society

· Enforcement and legislators group  (i.e. Local Government and RSPCA inspectorate)

· Dogs Victoria

· RSPCA

· Animals Australia

· Victorian Dog Rescue

· Oscar’s Law

These meetings reviewed and discussed areas of particular concern including:

· Staff:animal ratios at breeding and rearing businesses

· Training/qualifications of operations managers & proprietors

· Veterinarian input into businesses

· Health plan for businesses

· Record keeping

· Retirement planning

· Housing arrangements for smaller and larger businesses

· Minimum/maximum ages for breeding animals

· Vaccination regimes

The estimated costs and benefits of the proposed changes were discussed and utilised by the writing group to further the drafting of the proposed revised Code.
In addition to these reference groups, a Public Discussion Forum was held to obtain a broader public/industry opinion of the 4 key areas of concern, as determined by the writing group.  The makeup of this discussion forum was approximately 70% breeders, 30% general public or other affiliation. Given the large response to the forum and limited seating availability the four discussion topics were put into an open online survey as a series of questions.  The survey was open from April 12- April 27 2012; resulting in 1863 responses, 73.3% of which were from Victorian residents. 12.4% of respondents were dog or cat breeders and 69% were pet owners.  Although they were self-selected, the overwhelming majority of respondents to this online survey wanted improved animal welfare compared to the status quo. 

2.0 The problem and the policy objective

2.1 The nature and extent of the problem

In accordance with Government guidelines,
 a RIS is required to identify and describe the problems to be addressed.  In other words, why is the existing code being revised?  
The nature and extent of the problems are best identified by considering the likely consequences if the proposed code or suitable alternative arrangements are not made.  These problems may be summarised as risks to: 

· the welfare of breeding dogs and cats, as well as puppies and kittens;

· consumer protection from unhealthy/poorly socialised puppies and kittens; 

· human health and safety, mainly to domestic animal business staff but also visitors and purchasers of puppies and kittens; and 

resulting from deficiencies in the existing code. 

These problems are discussed in more detail below; but before doing so, it is appropriate to say something about risk assessment and risk management. Risk assessment usually has two dimensions – the likelihood of an adverse event occurring; and the severity of the consequences if it does occur, as illustrated in Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1: Assessing the Level of Risk
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Source: Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission

For example, although the likelihood of risks to human health and safety in domestic animal businesses is low, the consequences for humans if an adverse event occurs are likely to be higher than for animals, on the grounds that human health and safety is valued by society higher than animal welfare. Conversely, the likelihood of risks to animal welfare are greater than for humans but the consequences are lower than for humans, for similar reasons. 

For this reason, the risks to animal welfare in domestic animal businesses are discussed first below, not because animals are more important than humans, but because the likelihood of risks to animals is likely to be higher than for humans. 

It is important to note that in discussing these risks, we are not starting from a zero base.  There is an existing code in place that is not sunsetting - it will remain in place as part of the base case if the problems outlined below are not addressed. It is therefore not possible to discuss the problems being addressed in this RIS without reference to the inadequacies of the existing code. 
The following is an overview of some examples of animal welfare and management/consumer risks associated with maintaining the existing code of practice under the base case.

2.1.1 
Risks to animal welfare and consumer protection
The main animal welfare risks in domestic animal businesses are those relating to breeding dogs and cats.  Unlike puppies and kittens, these adult animals are not bought and sold, therefore market solutions do not apply in these cases.  On the other hand, animal welfare problems to do with puppies and kittens, for which there are markets, are intertwined with consumer protection issues as discussed in Part 2.1.2.2 of this RIS. 

2.1.1.1 Animal welfare risks to breeding dogs and cats.  
Little scientific research has been conducted to date on animal welfare problems associated with domestic animal businesses. There is currently no data (in any available form) on the incidence of animal welfare problems in domestic animal businesses.
  However, there are anecdotal accounts provided by departmental and council authorised officers, together with RSPCA inspectors.  Animal welfare risks can apply to any type of domestic animal businesses, but particularly to puppy farms and kitten farms.  Below is a list of health concerns regularly observed by RSPCA veterinarians in breeding animals located at domestic animal businesses engaged in intensive animal production or ‘puppy farms’.

Common veterinary problems seen in puppy farms
1. A high incidence of viral, bacterial and fungal infections including canine distemper, hepatitis, parvovirus and kennel cough. These conditions can cause acute suffering and can also have chronic effects on the animals that survive the initial infection.

2. Heavy intestinal worm burdens (tapeworm, roundworm, hookworm and whipworm), which can interfere with the ability to absorb nutrients, cause diarrhoea and vomiting and lead to anaemia. Worms are passed to pups in-utero.

3. Heartworm infection, which is easily prevented with veterinary medications. Heartworm infection causes severe heart problems, respiratory problems, anaemia and a shortened life-span.

4. Skin conditions including flea infestations, mange (sarcoptic and demodectic), ringworm, dermatitis, eczema, self-inflicted injuries (for example, from excessive licking), and suppurating sores and abscesses from injuries sustained from fighting or as a result of being exposed to the dirty and dangerous environment. Skin lesions are also at high risk of becoming flystruck as the unhygienic conditions tend to attract flies.

5. Eye conditions including conjunctivitis, corneal abrasions and ulcerations leading to infection and sometimes blindness, and injuries to lids and eyes (e.g. from fighting or foreign bodies). Congenital and inherited eye conditions also occur due to indiscriminate and unplanned breeding.

6. Ear infections due to the unsanitary conditions and lack of general care. Without timely veterinary treatment ear problems usually worsen and can become chronic, requiring life-long and expensive treatment. This affects the ability to re-home the dog after rescue. Long-haired breeds with floppy ears are more susceptible to ear problems. Treating eye and ear problems post-rescue can prove to be difficult or impossible as the dogs are often not accustomed to being handled or touched by humans.

7. Severe dental disease as a result of poor nutrition and lack of veterinary dental care, which can be very painful and make eating difficult. Adult dogs often have oral conditions such as tooth decay, severe gingivitis, ulcerations and loss of teeth. Dental hygiene is often completely lacking.

8. Indiscriminate breeding can lead to a number of inherited conditions e.g. overshot or undershot jaws and congenital abnormalities such as hydrocephalus.

9. Conditions related to pregnancy and lactation - difficult births, eclampsia, mastitis and abscesses, uterine and vaginal infections, retained afterbirths and unthrifty pups.

10. Foot problems including interdigital dermatitis, overgrown nails and sore foot pads.

Source: RSPCA Australia Puppy Farm Discussion Paper (Jan 2010)

It is important to note that animal welfare problems in domestic animal businesses are not confined to illnesses requiring veterinary treatment.  Animal welfare advocates and the RSPCA describe a series of health issues that negatively impact on the animals’ welfare, but do not constitute animal cruelty and do not prevent the animal from continuing to breed, as illustrated by the following case study. 

Case example 1

Over a number of years, the local council conducted numerous inspections of a Breeding Domestic Animal Business regarding the facility’s compliance with the Victorian Code of Practice for Breeding Establishment. Mid 2008, the owner/operator was found guilty and fined for breaches of the Domestic Animal Act and the Council revoked its Domestic Animal Business registration for failure to correct the breaches. The owner appealed the revocation of their registration with Victoria Civil Administration Tribunal (VCAT).

Complaints were filed with RSPCA Victoria in April 2009 alleging animal cruelty and welfare issues at the facility. The concerns included over-breeding and whelping bitches with puppies being housed in raised cages/pens with wire flooring. An investigation into whether there were breaches of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animal Act 1986 was initiated.

RSPCA Inspectors executed a warrant at the facility. A Senior RSPCA veterinarian accompanied Inspectors and conducted an inspection of the dogs and breeding facilities. The owner surrendered six adult dogs with the most serious health concerns to the RSPCA. The remainder of the animals were left on the property.  The inspection identified a number of animal welfare issues, for the dogs that remained, however their condition did not meet the definition of cruelty so RSPCA were unable to seize them. Some examples of the husbandry and animal welfare issues observed include:


- several cages had wire mesh flooring and were not an appropriate size


- several runs and areas where dogs were kept had dirt floors


- a number of dogs were identified as having skin conditions


- debris was found lying around property in areas where dogs were kept


- open drains were being used in kennels

- medications and supplements were being inappropriately stored, were unlabelled, 

and/or were out of date.
RSPCA determined that the owner did have a veterinarian attending the facility, however it was difficult to establish what treatment was being administered to animals due to a lack of record keeping. Despite the inappropriate conditions observed, no clear breaches of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act could be identified, and the existing code of practice was inadequate to deal with these problems, so an advisory letter was drafted advising the owner of what needed to be rectified to improve overall welfare conditions for animals at the facility. 
Adapted from: RSPCA Australia Discussion Paper on Puppy Farming (Jan 2010)

These concerns indicate the presence of unacceptable risks to animal health and welfare, at domestic animal businesses engaged in intensive animal production, but fall short of constituting ‘cruelty’ under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 (POCTAA).  Where animals are in a poor state of welfare, but no overt cruelty has occurred, POCTAA is powerless to intervene. Left unchecked minor health issues can develop in to significant welfare concerns, such as matted coats leading to skin irritation and eventually infection. The primary risks are to the health and welfare of breeding dogs; but there is also a real risk of diseases being passed on to puppies, some of which may not be detectable by persons other than veterinary practitioners. 
For dogs and cats, the Domestic Animals Act 1994 is intended to bridge the legislative gap between a cruelty investigation and no further action. The purpose of this Act is ‘to promote animal welfare, the responsible ownership of dogs and cats and the protection of the environment…’.
  However, this Act can only be effective in the area of animal welfare if there are adequate codes of practice containing minimum welfare standards in place.  For example:; the existing code is silent on grooming requirements; failure to recognise animals with parasite infections and understand the minimum management requirements for treatment and prevention.  (A complete list of deficiencies of the existing code is given in Part 2.1.3 of this RIS). 

It is not in the interest of business owners to allow animal welfare to fall significantly, as breeding capacity will be adversely affected. Poor welfare seems to be allowed to continue only where it is viewed as saving businesses money.  It is also important to remember that animals in a family home are interacted with multiple times on a daily basis; it is reasonably easy for an owner to discern if the animal is unwell or injured. In a breeding establishment, particularly where there are 50-400 animals, identifying injured or sick animals can be more difficult. It is therefore a key responsibility of the legislation to set out guidelines that require daily checks and monitoring and identification of health concerns. 
For these reasons, due to the lack of explicit detail on the minimum animal welfare requirements in the existing code, animal welfare can become poor without the ability for authorities to intervene.

Vaccination and health management

A second failure of the existing code is that it does not require regular mandatory health checks by veterinary practitioners, nor does it provide sufficient detail for auditors to check for common health problems.
The existing code also requires vaccination schedules that are out-of-date in terms of Australian Veterinary Association (AVA) 6.7 Policy Guidelines for the Vaccination of Dogs and Cats.

The existing code requires:

· Breeding dogs – full vaccination against distemper, hepatitis and parvovirus in the 12 months prior to breeding; that is dog must be vaccinated for with C3 every 12 months if they are to be bred every year. The AVA Policy Guidelines 6.7 recommends triennial (every 3 years) vaccination with approved vaccines, except where local conditions warrant otherwise.
· Breeding Cats – full vaccination against feline infectious enteritis and feline respiratory disease in the 12 months prior to breeding; that is the cat must be vaccinated every 12 months if it is to breed every year. The AVA Policy Guidelines 6.7 recommends triennial vaccination with approved vaccines, except where local conditions warrant otherwise.
The Code fails to include canine cough (Parainfluenza [Type II] and Bordetella bronchiseptica) vaccination as part of the prescribed vaccination schedule for dogs resulting in an inconsistency with the level of vaccination status required for the sale of dogs from the recently revised Code of Practice for the Management of Dogs and Cats in Pounds and Shelters (Revision 1) and for dogs and cats being housed temporarily under the Code of Practice for the Operation of Boarding Establishments (Revision 1).
In addition, Section 3.3 of the Code states: ‘No animal with a potentially life threatening defect that is apparent at the time should be sold…. No animal suspected of being sick, injured or diseased may be sold.’ For example:

· a puppy whose tail is broken cannot be sold because it is injured, although the injury is not ‘potentially life threatening. The breeder may have to subject the puppy to a general anaesthetic to correct the break or amputate the tail and then allow recovery time, prior to selling the puppy. By the time this occurs, the puppy may have passed its prime sale age and may not be able to be sold; 

· during routine 6 week vaccination, a veterinarian may detect a mild heart murmur in a kitten or a puppy. Without extensive, expensive, testing to clear the animal of a congenital heart defect (which may or may not be life threatening), the animal cannot be sold because it has a potentially life threatening condition. Heart murmurs in young animals are relatively common and often resolve themselves in time;

· puppies and kittens can suffer from umbilical hernias. Again these are quite common, benign hernias that can be surgically repaired at an appropriate time; for instance at the time of desexing, without subjecting a young puppy to additional anaesthesia and surgery to correct it ahead of sale age (8 weeks of age). Under the current code, however, it could be interpreted that these animals have an injury or a ‘potentially life threatening’ condition, rendering them unsellable unless the condition is repaired prior to sale. 
Inability to sell animals with correctable conditions is a cost to industry that needs to be addressed.
Housing, exercise and socialisation
The existing code's purpose is to specify minimum standards of accommodation, management and care appropriate to the physical and behavioural needs of dogs and cats housed in these establishments. There are many provisions in the existing code that impact on animal welfare and consumer protection. 
The following are a few of the more significant issues:
· An establishment is not required to provide any exercise or socialisation for dogs, if the pen size for housing the dog is greater than the minimum specified in the Code.  In some cases pens may only be 5cm larger than the minimum specified. Therefore, some dogs may not be given any exercise or socialisation while being housed on the property. 
· Studies have shown that puppies raised in ‘non-maternal’ (kennel environments as opposed to household environments) up to 3 months of age, are significantly more likely to show avoidance behaviours and aggression towards humans and other animals, than dogs raised in a maternal environment
. Furthermore, studies with working dog pups have shown that a single observation by pups of maternal behaviour, in this case narcotic detection, influenced the behaviour of the puppy to the same test at 6 months of age
. Therefore, behaviours associated with poor socialisation, handling and exercise in adult dogs can be passed onto their puppies as learned behaviours. These learned behaviours can include fearfulness of novel people and environments, avoidance of novelty and aggression towards people and other animals – behaviours that are not socially acceptable to members of the public. This can be further compounded in puppies kept as replacement stock when their environment is limited in stimulation and variation from birth through to breeding. While similar studies have not been conducted in cats, they have been conducted in a number of other species including cattle, sheep and monkeys. Inferences from the results of these studies would indicate that cat maternal behaviour would have similar influences on kitten behaviour.

· Costs to society of remedial training and behavioural consultations in Victoria are estimated at approximately $600-650 for a 2 consultation assessment and telephone follow up per dog. Costs for medication and further behavioural training are in addition to these initial assessment costs. Personal communication with dog behaviouralists/trainers in Melbourne indicated that each trainer is probably approached by approximately 200 owners per year for help with dogs showing aggressive behaviours. Victoria currently has approximately 127 individual registered dog training establishments. Based on an estimated 650,000 dogs in Victoria, extrapolation gives 25,000 dogs needing help for aggressive behaviours only (not nuisance behaviours) each year (3.9% of the Victorian dog population). At a cost of a minimum of $600 per dog, the impact on consumers is in excess of $15.4 million dollars annually. The cost to animal welfare is incalculable. (This estimation does not include nuisance behaviours such as repeated escaping, barking etc.).

· The existing code refers to, and makes provisions for, flooring in housing areas but does not define the housing area. In addition, the term impervious is used without definition. The existing code states that floors of housing areas must be made of an impervious material to assist cleaning and drainage.  Wood, brick, dirt or grass floors are not acceptable except in exercise areas.  If the exercise area is connected to the housing area without a physical barrier it is unclear how large the impervious area must be. 
Failure to properly define these terms and impose those definitions consistently has resulted in costs to industry and animal welfare.  These include costs to industry through the redevelopment of pens and exercise areas based on individual Authorised Officer interpretation of the existing code; and costs to animal welfare in terms of the provision, or lack thereof, appropriate housing and exercise environments to reduce disease risk and promote a physically and psychologically healthy animal.

· The existing code specifies that one third of the housing area of each pen must be weatherproof.  Again the lack of definition of weatherproof has resulted in multiple interpretations by Authorised Officers. The intent of this provision is to provide a sleeping area that protects the animal from extremes of temperature, rain, wind, etc while still providing a washable, disinfectable area under the hygiene provisions. Poor interpretation can result in unnecessary, increased, facility development costs to the proprietor and poor environmental control and discomfort for animals.
Furthermore the ‘one third of the [housing] area’ requirement has also resulted in multiple interpretations. Of particular concern is where the proprietor of a business has combined the housing area with the exercise yard. Again, failure to properly define these terms and impose those definitions consistently has resulted in costs to industry and animal welfare. Costs to industry have occurred through the redevelopment of pens based on individual Authorised Officer interpretation of the Code; and costs to animal welfare have occurred in terms of the provision, or lack thereof, of appropriate housing to reduce disease risk and promote a physically healthy animal.
· The existing code does not allow for breeding animals and their offspring to be housed in the family household. A number of small breeders, captured by the change in the Domestic Animals Act (1994) definition of a Breeding Domestic Animal Business on January 1 2012, will currently be keeping their breeding animals in their homes as pets. The existing code discriminates against these breeders, requiring them to build concrete pens and establish 1.8m fences around their property. In some municipalities breeders will not be given planning permission to carry out these works. Furthermore, as discussed earlier, the psychological health and behavioural development of puppies (and presumably kittens) is at significantly lower risk if raised in a maternal environment (a household environment) as opposed to a kennel (or cattery) facility
. 

Currently these breeders are avoiding or can’t gain registration of their business due to an inability to comply with the current Code. In turn, other areas of the code may also not be complied with and animal welfare and consumer protection are, therefore, at risk. The proposed revised Code attempts to address these facility development restrictions; overcoming the need for smaller/new businesses to spend large amounts of money on developing facilities. In addition, clear definitions and a relaxation of strict flooring requirements should enable compliance by a broader spectrum of Businesses captured by legislation, for example those involving working dogs.  Greater ease of compliance should encourage registration of businesses and reduce risks to animal welfare and consumer protection by enabling the remainder of the Code to become enforceable. 

· McMillian et al (2012) examined the mental health of dogs formerly used as breeding stock in canine commercial breeding establishments in the United States. They surveyed the owners of 1169 dogs identified as having been used as a breeder in a breeding establishment. The results showed that former breeding dogs had significantly higher rates of health problems (both social and non-social), house-soiling, and compulsive staring; and significantly lower rates of aggression (toward strangers and other dogs); trainability, chasing small animals, excitability, and energy.
 

The authors argue that this study ‘provides the first quantitative evidence that conditions prevailing in CBEs [Canine Breeding Establishments] are injurious to the mental health and welfare of dogs.’   When combined with anecdotal evidence from dog trainers, animal welfare advocates and RSPCA inspection reports, these results provide strong support for the premise that the Code does not safeguard the welfare of animals in BDABs. 

In these areas market forces again fail to safeguard the welfare of the animals, as illustrated by the following Case example 2.

Case example 2

In 2010 a noise nuisance complaint was lodged against a Council registered Breeding Domestic Animal Business. This Business was being investigated by the Council as well as Authorised Officers of the Environment Protection Authority. After consultation with Local Council, the owner of the business was unable to reduce the noise produced by the dogs.

The owner of the dogs allegedly took the animals into NSW to have them debarked in order to keep her business permit. Debarking is illegal unless done in accordance with strict guidelines under POCTAA in Victoria.  The circumstances under which these animals were debarked do not meet the guidelines under POCTAA.

This is an example of where better guidance with respect to general welfare and management principles, for example exercise and socialisation, in the existing code may have prevented these animals having to undergo invasive surgery and permanent disability.
The above example illustrates the inadequacy of the existing code in relation to the exercise and socialisation of breeding dogs, in addition to the lack of adequate veterinary care. 

General Care 

The existing code fails to outline specific general and health care requirements for dogs and cats at breeding establishments. Failure to specify minimum standards for grooming, health care, record keeping etc., increases the risk that socially acceptable minimum standards are not maintained across all businesses equally. This risk is passed onto both the animal and the consumer in the form of poor animal health and potential for behavioural problems.
It needs to be emphasised that the animal welfare problems stem from deficiencies in the existing code, rather than a failure to enforce the existing code.  Even if the existing code was enforced to a level of 100% compliance, the problems identified in this part of the RIS would remain, because the existing code does not adequately address these problems.  
Case example 4 is an illustration of this in practice.

Case example 4

OSCAR

The well documented case of Oscar, the mascot of the Oscar’s Law campaign,
 is a good example of how the current legislative environment fails in the protection of animal welfare in Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses – particularly in the general care and maintenance of breeding animals.

Early 2010 animal welfare advocates contacted the RSPCA to report their concerns about a registered dog breeding establishment. They reported several animal welfare concerns about breeding dogs at the property. Just prior to this report, the animal welfare advocates removed 4 dogs that required veterinary care, of which Oscar was one.

When RSPCA investigated the remaining animals they found some evidence of dogs with matted coats and low body condition scores, but no breaches of POCTAA. There were minor breaches of the Code of Practice for the Operation of Breeding and Rearing Establishments.

As a result, the police returned Oscar and the other dogs to the property. The breeding establishment was legally registered with the local council. 

It took a further 18 months to identify sufficient to failures to comply with the Domestic Animals Act 1994 and the Code of Practice for the Operation of Breeding and Rearing Establishments before the Local Council had the power to cancel the property’s domestic animal business (DAB) registration. During that 18 month period, the welfare of the animals on the property suffered because the Code did not contain sufficient direction with respect to the general care and maintenance of the animals to allow the council to revoke their registration.

2.1.1.2. Risks to consumer protection

The main consumer protection problem is that when purchasing puppies and kittens, especially those born at Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses, there are risks to consumers of purchasing animals carrying diseases that require expensive veterinary treatment, or even dying soon after purchase. 
The existing code does not provide provisions for adequate information for purchasers on the health status of puppies and kittens they buy.  It does not provide for health checks before the sale of puppies and kittens. Young dogs and cats are susceptible to stress and illness from dramatic changes of food and environment. Young animals suffering from diarrhoea can die rapidly from dehydration and secondary complications. Therefore, the information provided to a new owner is vital to ensuring the survival and well-being of their new pet.

The serious illness or death of puppies or kittens can be particularly distressing to young children who bond quickly with a new family pet. There is considerable literature in the psychological field about the impact of pet bereavement on the mental health of individuals; in particular several studies confirm that pet bereavement results in similar psychological states as bereavement for a close family member.
 In addition, there are some reports of pet bereavement resulting in persistent psychiatric symptoms requiring treatment.
 Jarolemen (1998) compared the grief reactions of children, adolescents and adults and found that children and adolescents had similar grief reactions. More interesting, however, was her conclusion that children grieved more than adults. She suggests this may have been a function of the adults being able to anticipate their grief. 

The normal consumer protection provisions of a replacement puppy or kitten, or a refund of purchase money, are an inadequate response to such emotional distress.  While there is little data available on the number of consumers affected on an annual basis, some information can be drawn from complains and enquiries to Consumer Affairs Victoria (CAV). 

CAV collects data on ‘Animal Products and Pets – Retail’. The data includes enquiries and complaints about the purchase of animals, as well enquiries and complaints about products such as animal supplies. 

CAV receives general enquiries over the telephone. Enquiries make up the majority of consumer contacts about Animal Products and Pets. If a consumer lodges a complaint with CAV, it is assessed for appropriate action and may proceed to dispute resolution or enforcement action if a breach of the relevant legislation is identified. A breakdown of enquiries and complaints (1 November 2011 – 31 October 2012) is 344 calls regarding information/advice (enquiries) and 44 complaints.

An overview of the issues raised over the past 12 months by consumers (through enquiry or complaint) relating specifically to dog and cat purchases made through a breeder include:

· 
Medical/health problems and birth defects identified

· 
Failure to supply pedigree registration papers

· 
Cosmetic defects in show dogs

· 
Disputes over pedigree 

· 
Inability to breed (fertility problem, had been desexed, medical problem detected)

· 
Sheepdog not fit to conduct farm work.

In some instances consumers wanted to return the animal, in others they were willing to keep the animal but were seeking compensation for veterinary bills or to compensate them for purchasing an animal that was found not to be a pedigree. 

Approximately 10 complaints were lodged about dogs and cats purchased from breeders over the past 12 months. 

2.1.2. Risks to human health and safety
The following information has been provided by the Victorian DPI.
  There are many disease agents that can cause disease in multiple species of animals, including humans.  These diseases are called ‘zoonoses’.  People can become exposed to the bacteria, protozoa, fungi, viruses and parasites that cause zoonoses in a number of ways. It is important for anyone working with, or handling animals, to know about zoonoses and the precautions that they must take to minimise their risk of infection. The following are the main zoonoses that are communicable to humans from dogs or cats. 
Animal bites

Bacterial infection from bite wounds, in particular from cats and dogs, is the most common disease encountered in humans in Australia from animals. The mouths of dogs and cats contain large numbers of bacterial species, including Pasteurella multocida. Penetrating bites lodge these bacteria deep into the skin and underlying tissues, causing infection pain, inflammation and swelling.
Cat Scratch Fever

Cat Scratch Fever is a clinical syndrome caused by several species of the bacteria Bartonella, including B. henslae. Bacteria are transmitted via cat scratches or bite wounds, and cause flu-like symptoms in people.
Giardia

Giardia intestinalis/duodenalis is a flagellate protozoan that is present in the intestinal tract of many domestic and wild animal species and causes a diarrhoeal disease. Infection in humans and animals occurs via ingestion of contaminated water. As the organism is microscopic, it is impossible to detect in water with the naked eye, and thus may be present even if water appears pristine/clean. Giardia is cold tolerant and can survive some chlorination systems. Giardia can also be spread through direct contact, and infected cats and dogs are a high zoonotic risk to humans.

Toxoplasmosis

Toxoplasmosis is a parasitic protozoal disease affecting many animal species. Humans are most likely to become infected via the ingestion of undercooked meat containing the intermediate stage of this parasite. They may be also infected via contact with domestic cat faeces. Cats are infected after eating birds, rodents or raw meat containing the intermediate stage of this parasite. The cat then excretes an infective stage in its faeces, although shedding is not constant. Toxoplasma gondii most often causes clinical disease in immunosuppressed people (including the elderly, those on immunosuppressive drugs, people with AIDS). Infection initially causes flu-like symptoms, and in rare cases, can progress to infections in organs such as the brain, liver and kidneys, and may even be fatal. Pregnant women are also more susceptible due to lowered immune systems, especially during the initial 4 months of pregnancy. It is possible for a pregnant woman, who has not previously been exposed to the toxoplasma parasite, to transmit the parasite via their placenta to the foetus. This may lead to foetal deformities. It is important to note however, that women that have been exposed to the parasite prior to pregnancy have likely developed the necessary immunity to fight off the parasite, and thus the risk of transfer to the foetus is lowered. Women with no previous exposure should avoid handling raw meat, gardening where cat faeces may be present, and handling cat litter. 
Ringworm

Ringworm is a generic term used to describe a number of fungal skin infections in animals, including dogs and cats, and man.  They are called ‘ringworm’ due to the characteristic red ringed appearance of the infection in humans and not because they are caused by worms. People with reduced immune function, including the young and elderly, are most susceptible. 

Hydatid disease

Hydatid disease is caused by small tapeworms (Echinococcus granulosis) that live in the intestine of dogs, dingoes and foxes.  Other animals, known as ‘intermediate hosts’, ingest eggs from dogs’ faeces, and infection results in the formation of cysts within tissue. Intermediate hosts normally include sheep, kangaroos, and wallabies, but can also include humans. Dogs then contract infection via eating the cyst-infected tissue Hydatid disease in humans can cause large cysts in various organs, particularly the liver.
Visceral larval migrans

Visceral larval migrans is a parasitic disease that primarily affects children. It is caused by a species of nematode worm (Toxocara canis or T. cati) that lives in the intestine of dogs and cats. It is spread to children when they inadvertently eat worm eggs contained in dog or cat faeces. When the animal is patted, worm eggs that are on the pet's coat may be transferred onto the hands of the child, and then into the mouth. 

Obtaining an accurate veterinary diagnosis when animals are ill, training staff, practicing proper personal hygiene, completing regular intestinal de-worming of dogs and cats, and using vaccination when available, will help lessen the chance of contracting these diseases. 

Whilst specific data on zoonoses associated directly with animals purchased from dog and cat breeding establishments is not available (the collection of such data is hampered by privacy legislation regarding personal medical records), it is well documented that:

· Most at risk of contracting a zoonosis are people in close contact with animals or animal products. This includes veterinarians, breeders and of course, pet owners. Also at higher risk are children, the elderly and pregnant women, as well as those with impaired immunity.

· Most common diseases caught from dogs and cats include: Campylobacter enteritis, Cat-scratch disease, Giardiasis, Toxoplasmosis and Ringworm
 .
Therefore any area where intensive group of dogs and cats is housed or kept has an increased risk in the spread of zoonotic disease.

Australian Hospital Data, AIHW, Australia 2001-02, can be used an indicator of the seriousness of zoonotic diseases. The report states that:

· hospitalisations for zoonotic and other bacterial diseases at public hospitals occurred in 6.5 people per 10,000 population in Australia 2001-02 ;
· 0.32% (12,688) of hospital episodes were for zoonotic and other bacterial diseases in public hospitals in Australia 2001-02;
· 8.5 days was the mean length of stay in hospitals for zoonotic and other bacterial diseases in public hospitals in Australia 2001-02;
· 10 days was the mean length of stay in private hospitals for zoonotic and other bacterial diseases in Australia 2001-02.
 
2.1.3. Summary of deficiencies in the existing code
With regard to the risks to animal welfare, to human health and safety and to consumer protection, the existing code is lacking adequate standards as summarised in the following areas: 

	· animal health management planning 
	· employment of competent operations manager

	· adequate staffing ratios and records of staffing rosters
	· trained, experienced and competent animal attendants and vehicle drivers

	· competent supervision of trainees and volunteers
	· training staff and volunteers  in human health and safety

	· efforts to rehome before euthanasia
	· safe transportation of animals

	· individual animal identification
	· separation of euthanasia operations from animal housing areas

	· hygienic preparation and serving of food
	· complete health check signed by a veterinarian before sale of animals

	· separation of mating pairs from other animals
	· complete health check of all animals by a veterinarian at least once per year.

	· regular grooming and bathing of dogs
	· feeding frequency of pregnant and lactating bitches

	· vaccination of young dogs approved C5 and treatment for internal and external parasites
	· vaccination of kittens against Feline Immunodeficiency Virus (FIV) or Feline AIDS

	· maximum breeding age and lifetime number of litters for female dogs
	· Internal and external parasite treatments

	· separate birthing and lactation areas
	· minimum age for breeding from male animals

	· health checks of animals after birth
	· retirement plans for older dogs and cats.

	· socialisation, handling and enrichment
	· monitoring of lactation

	· separate exercise areas
	· breeding management

	
	· tethering of dogs


2.2 Policy objective

Having regard to purposes of the Act and the above discussion, to solve the problems identified in Part 2.1 of this RIS, the following policy objective of the regulatory proposal is identified: 

‘To promote a sustainable dog and cat breeding and rearing industry that: minimises risks to human health and safety; minimises risks to the welfare of animals involved; protects consumers by producing animals suitable for their intended purposes; and promotes responsible pet ownership’ 

The main test for assessing the proposed code against the feasible alternatives is their relative net benefit in achieving this policy objective.  

2.3 Need for intervention 
Having identified the nature and extent of the problem and the identified policy objective, the ‘threshold’ or preliminary question to be addressed in an RIS is: Is there a sufficient case for further government intervention to assist in solving the problem?  

The proposed form of government intervention is the amendment of the existing code by the Minister with the intent of the amended Code being complied with by registered domestic animal businesses.  
There is a clear economic case for government intervention in markets where some form of market failure is taking place.  Government can justify this by saying that intervention is in the public interest.  Market failure occurs when markets fail to allocate society’s scarce resources (land, labour and capital) to their best uses - known as ‘allocative inefficiency’.  The outcome is too much or too little (or no) market activity resulting in a loss of societal economic welfare.   

The relevant sources of this inadequate risk management under the existing code are mainly those associated with externalities. In other words, market forces alone would not be expected to solve the problems identified in Part 2.1 of this RIS; especially considering that there is no market for breeding dogs and cats where the main animal welfare problems lie. 

Even in the case of puppies and kittens, where markets exist, the public/consumers are, for the most part, unaware of the health status of the animals they are buying, let alone the housing conditions and management regimes in these breeding establishments.

Externalities, or third party effects, arise where private decision makers do not incur all the costs or receive all the benefits of their decisions. Negative externalities in this RIS are illustrated by risks to animal welfare because some businesses do not adequately take account of all social costs in their private business decisions.  In this regard, the aim of intervention would be to alter incentives so that private decision makers take account of the external effects of their actions.
Another area of market failure is a lack of information about the potential welfare risks associated with purchasing puppies and kittens, as discussed in Part 2.1.3 of this RIS. 

Whether market failure arises from externalities or a lack of information; the role of government intervention is to strike the socially optimal balance between economic activity resulting from the production and consumption of services using animals, on one hand, and risks to animal welfare, human safety, and consumer protection, on the other.  

Animal welfare legislation provides a balance between the competing views in the community about the use of animals. The successful pursuit of many industries involving animals is dependent on community confidence in the regulation of animal welfare.
  
3.0 Identification of viable options

In accordance with the Victorian guidelines, an RIS is required to identify feasible alternatives to the proposed model code.  Conversely, an RIS is not required to identify alternatives which are not feasible, or where there are no significant cost burdens being imposed.  

Having no code at all is not a feasible option, because if no action is taken the existing code will continue in place as part of the base case.  Even if the existing code could be enforced to a level of 100% compliance, the problems identified in Part 2.1 of this RIS would remain, because the existing code does not adequately address these problems.  

Similarly, public education campaigns as an alternative to the proposed code are likely to be ineffective and therefore not a practicable alternative.  As discussed in Part 2.1 of this RIS, the animal welfare problems are primarily about the breeding dogs and cats, which are not bought and sold.  So increasing the level of consumer awareness is not going to improve the welfare of these animals.  

In any case, both the RSPCA and the activist group known as Oscar’s law have run substantial media campaigns over the last 3 years, in an effort to educate the community on their view of ‘puppy farms’ and encourage people to source dogs and puppies from shelters- yet the problems identified in Part 2.1 of this RIS remain. These campaigns have had considerable mass media attention. The ‘Oscar’s Law’ campaign has had some very high profile celebrity support internationally and within Victoria. It has hosted simultaneous public rallies in several states of Australia, the most recent being on the 16th of September 2012 – that have attracted wide media attention.  Despite this, neither campaign has been successful in reducing the number of breeding establishments, nor have they reduced the number of puppies purchased from breeding establishments or pet shops. 
The alternative of providing further accreditation systems (beyond that contained within the Act’s definition of a domestic animal business) would not be feasible under the current Act.  Amendments to the Act would be required, which are outside the scope of this RIS. 
A normal practice when considering alternative options is to consider omitting high cost requirements, such as additional veterinary care for dogs in domestic animal businesses (particularly with dogs under 3 months).  However, as discussed in Part 2.1 of this RIS, such an alternative would not diminish the serious risks to animal health, animal welfare and consumer protection that have been identified. Nor would such an alternative be consistent with the policy objective identified in Part 2.2 of this RIS.  Specifically, vaccination is not divisible but rather a binary activity, which is either conducted or not. The Australian Veterinary Association (AVA) recommends annual health checks for pet of all species and provides veterinary practitioners with information material and supporting documents to encourage owners to ensure annual health checks. 

It is not viable to consider an option allowing for more than 5 litters per breeding female. Scientific Research recommends that:

· bitches should not be bred before they are physically mature and should not be bred on their first oestrus cycle;

· bitches should not produce more than five litters or be bred beyond the critical age for dogs of their breed, as defined by body size;

· bitches may be bred on consecutive oestrus cycles so long as they maintain, or regain, body condition after whelping and lactation before onset of next proestrus.

Similarly, the research recommends male dogs are not bred prior to being physically mature and not being bred beyond the critical age for their breed and body size.

The justification behind these recommendations includes the size, health and viability of litters post the fifth pregnancy; the general health of the bitch and the increased risk to both bitch and male dog of reproductive failure and diseases such as cancers of the reproductive tract, urethra and bladder
. While similar research has not been found for cats, personal communication with feline veterinarians, indicates similar breeding guidelines for cats are appropriate to maintain minimum animal welfare.

Justification for the use of 1:25 staff to adult animal equivalent ratios can be found in the time calculation in Appendix 3 and in the National Employment Standards (NES). The NES provide maximum working hours of 38 hours per week for full-time employees.  In determining whether additional hours are reasonable or unreasonable, any risk to employee health and safety must be taken into account. 
Industries that have prescribed staff ratios use this legislative procedure as an added measure to ensure welfare and safety standards can be met for both the staff and the people or animals in their care. Industries such as child care, education, cabin crews on flights and wardens in jails all use a staff ratio as an additional way to manage welfare and safety. 
In Victoria there are three mandatory codes of practice under the Domestic Animals legislation that have prescribed staff ratios to ensure that the welfare needs of animals and the health and safety of staff are both met; the Code of Practice for the Operation of Greyhound Establishments, Code of Practice for the Management of Dogs and Cats in Shelters and Pounds (Revisions 1).  All require specific staff ratios in relation to numbers of animals on site and the Code of Practice for the Operation of Boarding Establishments (Revision 1) prescribes ratios for overseeing group housed exercising areas. 
Prescribing a staff ratio in relation to this code ensures that there are sufficient staff on site, in appropriate health, to consistently provide the level of care, maintenance, enrichment and record keeping required within the code for the minimum standards of welfare for animals.

The practicable alternatives selected are those that address major concerns that have been raised by stakeholders to date.  These relate to staff/animal ratios, which is the key issue related to improving animal welfare (apart from additional veterinary care discussed above).
These practicable alternatives together with the proposed code will from here on be referred to as ‘options’.  The options to be assessed in terms of costs and benefits are:

· Option A: Converting the proposed code into voluntary guidelines (the minimum intervention option);
· Option B: Variation of the proposed code with no staff to adult animal ratio and a maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal;
· Option C: Variation of the proposed code with staff to adult animal ratio of 1:30 (where a litter is taken to be equivalent to one adult animal) and maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal;
· Option D: The proposed code with staff to adult animal ratio of 1:25 (where a litter is taken to be equivalent to one adult animal) and maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal; and

· Option E: Variation of the proposed code with no mandatory health certificate for dogs or cats.

4.0 Assessment of costs and benefits

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this Part of the RIS is to compare and contrast the costs and benefits of the proposed code and alternative options against the ‘base case’.  

The evaluation of the relative benefits and costs for the proposed standards and alternative options will be conducted in relation to how well the policy objective identified in Part 2.2 of this RIS is likely to be achieved.  
‘To promote a sustainable dog and cat breeding and rearing industry that: minimises risks to the welfare of animals involved; produces animals suitable for their intended purposes; and promotes responsible pet ownership’ 
Where data exists, discounted
 quantitative estimates of costs and benefits are made over the life of the proposed code or other options, using stated reasonable assumptions to fill in any essential data gaps.  However, where sufficient cost and benefit data is not available, the evaluation will be made using qualitative criteria regarding the achievement of the policy objective.  
Finally, the following criteria are used to assess the effectiveness of options in achieving the policy objective and are applied to a weighted criteria decision analysis (see Table 6):

I. Animal welfare benefits;
II. Consumer protection benefits;

III. Human health and safety benefits; and

IV. Net compliance costs to industry and government.
4.2 The base case

The term ‘base case’ means the relevant status quo, or the situation that would exist if the proposed code were not adopted; that is, market forces the relevant legislation (refer to Appendix 2 for details). The base case provides the benchmark for measuring the incremental costs and benefits of the proposed code and other feasible options.

The base case includes the existing code and relevant animal welfare legislation such as the Domestic Animals Act 1994 (as recently amended) and the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986. It also includes the Australian Veterinary Association (AVA) 6.7 Policy Guidelines for the Vaccination of Dogs and Cats, on the grounds that veterinary practitioners have professional standards to which members are expected to adhere. There is also a legal obligation to provide a safe workplace for humans under occupational health and safety legislation. The base case also offers consumer protection under the Australian Consumer Law and Fair Trading Act 2012. 
Also under the base case are the voluntary guidelines under the Code of Practice for the Private Keeping of Dogs 2007 and the Code of Practice for the Private Keeping of Cats 2007 made under the provisions of the Prevention of Cruelly to Animals Act 1986.  These are ‘defensible’ codes under which POCTA can prosecute where an owner has been found ‘likely to cause cruelty’.

Market forces can have both positive and negative influences on animal welfare.  For example, market forces would provide a positive financial incentive to adequately feed breeding dogs and cats; but on the other had there are also negative financial incentives to breed excessive litters from each dog or cat.  However, even positive financial incentives are not always acted upon, and government intervention may still be necessary to guarantee, for example, the provision of adequate quality food and water to breeding animals. 

Moreover, under the base case, with a lack of any staff:animal ratios, there would be zero care to potentially 250 adult equivalent dogs in large DBADs with more than 25 adult equivalent dogs (see Appendix 3 for a detailed discussion and calculation of staff:animal ratio required to provide a minimum standard of adequate care).
4.3 Cost/benefit assessment 

This Part will discuss the expected costs versus expected benefits of the feasible options with reference to the overarching policy objective.  Costs and benefits will be analysed in comparison with the ‘base case’ in terms of the criteria discussed in Part 4.1.  The data used in this analysis and the assumptions and qualifications to the data on which the costs and benefits have been estimated are provided in Appendix 1.  A list of the proposed code clauses with negligible incremental costs relative to the base is provided in Appendix 2. 

In order to consolidate the analysis by removing duplication and thereby making the options easier to compare, the following main benefit and cost features of the proposed code are outlined in Part 4.3.1 and 4.3.2, respectively.  The discussion of options therefore highlights their differences, thereby avoiding the repetition of text and figures.

4.3.1 Benefit drivers of the proposed code:
This part of the RIS highlights the main benefit drivers which feature in the propose code.

The relevant proposed codes for addressing animal welfare problems, identified in Part 2.1, would include:

	2(1)
	Increased competency of managers;

	2(2)
	Manager carrying out additional responsibilities in the day to day operation of the business;

	2(3)
	New items in the agreement between the proprietor and the veterinary practitioner and independent annual inspection;

	2(4)
	Increased competency and supervision of animal attendants;

	2(5)
	Increased training and experience of vehicle drivers and reduced transport time;

	2(6)
	Additional care by staff from required staff ratio of 1:25;

	2(8)
	Better care during animal transport;

	2(10)
	Minimising risks to inhumane euthanasia or stress of seeing other animals euthanized, and more rehoming;

	3(3)
	Additional requirements for animal records for animals over and under 3 months of age and individual animal identification;

	4(1)
	Additional requirements for nutrition;

	4(2)
	Additional veterinary care for dogs over and under 3 months of age;

	4(3)
	Maintaining genetic integrity and diversity and minimising risk of heritable defects and better health for breeding dogs from breeding requirements;

	4(4)
	Better health of dogs from signed health checks and vaccinations at point of sale;

	4(5)
	Better health of dogs from exercise, socialisation, handling and enrichment;

	4(6)
	Better health of dogs from minimum housing requirements including exercise areas

	5(1)
	Additional requirements for the nutrition of cats;

	5(2)
	Additional veterinary care for cats over and under 3 months of age;

	5(3)
	Maintaining genetic integrity and diversity and minimising risk of heritable defects and better health for breeding cats from breeding requirements;

	5(4)
	Better health of cats from signed health checks and vaccinations at point of sale; and

	5(6)
	Better health of cats from minimum housing requirements. 


The relevant proposed code clauses for addressing the consumer protection problem, identified in Part 2.1, would include:

	4(2)
	Additional veterinary care for dogs over and under 3 months of age;

	4(4)
	Better health of dogs under 3 months from signed health checks and vaccinations at point of sale including guarantee;

	5(2)
	Additional veterinary care for cats over and under 3 months of age; and

	5(4)
	Better health of cats under 3 months signed health checks and vaccinations at point of sale including guarantee.


The relevant proposed code clauses for addressing the human health and safety problems, identified in Part 2.1, would include:

	2(1)
	Increased competency of managers;

	2(2)
	Manager carrying out additional responsibilities in the day to day operation of the business;

	2(4)
	Increased competency and supervision of animal attendants; and

	2(7)
	Better education of staff on how to achieve a safe workplace in relation to preventing zoonoses and hydatids; and the requirement for visitors to be provided with hot and cold-water hand washing facilities with disinfectant soap.


4.3.2 Cost drivers of the proposed code:
This part of the RIS highlights the main cost drivers which feature in the propose code as shown in Table 2, and helps to contextualize the proposed code by illustrating the impact of costs on size of breeding establishment and average cost per breeding establishment, as shown in Table 3.

Table 2: Incremental costs of the proposed Code with staff to animal ratio of 1:25

	Code
	Cost category
	Cost incurred by
	No. facilities affected
	No. Animals affected
	One-off cost
	Annual cost
	10-year PV cost

	2(1) and 2(3)
	Health management plans
	All BDABs
	340
	16902
	$85,581
	$27,200
	$319,710

	2(1)
	Training costs
	All BDABs
	255
	16902
	$127,551
	$0
	$133,926

	2(1)
	Online template
	DPI (BAW)
	1
	N/A
	$420
	$0
	$420

	2(3)
	Independent annual inspection
	BDABs
	1
	N/A
	$1,000
	$0
	$8,608

	2(6)
	Staff Ratio 1:25
	All BDABs
	10
	0
	$0
	$487,125
	$4,193,019

	2(10)
	Rehoming and euthanasing dogs
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	404
	$0
	$32,273
	$277,795

	5(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care dogs <3 months
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	13775
	$0
	-$256,220
	-$2,205,458

	5(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care dogs >3 months
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	4041
	$0
	$20,608
	$177,385

	5(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	BDABs Dogs
	198
	689
	$0
	$168,400
	$1,449,534

	5(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	182
	$0
	$38,203
	$328,843

	5(4)(a)
	Additional exercise and enrichment for 4 dog pens
	BDABs (Dog)
	N/A
	0
	$8,000
	$0
	$8,000

	5(5)(d)(i)
	Natural lighting and bedding
	BDABs (Dog)
	2
	1990
	$347
	$1,990
	$17,475

	5(5)(d)(i)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 140 dog pens
	50% of new large BDABs (Dog)
	approx 25
	559
	-$1,416,075
	$0
	-$1,416,075

	5(5)(d(iii)
	Heat source (one-off) and bedding (annual cost) for whelping boxes
	BDABs Dogs
	298
	18367
	$38,571
	$1,837
	$54,380

	6(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care cats < 3months
	BDABs Cats
	45
	654
	$0
	-$2,877
	-$24,762

	6(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care cats > 3 months
	BDABs Cats
	45
	360
	$0
	$7,947
	$68,405

	6(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	BDABs Cats
	45
	34
	$0
	$27,300
	$234,990

	6(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	BDABs Cats
	45
	57
	$0
	$6,232
	$53,641

	6(6)(c)(i)
	Natural lighting and bedding
	BDABs (Cat)
	2
	36
	$347
	$36
	$657

	6(6)(c)(i)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 34 cat modules
	50% of new small BDABs (Cat)
	approx 19
	68
	-$84,469
	$0
	-$84,469

	6(6)(d)
	One-off capital cost of installing a colony cage and module
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	1
	6
	$17,500
	$0
	$17,500

	6(6)(d)(iv)
	One-off capital cost of installing a mating module
	BDABs (Cat)
	1
	1
	$2,500
	$0
	$2,500

	6(6)(d)(v)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 6 cat modules in cattery area
	50% of new large BDABs (Cat)
	1
	13
	-$15,813
	$0
	-$15,813

	Total 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-$1,234,539
	$560,054
	$3,600,212


Table 3: Distribution of incremental costs of the proposed Code with staff animal ratio of 1:25

	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	Staff affected (ratio of 1:25)
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Net Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10-year cost per BDAB

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	10
	-$1,312,544
	$363,760
	$1,828,075
	50.78%
	$18,281

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	
	$129,206
	$152,000
	$1,441,231
	40.03%
	$7,391

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	
	$8,923
	$7,249
	$71,452
	1.98%
	$10,207

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	
	-$62,529
	$32,520
	$218,052
	6.06%
	$6,230

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	
	$1,986
	$4,524
	$40,982
	1.14%
	$13,661

	BAW
	N/A
	
	
	$420
	
	$420
	0.012%
	$420

	Total
	340
	24402
	10
	-$1,234,539
	$560,054
	$3,600,212
	100.00%
	$


4.3.3 Option A: (non-regulatory option – voluntary guidelines) 

Option A would involve converting the proposed Code into voluntary guidelines (the minimum intervention option).  This would involve the issuing and promotion of guidelines once every ten years, to meet the policy objective as discussed in Part 2.2 of this RIS.  These guidelines would encompass ‘should statements’ as opposed to ‘must statements’ and, unlike the proposed Code, these guidelines would not become regulations and therefore would not be mandatory (i.e. adherence
 would be voluntary).  The voluntary guidelines would also be additional to existing animal welfare, consumer protection and occupational health and safety legislation under the ‘base case’. Option A would involve more proactive voluntary management guidelines and would be additional to the voluntary Codes of Practice for the Private Keeping of Dogs and the voluntary Codes of Practice for the Private Keeping of Cats – which are defensive guidelines.

It is would be very difficult to estimate adherence rates for the voluntary guidelines because a) current compliance rates are unknown, and b) similar animal welfare schemes to the proposed code have not been adopted in other jurisdictions therefore compliance rates from other schemes would be non-transferrable. However, for the purpose of cost benefit analysis and based on a long-term experience with compliance and regulation in general, it is assumed that the level of adherence with voluntary guidelines would be between 10% and 20%.  Therefore, it is taken that the level of adherence with guidelines under Option A is likely to be around 15%.
Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option A (Criterion I - animal welfare)

Option A would lead to improved animal welfare outcomes, depending on the level of voluntary adherence with the guidelines, through a better management of risks to animal welfare in domestic animal breeding facilities than under the base case.  Specifically, there would be improvements to the welfare of up to 15% of an estimated 24,400 dogs and cats (including puppies and kittens), as shown in Table 1 of this RIS, with respect to the provision of food and water, suitable environments, health care, opportunity to express most normal behaviours and protection from fear and distress.  
Under Option A, there would be some reduction in the frequency of a bitch or queen becoming pregnant three or more times during the stated 18 month or 12 month period.  In this regard, this Option would have the potential to affect the welfare of up to 15% of 3,674 fertile female dogs and up to 15% of 327 fertile female cats, as shown in Table 1 of this RIS. Moreover, some dogs may be given an increased opportunity to exercise or socialise while being housed on the property.

A more consistent application of definitions, as compared to existing code under the base case, would see some improvement in animal welfare.  For example, by providing a definition of, ‘Phenol Products’ there would be a reduction in the unintentional poisoning of cats when people mistakenly use ‘Pine-O-Clean’ or other pine oil products; failing to recognise these products are phenol based.  As shown in Table 1, this would have the potential to reduce the unintentional poisoning of an unknown percentage of an estimated population of 1,994 cats. Moreover, under Option A, provision of definitions of terms like:

· ‘housing’; 
· ‘impervious’; 
· ‘one third of the [housing] area’; and 
· ‘weatherproof’ (as discussed in section 2.1.2 of this RIS) -  
would lead to some improvement in the protection of animals from extremes of temperature and elements and provide more appropriate housing and exercise environments.  This would lead to some reduction in disease risk, thereby leading to a greater promotion of physically and psychologically healthy animals.
Other more consistent applications of definitions would be achieved in terms of specifying minimum standards of accommodation, management and care appropriate to the physical and behavioural needs of dogs and cats housed in Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses (BDABs).
One of the most important recommendations of the guidelines under Option A would be a staff to adult animal ratio of 1:25 (with a litter considered equivalent to one adult animal).  This would promote greater care and welfare outcomes for dogs and cats as compared to the base case by allowing more care for dogs and cats in the day-to-day operation of a breeding establishment. However, given that potentially 250 adult equivalent dogs are affected under the base case, and based on assumption of 15% adherence, only around 38 adult equivalent dogs would receive additional care with around 212 adult equivalent dogs still receiving zero care.
However, Option A is also unlikely to significantly improve the welfare of the animals in BDABS as a whole as there is no mandatory requirement for businesses to undertake changes to their management processes.  Any improvement over the base case for animal welfare under voluntary adherence is likely to be significantly less than that which would occur under a situation of mandatory compliance with enforceable standards.

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option A (Criterion II- consumer protection)

Option A would result in the provision of guidelines to dog and cat vaccination, which would be identical to the base case (i.e. under the Australian Veterinary Association (AVA) 6.7 Policy Guidelines for the Vaccination of Dogs and Cats).  Therefore, there would be no change in the risks to consumers of purchasing animals carrying diseases when purchasing puppies and kittens, especially those born at Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses.  Option A would have no effect on the incidence of puppies and kittens becoming seriously ill and requiring expensive veterinary treatment, or even dying soon after purchase. Consequently, Option A would not be able to reduce the incidence of distress in families arising from serious illness or death of puppies or kittens with which they have bonded. 

Option A would result in encouraging some BDABs to provide more adequate information to purchasers on the health status of puppies and kittens, as well as, full health checks and report from a veterinarian at sale.  Option A would also encourage the need for full refund only for those animals returned for health reasons for the life of the animal as opposed to replacement where consumers may not want another animal from the same breeder.  There would also be some improvement to consumer protection as compared to protection legislation under the base case, by way providing more clarity in relation to the purchase of dogs and cats and more consideration for the longevity of health care costs over the lifetime of a sick dog or cat.

Moreover, by encouraging some BDABs to provide suitable environments, health care, opportunity for animals to express most normal behaviours and protection from fear and distress – Option A would also reduce the incidence of aggressive behaviours by dogs and the costs of remedial training and behavioural consultations in Victoria which are estimated at approximately $600-650 for a 2 consultation assessment and telephone follow up per dog.
Furthermore, Option A creates a risk that two different markets would be establish; one that takes up the Code in the spirit intended and absorbs the costs accordingly, and one that does not take up the code in part or whole thereby avoiding additional costs. These two markets would be in direct competition and there is the potential for the first group to lose their market access. In addition, consumer protection is reduced in two ways under this option:

· This option affords no means for consumers to ascertain whether the business they are purchasing from has voluntarily taken up the Code
· This option removes mandatory requirements that ensure lifetime traceability of animals sold from a business.
Therefore, any resulting improvement to consumer protection over the base case is likely to be significantly less than that which would occur under a situation of mandatory compliance with enforceable standards. 

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option A (Criterion III- human health and safety)

Option A would lead to improved management of risks (both likelihood and consequence) of dog and cat breeding to human health and safety including: employees and volunteers at BDABs; visitors to BDABs or the wider public (e.g. children).  Option A would encourage a reduction in human diseases (zoonoses that are communicable to humans from dogs or cats) by suggesting precautions to minimise risk of infection including: bacterial infection from animal bites; cat scratch fever; Giardia; Toxoplasmosis; ringworm; Hydatid disease; Visceral larval migrans.  However, given the voluntary nature of guidelines – Option A would be limited in promoting human health and safety depending on the extent and nature of adherence.
Incremental net costs of Option A (Criterion IV - Net compliance costs to industry and government)
Under Option A the incremental cost of Option A would be an amount up to 15% of $3.6m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars with up to 15% of $0.56m of cost per annum including a one-off net cost savings of up to 15% of $1.23m driven mainly by the potential for savings in allowable temperature under these guidelines based on the proposed Code (see A1.10.2 of Appendix 1 for a detailed discussion).  Importantly, any cost or cost savings would be driven by the degree of adherence to the guidelines.   A description of potential costs is summarised in Table 2 in Part 4.3.2 of this RIS.  The average cost per DBAB under Option A (as illustrated in Table 3 in Part 4.3.2) would again depend on the degree of adherence to the guidelines.

4.3.4 Option B: (variation of the proposed Code with no staff to adult animal ratio) 

Option B is a variation of the proposed code with no staff to adult animal ratio and a maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal.  Option B would involve the issuing and promotion of a code once every ten years, to meet the policy objective as discussed in Part 2.2 of this RIS. The code would encompass ‘must statements’ and would become regulations and therefore be mandatory (i.e. compliance would be mandatory). Option B, would also be additional to existing animal welfare, consumer protection and occupational health and safety legislation under the ‘base case’.
Option B would entail the large BDABs with more than 25 adult equivalent dogs hiring up to 5 FTE additional staff made up of roughly half paid employees and half volunteers.  This would be due to constraints on large BDABs being able to extend employment hours for those currently employed.  Furthermore, Option B would increase the costs of auditing. Auditing under option B could take up to 3 times as long as an audit under Options with staff:animal ratios. Auditing without a staff:animal ratio would require the auditor to work through at least six months’ worth of daily monitoring, exercise, socialisation, enrichment, health and cleaning/maintenance records to determine whether the requirements of the Code were being bet. Under a situation where a staff:animal ratio is in place, careful checking of staffing rosters are required, but potentially, checking of daily activities with the animals would be less rigorous and more at random through a period of records.

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option B (Criterion I - animal welfare)

As compared to the base case, Option B would lead to improved animal welfare outcomes, greater than under Option A with a compulsory application of management of risks to animal welfare in domestic animal breeding facilities.  The required consistent application of definitions (see Part 2.1.1.1 of this RIS) under Option B would lead to a greater improvement in animal welfare as compared to the base case than Under Option A.  

However, the extent of improvement in animal welfare would be constrained by the extent of staff available to meet the needs of dogs and cats on a daily basis under the other elements of the proposed Code. Specifically under Option B, 125 adult equivalent dogs would continue to fail to receive sufficient care (as compared to a potential 250 dogs under the base case).  Based on Appendix 3, of the proportion of 125 dogs that are exercised in pens, these dogs would receive zero minutes of attention per day under Option B as compared to 21.22 minutes of attention per day
 required for the minimum standard of animal welfare accepted under the proposed Code. Moreover, of the proportion of 125 dogs that are exercised in dedicated exercise yards, these dogs would receive zero minutes of attention per day under Option B as compared to 26.22 minutes
 required.
Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option B (Criterion II- consumer protection)

Option B would result in required standards with respect to dog and cat vaccination, which would be up to date to current guidelines under the base case (i.e. under the Australian Veterinary Association (AVA) 6.7 Policy Guidelines for the Vaccination of Dogs and Cats).  Such vaccination would include general health checks. Therefore, there would be a reduction of risks to consumers of purchasing animals carrying diseases when purchasing puppies and kittens.  

As a consequence, Option B would reduce the incidence of puppies and kittens becoming seriously ill and requiring expensive veterinary treatment, or even dying soon after purchase. Consequently, Option B would reduce the incidence of distress in families arising from serious illness or death of puppies or kittens with which they have bonded (see Part 2.1.1.2 for discussion of the problem).

Option B would require BDABs to provide more adequate information to purchasers on the health status of puppies and kittens, as well as, full health checks and report from a veterinarian at sale.  Option B would also require a full refund only for those animals returned for health reasons for the life of the animal.  It would also provide more clarity in relation to the purchase of dogs and cats and more consideration for the longevity of health care costs over the lifetime of a sick dog or cat.

Moreover, by requiring all BDABs to provide suitable environments, health care, opportunity for animals to express most normal behaviours and protection from fear and distress – Option B would improve aggressive behaviours by dogs and the costs of remedial training and behavioural consultations in Victoria at $600-650 per dog.
Therefore the resulting improvement to consumer protection over the base case is likely to be significantly greater under Option B, than that which would occur under a situation of ‘voluntary adherence’ such as Option A, with non-enforceable guidelines. 

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option B (Criterion III- human health and safety)

As compared to Option A, the variation of the proposed code under Option B and associated benefit drivers (see Part 4.3.1 of this RIS) would lead to a greater improvement in the management of risks (both likelihood and consequence) of dog and cat breeding on human health and safety as discussed in Part 2.1.2 of this RIS). For a list of proposed Codes targeted at human health and safety see Part 4.3.1. This is because the variation of the code under Option B would encompass ‘must statements’ and would become regulations and therefore be mandatory (i.e. compliance would be mandatory). Therefore the list of proposed Codes targeted at human health and safety would be more likely to be complied with as opposed to voluntary adherence under Option A.
Incremental net costs of Option B (Criterion IV - Net compliance costs to industry and government)
The incremental cost of Option B would be approximately $2.78m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars. The combined costs under Option B that would provide an alternative to staff:animal ratio under proposed code clause 2(6) would equal $2.1m for staffing and $1.28 for additional auditing over 10 years in 2012-13. A description of incremental costs for the remaining proposed codes is summarised in Table 2 in Part 4.3.2 of this RIS.  

The average cost per DBAB under Option B is illustrated in Table 4.  As shown in Table 4, BAW would incur the largest cost of $1.28m over 10 years - followed by small BDABs involved in both cats and dogs.

Table 4: Distribution of incremental costs of Option B (variation of proposed Code with no staff animal ratio)

	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10-year cost per BDAB

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	-$1,312,544
	$120,198
	-$268,435.0
	-9.66%
	-$2,684

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	$129,206
	$152,000
	$1,441,231
	51.85%
	$7,391

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	$8,923
	$7,249
	$71,452
	2.57%
	$10,207

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	-$62,529
	$32,520
	$218,052
	7.84%
	$6,230

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	$1,986
	$4,524
	$40,982
	1.47%
	$13,661

	BAW
	N/A
	
	$420
	$148,221
	$1,276,260
	45.92%
	$1,276,260

	Total
	340
	24402
	-$1,234,539
	$464,712
	$2,779,542
	100.00%
	


4.3.5 Option C: (variation of the proposed Code with 1:30 staff to adult animal ratio) 

Option C would involve a mandatory code additional to existing animal welfare, consumer protection and occupational health and safety legislation under the ‘base case’.  Option C would be a variation of the proposed Code with a staff to adult animal ratio of 1:30 and a maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal.  The reduction in the staff ratio of 1:30 under Option C would require 8 additional staff to be hired by large BDABs with more than 25 adult equivalent dogs (see Part A1.15 in Appendix 1 for a detailed discussion) as compared to the ‘base case’.

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option C (Criterion I - animal welfare)

As compared to the base case Option C would lead to improved animal welfare outcomes, greater than under Option A with a compulsory application of management of risks to animal welfare in domestic animal breeding facilities.  As compared to the ‘base case’, there would be an increase in the number of staff to adult equivalent animals and greater than under either Options A or B.  Therefore the improvements to animal welfare with respect to the provision of food and water, suitable environments, health care, opportunity for animals to express most normal behaviours and protection from fear and distress would be greater under Option C than under Options A or B.

Under Option C (as with Option B), there would be a reduction in the frequency of a bitch or queen becoming pregnant three or more times during the stated 18 month or 12 month period.  In this regard, this Option would have the potential to affect the welfare of 3,674 fertile female dogs and 327 fertile female cats, as shown in Table 1 of this RIS. 
Moreover, under Option C dogs would be given an increased opportunity to exercise or socialise while being housed on the property, and this would be greater than under Option B due to a higher staff to animal ratio.  

Under Option C, only 50 adult equivalent dogs would fail to receive sufficient care.  Based on Appendix 3, of the proportion of 50 adult equivalent dogs exercised in pens, these dogs would receive zero minutes of attention per day under Option C as compared to 21.22 minutes of attention per day
 required under minimum standards. Moreover, of the proportion of 50 dogs that are exercised in dedicated exercise yards, these dogs would receive zero minutes of attention per day under Option C as compared to 26.22 minutes
 under the minimum  welfare standards required under the proposed Code.
The required consistent application of definitions (see Part 2.1 of this RIS) under Option C would lead to a greater improvement in animal welfare as compared to the base case than Under Option A but equal to under Option B.
Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option C (Criterion II- consumer protection)

Option C would result in required standards with respect to dog and cat vaccination, which would be up to date to current guidelines under the base case (i.e. under the Australian Veterinary Association (AVA) 6.7 Policy Guidelines for the Vaccination of Dogs and Cats).  Therefore, there would be a reduction of risks to consumers of purchasing animals carrying diseases when purchasing puppies and kittens.  As with Option B, Option C would reduce the incidence of puppies and kittens becoming seriously ill and requiring expensive veterinary treatment, or even dying soon after purchase and would therefore reduce the emotional costs of losing a pet, especially to children.

Identical to Option B, the resulting improvement to consumer protection over the base case is likely to be significantly greater under Option C, than that which would occur under a situation of ‘voluntary adherence’ such as Option A, with non-enforceable guidelines. 
Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option C (Criterion III- human health and safety)

As with Option B, Option C would lead to a greater improvement in the management of risks (both likelihood and consequence) to human health and safety as discussed in Part 2.1.2 of this RIS, including: employees and volunteers at BDABs; visitors to BDABs or the wider public (e.g. children). For a list of proposed code clauses targeted at human health and safety see Part 4.3.1.

Incremental net costs of Option C (Criterion IV - Net compliance costs to industry and government)
The incremental cost of Option C would be approximately $3.3m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.  A lower staff to animal ratio under Option C, as compared to the proposed Code, would result in lower annual staffing costs of $0.39m
 with respect to this alternative to proposed code clause 2(6). A description of incremental costs for the remaining proposed codes is summarised in Table 2 in Part 4.3.2 of this RIS.  Finally, the distribution of incremental costs is summarised in Table 5.

Table 5: Distribution of incremental costs of Option C (variation of proposed Code with staff animal ratio of 1:30)

	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	Staff affected (ratio of 1:30)
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10 year cost per BDAB or BAW 

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	8
	-$1,312,544
	$266,335
	$1,532,055
	46.37%
	$15,321

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	
	$129,206
	$152,000
	$1,441,231
	43.62%
	$7,391

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	
	$8,923
	$7,249
	$71,452
	2.16%
	$10,207

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	
	-$62,529
	$32,520
	$218,052
	6.60%
	$6,230

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	
	$1,986
	$4,524
	$40,982
	1.24%
	$13,661

	BAW
	N/A
	
	
	$420
	
	$420
	0.013%
	$420

	Total
	340
	24402
	8
	-$1,234,539
	$462,629
	$3,304,193
	100.00%
	


4.3.6 Option D: (proposed Code with 1:25 staff to adult animal ratio) 

Option D represents the proposed Code with a staff to adult animal ratio of 1:25 and a maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal.  Option D would involve the issuing and promotion of a code once every ten years, to meet the policy objective as discussed in Part 2.2 of this RIS.  The code would mandatory.  Option D, would also be additional to existing animal welfare, consumer protection and occupational health and safety legislation under the ‘base case’.
A staff ratio of 1:25 under Option D would require 10 additional staff to be hired across large BDABs with more than 25 adult equivalent dogs (see Part A1.4 in Appendix 1 for a detailed discussion).
Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option D (Criterion I - animal welfare)
Under Option D (as with Options C and B), there would be a reduction in the frequency of a bitch or queen becoming pregnant three or more times during the stated 18 month or 12 month period.  In this regard, this Option would have the potential to affect the welfare of 3,674 fertile female dogs and 327 fertile female cats, as shown in Table 1 of this RIS.  Also, as with Options B and C, Option D would entail a more consistent application of definitions (see Part 2.1 of this RIS).
Moreover under Option D, dogs would be given an increased opportunity to exercise or socialise while being housed on the property, which would be more than under Option B or C due to a higher ratio of staff to animals.  Under Option D, all dogs exercised in pens would receive 21.22 minutes of attention per day
 required under minimum standards. Moreover, all dogs exercised in dedicated exercise yards, would receive 26.22 minutes
 as required by minimum standards.  Based on this critical factor, Option D would lead to a greater improvement in animal welfare as compared to the base case, than Under Options A, B or C.

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option D (Criterion II- consumer protection)

As with Options B and C, Option D would result in required standards with respect to dog and cat vaccination, which would be up to date to current guidelines under the base case (i.e. under the Australian Veterinary Association (AVA) 6.7 Policy Guidelines for the Vaccination of Dogs and Cats).   There would be a reduction of risks to consumers of purchasing animals carrying diseases when purchasing puppies and kittens.  As with Options B and C, Option D would reduce the incidence of puppies and kittens becoming seriously ill and requiring expensive veterinary treatment, or even dying soon after purchase and would therefore reduce the emotional costs of losing a pet, especially to children.
Therefore the resulting improvement to consumer protection over the base case is likely to be significantly greater under Option D, than that which would occur under a situation of ‘voluntary adherence’ such as Option A, but the same as under Options B and C. 

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option D (Criterion III- human health and safety)

As with Options B and C, Option D would lead to a greater improvement in the management of risks (both likelihood and consequence) to human health and safety as discussed in Part 2.1.2 in this RIS.  For a list of proposed Codes targeted at human health and safety see Part 4.3.1.
Incremental net costs of Option D (Criterion IV - Net compliance costs to industry and government)
The incremental cost of Option D would be approximately $3.6m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars, as shown in Table 2.  A description of incremental costs is summarised in Table 2 in this RIS and average cost per BDAB is summarised in Table 3.

4.3.7 Option E: (proposed Code with no health certificates for dogs or cats) 
Option E represents a variation of the proposed Code with a staff to adult animal ratio of 1:25 and a maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal except there would be no requirements to provide for health certificates for dogs or cats (as would be the case under proposed code clauses 5(2)(a); 5(2)(b); 6(2)(a) and 6(2)(b).  

Under Option E the following would be true:

· animals with abnormalities at the time of sale (where an abnormality includes animals who are sick, injured or diseased or with potential life threatening conditions) could not be sold – as is the case under the base case;

· breeders choosing to voluntarily obtain a veterinary certificate outlining the nature and extent of the abnormality could not sell said abnormal animals – as is the case under the Base Case;

· breeders with animals that cannot be sold would be expected to rehome them – as is provided for in the proposed Code;

· where animal are considered unsuitable for re-homing by a veterinarian for health and/or behavioural reasons those animals may be humanely euthanased – as is provided for in the proposed Code;

Option E would involve the issuing and promotion of a code once every ten years, to meet the policy objective as discussed in Part 2.2 of this RIS.  The code would mandatory.  Option E, would also be additional to existing animal welfare, consumer protection and occupational health and safety legislation under the ‘base case’.
Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option E (Criterion I - animal welfare)

As compared to the base case, Option E would lead to improved animal welfare outcomes, greater than under Option A, Option B or Option C with a compulsory application of management of risks to animal welfare in domestic animal breeding facilities. 
Under Option E (as with Options D, C and B), there would be a reduction in the frequency of a bitch or queen becoming pregnant three or more times during the stated 18 month or 12 month period.  Also, as with Options B, C and D, Option E would entail a more consistent application of definitions (see Part 2.1 of this RIS).
Under Option E, and as with Option D, dogs would be given an increased opportunity to exercise or socialise while being housed on the property, which would be more than under Option B or C due to a higher ratio of staff to animals.  All dogs exercised in pens would receive 21.22 minutes of attention per day
 required under minimum standards. Moreover, all dogs exercised in dedicated exercise yards, would receive 26.22 minutes
 as required by minimum welfare standards under the proposed Code.  Based on this critical factor, Option E, as with Option D, would lead to a greater improvement in animal welfare as compared to the base case, than Under Options A, B or C.

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option E (Criterion II- consumer protection)

As with Options B, C, and D, Option E would result in required standards with respect to dog and cat vaccination with automatic health checks, which would be up to date to current guidelines under the base case.  There would be a reduction of risks to consumers of purchasing animals carrying diseases when purchasing puppies and kittens.  As with Options B, C, and D, Option E would reduce the incidence of puppies and kittens becoming seriously ill and requiring expensive veterinary treatment, or even dying soon after purchase and would therefore reduce the emotional costs of losing a pet, especially to children.
Therefore the resulting improvement to consumer protection over the base case is likely to be significantly greater under Option E, than that which would occur under a situation of ‘voluntary adherence’ such as Option A, but the same as under Options B, C and D. 

Unquantifiable incremental net benefits of Option E (Criterion III- human health and safety)

As with Options B, C and D, Option E would lead to a greater improvement in the management of risks (both likelihood and consequence) to human health and safety as discussed in Part 2.1.2 in this RIS.  For a list of proposed code clauses targeted at human health and safety see Part 4.3.1.
Incremental net costs of Option E (Criterion IV - Net compliance costs to industry and government)
The incremental cost of Option E would be approximately $9.06m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars, as shown in Table 5. No requirement for health certificates under Option E, as compared to the proposed Code clause 5(2)(a) would result in an incremental cost of $3.48m
 in relation to dogs under 3 months of age.  Moreover, in providing an alternative for proposed Code clause 5(2)(b), Option E would provide a costs savings of $0.17m
 with respect to dogs over 3 months of age.  With respect to cats under 3 months of age, Option E (which provides an alternative to proposed Code clause 6(2)(a)) would result in an incremental  cost of $0.13m
.  Finally, Option E would lead to an incremental cost of $0.04m
, with respect to this alternative to proposed code clause 6(2)(b) relating to cats over 3 months of age.  Specifically Option E would remove the need for health certificates and statements at a cost of $10 a dog or cat.  However, it would also mean that dogs and cats found with abnormalities would no longer be capable of being sold, as under the proposed Code but, instead, would have to be euthanased due to the absence of health certificates. 

Where dogs and cats were found with abnormalities (as defined previously), the base case would apply, and these animals could not be sold unless/until the abnormality was rectified. Under the base case, it is likely that almost all animals with abnormalities requiring substantial veterinary intervention; for example, surgery or expensive testing, would be swiftly euthanased at an early age to reduce the costs of feeding and correcting the condition when there is no guarantee that by the time the condition is corrected the animal can be sold for the full price. It is cheaper and easier to dispose of the animals. 

A description of incremental costs for the remaining proposed code clauses is summarised in Table 2 in Part 4.3.2 of this RIS.  Finally, the distribution of incremental costs is summarised in Table 5.
Table 5: Distribution of incremental costs of Option E (variation of proposed Code with no health certificates for dogs or cats)

	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	Staff affected (ratio of 1:25)
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10 year cost per BDAB or BAW 

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	10
	-$1,312,544
	$869,977
	$6,185,425
	68.28%
	$61,854

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	
	$129,206
	$263,983
	$2,405,141
	26.55%
	$12,334

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	
	$8,923
	$15,589
	$143,236
	1.58%
	$20,462

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	
	-$62,529
	$38,061
	$265,745
	2.93%
	$7,593

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	
	$1,986
	$6,649
	$59,278
	0.65%
	$19,759

	BAW
	N/A
	
	
	$420
	
	$420
	0.004%
	$420

	Total
	340
	24402
	10
	-$1,234,539
	$1,194,258
	$9,059,245
	100.00%
	


5.0 Identification and effects of preferred option
5.1. Identification of preferred option
The relative merits of the various options are compared with each other, using a weighted criteria decision analysis as shown in Table 6.
Table 6 – Weighted criteria decision analysis
	Option
	Type of score
	Animal welfare (I)
	Consumer protection (II)
	Human health and safety (III)
	Cost to industry and gov’t (VI)
	Total score

	Weighting
	%
	25%
	15%
	10%
	50%
	100%

	Base case
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Option A (guidelines)
	Assigned score (-10 to +10)
	+1.5
	+1.5
	+1.5
	-0.60
	+3.90

	
	Weighted score
	+0.38
	+0.23
	+0.15
	-0.30
	+0.45

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Option B (variation of proposed Code zero staff to animal ratio)
	Assigned score (-10 to +10
	+5
	+10
	+10
	-3.07
	+21.9

	
	Weighted score
	+1.25
	+1.5
	+1
	-1.53
	+2.22

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Option C (variation of proposed Code 1:30)
	Assigned score (-10 to +10)
	+8
	+10
	+10
	-3.65
	+24.4

	
	Weighted score
	+2
	+1.5
	+1
	-1.82
	+2.68

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Option D (proposed Code)
	Assigned score (-10 to +10)
	+10
	+10
	+10
	-4.0
	+26.0

	
	Weighted score
	+2.5
	+1.5
	+1
	-1.99
	+3.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Option E (variation of proposed Code with no health certificates for dogs and cats)
	Assigned score (-10 to +10)
	+10
	+10
	+10
	-10.0
	+20.00

	
	Weighted score
	+2.5
	+1.5
	+1
	-5.00
	+0.00


The criteria used in the following evaluation of the various options are:
I. Animal welfare benefits;
II. Consumer protection benefits;
III. Human health and safety benefits;
IV. Net compliance costs to industry and government.
Having regard to the main purpose of regulations being animal welfare and consumer protection (criteria I and II), higher priorities must be given to these outcomes.  They are therefore assigned a weighting of 25% and 15%, respectively. Given the risk profile in terms of human health and safety with respect to breeding establishments (criterion III), 10% of the weighting is placed on this criterion. The remaining 50% is allocated to the cost of compliance to industry and government (criterion IV).
The rationale for the different scores in Table 6 may be summarised as follows.  For each of the aforementioned criteria, scores are assigned to each option on a scale of -10 to +10, based on the assessments of costs, benefits relative to the ‘base case’ given in Part 4.3 of the RIS.  The ‘base case’ is assigned a score of zero for each of the criteria.  If the option is superior to the ‘base case’ for a particular criterion, it is assigned a positive score, and if it is inferior to the base case, it is assigned a negative score.  The different scores are assigned on a linear scale. 
A summary of the rationale for the scores relating to Parts 4.3.3 to 4.3.6 of this RIS is discussed as follows according to criteria I, II, III and IV.
With respect to animal welfare Option A provides a better outcome than the base case but because it is a voluntary code any improvement would be less than Options B, C and D and therefore it is given a +1.5 (15% of +10 which represents maximum welfare outcomes achievable). Under Option A, 212 adult equivalent dogs would still receive no care.  Option B is awarded a score of +5 as it is assumed that 125 adult equivalent dogs would still receive zero care due to no requirement for a staff:animal ratio.  Option C is awarded a score of +8 as it is able to achieve more animal welfare benefits than Option B due a higher staff:animal ratio (i.e. 1:30) under which only 50 adult equivalent dogs would still receive zero care under this staff:animal ratio).  However, Options D and E, with the highest staff:animal ratio of 1:25 would mean ‘zero’ adult equivalent dogs would be in a situation of receiving zero care.  There was a strong concern with stakeholders consulted that a staff ratio of 1:25 would be a key requirement to generate necessary improvements in animal welfare.  Therefore, Options D and E are awarded a score of +10.  This is summarised in Table 7 below:

Table 7: Comparison of effects of Options on Animal welfare and assigned scores
	Option/Base case
	Adult equivalent dogs left without care
	Additional dogs cared for
	Score for animal welfare

	Base case
	250
	0
	+0

	Option A
	212
	38 (i.e. 15% of 250)
	+1.5

	Option B
	125
	125
	+5

	Option C
	50
	200
	+8

	Option D
	0
	250
	+10

	Option E
	0
	250
	+10


With regard to consumer protection, Option A would result in encouraging some BDABs to provide more adequate information to purchasers on the health status of puppies and kittens, as well as, full health checks and a report from a veterinarian at sale. Therefore, Option A is awarded a score of +1.5. Options B, C, D and E would be compulsory and in addition result in required standards with respect to dog and cat vaccination and therefore these options are awarded a score of +10 (i.e. 15% adherence vs. 100% compliance).  
In terms of human health and safety, Option A is awarded a score of +1.5 because of the voluntary nature of adherence to the elements of the proposed code requiring: better competency and additional responsibilities; supervision of animal attendants; and better education of staff; and requirements for visitors (see Part 4.3.1 of this RIS).  Options B, C, D and E require mandatory compliance with these human and health and safety requirements and therefore are awarded a score of +10.
Lastly, incremental compliance costs to industry and government under the Options are summarised in Table 8:

Table 8: Comparison of incremental 10-year costs between the options in 2012-13 dollars

	Option/Base case
	Incremental 10-year cost in 2012-13 dollars ($m)

	Base case
	$0

	Option A
	$0.54

	Option B
	$2.78

	Option C
	$3.3

	Option D
	$3.6

	Option E
	$9.06


The costs in Table 8 are used to provide scores for incremental costs calculated in the following way.  
· Option A: = -0.6 =  (15% adherence x $3.6m/$9.06m x 10)

· Option B:  = -3.07  = (100% x $2.78m/$9.06m x 10)

· Option C:  = -3.65 = (100% x $3.3m/$9.06m x 10)

· Option D:  = -3.97 = (100% x $3.6m/$9.06m x 10)
· Option E:  = - 10 = (100% x $9.06m)
Using this technique, Option D (the proposed Code) results in the highest weighted score at +3.01.  This is followed by Option C (the proposed Code with a ratio of 1:30) with a weighted score of +2.68, Option B (the proposed Code with no staff:animal ratio) with a weighted score of +2.22 and Option A, (guidelines) with a weighted score of score of +0.45.  Option E (the proposed Code with no health certificates) with has the lowest weighted score of +0.0. 
In summary, the proposed code (Option D) would be the best option for achieving the policy objective as the benefits of the proposed Code (namely animal welfare, consumer protection, and human health and safety) would outweigh the costs and would achieve the highest net weighted score.  The proposed code is therefore the preferred option.
5.2. Sensitivity analysis
Option D would have to generate 10% more animal welfare benefits as under Option B to remain the preferred option.  This is likely to be the case as the ratio of staff to animals for the 10 relevant large BDABs (with more than 25 adult equivalent dogs) is increased under Option D as compared to Option B by 50% - and meets the concerns of stakeholders during consultation, including breeders and pet owners.
5.3. Effects of preferred option
The preferred option (i.e. the proposed Code Option D) addresses the identified problems far more comprehensively than the base case i.e. the existing code.  In particular, the proposed code introduces new standards in the following areas: 
	· animal health management planning 
	· employment of competent operations manager

	· adequate staffing ratios and records of staffing rosters
	· trained, experienced and competent animal attendants and vehicle drivers

	· competent supervision of trainees and volunteers
	· training staff and volunteers in human health and safety

	· efforts to rehome before euthanasia
	· safe transportation of animals

	· individual animal identification
	· separation of euthanasia operations from animal housing areas

	· hygienic preparation and serving of food
	· complete health check signed by a veterinarian before sale of animals

	· separation of mating pairs from other animals
	· complete health check of all animals by a veterinarian at least once per year.

	· regular grooming and bathing of dogs
	· feeding frequency of pregnant and lactating bitches

	· vaccination of young dogs approved C5 and treatment for internal and external parasites
	· vaccination of kittens against Feline Immunodeficiency Virus (FIV) or Feline AIDS

	· maximum breeding age and lifetime number of litters for female dogs
	· Internal and external parasite treatments

	· separate mating, birthing, lactation and exercise areas
	· minimum age for breeding from male animals

	· health checks of animals after birth
	· retirement plans for older dogs and cats.

	· socialisation, handling and enrichment
	· breeding management


If adopted by government, the proposed code will be implemented by the Minister making the code under Section 59 of the Act.  Section 63A of the Act provides that a person or body must not conduct a domestic animal business that does not comply with the relevant Code of Practice made under section 59. The penalty is 600 penalty units (currently $84,504) in the case of a body corporate; and 246 penalty units (currently $34,647) in any other case.

The Act and the Code may be enforced by ‘authorised officers’, who are usually officers of DPI and municipal councils. Inspectors employed by the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) are appointed as authorised officers under the Domestic Animals Act for the purposes of inspecting and enforcing legislation associated with Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses. In addition, they are authorised under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 to investigate cases of cruelty to animals under that Act, including those in domestic animal businesses. 
5.4 Competition assessment 
As part of this assessment it is necessary to 
· Identify the restriction on competition, if any;
· Show that the restriction, if any exists, is necessary to achieve the objective;
· Assess whether the benefits of the restriction outweigh the costs.
The relevant markets affected by the proposed Code are those that relate to breeding of dogs and cats in Victoria.  There are approximately 340 BDABs identified in Victoria (see Table 1).  The proposed Code is likely to impose an estimated $3.6m on the industry over 10 years.  As an annualised amount this would be roughly, $0.36m.  Spread out over the population of animals affected in the industry per annum (i.e. 24,401) – this would result in an increase of around $14.75 per dog or cat.  The annual impact on a business with more than 3 but less than 6 fertile female dogs or cats (a smaller business) would be around:
(4 adult females + 1 adult male + 20 puppies/kittens) x $14.75 = $368.75
Given that such a business would make anywhere between $800 a kitten to $1000 per puppy on average the total revenue earned by such a BDAB would be $18,000.  Therefore, this cost would represent around 2.05% of revenue.  However, such a cost is likely to be passed on to consumers who would be likely to pay 1.48% more for a puppy or roughly 1.84% more for a kitten from BDABs if they are assured that all vaccinations have been provided and full health papers have been authorised by a veterinarian at point of sale.  Whilst price sensitivity estimates for pet ownership are not available, the overall price sensitivity for pet health care is estimated to be around -0.12 
. This means that for every 1% increase in price of health care for dogs and cats the demand for health care falls by 0.12%.   Given that consumers are not highly price sensitive to health care, the case might be made that they would be willing to accept higher prices if it meant better animal health and welfare and if consumers were aware of improvements in the quality of puppies or kittens.
Furthermore, interstate trade in puppies and kittens is considered to be very unlikely due to the high transaction costs of transport which are likely to be several hundred dollars and much higher than the $14.75 increase in dog or cat prices.  As such Victorian businesses would not be disadvantaged from suppliers in other jurisdictions.
As discussed in Part 1.2.3 of this RIS, total expenditure by Victorians in 2009 on pet care products and services for dogs was $882.7million and for cats was $366million, equating to a $1.3billion industry in Victoria alone. Of this expenditure approximately $33million was spent on dog purchases and $8.5million on cat purchases.  Given that there are 650,000 registered dogs in Victoria, this would put annual expenditure at $1,358 per dog. Putting this in another way, $14.75 would represent roughly 1% of annual expenditure on a dog.  Given that animals would be healthier under the proposed Code it is also likely that the one-off increase in purchase costs may be offset by a reduction in costs associated with animals being ill or showing aggressive behaviours.
All BDABs would be equally affected by the same regulatory environment. Consequently it can be said that the proposed Code would not constitute a barrier to entry in any markets where businesses own and operate dog or cat breeding facilities. The proposed Code is therefore unlikely to restrict competition.
5.5. Impact on small business
Where the costs of compliance with the preferred option comprise a significant proportion of business costs, small businesses
 may be affected disproportionately by such costs compared to large businesses. As discussed in the competition section in Part 5.3, Option D is likely to result in costs that make up a small proportion of average revenue (i.e. 2.05%) for small businesses. Moreover, for the reasons discussed above, this is likely to be passed on to consumers for the reasons stated in Part 5.3.
5.6. Implementation and enforcement strategy
Under the Domestic Animals Act (1994), local government and RSPCA are the enforcement agencies for this Code of Practice as Authorised Officers under the Act.  The proposed Code would not change the registering and auditing arrangements currently in place. It would, however, provide authorized officers with a Code that is more prescriptive and therefore, auditable and enforceable.

To aid with the enforcement of the new code the Bureau of Animal Welfare would provide an enforcement kit to officers and training in the use of the Kit. The enforcement kit would include:

· A copy of the printed Code

· A copy of the Gazetted Code

· An example of audit form and audit processes

· Copies of the Breeder Information Kit

· Access to fact sheets and media releases about the Revised Code

· Training (via AMO seminars) in the Revised Code requirements and the tools provided.

In addition, local government and RSPCA are provided with access 2 full-time DPI staff members as liaison.

Similarly, breeders would be provided with an information kit and access to an e-learning (online) training program to ensure they can meet the minimum education requirements.

The Breeders information kit would include:

· A copy of the printed Code

· A copy of the Gazetted Code

· Copy of audit forms and details of audit processes

· example health record forms

· example daily check sheets

· example puppy/kitten veterinary health certificates

· example puppy/kitten health care sheets for purchasers and information about the Responsible Dog Ownership e-learning Program

· example guarantee forms 

· example breeding record spreadsheets and lists of commercially available programs

· All relevant fact sheets regarding the Revised Code

· Information about the Breeder e-learning training program, who needs to complete it, how to access it and costs.

Both kits would be provided in hard and soft copy for distribution by local government to registered and prospective Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses.

5.7. Comparison with other jurisdictions

The only other Australian jurisdiction with a similar code of practice to the proposed Victorian code is New South Wales.  The NSW code is entitled the Animal Welfare Code of Practice Breeding Dogs and Cats.
 This code is quite comprehensive and runs to 30 A4 pages compared to 41 A4 pages for the proposed Victorian code.  To the extent that the proposed Code is more onerous than the NSW code, this is partly because the problems identified in Victoria are commensurately more severe than those in NSW; and partly because the NSW legislation does not currently permit the type of codes being proposed in Victoria. 
While the NSW Code has similar aspects to the Victorian Code, there is no specific offence within legislation for failing to comply with the provisions of the NSW Code.  That is to say the NSW code is NOT mandatory. To charge offenders under the NSW code Authorised Officers need to provide evidence that cruelty has occurred by failing to comply with the NSW Code; the NSW Code is a defensible code under their Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act. The person charged can then use the code as a defence to their charge. The existing and proposed Victorian Codes provides a specific offence within the Act for non-compliance with the provisions of the Victorian Code.

The provisions in the existing and proposed Victorian Code are mostly prescriptive in nature, while the NSW Code has some prescription in its provisions, many of the ‘must’ statements within the NSW Code include words such as ‘appropriate’, ‘suitable’ and ‘adequate’ which require a higher level of interpretation than the Victorian Codes.

The legislative framework of the Victorian Code means that the existing and proposed mandatory Codes are animal management Codes that provides preventative legislation to protect the welfare of animals, whilst the NSW Code provides guidance on the welfare of animals in breeding businesses, which in their legislative framework is reactionary by enabling charges to be laid only cruelty has been observed.

The legislative environment in the other States and territories across Australia currently does not provide for them to implement this type of regulation.  However, the commitment to the Australian Animal Welfare Strategy (AAWS) process by all state and territories will see them eventually amend their legislation to incorporate this type of regulation.
Although other states and territories do not have equivalent codes of practice to Victoria and NSW, they do have relevant legislation dealing with dog and cat breeding as follows: 
ACT

Animal Welfare Act 1992
Domestic Animals Act 2000
Domestic Animals Regulations 2001
NT

Animal Welfare Act 1999
Darwin City Council ByLaws
Queensland

Animal Care and Protection Act 2001
Animal Management (Cats and Dogs) Act 2008
SA

Animal Welfare Act 1985
Animal Welfare Regulations 2000
Tasmania

Animal Welfare Act 1993
Dog Control Act 2000
WA

Animal Welfare Act 2002
Animal Welfare (General) Regulations 2003
Cat Act 2011
Dog Act 1976
6.0 Evaluation strategy

The effectiveness of the preferred option would be evaluated using the following indicators: 

· Reduced detection of poor animal health by RSPCA or Veterinarians;

· Reduced incidence of consumer complaints with respect to the purchase of puppies or kittens;
· Increase in the frequency of lifetime traceability of animals;

· Increased ability to undertake regular auditing;

· Indication of difficulties caused to breeding and rearing businesses by changes in standards.

· Increase in value of dog and cat breeding and rearing industry in Victoria.
To assist this evaluation, it is intended that data would be collected during the ten year life of the proposed regulations (subject to budget allocations and appropriate legislative amendments) in the following areas: 

· Number and size of registered Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses in each municipality across Victoria

· Number of registrations revoked or refused by council as a result of non-compliance with the Code of Practice

· Number of prosecutions undertaken as a result of non-compliance with the Code of Practice

· Number of VCAT appeals and their outcomes

· A copy of all BDAB audit reports.

7.0 Conclusions
1. This regulatory impact statement (RIS) evaluates the proposed mandatory Code of Practice for the Operation of Breeding and Rearing Businesses (‘the proposed Code’).  It is intended that the proposed code would replace the existing Code of Practice for the Operation of Breeding and Rearing Establishments (‘the existing code’).
2. The revision of the existing code follows recent amendments to the Domestic Animals Act 1994 (‘the Act’) to improve enforcement against non-compliant domestic animal businesses as outlined in Part 1.2 of this RIS. These Act amendments are now in operation and are part of the base case for the RIS cost/benefit analysis. 

3. Under Part 4 of the Act, a dog or cat breeding establishment must be registered as a Domestic Animal Business with their municipal council if the proprietor has 3 or more fertile female dogs or 3 or more fertile female cats and sells puppies or kittens (whether or not profit is made). The only exception is for those breeders who are members of an ‘applicable organisation’; in this case proprietors must only register their business as a Domestic Animal Business with their municipal council if they have 10 or more fertile female dogs or 10 or more fertile female cats and sell puppies or kittens.  

4. Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses can range from small scale dog and cat breeders, whose breeding animals are kept as household pets, through to large scale commercial breeding of puppies and kittens more closely resembling intensive animal production.
5. Considerable preliminary consultation with key stakeholder groups has already taken place.  Five discussion forums reviewed the existing code; and included including representatives from the dog breeding industry, the cat breeding industry, regulators and enforcement officers, animal welfare activists, and working/hunting dog breeders. These discussion groups highlighted numerous deficiencies with the current code.
6. The problems addressed by the proposed code may be summarised as risks to: 
· the welfare of breeding dogs and cats, as well as puppies and kittens;

· human health and safety, mainly to domestic animal business staff but also visitors and purchasers of puppies and kittens; and 

· consumer protection from unhealthy/poorly socialised puppies and kittens; 

· newly registered small breeding businesses who currently keep their breeding animals as pets;


from excessive breeding and inappropriate rearing arrangements; as well as constraints 
on the ability to enforce standards. The problems are reflected as deficiencies in the 
existing code. 

7. 
Having regard to purposes of the Act and the above discussion, to solve the problems 
identified in Part 2.1 of this RIS, the following policy objective of the regulatory proposal 
is identified: 

‘To promote a sustainable dog and cat breeding and rearing industry that: minimises risks to human health and safety; minimises risks to the welfare of animals involved; protects consumers by producing animals suitable for their intended purposes; ensures lifetime traceability of animals; and promotes responsible pet ownership’ 
8. 
The main test for assessing the proposed code against the feasible alternatives is their 
relative net benefit in achieving this policy objective.  The options assessed in terms of 
costs and benefits are:

· Option A: Converting the proposed code into voluntary guidelines (the minimum intervention option);
· Option B: Variation of the proposed code with no staff to adult animal ratio and a maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal;

· Option C: Variation of the proposed code with staff to adult animal ratio of 1:30 (where a litter is taken to be equivalent to one adult animal) and maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal; 
· Option D: The proposed code with staff to adult animal ratio of 1:25 (where a litter is taken to be equivalent to one adult animal) and maximum of 5 litters allowed during the lifetime of a breeding animal; and

· Option E: Variation of the proposed code with no mandatory health certificate for dogs or cats.
9. 
The relative merits of the various options are compared with each other, using a 
weighted criteria decision.  The criteria used in the evaluation of the various options are:

I. Animal welfare benefits;

II. Consumer protection benefits;

III. Human health and safety benefits; and

IV. Net compliance costs to industry and government.
10.
The incremental effects of Options on animal welfare and assigned scores is illustrated 
in Table 7:


Table 7: Comparison of effects of Options on Animal welfare and assigned scores
	Option/Base case
	Adult equivalent dogs left without care
	Additional dogs cared for
	Score for animal welfare

	Base case
	250
	0
	+0

	Option A
	212
	38 (i.e. 15% of 250)
	+1.5

	Option B
	125
	125
	+5

	Option C
	50
	200
	+8

	Option D
	0
	250
	+10

	Option E
	0
	250
	+10


11.
The incremental compliance costs to industry and government under the Options are 
summarised in Table 8:


Table 8: Comparison of incremental 10-year costs between the options in 2012-13 dollars

	Option/Base case
	Incremental 10-year cost in 2012-13 dollars ($m)

	Base case
	$0

	Option A
	$0.54

	Option B
	$2.78

	Option C
	$3.3

	Option D
	$3.6

	Option E
	$9.06


12.
Option D (the proposed Code) results in the highest weighted score at +3.01.  This is 
followed by Option C (the proposed Code with a ratio of 1:30) with a weighted score of 
+2.68, Option B (the proposed Code with no staff:animal ratio) with a weighted score of 
+2.22 and Option A, (guidelines) with a weighted score of score of +0.45.  Option E (the 
proposed Code with no health certificates) with has the lowest weighted score of +0.0. 

In summary, the proposed code (Option D) would be the best option for achieving the 
policy objective as the benefits of the proposed Code (namely animal welfare, consumer 
protection, and human health and safety) would outweigh the costs and would achieve 
the highest net weighted score.  The proposed code is therefore the preferred option.


The preferred option (i.e. the proposed Code Option D) addresses the identified 
problems far more comprehensively than the base case i.e. the existing code.  In 
particular, the proposed code introduces new standards in the following areas:
	· animal health management planning 
	· employment of competent operations manager

	· adequate staffing ratios and records of staffing rosters
	· trained, experienced and competent animal attendants and vehicle drivers

	· competent supervision of trainees and volunteers
	· training staff and volunteers in human health and safety

	· efforts to rehome before euthanasia
	· safe transportation of animals

	· individual animal identification
	· separation of euthanasia operations from animal housing areas

	· hygienic preparation and serving of food
	· complete health check signed by a veterinarian before sale of animals

	· separation of mating pairs from other animals
	· complete health check of all animals by a veterinarian at least once per year.

	· regular grooming and bathing of dogs
	· feeding frequency of pregnant and lactating bitches

	· vaccination of young dogs approved C5 and treatment for internal and external parasites
	· vaccination of kittens against Feline Immunodeficiency Virus (FIV) or Feline AIDS

	· maximum breeding age and lifetime number of litters for female dogs
	· Internal and external parasite treatments

	· separate mating, birthing, lactation and exercise areas
	· minimum age for breeding from male animals

	· health checks of animals after birth
	· retirement plans for older dogs and cats.

	· socialisation, handling and enrichment
	· breeding management


13.
Finally, the proposed Code was not found to constitute a barrier to entry in any markets 
where businesses own and operate dog or cat breeding facilities.  The proposed Code is 
therefore unlikely to restrict competition.
Glossary of terms and acronyms

Provide definitions (consistent with the Act and the proposed code) of all acronyms and technical terms (i.e. not in everyday usage) used in the RIS. 

	  Act: 
	the Domestic Animals Act 1994.

	ABS: 
	Australian Bureau of Statistics

	ABARE:
	Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics

	Applicable Organisation:
	an organisation as declared by the Minister of Agriculture that produces an annual report and has a code of ethics that requires responsible pet ownership in compliance with the Domestic Animals Act 1994 and its related codes of practice.

	Authorised Officer:
	a person appointed as an authorised officer under section 71, 71A, 72 or 72A of the Act.

	AVA:
BAW:

BDAB:
	Australian Veterinary Association.
Bureau of Animal Welfare

Breeding Domestic Animal Business

	base case:
	means the situation that would exist if the proposed code was not adopted.

	business:
	an enterprise which carries out the breeding of dogs or cats to sell, where – (i) in the case of an enterprise whose proprietor is a member of an applicable organization, the enterprise has 10 or more fertile female dogs or 10 or more fertile female cats; or (ii) in the case of an enterprise whose proprietor is not a member of an applicable organization, the enterprise has 3 or more fertile female dogs or 3 or more fertile female cats.

	cat:
	any animal identified as Felis catus.

	dog:
	any animal identified as Canis lupus familiaris.

	economic efficiency:
	when an output of goods and services is produced making the most efficient use of scarce resources and when that output best meets the needs and wants and consumers and is priced at a price that fairly reflects the value of resources used up in production

	enrichment
	the provision of furniture or play things in animal enclosures.

	externality: 
	means the cost or benefit related to a good or service that accrues to persons other than the buyer or the seller of that good or service.

	guidelines:
	the recommended practices to achieve desirable animal welfare outcomes. The guidelines complement the standards.  They should be used as guidance. Guidelines use the word ‘should’.  Non-compliance with one or more guidelines will not in itself constitute an offence under law.

Compare with Standards.

	EU:
	European Union

	large business:
	a Domestic Animal Business that consists 5 or more fertile female dogs or cats.

	market:
	means an area of close competition between firms, or the field of rivalry in which firms operate.

	market failure:
	means the situation which occurs when freely functioning markets, operating without government intervention, fail to deliver an efficient or optimal allocation of resources.  

	merit goods
	underprovided goods/services in a market economy which are determined by government to be good for society whether or not consumers desire them.

	monopoly:
	means a market structure such that only one firm supplies the entire market.

	OIE:
	World Organisation for Animal Health 

	pain relief
	the administration of drugs that reduce the intensity and duration of a pain response.

	Proprietor:
	a person who legally registers the Business and/or is the owner of the animals at a given point in time.

	prescribed:
	specified by regulations made under an Act.

	public good:
	a good or service that will not be produced in private markets because there is no way for the producer to keep those who do not pay for the good or service from using it.

	restriction of competition:
	means something that prevents firms in a market or potential entrants to a market from undertaking the process of economic rivalry. 

	Rearing:
	keeping or Rearing weaned animals for the purposes of sale or preparation for future breeding.

	RIS:
	regulatory impact statement.

	QA:
	Quality Assurance.

	queen
	a mature female cat kept for breeding purposes.

	RSPCA:
	Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.

	Small Business:
	A Domestic Animal Business that consists of less than 5 fertile female dogs or cats.

	social cost:
	the total of all costs of a particular economic activity borne by all economic agents in society, including consumers, producers and government.

	standards:
	the acceptable requirements designated in the proposed code document. The requirements that must be met under law.  The standards are intended to be clear, essential and verifiable statements; however, not all issues are able to be well defined by scientific research or are able to be quantified.  Standards use the word ‘must’. 

	stress:
	means a response by animals that activates their behavioural, physiological or psychological coping mechanisms. 
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Appendix 1 – Estimation of quantifiable costs and benefits of the proposed Code (Option D) and Options B, C, D and E
A1.1 Introduction

The purpose of this Appendix is to estimate quantifiable costs and benefits of the proposed Code (Option D) and alternative options (B, C and E).  To do this the population of Breeding Domestic Animal Businesses (BDABs); female and male fertile dogs; female and male fertile cats; and puppies and kittens – is estimated.  For the purpose of establishing a BDAB the following definition is used:

an enterprise which carries out the breeding of dogs or cats to sell, where – (i) in the case of an enterprise whose proprietor is a member of an applicable organisation, the enterprise has 10 or more fertile female dogs or 10 or more fertile female cats; or (ii) in the case of an enterprise whose proprietor is not a member of an applicable organisation, the enterprise has 3 or more fertile female dogs or 3 or more fertile female cats.

In other words, any enterprise that has 10 fertile female dogs or cats or more, is a BDAB regardless of whether or not they are part of an applicable organisation (e.g. Dogs Victoria or Greyhound Racing Victoria and Applicable Cat Organisations of Victoria  (GOTBA) etc.).  Furthermore, any enterprise that has between 3 or 9 fertile female dogs or cats and sells dogs/cats is a BDAB, except where they are part of an applicable organisation.  

Data for the aforementioned data points is provided from a survey conducted in May 2012, which was designed on behalf of the Bureau of Animal Welfare (BAW) in the Department of Primary Industries (DPI) to establish the number of dog and cat breeding businesses that fall under the new definition of a BDAB above.  Data on the number of BDABs and animals in different establishments was also provided directly by DPI reflecting pre-legislation change of 1 January 2012.  The two data sets are combined to establish the full population of stakeholders affected. Data on stakeholders affected is broken up into large BDABs (with 6 or more fertile females) and small BDABs (with less than 6 fertile females). 

Tables A1.1 summarises the number of BDABs (large and small) and number of dogs and cats.  The number of fertile males is established on advice from DPI by taking a ratio of 1 male for every 10 females.  The number of puppies or kittens is established by taking the fertile female population (as half would become bitches or queens twice in a given year given the oestrous cycle) and multiplying by 5 (the average number of puppies provided by a fertile female).

Table A1.1: Estimated number of BDABs, fertile female and male dogs/cats and puppies/kittens by category

	Category
	No. of BDABs

(a)
	Fertile Females

(b)
	Fertile Males

(c) = (b)*(0.1)
	Puppies/kittens

(d) = (b)*5

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	3000
	300
	14999

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	664
	66
	3318

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	190
	19
	952

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	127
	13
	633

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	10
	1
	50

	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	(Same 3 BDABs as in row above)
	10
	1
	50

	Total
	340
	4000
	400
	20002


A1.2 – Proposed code clause 2(1) incremental cost of health management plans and operator training

A1.2.1 – Incremental cost of health management plans

Under proposed code clause 2(1) the proprietor of a business must have, and adhere to, a written health management plan that has been formulated in consultation with a veterinary practitioner; and is reviewed on an annual basis and/or whenever veterinary practitioners change.  This would also incorporate the cost under proposed code clause 2(3) which would require a written agreement between the proprietor and the veterinary practitioner and include arrangements for: 
· the use of the veterinary practitioner’s facilities for the treatment of animals; 

· the provision of isolation housing if the business does not have a separate isolation housing and the supervision of animals in isolation at the Business;

· advice and development of the health management plan for the Business;

· the completion a health check and sign off on the suitability for breeding of breeding animals; and

· providing a health check and vaccination sign off for kittens and puppies being sold from the Business to accompany the guarantee.

In order to calculate the incremental cost of health management plans, the hourly charge out rates for a veterinary practitioner are determined.  On advice from DPI the charge out rate for a veterinary practitioner is $1000 a day; $125/hr or $80 for 15 minutes. There would be no incremental cost to the proprietor of a Business or operations manager as their time is already considered in the staff to fertile adult animal ratio of 1:25 (with each litter considered to be equivalent to one fertile adult).  Note that under the proposed code the definition of staff includes the proprietor, operations manager, animal attendants, volunteers and rearers.

The incremental cost of health management plans assumes:

· one health plan for each BDAB (see column (a) in Table A1);

· one-off time of 0.5 hours for a veterinary practitioner in initially developing a health plan (including written agreement) with an hourly charge out rate of $125 for a veterinary practitioner; plus

· an additional 15 minutes for a veterinary practitioner annually (at a rate of $80 per 15 minutes); plus

· a one-off  cost of $189.21 (200 US dollars) 
  for professional edition pedigree software (e.g. Breeders Assistant).  

The incremental cost of health management plans is summarised in Table A1.2 by size and type of BDAB, as well as, council grouping and is given as approximately $0.55m over 10 years or $0.51m in present value dollars.

Table A1.2: Incremental 10-year cost of health management plans (including written agreements with veterinarians) for operators by category – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	No. of BDABs

(a)

	One-off cost vet

(e) = (a)*0.5hrs *$125/hr
	One-off cost software (f) = (a)*$189.21
	Annual cost of vet

vet (g) = (a)*$80
	Total 10-year cost

(h) = (e)+(f)+ [(g)*10]
	10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	$6,250
	$18,921
	$8,000
	$105,171
	$94,032

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	$12,188
	$36,896
	$15,600
	$205,083
	$183,363

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	$438
	$1,324
	$560
	$7,362
	$6,582

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	$2,188
	$6,622
	$2,800
	$36,810
	$32,911

	Small BDABs (Dog and Cat)
	3
	$188
	$568
	$240
	$3,155
	$2,821

	Total
	340
	$21,250
	$64,331
	$27,200
	$357,581
	$319,710


Finally it is understood that DPI would provide an online template health management plan, which is based on a template for health management plans for the pound and shelters code.  This would involve an incremental cost to DPI of simply varying the template for use with the proposed code and is estimated to be simply a one-off cost of $420 for 3.5 hours of work by DPI staff at a charge out rate of $120 per hour.
A1.2.2 – Incremental one-off cost of training

According to proposed code clause 2(1) if the proprietor does not have experience and training in the management of dogs and/or cats and is not competent in the management of a breeding business, they must employ an operations manager with experience and training who is competent in the management of dogs and/or cats in a breeding business.  In order to calculate the incremental cost one-off cost of training requirements hourly charge out rates for an operations manager are determined including an on-cost and overhead cost multiplier.

The on-cost multiplier represents salary on-costs of superannuation, payroll tax, Fringe Benefits Tax (FBT) and workers compensation by state or territory. Leave loading is incorporated under annual earnings.  The on-cost multiplier of 1.165 reflects the ratio of salary on-costs to total earnings within Victoria, which is 16.5% in 2005-06
. Other salary related on-costs are considered under the number of weeks worked per annum, which takes account of an average of two weeks of sick leave and two weeks of public holidays plus four weeks of annual leave. The average weekly hours worked for full-time workers in 2009 was 39.7 hours
.  The overhead cost multiplier of 1.5 incorporates non-salary related costs such as a vehicle and computer. This multiplier is based on a guidance note from the Victorian Competition and Efficiency commission, which states: 

The Australian Vice–Chancellor’s Committee guidance to universities on bidding for research funding suggests multipliers of 1.52 for on-costs and 1.4 for non-laboratory infrastructure costs (excluding other direct, non-salary costs). This suggests that an overhead multiplier of at least 1.5 may be appropriate.

The hourly charge out rate is then calculated by dividing annual earnings by the product of the number of weeks worked and hours per week and then multiplying this by the overhead cost and on-cost multipliers:

Hourly charge out rate = annual earnings/(working weeks x hours per week) x on-cost multiplier x overhead cost multiplier

For an operations manager the hourly charge out rate therefore equals $62,500
 (annual salary) /(44 x 39.7) x 1.165 x 1.5 = $62.53.

According to DPI, 75% of BDAB operations managers would need competency training (it is envisaged that sufficient time would be allowed for training before code comes into operation).  The one-off cost of training would include the ‘breeders training course on line’ at $25 per person and 1 day of time.  The cost of training is estimated assuming:

· 75% of 340 operation managers;
· 8hrs (1 day) training;
· $62.53 hourly charge out rate; and
· $25 per on-line course.
Table A1.3 summarises the cost of training under the proposed code clause 2(1) giving a total estimated $0.13m one-off cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.3: Incremental one-off cost of training for operations managers by category – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	No. Managers needing training

(i) = (a)
 *75%
	On-line training cost

(j) = (i)*$25
	Time cost of training

(k) = (i)*8hrs*$62.53
	one-off 10-year PV cost

(l) = (j) + (k)

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	75
	$1,875
	$37,515
	$39,390

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	146
	$3,656
	$73,154
	$76,811

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	5
	$131
	$2,626
	$2,757

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	26
	$656
	$13,130
	$13,787

	Small BDABs (Dog and Cat)
	2
	$56
	$1,125
	$1,182

	Total
	255
	$6,375
	$127,551
	$133,926


A1.3 – Proposed code clause 2(3) incremental cost of independent annual inspection

Under the proposed code clause 2(3) one facility of unknown size or kind would be subject to an independent annual inspection by a small animal veterinary practitioner at a rate of $1000.  Over 10 years and in 2012-13 dollars this would be equal to approximately $0.009m.

A1.4 – Proposed code clause 2(6) incremental cost of staff ratio (1 FTE Staff to 25 fertile animals with litter considered to be one fertile animal)

Under proposed code clause 2(6) there would be an incremental cost in terms of staff ratios whereby the minimum of one full-time staff member must be onsite at the Business during Business hours for every 25 fertile animals (or equivalent) over the age of 4 months housed in the Business; where a litter is equivalent to a single fertile adult.  The staff:animal ratio of 1:25 is calculated in Appendix 3 and is based on a calculation of approximately 8.84hrs per day per person
 (where exercise is undertaken directly in pens) or 10.93hrs per day per person
 (where exercise is undertaken in dedicated exercise yards).
Based on advice from DPI, 10 additional FTE staff at an average salary of $30,000
 would have to be employed for very large dog BDABs with greater than 25 equivalent adult dogs (i.e. 50 BDABs in total) in order to meet the staff:animal ratio requirement of 1:25. That is to say, in such large facilities, there would be constraints on working hours in an attempt to meet minimum standards.  According to the Australian Government Fair Work Ombudsman: The National Employment Standards (NES) provide maximum working hours of 38 hours per week for full-time employees. There are provisions in the NES, which allow for hours to be averaged over a period and for determining if extra hours can be considered. In determining whether additional hours are reasonable or unreasonable the following must be considered:

· any risk to employee health and safety;

· the employee’s personal circumstances, including family responsibilities;

· the needs of the workplace or enterprise;

· whether the employee is entitled to receive overtime payments, penalty rates or other compensation for (or a level of remuneration that reflects an expectation of) working additional hours;

· any notice given by the employer to work the additional hours;

· any notice given by the employee of his or her intention to refuse to work the additional hours;

· the usual patterns of work in the industry;

· the nature of the employee’s role and the employee’s level of responsibility;

· whether the additional hours are in accordance with averaging provisions included in an award or agreement that is applicable to the employee, or an averaging arrangement agreed to by an employer and an award/agreement-free employee; and

· any other relevant matter.  

Furthermore, half the new staff would be considered to be volunteers.  However, whether they are paid or not, their time as well as usage of facility resources – would still reflect a true economic resource (opportunity cost) and therefore a salary is imputed for this group. Moreover, no salary related on-costs would be incurred by the proprietor with volunteers. The incremental economic resource cost of this proposed code would involve determining the annual salary including on-costs and overhead costs for half the new staff (employees) and the annual salary including overhead costs for the remaining 5 new staff members who would be deemed to be volunteers.  To estimate the incremental cost of proposed code clause 2(6) the following assumptions are made:

· Salary for employees = $30,000 x 1.165 x 1.5 = $52,425

· Imputed salary for volunteers = $30,000 x 1.5 = $45,000

· Number of additional employees = 5

· Number of additional volunteers = 5

Table A1.4 summarises the cost of hiring 5 additional employees and the economic resource cost of taking on 5 additional volunteers under the proposed code clause 2(6) giving a total estimated $0.49m per annum or $4.19m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.4: Incremental cost of additional FTE staff (employees and volunteers) under proposed code clause 2(6) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	New staff required

(m)
	Annual cost

(n) = (m)*0.5*($52,425+ $45,000)
	10-year cost

(o) = (n)*10 years
	10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	10
	$487,125
	$4,871,250
	$4,193,019

	Total
	10
	$487,125
	$4,871,250
	$4,193,019


A1.5 – Proposed code clause 2(10) incremental cost of changes in the rate of euthanasia

Proposed code clause 2(10) would result in a change in rate of rehoming at a rate from 10%
 of dogs to 50% of dogs @ $300 per dog plus change in rate of euthanasia from 90% to 50% of dogs @ $120 per dog. Shooting of dogs would only be allowable in extreme circumstances where a veterinarian could not be found and the animal was in significant pain and suffering or preventing an outbreak and immediate euthanasia is required.  Under the base case roughly 50 out of 305 euthanased dogs (i.e. 16.39%) are shot.  Hence for the 40% reduction in dogs that would be euthanized, an incremental expense would be incurred for the first time in going from shooting to barbiturate overdose administered by a qualified veterinary practitioner for 16.39% of these relevant dogs.

To estimate the incremental cost of proposed code 2(10) the following assumptions are made:

· The number of male and female dogs affected (i.e. no longer required by the business) is 1 tenth of the total population of 4041
 dogs as the average breeding life of a medium dog is around 10 years; 

· The change in the proportion of dogs being rehomed (increase by 40%);

· The change in the proportion of dogs being euthanized (reduction by 40%);

· The proportion of euthanized dogs that are currently shot (i.e. 16.39%);

· Cost of Euthanasia @ $120 per dog; and

· Cost of Rehoming @ $300 per dog (including desexing ($200), microchipping ($20) and staff time ($80)).

Table A1.5 (a) summarises the cost of rehoming and euthanasing dogs under the proposed code 2(10) giving a total estimated $0.28m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.5 (a): Incremental net cost of rehoming and euthanasing dogs under proposed code 2(10) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Total male and female dogs affected

(p) = [(b)
 + (c)]*10%
	Change in rehoming

(q) = (p)*40%


	Change in euthanasia

(r) = [(p)*40%*-1] + [(16.39%*40%*(p)]
	Total cost of rehoming

(s) = (q)*$300
	Total cost of euthanasia

(t) = (r)*$120
	Total net annual cost

(u) = (s)+(t)
	Total 10-year net cost

(v) = (u)*10
	10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	330
	132
	-110
	$39,597
	-$13,242
	$26,355
	$263,550
	$226,855

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	73
	29
	-24
	$8,760
	-$2,929
	$5,830
	$58,301
	$50,184

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	1
	0
	0
	$132
	-$44
	$88
	$879
	$756

	Total
	404
	162
	-135
	$48,489
	-$16,216
	$32,273
	$322,729
	$277,795


A1.6 – Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for dogs under and over 3 months of age

A1.6.1 – Incremental cost savings of additional veterinary care for dogs under 3 months - proposed code 5(2)(a)

Proposed code 5(2)(a) would affect 100% of facilities in terms of requiring dogs under the age of 3 months to receive additional veterinary care. It is assumed that all puppies would be under the age of 3 months as the point of a BDAB is to breed and sell puppies and not raise puppies beyond a certain age.  

This proposed standard would mean a move towards a C5
 vaccine (as opposed to a C3
 vaccine) with an additional cost of $15 per dog plus $7 per dog for a treatment for fleas and ticks.  The total cost is therefore $22 per dog.  Under proposed code clause 5(2)(a) there would also be an additional cost to 100% facilities relating to an additional compulsory veterinary health check (in the case of abnormalities) and the cost of a health certificate and statement. 

Under the proposed Code 5(2)(a), breeding dogs would automatically receive a general health check as part of the vaccination but breeders would have to pay an additional amount for a health certificate and statement, which would be $120 per 12 dogs or $10 a dog. 

Moreover where there are abnormalities (as defined previously) detected (5% of dogs
) during the general health check, (lameness, hernia, discharge from eyes, depressed state, under-shot jaws, undersized eyes due to inbreeding), there would be an additional health check.  The additional health check for abnormalities including a full examination of the condition and giving of advice would require an additional cost of $50 per dog for the consultation.  

Under the base case 100% of these dogs with serious abnormalities would be euthanased (i.e. sale of such dogs would not be permitted under the current Code).  It is likely that almost all of these animals would be swiftly euthanased at an early age to reduce the costs of feeding and correcting the condition when there is no guarantee that by the time the condition is corrected the animal can be sold for the full price. It is cheaper and easier to dispose of the animals. 

Under the proposed Code 95% of these dogs could be sold at a 10% discount rate (i.e. a savings of 10% of $1,000
 or in other words a discounted price of $900) as long as they have a health certificate and statement. This assumption is based on veterinary
 advice that 95% of the abnormalities are non-life threatening and can be easily amended/repaired/cured for moderate costs. By allowing the sale, with full declaration to potential purchasers, of these animals, the likelihood of them being purchased and their health conditions being corrected or not causing long-term issues is much greater.   
The estimated 10% discount rate is based on the types of defects that are likely to fall into this category. It is likely that purchasers would want some sort of discount for the minor defect. This is common wholesale practice with defect items.

Euthanasia costs saved would be $120 per dog including disposal costs.  This would mean additional revenue of $900 plus cost savings of $120 per dog, resulting in a net cost savings of $1,020 per dog.

Hence the total incremental cost per dog is estimated to be $22 for vaccination and flea treatment plus $10 (i.e. $120 per hour/12 dogs per hour) for health certificate and statement for 100% of dogs, plus an additional examination of $50 for 5% of dogs shown to have abnormalities, less $1,020 for 95% of 5% of dogs shown to have abnormalities.  The algorithm for estimation would become:

[($22 + $10)* 100% of puppies] + [$50*5% of puppies] – [$1,020*95%*5% of puppies]
Table A1.6 summarises the cost savings of additional veterinary care for dogs under the age of 3 months under the proposed code 5(2)(a) giving a total estimated $2.21m cost savings over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.
Table A1.6: Incremental cost savings of additional veterinary care for dogs < 3 months under proposed code 5(2)(a) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Puppies (dogs under 3 months)
(d)

	Annual cost savings of additional veterinary care
(w) = [($22 + $10)* 100%*(d)] + [$50*5%*(d)] – [$1,020*95%*5%*(d)]
	10-year cost savings
(x) = (w)*10
	10-year PV cost savings

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	14999
	$209,236
	$2,092,361
	$1,801,038

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	3318
	$46,286
	$462,861
	$398,416

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	50
	$698
	$6,975
	$6,004

	Total
	18367
	$256,220
	$2,562,197
	$2,205,458


A1.6.2 – Incremental net cost of additional veterinary care for dogs over 3 months - proposed code 5(2)(b)

Proposed code 5(2)(b) would affect 100% facilities in terms of requiring dogs over the age of 3 months to receive additional veterinary care.  As shown in the Table A1.7 below, the proposed standard would mean a move towards a C5 vaccine once every 3 years (as opposed to a C3 vaccine every year) with an additional annual cost of $7 per dog for a treatment for fleas and ticks.  The cost of vaccinating a dog over a three year cycle as shown in the chart below would mean that in the year where a dog needs a C5 (both the C3 Kennel cough) the price would be $15 extra, and in the intervening two years of the cycle, a Kennel cough vaccine would be $15 as opposed to $65 (i.e. $50 less).

Table A1.7: Change in vaccination requirements for dogs > 3 months between current and new Code
	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6

	Dog current (y)
	C3 = $65
	C3 = $65
	C3 = $65
	C3 = $65
	C3 = $65
	C3 = $65

	Dog new code (z)
	C5 = $80
	C2 Kennel cough (nasal or injection) = $15
	C2 Kennel cough (nasal or injection) = $15
	C5 = $80
	C2 Kennel cough (nasal or injection) = $15
	C2 Kennel cough (nasal or injection) = $15

	Change in vaccination cost [(z)-(y)]
	$15
	-$50
	-$50
	$15
	-$50
	-$50

	plus Change in treatment for fleas and ticks
	$7
	$7
	$7
	$7
	$7
	$7

	Net change in vaccinations and treatments
	$22
	-$43
	-$43
	$22
	-$43
	-$43


The total cost savings over 10 years per dog is therefore given as $170 or $17 per annum

[($22 - $43 - $43)*3] + $22 = - $170

Again under proposed Code 5(2)(b) the general health check would be covered as part of the vaccination but would have to obtain a health certificate and statement.  For females this would involve providing a health certificate and statement premating and a health certificate and statement between weaning of one litter and next mating.  The health certificate and statement would indicate the ability of the female to be re-mated and would effectively mean one health certificate and statement per annum.  For males, it the proposed Code 5(2)(b) would also entail the need for an annual health certificate and statement – over and above the general health check already covered under vaccination. Therefore, each dog over 3 months of age would effectively be required to receive one health certificate and statement per annum at a cost of $120 per 12 dogs or $10 per dog.

In 1% of cases where male and female dogs are found to be unfit for re-mating, they would have to be replaced with puppies that would otherwise go to market.  This would mean a loss in revenue of $1,000 per puppy, as well as, the cost to rehome ($300 per dog) or euthanase ($120 per dog) adult dogs unfit for re-mating.
  The number of dogs being rehomed or euthanased would be over and above the number discussed in Part A1.5 of this appendix and would be incremental to the base case.  Rehoming rates and euthanasing rates would be 50% each under the proposed Code.  The incremental replacement cost per dog for 1% of adult dogs would be $1,210:

$1,000 plus (50%*$300) plus (50%*$120) = $1,210

Given the net savings of $17 per dog per annum in terms of vaccinations (which include general health checks) for 100% of adult dogs; the incremental cost of health certificates and statements of $10 per dog for 100% of adult dogs; the incremental replacement cost of $1,210 for 1% of dogs found unfit for re-mating – the algorithm for the purpose of estimation becomes:

[($10-$17)*100% of adult dogs] + [$1,210*1% of adult dogs]

Table A1.8 summarises the net cost of additional veterinary care for dogs over 3 months of age under the proposed code 5(2)(b) giving a total estimated $0.18m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.8: Incremental net cost of additional veterinary care for dogs > 3 months under proposed code 5(2)(b) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Male and female dogs over 3 months

(a1) = (b)
+(c)
	Annual cost

(b1) = [($10-$17)*(a1)] + [$1,210*1%*(a1)]
	10-year cost

(c1) = (b1)*10
	10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	3,300
	$16,829
	$168,289
	$144,858

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	730
	$3,723
	$37,228
	$32,045

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	11
	$56
	$561
	$483

	Total
	4,041
	$20,608
	$206,078
	$177,385


A1.7 – Incremental cost of additional breeding requirements

A1.7.1 – Incremental cost of not being able to breed from dogs before 12 months of age – proposed code clause 5(3)(b)

Proposed code clause 5(3)(b) would result in a delay in breeding from male dogs before they were 12 months old and therefore this would mean a reduction in the sale of male puppies by 10%
 to maintain the level of puppies required – for small BDABs (with less than 6 fertile females) only
.  Assuming:

· that there are 3,368
 puppies normally made available to market every year from small BDABs; 

· even litters of male and female puppies; and 

· an average price of $1,000
 per puppy (depending on the breed), 

then a loss of 10% would mean a reduction in sales revenue by approximately $0.17m per annum or $1.45m over 10 years in present value 2012-13 dollars as shown in Table A1.9.

Table A1.9: Incremental cost of breeding requirements under proposed code clause 5(3)(b) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Puppies

(d)

	Annual cost of breeding requirement (loss of sale of male puppies)

(d1) = (d)*0.5*10%*$1000
	10-year cost

(e1) = (d1)*10
	10-year PV cost

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	3,318
	$165,900
	$1,659,000
	$1,428,015

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	50
	$2,500
	$25,000
	$21,519

	Total
	3,368
	$168,400
	$1,684,000
	$1,449,534


A1.7.2 – Incremental cost of requiring nor more than 5 litters from fertile female dogs over their lifetime – proposed Code clause 5(3)(c)

According to proposed Code 5(3)(c), a female must have no more than 5 litters in her lifetime and/or must not be bred from beyond the critical age.  The decision to permit a maximum of 5 litters under the proposed Code is based on scientific literature showing that the health and viability of puppies born past 4-5 litters is reduced and the risks to the fertile female increase. Balanced with the push by animal welfare organisations to limit the number of litters each fertile female can have; this is deemed the most appropriate limit.  When the community was asked, the preferred number of litters for an individual bitch was 4 litters with 45% of respondents choosing this option; the next most preferred option was 2 litters in a lifetime (35% of respondents).  Proposed Code 5(3)(c) would result in the need for 20% more female dogs (i.e. loss of sales of female puppies) – however losses would be offset by productivity gains per litter in terms of health robustness and the number of puppies produced.
 This has been estimated based on the scientific literature currently available, which shows that productivity decreases after the 5th litter and increases medical risk in terms of reproductive cancers after a critical age (e.g. mammary cancers, ovarian cancer etc.).

A1.7.3 – Incremental cost of retirement requirements – proposed code clause 5(3)(d)

Proposed code clause 5(3)(d) requires that retiring dogs be provided with a retirement plan.  For the purpose of estimation this would mean that in any given year on average a medium size male dog would be put into retirement at 6 years and a medium sized female dog would be put into retirement at 7 years.  The operator of the BDAB would be required to put into place a retirement management plan.  As the base case has medium size dogs breeding up to around 10 years on average, the change in the rate of male dogs retiring (medium size on average) would go from 1/10 to 1/6 (6.67% more dogs) and for females this would be from 1/10 to 1/7 (4.29% more dogs).  

Furthermore, it is assumed that 50% of male and female dogs are being rehomed and 50% of dogs are being euthanized. The cost of rehoming would be $300 per dog and the cost of euthanasing would be $120 per dog. Euthanasia would only be acceptable when dictated by a health and/or behaviour, or when an acceptable home is unable to be found.

Table A1.10 summarises the cost of changes to retirement requirement under the proposed code 5(3)(d) giving a total estimated incremental cost of $0.33m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.10: Incremental cost of retirement under proposed code clause 5(3)(d) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Total male and female dogs affected
(f1) = [(c)
*4.29% + (d)*6.67%]
	Change in rehoming
(g1) = (f1)*50%
	Change in euthanasia
(h1) = (f1)*50%
	Total cost of rehoming = (i1) = (g1)*$300
	Total cost of euthanasia
(j1) = (h1)*$120
	Total net annual cost
(k1) = (i1)+(j1)
	Total 10-year cost
(l1) = (k1)*10
	Total 10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	149
	74
	74
	$22,284
	$8,914
	$31,198
	$311,979
	$268,542

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	33
	16
	16
	$4,930
	$1,972
	$6,901
	$69,014
	$59,405

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	0
	0
	0
	$74
	$30
	$104
	$1,040
	$895

	Total
	182
	91
	91
	$27,288
	$10,915
	$38,203
	$382,034
	$328,843


A1.8 – Incremental cost of additional exercise and enrichment

Under proposed code clause 5(4)(a) a BDAB would be required to provide additional exercise and enrichment for its dogs.  According to DPI this would entail a one-off cost of cost of four additional pens at a cost of $2000 per pen across the industry. The one-off cost of changes to exercise and enrichment requirements under the proposed code clause 5(4)(a) are estimated to be $8,000 over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.
A1.9 – Incremental cost of additional housing requirements
A1.9.1 – Incremental cost of natural lighting and bedding requirements under proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(i)
Under proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(i) a BDAB would be required to provide for natural lighting for dog housing.  According to DPI this would entail the need to provide natural daylight for 2 facilities and would include one hour of labour plus material cost of replacing two sheets of galvanised iron with see-through polycarbonate roofing (6m x 760mm) at $111
 per sheet bringing the capital cost to $222.  The total one-off cost is estimated to be $347 in present value 2012-13 dollars.

There would also be a requirement under the proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(i) for additional bedding requirements at $1 per dog over 4 months of age for 90% of the 64 currently registered BDABs as at the 1st of January 2012. Based on information provided by DPI, the number of female and, male dogs with currently registered BDABs is estimated to be 2,226.  Therefore, the estimated annual cost would be approximately $2023 or $17,245 over 10 years in present value 2012-13 dollars.

A1.9.2 – Incremental cost savings (benefit) of allowable temperature under proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(i)
Under proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(i) a wider range of temperature would be allowed and according to DPI this would result in a cost savings of around $10,000 per pen for 50%
 of new large BDABs that would not already have pens built. According to the May 2012 council survey there are an estimated 1,118 additional dogs in 49 new facilities. With 50% of large facilities affected this would mean around 559 dogs could be housed more cheaply.  Furthermore, with four animals allowed per pen this would mean a total savings of 140 pens.  This would result in a one-off cost savings of 140 pens at $10,000 per pen or $1.4m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

A1.9.3 – Incremental cost of heat source and bedding requirements under proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(iii)
Under proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(iii) there would be a requirement for a heat source and bedding with respect to whelping boxes. The cost of bedding would be around $1 per annum and an industrial infrared heat lamp
 is estimated to be around $21 as a one-off cost.  In order to estimate the cost of this proposed code clause it is assumed that there would be 5 puppies per whelping box and given that half of the fertile females become queens twice a year it is assumed that each whelping box would be shared by two lots of litters.  Therefore the total number of whelping boxes affected is summarised in Table A1.11 and given as approximately 1,837.

Table A1.11 summarises the cost of changes to heat source and bedding requirements under the proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(iii) giving a total estimated incremental cost of $0.05m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.11: Incremental cost of heat and bedding requirements under proposed code clause 5(5)(d)(iii) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	No. of puppies

(d)

	No. of whelping boxes

(m1) = (d)/(2*5)
	One-off cost of infrared heating lamps

(n1) = (m1)*$21
	Annual cost of bedding

(o1) = (d)*$1
	10-year cost

(p1) = [(o1)*10]

+(n1)
	Total 10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	14999
	1500
	$31,498
	$1,500
	$46,497
	$44,409

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	3318
	332
	$6,968
	$332
	$10,286
	$9,824

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	50
	5
	$105
	$5
	$155
	$148

	Total
	18367
	1837
	$38,571
	$1,837
	$56,938
	$54,380


A1.10 – Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for cats
 under and over 3 months of age

A1.10.1 – Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for cats under 3 months - proposed code clause 6(2)(a)

Proposed code clause 6(2)(a) would affect around 18 facilities
 in terms of requiring cats under the age of 3 months (i.e. kittens) to receive additional veterinary care at an additional cost of $20 per cat for vaccination plus $3 per cat for flea control treatment.  The total cost is therefore given as $23 per kitten (including the general health check). Given that there are 45 facilities in total with 1,635 kittens (see Table A1.1) the estimated number of kittens affected in 18 facilities is around 654 per annum. 
Under the proposed code clause 6(2)(a), breeding cats would automatically receive a general health check as part of the vaccination but breeders would have to pay an additional amount for a health certificate and statement, which would be $120 per 12 cats or $10 a cat. 

Moreover where there are abnormalities detected (5% of cats
) during the general health check, (lameness, hernia, discharge from eyes, depressed state, undersized eyes due to inbreeding), there would be an additional health check.  The additional health check for abnormalities including a full examination of the condition and giving of advice would require an additional cost of $50 per cat for the consultation.  

Under the base case 100% of these cats with serious abnormalities would have to be euthanased (i.e. sale of such cats would not be permitted under the current Code). Under the base case 100% of these cats with serious abnormalities would be euthanased (i.e. sale of such cats would not be permitted under the current Code). It is likely that almost all of these animals would be swiftly euthanased at an early age to reduce the costs of feeding and correcting the condition when there is no guarantee that by the time the condition is corrected the animal can be sold for the full price. It is cheaper and easier to dispose of the animals. 

Under the proposed code clause 95% of these cats could be sold at a 10% discount rate (i.e. a savings of 10% of $800
 meaning a discounted price of $720) as long as they have a health certificate. This assumption is based on veterinary
 advice that 95% of the abnormalities are non-life threatening and can be easily amended/repaired/cured for moderate costs. By allowing the sale, with full declaration to potential purchasers, of these animals, the likelihood of them being purchased and their health conditions being corrected or not causing long-term issues is much greater.   

The estimated 10% discount rate is based on the types of defects that are likely to fall into this category. It is likely that purchasers would want some sort of discount for the minor defect. This is common wholesale practice with defect items.

Euthanasia costs saved would be $120 per cat including disposal costs.  This would mean additional revenue of $720 plus cost savings of $120 per cat, resulting in a net cost savings of $840 per cat.

Hence the total incremental cost per cat is estimated to be $23 for vaccination and flea treatment plus $10 (i.e. $120 per hour/12 cats per hour) for health certificate and statement for 100% of cats plus an additional examination of $50 for 5% of cats shown to have abnormalities less $840 for 95% of 5% of cats shown to have abnormalities.  The algorithm for estimation would become:

[($23 + $10)* 100% of kittens in 18 facilities] + [$50*5% of kittens in 18 facilities] – [$840*95%*5% of kittens in 18 facilities]
As shown in Table A1.12, the incremental annual cost savings to cat BDABs is therefore estimated to be around $2,877 per annum or $24,762m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.12: Incremental cost savings of additional veterinary care for cats < 3 months under proposed code clause 6(2)(a) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Cats under 3 months
(q1) = (d)
*18/45

	Annual cost savings of vaccination and flea control treatment
(r1) = [($23 + $10)* 100%*(q1)] + [$50*5%*(q1)] – [$840*95%*5%*(q1)]
	Total 10-year cost savings
(s1) = (r1)*10
	Total 10-year PV cost savings

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	381
	$1,676
	$16,755
	$14,422

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	253
	$1,113
	$11,132
	$9,582

	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	20
	$88
	$880
	$757

	Total
	654
	$2,877
	$28,767
	$24,762


A1.10.2 – Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for cats over 3 months - proposed code clause 6(2)(b)

Proposed code clause 6(2)(b) would affect 100% facilities of additional veterinary care. This proposed standard would mean the introduction of treatment for flea control at $3 per cat and is assumed to be a yearly treatment
. Therefore, each cat over 3 months of age would effectively be required to have one flea treatment per annum.  
Again under proposed code clause 6(2)(b) the general health check would be covered as part of the vaccination but the breeder would have to obtain a health certificate and statement. For females this would involve providing a health certificate and statement premating and a health certificate and statement between weaning of one litter and the next mating.  The health certificate and statement would indicate the ability of the female to be re-mated and would effectively mean one health certificate and statement per annum.  For males, it the proposed code clause 6(2)(b) would also entail the need for an annual health certificate and statement – over and above the general health check already covered under vaccination.  Therefore, each cat over 3 months of age would effectively be required to receive one health certificate and statement per annum at a cost of $120 per 12 cats or $10 per cat.

In 1% of cases where male and female cats are found to be unfit for re-mating, they would have to be replaced with kittens that would otherwise go to market.  This would mean a loss in revenue of $800 per kitten, as well as, the cost to rehome ($100 per cat) or euthanase ($120 per cat) adult cats unfit for re-mating.
  The number of cats being rehomed or euthanased would be over and above the number discussed in Part A1.11.3 of this appendix and would be incremental to the base case. Rehoming rates and euthanasing rates would be 50% each under the proposed code clause.  The incremental replacement cost per cat for 1% of adult cats would be $910:

$800 plus (50%*$100) plus (50%*$120) = $910
Given the cost of $3 per cat per annum in terms of flea treatment (which include general health checks, as vaccination becomes triennial under the proposed code clause) for 100% of adult cats; the incremental cost of health certificates and statements of $10 per cat for 100% of adult cats; the incremental replacement cost of $910 for 1% of cats found unfit for re-mating – the algorithm for the purpose of estimation becomes:

[($10+$3)*100% of adult cats] + [$910*1% of adult cats]
Table A1.13 summarises the cost of additional veterinary care for adult cats over 3 months of age under the proposed code clause 6(2)(b) giving a total estimated $0.07m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.13: Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for cats > 3 months under proposed code clause 6(2)(b) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Male and female cats over 3 months

(t1) = (b)
+(c)
	Annual cost

(u1) = [($10+$3)*100%*(t1)] + [$910*1%*(t1)]
	10-year cost

(v1) = (u1)*10
	10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	209
	$4,629
	$46,286
	$39,842

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	139
	$3,075
	$30,752
	$26,470

	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	11
	$243
	$2,431
	$2,093

	Total
	360
	$7,947
	$79,469
	$68,405


A1.11 – Incremental cost of additional breeding requirements

A1.11.1 – Incremental cost of not being able to breed from cats before 12 months of age – proposed code clause 6(3)(b)

Proposed code clause 6(3)(b) would result in a delay in breeding from male cats before they were 12 months old and therefore would mean a reduction in the sale of male kittens by 10%
 to maintain the level of kittens required for small BDABs (with less than 6 fertile females) only
.  Assuming:

· that there are 683
 kittens normally made available to market every year from small BDABs; 

· even litters of male and female kittens; and 

· an average price of $800
 per kitten (depending on breed), 

then a loss of 10% would mean a reduction in sales revenue by approximately $0.03m per annum or $0.23m over 10 years in present value 2012-13 dollars as shown in Table A1.14.
Table A1.14: Incremental cost of breeding requirements under proposed code clause 6(3)(b) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Kittens

(d)

	Annual cost of breeding requirement (loss of sale of male kittens)

(w1) = (d)*0.5*10%*$800
	10-year cost

(x1) = (w1)*10
	10-year PV cost

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	633
	$25,300
	$253,000
	$217,774

	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	50
	$2,000
	$20,000
	$17,215

	Total
	683
	$27,300
	$273,000
	$234,990


A1.11.2 – A female must have no more than 8 litters in her lifetime – proposed code clause 6(3)(c)

Proposed code clause 6(3)(c) would result in the need for 20% more female cats (i.e. loss of sales of female kittens) – however losses would be offset by productivity gains per litter in terms of health robustness and number of kittens produced.  Although there is no scientific literature available, this assumption has been supported by feline veterinarians consulted.

A1.11.3 – Incremental cost of retirement requirements – proposed code clause 6(3)(d)

Proposed code clause 6(3)(d) requires that retiring cats be provided with a retirement plan.  For the purpose of estimation this would mean that in any given year on average a male cat would be put into retirement at 6 years. The operator of the BDAB would be required to put into place a retirement management plan.  Furthermore the number of male and female cats affected (no longer required by the business) is 1 tenth of the total population of 360
 cats as the average breeding life of a cat is around 10 years.  However, as the base case has cats breeding up to around 10 years on average
 the change in the proportion of male cats retiring would go from 1/10 to 1/6 (6.67% more cats).   Therefore, the annual retirement rate for male cats becomes 16.67%.

The proposed code would entail 50% of male and female cats being rehomed and 50% of cats being euthanased. The cost of rehoming would be $100 per cat (including a $20 microchipping cost and the $80 labour cost in rehoming
) and the cost of euthanasing would be $120 per cat. Euthanasia would only be acceptable when dictated by a health and/or behaviour, or when an acceptable home is unable to be found.

Table A1.15 summarises the cost of changes to retirement requirement under the proposed code clause 6(3)(d) giving a total estimated incremental cost of $0.05m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.15: Incremental cost of retirement under proposed code clause 6(3)(d) – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Total male and female cats retiring

(d2) = [(b)
*10% + (c)*16.67%]
	Change in rehoming

(e2) = (d2)*50%
	Change in euthanasia

(f2) = (d2)*50%
	Total cost of rehoming = (g2) = (e2)*$100
	Total cost of euthanasia

(h2) = (f2)*$120
	Total net annual cost

(i2) = (g2)+(h2)
	Total 10-year cost

(j2) = (i2)*10
	Total 10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	34
	17
	17
	$1,682
	$2,018
	$3,700
	$37,001
	$31,849

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	22
	11
	11
	$1,117
	$1,341
	$2,458
	$24,583
	$21,160

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	0.67

	0.33
	0.33
	$33
	$40
	$73
	$733
	$631

	Total
	57
	28
	28
	$2,833
	$3,399
	$6,232
	$62,318
	$53,641


A1.12 – Incremental cost of additional housing requirements

A1.12.1 – Incremental cost of natural lighting and bedding requirements under proposed code clause 6(6)(c)(i)
Under proposed code clause 6(6)(c)(i) a BDAB would be required to provide for natural lighting for cat housing.  According to DPI this would entail the need to provide natural daylight for 2 facilities and would include one hour of labour plus material cost of replacing two sheets of galvanised iron with see-through polycarbonate roofing (6m x 760mm) at $111
 per sheet bringing the capital cost to $222.  The total one-off cost is estimated to be $347 in present value 2012-13 dollars.

There would also be a requirement under the proposed code clause 6(6)(c)(i) for additional bedding requirements at $1 per cat over 3 months of age for 10% of all facilities.  The estimated number of male and female cats over 3 months is 360
.  Therefore, the estimated annual cost would be approximately $35.96 or $310 over 10 years in present value 2012-13 dollars.

A1.12.2 – Incremental cost savings (benefit) of allowable temperature for housing areas under proposed code clause 6(6)(c)(i)
Under proposed code clause 6(6)(c)(i) a wider range of temperature would be allowed and according to DPI this would result in a cost savings of around $2,500 per module (with 2 cats per module) for 50%
 of new small BDABs that would not already have modules.   According to the May 2012 council survey there are an estimated 135 additional cats in new facilities. With 50% of small facilities affected this would mean around 68 cats could be housed more cheaply.  Furthermore, with two animals allowed per module this would mean a total savings of 34 modules.  This would result in a one-off cost savings of 34 modules at $2,500 per module or $84,469 over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

A1.12.3 – Incremental one-off capital cost under proposed code clause 6(6)(d)

Proposed code clause 6(6)(d) would result in a one-off of capital cost for a large BDAB with six or more fertile cats over the age of four months as a maximum of eight compatible fertile female or de-sexed male or female cats could be housed together.  This would require the installation of one colony cage at a cost of $15,000 and module at a cost of $2,500.  This would bring the one-off present value cost to $17,500.

A1.12.4 – Incremental one-off capital cost of mating modules under proposed code clause 6(6)(d)(iv)

Proposed code clause 6(6)(d)(iv) would result in a one-off capital cost for a mating module which: 

· must be visually and physically isolated from all other animals at the Business.

· must be at least as big as the housing area for one adult cat.

· must be weather proof, have a non-slip floor and ramps that can be disinfected easily.

The one-off cost would be approximately $2,500 in 2012-13 dollars and would be required for 1 facility.

A1.12.5 – Incremental one-off capital cost savings (benefit) of allowable temperature for indoor cattery areas under proposed code clause 6(6)(d)(v)

Under proposed code clause 6(6)(c)(v) a wider range of temperature would be allowed and according to DPI this would result in a cost savings of around $2,500 per module (with 2 cats per module) for 50%
 of new large BDABs that would not already have modules.   According to the May 2012 council survey there is an estimated 25 additional cats in new large facilities. With 50% of large facilities affected this would mean around 13 cats could be housed more cheaply.  Furthermore, with two animals allowed per module this would mean a total savings of 6 modules.  This would result in a one-off cost savings of 6 modules at $2,500 per module or $15,813 over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.
A1.13 – Summary of incremental costs under the proposed code - Option D

As shown in Table A1.16 the total incremental 10-year cost of the Option D (the proposed Code) is estimated to be around $3.6m with the main cost driver being proposed code clause 2(6) which relates to staff:animal ratios (1:25) affecting 250 adult equivalent dogs. Large BDABs would incur the largest proportion of this particular incremental cost at $1.83m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars covering an estimated 11,249 puppies per annum. The terminology (Both) refers to small BDABs, which breed both dogs and cats.

Table A1.16: Incremental costs of Option D (the proposed code)

	Code
	Cost category
	Cost incurred by
	No.  affected
	No. Animals affected
	One-off cost 
	Annual cost 
	10-year PV cost

	2(1) and 2(3)
	Health management plans
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	10799
	$25,171
	$8,000
	$94,032

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	$49,083
	$15,600
	$183,363

	
	
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	$1,762
	$560
	$6,582

	
	
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	$8,810
	$2,800
	$32,911

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	$755
	$240
	$2,821

	
	
	Total
	340
	16902
	$85,581
	$27,200
	$319,710

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2(1)
	Training costs
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	75
	10799
	$37,515
	
	$39,390

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	146
	4048
	$73,154
	
	$76,811

	
	
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	5
	1161
	$2,626
	
	$2,757

	
	
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	26
	772
	$13,130
	
	$13,787

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both)
	2
	122
	$1,125
	
	$1,182

	
	
	Total
	255
	16902
	$127,551
	
	$133,926

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2(1)
	Online template
	DPI (BAW)
	1
	N/A
	$420
	
	$420

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2(3)
	Independent annual inspection
	BDABs
	1
	N/A
	$1,000
	
	$8,608

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2(6)
	Staff:animal ratio 1:25
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	10
	250
	
	$487,125
	$4,193,019

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2(10)
	Rehoming and euthanasing dogs
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	330
	
	$26,355
	$226,855

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	73
	
	$5,830
	$50,184

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Dogs
	3
	1
	
	$88
	$756

	
	
	Total
	298
	404
	
	$32,273
	$277,795

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care dogs <3 months
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	14999
	
	-$209,236
	-$1,801,038

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	3318
	
	-$46,286
	-$398,416

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	50
	
	-$698
	-$6,004

	
	
	Total
	298
	18367
	
	-$256,220
	-$2,205,458

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care dogs >3 months
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	3300
	
	$16,829
	$144,858

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	730
	
	$3,723
	$32,045

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	11
	
	$56
	$483

	
	
	Total
	298
	4041
	
	$20,608
	$177,385

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	0
	0
	
	$0
	$0

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	166
	
	$165,900
	$1,428,015

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	3
	
	$2,500
	$21,519

	
	
	Total
	198
	918
	
	$168,400
	$1,449,534

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	149
	
	$31,198
	$268,542

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	33
	
	$6,901
	$59,405

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	0
	
	$104
	$895

	
	
	Total
	298
	182
	
	$38,203
	$328,843

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5(4)(a)
	Additional exercise and enrichment for 4 dog pens
	BDABs (Dog)
	N/A
	
	$8,000
	
	$8,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5(5)(d)(i)
	Natural lighting and bedding
	BDABs (Dog)
	2
	1990
	$347
	$1,990
	$17,475

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5(5)(d)(i)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 140 dog pens
	50% of new large BDABs (Dog)
	approx 25
	559
	-$1,416,075
	
	-$1,416,075

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5(5)(d(iii)
	Heat source (one-off) and bedding (annual cost) for whelping boxes
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	14999
	$31,498
	$1,500
	$44,409

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	3318
	$6,968
	$332
	$9,824

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	50
	$105
	$5
	$148

	
	
	Total
	298
	18367
	$38,571
	$1,837
	$54,380

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care cats < 3months
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	381
	
	-$1,676
	-$14,422

	
	
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	253
	
	-$1,113
	-$9,582

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3
	20
	
	-$88
	-$757

	
	
	Total
	45
	654
	
	-$2,877
	-$24,762

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care cats > 3 months
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	209
	
	$4,629
	$39,842

	
	
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	139
	
	$3,075
	$26,470

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3
	11
	
	$243
	$2,093

	
	
	Total
	45
	360
	
	$7,947
	$68,405

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	0
	
	$0
	$0

	
	
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	32
	
	$25,300
	$217,774

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3
	3
	
	$2,000
	$17,215

	
	
	Total
	45
	34
	
	$27,300
	$234,990

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	7
	34
	
	$3,700
	$31,849

	
	
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	35
	22
	
	$2,458
	$21,160

	
	
	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3
	1
	
	$73
	$631

	
	
	Total
	45
	57
	
	$6,232
	$53,641

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(6)(c)(i)
	Natural lighting and bedding
	BDABs (Cat)
	2
	36
	$347
	$36
	$657

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(6)(c)(i)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 34 cat modules
	50% of new small BDABs (Cat)
	approx 19
	68
	-$84,469
	
	-$84,469

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(6)(d)
	One-off capital cost of installing a colony cage and module
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	1
	6
	$17,500
	
	$17,500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(6)(d)(iv)
	One-off capital cost of installing a mating module
	BDABs (Cat)
	1
	1
	$2,500
	
	$2,500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6(6)(d)(v)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 6 cat modules in cattery area
	50% of new large BDABs (Cat)
	1
	13
	-$15,813
	
	-$15,813

	Total 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-$1,234,539
	$560,054
	$3,600,212


The summary Table in A1.16 is broken down by size and category of facility in the following Tables A1.17 to A1.21.  As shown in Table A1.17 the incremental cost of Option D on Large BDABs (Dog) plus natural lighting for 2 facilities of unknown size; 1 annual inspection for a facility of unknown size; 4 pens for facilities of unknown size; – is estimated to be $1.83m over 10 years in 2012-13 present value dollars.

Table A1.17: Distribution of incremental costs of Option D (the proposed code) – Large BDABs (Dog)

	Code
	Cost category
	Cost incurred by
	No.  facilities
affected
	No. Animals affected
	One-off cost
	Annual cost
	10-year PV cost

	2(1) and 2(3)
	Health management plans
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	10799
	$25,171
	$8,000
	$94,032

	2(1)
	Training costs
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	75
	10799
	$37,515
	$0
	$39,390

	2(3)
	Independent annual inspection
	BDABs
	1
	N/A
	$1,000
	$0
	$8,608

	2(6)
	Staff:animal ratio 1:25
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	10
	250
	
	$487,125
	$4,193,019

	2(10)
	Rehoming and euthanasing dogs
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	330
	$0
	$26,355
	$226,855

	5(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care dogs <3 months
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	14999
	$0
	-$209,236
	-$1,801,038

	5(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care dogs >3 months
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	3300
	$0
	$16,829
	$144,858

	5(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	149
	$0
	$31,198
	$268,542

	5(4)(a)
	Additional exercise and enrichment for 4 dog pens
	BDABs (Dog)
	N/A
	
	$8,000
	$0
	$8,000

	5(5)(d)(i)
	Natural lighting and bedding
	BDABs (Dog)
	2
	1990
	$347
	$1,990
	$17,475

	5(5)(d)(i)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 140 dog pens
	50% of new large BDABs (Dog)
	approx 25
	559
	-$1,416,075
	$0
	-$1,416,075

	5(5)(d(iii)
	Heat source (one-off) and bedding (annual cost) for whelping boxes
	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	14999
	$31,498
	$1,500
	$44,409

	Total 
	
	
	 
	 
	-$1,312,544
	$363,760
	$1,828,075


As shown in Table A1.18 the incremental cost of Option D on small BDABs (Dog), is estimated to be $1.44m over 10 years in 2012-13 present value dollars.  The main cost driver for small BDABs (Dog) would be breeding requirements under proposed code clause 5(3)(b) of $1.43m over 10 years in 2012-13 present value dollars.
Table A1.18: Distribution of incremental costs of Option D (the proposed code) – Small BDABs (Dog) and Small DBAs (Dog and Cat)

	Code
	Cost category
	Cost incurred by
	No. facilities affected
	No. Animals affected
	One-off cost
	Annual cost
	10-year PV cost

	2(1) and 2(3)
	Health management plans
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	$49,083
	$15,600
	$183,363

	2(1)
	Training costs
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	146
	4048
	$73,154
	$0
	$76,811

	2(10)
	Rehoming and euthanasing dogs
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	73
	$0
	$5,830
	$50,184

	5(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care dogs <3 months
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	2489
	$0
	-$46,286
	-$398,416

	5(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care dogs >3 months
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	730
	$0
	$3,723
	$32,045

	5(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	166
	$0
	$165,900
	$1,428,015

	5(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	33
	$0
	$6,901
	$59,405

	5(5)(d(iii)
	Heat source (one-off) and bedding (annual cost) for whelping boxes
	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	3318
	$6,968
	$332
	$9,824

	Total 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$129,206
	$152,000
	$1,441,231


As shown in Table A1.19 the incremental cost of Option D on Large BDABs (Cat) plus natural lighting for 2 facilities of unknown size and a one-off capital cost of installing a mating module for 1 facility of unknown size; 4 pens for facilities of unknown size; – is estimated to be  $0.07m over 10 years in 2012-13 present value dollars.

Table A1.19: Distribution of incremental costs of Option D (the proposed code) – Large BDABs (Cat)
	Code
	Cost category
	Cost incurred by
	No. facilities affected
	No. Animals affected
	One-off cost
	Annual cost
	10-year PV cost

	2(1) and 2(3)
	Health management plans
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	$1,762
	$560
	$6,582

	2(1)
	Training costs
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	5
	1161
	$2,626
	$0
	$2,757

	6(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care cats < 3months
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	381
	$0
	-$1,676
	-$14,422

	6(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care cats > 3 months
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	209
	$0
	$4,629
	$39,842

	6(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	34
	$0
	$3,700
	$31,849

	6(6)(c)(i)
	Natural lighting and bedding
	BDABs (Cat)
	2
	36
	$347
	$36
	$657

	6(6)(d)
	One-off capital cost of installing a colony cage and module
	Large BDABs (Cat)
	1
	6
	$17,500
	$0
	$17,500

	6(6)(d)(iv)
	One-off capital cost of installing a mating module
	BDABs (Cat)
	1
	1
	$2,500
	$0
	$2,500

	6(6)(d)(v)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 6 cat modules in cattery area
	50% of new large BDABs (Cat)
	1
	13
	-$15,813
	$0
	-$15,813

	Total 
	 
	 
	 
	
	$8,923
	$7,249
	$71,452


As shown in Table A1.20 the incremental cost of Option D on small BDABs (Cat) is estimated to be  $0.22m over 10 years in 2012-13 present value dollars.

Table A1.20: Distribution of incremental costs of Option D (the proposed code) – Small BDABs (Cat)

	Code
	Cost category
	Cost incurred by
	No. facilities affected
	No. Animals affected
	One-off cost
	Annual cost
	10-year PV cost

	2(1) and 2(3)
	Health management plans
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	$8,810
	$2,800
	$32,911

	2(1)
	Training costs
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	26
	772
	$13,130
	$0
	$13,787

	6(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care cats < 3months
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	253
	$0
	-$1,113
	-$9,582

	6(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care cats > 3 months
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	139
	$0
	$3,075
	$26,470

	6(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	32
	$0
	$25,300
	$217,774

	6(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	22
	$0
	$2,458
	$21,160

	6(6)(c)(i)
	Allowable temperature (cost savings) for 34 cat modules
	50% of new small BDABs (Cat)
	approx 19
	68
	-$84,469
	$0
	-$84,469

	Total 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-$62,529
	$32,520
	$218,052


As shown in Table A1.21 the incremental cost of Option D on small BDABs (Both Dog and Cat) is estimated to be  $0.04m over 10 years in 2012-13 present value dollars.

Table A1.21: Distribution of incremental costs of Option D (the proposed code) – Small BDABs (Both Dog and Cat)

	Code
	Cost category
	Cost incurred by
	No. facilities affected
	No. Animals affected
	One-off cost
	Annual cost
	10-year PV cost

	2(1) and 2(3)
	Health management plans
	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	$755
	$240
	$2,821

	2(1)
	Training costs
	Small BDABs (Both)
	2
	122
	$1,125
	$0
	$1,182

	2(10)
	Rehoming and euthanasing dogs
	Small BDABs (Both) Dogs
	3
	1
	$0
	$88
	$756

	5(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care dogs <3 months
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	38
	$0
	-$698
	-$6,004

	5(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care dogs >3 months
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	11
	$0
	$56
	$483

	5(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	3
	$0
	$2,500
	$21,519

	5(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	0
	$0
	$104
	$895

	5(5)(d(iii)
	Heat source (one-off) and bedding (annual cost) for whelping boxes
	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	3
	50
	$105
	$5
	$148

	6(2)(a)
	Additional veterinary care cats < 3months
	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3
	20
	$0
	-$88
	-$757

	6(2)(b)
	Additional veterinary care cats > 3 months
	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3
	11
	$0
	$243
	$2,093

	6(3)(b)
	Breeding requirements (loss in sales revenue)
	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3
	3
	$0
	$2,000
	$17,215

	6(3)(d)
	Retirement requirements
	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	3
	1
	$0
	$73
	$631

	Total 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$1,986
	$4,524
	$40,982


Finally, as shown in Table A1.22 the distribution of incremental costs under Option D is illustrated with 50.78% of cost incurred by large BDABs (dogs) and 40.03% incurred by small BDABs (dogs). 

Table A1.22: Distribution of net incremental costs of Option D (the proposed code) 
	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	Staff affected (ratio of 1:25)
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Net Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10 year cost per BDAB or BAW

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	10
	-$1,312,544
	$363,760
	$1,828,075
	50.78%
	$18,281

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	
	$129,206
	$152,000
	$1,441,231
	40.03%
	$7,391

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	
	$8,923
	$7,249
	$71,452
	1.98%
	$10,207

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	
	-$62,529
	$32,520
	$218,052
	6.06%
	$6,230

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	
	$1,986
	$4,524
	$40,982
	1.14%
	$13,661

	BAW 
	N/A 
	
	
	$420
	
	$420
	0.012%
	

	Total
	340
	24402
	10
	-$1,234,539
	$560,054
	$3,600,212
	100.00%
	


A1.14 – Incremental cost of Option B

Under Option B the nature and magnitude of incremental costs would be identical to Option D (the proposed code) however additional auditing costs would be incurred and only 5 staff would be hired by large BDABs with over 25 adult equivalent dogs.

A1.14.1 – Incremental staffing costs under Option B
Additional staffing cost would be incurred under Option B as:

· there would be no staff ratios (as per proposed code clause 2(6); and
· it is estimated that half the additional necessary staff (as under the Option D) would be hired under Option B
;

· relative to the preferred option, there would be reduction in animal welfare in large breeding facilities, in particular, due to there being insufficient staff to meet the minimum animal welfare standards under the proposed Code. Moreover, in such large facilities, there would be constraints on working hours in an attempt to meet minimum standards.  For the 250 adult equivalent dogs affected by proposed code clause 2(6) - under Option B this would mean that 125 adult equivalent dogs would fail to receive sufficient care.  Based on Appendix 3, of the proportion of 125 dogs that are exercised in pens, these dogs would receive zero minutes of attention per day under Option B as compared to 21.22 minutes of attention per day
 under Option D. Moreover, of the proportion of 125 dogs that are exercised in dedicated exercise yards, these dogs would receive zero minutes of attention per day under Option B as compared to 26.22 minutes
 of attention under Option D.

To estimate the incremental cost of the alternative to the proposed code clause 2(6) under Option B (with no staff:animal ratio) the following assumptions are made:

· Salary for employees = $30,000 x 1.165 x 1.5 = $52,425

· Imputed salary for volunteers = $30,000 x 1.5 = $45,000

· Number of additional employees = 2.5
· Number of additional volunteers = 2.5
Table A1.23 summarises the cost of hiring 2.5 additional employees and the economic resource cost of taking on 2.5 additional volunteers under the alternative to the proposed code clause 2(6) giving a total estimated $0.24m per annum or $2.1m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.23: Incremental cost of additional FTE staff (employees and volunteers) under Option B – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	New staff required

(k2)
	Annual cost

(l2) = (k2)*0.5*($52,425+ $45,000)
	10-year cost

(m3) = (l2)*10 years
	10-year PV cost

	Additional staff required
	5
	$243,563
	$2,435,625
	$2,096,510

	Total
	5
	$243,563
	$2,435,625
	$2,096,510


A1.14.2 – Incremental auditing costs under Option B
Option B would increase the costs of auditing. Auditing under option B could take up to 3 times as long as an audit under Options C or D. Auditing without a staff:animal ratio would require the auditor to work through at least six months’ worth of daily monitoring, exercise, socialisation, enrichment, health and cleaning/maintenance records to determine whether the requirements of the Code were being met. Under a situation where a staff:animal ratio is in place, careful checking of staffing rosters is required, but potentially, checking of daily activities with the animals would be less rigorous and more at random through a period of records.

This incremental cost would involve 3 days of additional auditing for a large BDAB (with more than 25 adult equivalent dogs) by an auditor at the VPS3 level.  Given that the mid-range salary for a VPS3 for 2011-12 is $61,734 this would provide for an hourly charge out rate of $61.76. 
Table A1.24 summarises the cost of additional auditing requirements for large BDABs under Option B giving a total estimated annual cost of $0.15m or $1.28m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.
Table A1.24: Incremental cost of auditing under Option B – 2012-13 dollars
	Category
	DABs
(a)

	Annual auditing costs
(m2) = 
	10-year cost
(n2) =  (m2)*10
	10-year PV cost

	Large DABs (Dog)
	10
	$148,221
	$1,482,210
	$1,275,840

	Total
	10
	$148,221
	$1,482,210
	$1,275,840


Finally, as shown in Table A1.25 the distribution of incremental costs under Option B is illustrated with 51.85% incurred by small BDABs (dogs) and 45.92% incurred by BAW. Moreover the incremental 10-year cost in 2012-13 present value dollars is estimated to be $2.78m.  The results in Table A1.25 are calculated by adding the annual costs in column (m2) in Table A1.24 to Table A1.22 and substituting the annual cost in column (l2) in Table A1.23 for staffing costs in Table A1.22 under proposed code clause 2(6).

Table A1.25: Distribution of incremental costs of Option B – 2012-13 dollars
	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10 year cost per BDAB or BAW

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	-$1,312,544
	$120,198
	-$268,435
	-9.66%
	-$2,684

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	$129,206
	$152,000
	$1,441,231
	51.85%
	$7,391

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	$8,923
	$7,249
	$71,452
	2.57%
	$10,207

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	-$62,529
	$32,520
	$218,052
	7.84%
	$6,230

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	$1,986
	$4,524
	$40,982
	1.47%
	$13,661

	BAW
	N/A
	
	$420
	$148,221
	$1,276,260
	45.92%
	$1,276,260

	Total
	340
	24402
	-$1,234,539
	$464,712
	$2,779,542
	100.00%
	


A1.15 – Incremental cost of Option C

Under Option C the nature and magnitude of incremental costs would be identical to Option D (the proposed code) however with respect to staffing, the ratio of staff to animal ratio would become equal to 1:30.  According to DPI, this would entail an increase in staffing across large BDABs (with greater than 25 adult equivalent dogs) by 8 individuals (i.e. 4 employees and 4 volunteers) across 8 BDABs.  Assuming that 250 adult equivalent dogs are affected under Option D, under Option C this would mean that 50 adult equivalent dogs would fail to receive sufficient care.  Based on Appendix 3, of the proportion of 50 adult equivalent dogs exercised in pens, these dogs would receive zero minutes of attention per day under Option C as compared to 21.22 minutes of attention per day
 under Option D. Moreover, of the proportion of 50 dogs that are exercised in dedicated exercise yards, these dogs would receive zero minutes of attention per day under Option C as compared to 26.22 minutes
 of attention under Option D.
To estimate the incremental cost of this alternative to proposed code clause 2(6) under Option C, the following assumptions are made:

· Salary for employees = $30,000 x 1.165 x 1.5 = $52,425

· Imputed salary for volunteers = $30,000 x 1.5 = $45,000

· Number of additional employees = 4

· Number of additional volunteers = 4

Table A1.26 summarises the cost of hiring 4 additional employees and the economic resource cost of taking on 4 additional volunteers under Option C giving a total estimated $0.39m per annum or $3.35m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.26: Incremental cost of additional FTE staff (employees and volunteers) under Option C – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	New staff required

(o2)
	Annual cost

(p2) = (o2)*0.5*($52,425+ $45,000)
	10-year cost

(q2) = (p2)*10 years
	10-year PV cost

	All BDABs (Dogs and Cats)
	8
	$389,700
	$3,897,000
	$3,354,415

	Total
	8
	$389,700
	$3,897,000
	$3,354,415


Finally, as shown in Table A1.27 the distribution of incremental costs under Option C is illustrated with 46.37% of cost incurred by large BDABs (dogs) and 43.62% incurred by small BDABs (dogs).  Staffing costs would apply to large BDABs (dogs) with more than 25 adult equivalent dogs. Moreover the incremental 10-year cost in 2012-13 present value dollars under Option C is estimated to be $3.3m.   The results in Table A1.26 are calculated by substituting the annual costs in column (p2) in Table A1.26 to the respective column in Table A1.22.

Table A1.27: Distribution of incremental costs of Option C – 2012-13 dollars
	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	Staff affected (ratio of 1:30)
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10 year cost per BDAB or BAW

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	8
	-$1,312,544
	$266,335
	$1,532,055
	46.37%
	$15,321

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	
	$129,206
	$152,000
	$1,441,231
	43.62%
	$7,391

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	
	$8,923
	$7,249
	$71,452
	2.16%
	$10,207

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	
	-$62,529
	$32,520
	$218,052
	6.60%
	$6,230

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	
	$1,986
	$4,524
	$40,982
	1.24%
	$13,661

	BAW
	N/A
	
	
	$420
	
	$420
	0.013%
	$420

	Total
	340
	24402
	8
	-$1,234,539
	$462,629
	$3,304,193
	100.00%
	


A1.16 – Option E
Option E would involve an alternative to proposed code clause 5(2)(a), 5(2)(b), 6(2)(a) and 6(2)(b) with respect to veterinary care for: dogs less than 3 months of age; dogs older than 3 months of age; cats less than 3 months of age; and cats older than 3 months of age – respectively. Specifically Option E would remove the need for health certificates and statements at a cost savings of $10 a dog or cat. 
Under option E the proposed Code would revert to the base case with respect the sale of animals who are sick, injured, diseased or identified with potentially life threatening conditions; resulting in a group of animals unable to be sold.
A1.16.1 – Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for dogs under and over 3 months of age and additional veterinary care and rehoming for dogs over 3 months under Option E
Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for dogs < 3 months – Option E
Under Option E the total incremental cost per dog is estimated to be $22 for vaccination and flea treatment (including general health check)
 for 100% of dogs. 

Table A1.28 summarises the cost of additional veterinary care and rehoming for dogs under the age of 3 months under Option E giving a total estimated $3.48m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.
Table A1.28: Incremental cost of additional veterinary care and rehoming for dogs < 3 months under Option E – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Puppies (dogs under 3 months)

(d)
 
	Annual cost of additional veterinary care 
(r2) = $22*100%*(d)
	10-year cost 
(s2) = (r2)*10
	10-year PV cost 

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	14999
	$329,978
	$3,299,780
	$2,840,347

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	3318
	$72,996
	$729,960
	$628,327

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	50
	$1,100
	$11,000
	$9,468

	Total
	18367
	$404,074
	$4,040,740
	$3,478,142


Incremental net cost savings of additional veterinary care and replacement/rehoming for dogs > 3 months – Option E
Under Option E there would be a net savings of $17 per dog per annum in terms of vaccinations (which include general health checks) for 100% of adult dogs; and the incremental replacement cost of $1,210 for 1% of dogs found unfit for re-mating during the general health check
 – the algorithm for the purpose of estimation becomes:

[(-$17)*100% of adult dogs] + [$1,210*1% of adult dogs]

Table A1.29 summarises the net cost savings of additional veterinary care, replacement and rehoming for dogs over 3 months of age under Option E giving a total estimated $0.17m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.29: Incremental net cost savings of additional veterinary care, replacement and rehoming for dogs > 3 months under Option E – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Male and female dogs over 3 months
(a1) = (b)
+(c)
	Annual cost savings

(t2) = [(-$17)*(a1)] + [$1,210*1%*(a1)]
	10-year cost savings
(u2) = (t2)*10
	10-year PV cost savings

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	3,300
	$16,169
	$161,689
	$139,177

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	730
	$3,577
	$35,768
	$30,788

	Small BDABs (Both) Dog
	11
	$54
	$539
	$464

	Total
	4,041
	$19,800
	$197,996
	$170,429


A1.16.2 – Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for cats under and over 3 months of age and additional veterinary care and rehoming for cats over 3 months under Option E
Incremental cost of additional veterinary care and rehoming for cats < 3 months – Option E
Option E would affect around 18 facilities in terms of requiring cats under the age of 3 months (i.e. kittens) to receive additional veterinary care.  The total cost of vaccination and flea control treatment is given as $23 per kitten (including the general health check). Given that there are 45 facilities in total with 1,635 kittens (see Table A1.1) the estimated number of kittens affected in 18 facilities is around 654 per annum.
  This provides the following algorithm:
[($23)* 100% of kittens in 18 facilities] 

As shown in Table A1.30, the incremental annual cost to cat BDABs under Option E is therefore estimated to be around $14,106 per annum or $121,418m over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.30: Incremental cost of additional veterinary care for cats < 3 months under Option E – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Cats under 3 months

(q1) = (d)
*18/45


	Annual cost of vaccination and flea control treatment 

(V2) = [$23*100%*(q1)] 
	Total 10-year cost

(W2) = (V2)*10
	Total 10-year PV cost 

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	381
	$8,758
	$87,584
	$75,390

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	253
	$5,819
	$58,190
	$50,088

	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	20
	$460
	$4,600
	$3,960

	Total
	654
	$15,037
	$150,374
	$129,437


Incremental cost of additional veterinary care and replacement/rehoming for cats > 3 months – Option E
Under Option E, given the cost of $3 per cat per annum in terms of flea control (which include general health checks) for 100% of adult cats; and the incremental replacement cost of $910 for 1% of cats found unfit for re-mating
 – the algorithm for the purpose of estimation becomes:

[($3)*100% of adult cats] + [$910*1% of adult cats]

Table A1.31 summarises the cost of additional veterinary care, replacement and rehoming of adult cats over 3 months of age under Option E giving a total estimated $0.04m cost over 10 years in 2012-13 dollars.

Table A1.31: Incremental cost of additional veterinary care, replacement and rehoming for cats > 3 months under Option E – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Male and female cats over 3 months
(t1) = (b)
+(c)
	Annual cost
(x2) = [($3)*100%*(t1)] + [$910*1%*(t1)]
	10-year cost
(y2) = (x2)*10
	10-year PV cost

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	209
	$2,534
	$25,342
	$21,814

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	139
	$1,684
	$16,837
	$14,493

	Small BDABs (Both) Cat
	11
	$133
	$1,331
	$1,146

	Total
	360
	$4,351
	$43,510
	$37,452


A1.16.3 – Incremental cost of Option E
Finally, as shown in Table A1.32 the distribution of incremental costs under Option E is illustrated with 68.28% of cost incurred by large BDABs (dogs) and 26.55% incurred by small BDABs (dogs). Staffing costs would apply to large BDABs (dogs) with more than 25 adult equivalent dogs.   Moreover the incremental 10-year cost in 2012-13 present value dollars under Option E is estimated to be $9.06m. The results in Table A1.32 are calculated by substituting columns (r2), (t2), (v2) and (x2) from Tables A1.28, A1.29, A1.30 and A1.31 for the annual values in Table A1.22 for proposed code clauses 5(2)(a), 5(2)(b), 6(2)(a) and 6(2)(b), respectively.
Table A1.32: Distribution of incremental costs of Option E – 2012-13 dollars

	Category
	Facilities affected
	Animals affected
	Staff affected (ratio of 1:25)
	One-off Cost
	Annual cost
	Incremental 10-year cost PV
	% of total cost
	Average 10 year cost per BDAB or BAW 

	Large BDABs (Dog)
	100
	18299
	10
	-$1,312,544
	$869,977
	$6,185,425
	68.28%
	$61,854

	Small BDABs (Dog)
	195
	4048
	
	$129,206
	$263,983
	$2,405,141
	26.55%
	$12,334

	Large BDABs (Cat)
	7
	1161
	
	$8,923
	$15,589
	$143,236
	1.58%
	$20,462

	Small BDABs (Cat)
	35
	772
	
	-$62,529
	$38,061
	$265,745
	2.93%
	$7,593

	Small BDABs (Both)
	3
	122
	
	$1,986
	$6,649
	$59,278
	0.65%
	$19,759

	BAW
	N/A
	
	
	$420
	
	$420
	0.004%
	$420

	Total
	340
	24402
	10
	-$1,234,539
	$1,194,258
	$9,059,245
	100.00%
	


Appendix 2 – Clauses of proposed code with negligible incremental costs relative to the base case
	Proposed code chapter
	Clause numbers and heading

	1. Introduction


	1 - Introduction 

1(1) - Definitions

	2. Staffing
	2(2) - Operations manager

2(4) – Animal attendants

2(5)- Vehicle driver

2(7)- Staff health

2(8) – Business animal transport vehicle

2(9)- Security

	3. Records
	3(1)- Business records

3(2)- Staffing records

3(3)- Animal records

	4. Sale of animals
	4(1)- Sale of animals

	5. Management of dogs
	5(1) -Nutrition 

5(3)(a) – Heritable defects  

5(3)(c) – Females

5(3)(e) - Mating

5(3)(f) - Whelping

5(3)(g) - Lactating

5(4)(b) – Socialisation and handling 

5(5)(a) – Disinfection and hygiene

5(5)(b) - Isolation

5(5)(c) - Tethering

5(5)(e) – Large businesses

	6. Management of cats
	6(1) - Nutrition

6(3)(a) – Heritable defects 

6(3)(c) - Females

6(4) – Socialisation, handling and enrichment

6(5) - Housing


Appendix 3 – Staff:Animal Ratio Calculation

The following tables provide an overview of how the staff:animal ratio was calculated. For each of the core activities that must be undertaken for each animal, per day, an estimate of the amount of time required to complete the task was made. This estimate was used to determine how many people it would take to complete these tasks in a normal working day based on a property with 50 adult dog equivalents. Table A3.1 shows a calculation where animals (dogs) are exercised in their home pen. Table A3.2 shows a calculation where animals (dogs) must be moved out of their home pen to an external exercise pen. Both tables are applicable to cats with minor amendments. 
Note: Timing assumptions are based on BAW staff estimates from discussions with industry.

Table A3.1: Total staff required per day to take care of 25 equivalent dogs: 50 pens and exercise in pens 
	Activities
	Time required per animal per day (minutes)

	Observation and recording keeping
	1

	Feeding
	1

	Watering
	1

	Treatment (medication, etc.)
	1

	Cleaning (pens, bedding, bowls, etc.)
	5

	Exercise (includes socialisation, grooming, handling and environmental enrichment) (see below)**
	12.22

	Total Time (hrs) required per day for 50 adult equivalent dogs

	21.22min per dog x 50 adult equivalent dogs/60min

= 17.68 hours 

	Total staff required per day
	2 staff for every 50 adult equivalent dogs or 1 person for every 25 adult equivalent dogs = 1:25 staff to dog ratio (i.e. 8.84hrs per day per person)


**Exercise Calculation assumes:

· 3 minutes per dog to move to exercise pen session 1 (9 dogs only – for socialisation)

· 4 minutes per dog to move back to home pen session 1 (9 dogs only – for socialisation)

· 3 minutes per dog to move to exercise pen session 2 (9 dogs only – for socialisation)

· 4 minutes per dog to move back to home pen session 2 (9 dogs only – for socialisation)

· 40 minutes per 18 dogs of interaction/observation during exercise times

· 3 minutes per dog for daily check (includes individual handling)
=(3x9) + (4x9) + (3x9) + (4x9) + 40 + (3 x 18) = 220 minutes, therefore:  220/18 = 12.22 minutes per dog

Table A3.2: Total staff required per day to take care of 25 equivalent dogs: (1:25 staff to dog ratio) 50 pens and 3 dedicated exercise yards
	Activities
	Time required per animal per day (minutes)

	Observation and recording keeping
	1

	Feeding
	1

	Watering
	1

	Treatment (medication, etc.)
	1

	Cleaning (pens, bedding, bowls, etc.)
	5

	Exercise – 3 dedicated exercise areas (includes socialisation, grooming, handling and environmental enrichment)***
	17.22

	Total Time (hrs) required per 50 adult equivalent dogs
	26.22min per dog x 50 adult equivalent dogs/60min 

= 21.85 hours 

	Total staff required per day
	2 for every 50 adult equivalent dogs or 1 person for every 25 adult equivalent dogs = 1:25 staff to dog ratio (i.e. 10.93hrs per day per person)


***Exercise Calculation assumes:

· 2 minutes per dog to move to exercise pen session 1

· 3 minutes per dog to move back to home pen session 1

· 2 minutes per dog to move to exercise pen session 2

· 3 minutes per dog to move back to home pen session 2

· 40 minutes per 18 dogs of interaction/observation during exercise times

· 3 minutes per dog for daily check (includes individual handling)
= (2x18) + (3x18) + (2x18) + (3x18) + 40 + (3 x 18) = 310minutes, therefore: (310/18 = 17.22 minutes per dog)
Appendix 4 – The proposed code
See attached file
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Case example 3 - Council Animal Management Officer – Victoria





The following excerpt is from a Memorandum sent to the Bureau in 2010


 ‘In discussions with Solicitors and within the various Tribunals it has [become] apparent [that] the Code of Practice has some inconsistencies and contains terms and words [that] are open to conflicting interpretations. All of which makes enforcing and or prosecuting difficult.





Some examples being, the Code of Practice refers to kennel, pen, enclosures, housing areas and sleeping quarters. It appears that these terminologies are in some cases referring to the same thing. i.e. kennels may be read as meaning the same as housing and or pens or sleeping quarters. The average person on the street will tell you a kennels is a box that a dog sleeps in. If you then ask that person what a kennel is in relation to breeders, they may say it is the whole place.





Another example is ‘housing’ (3.7 Housing). What does housing mean? Dictionary definitions are not clear and when used in certain contexts, ambiguous. House and housing can be a noun, a verb, or adjective.





The code needs to either use single terms when referring to specific establishment types or structures within. A part of the Code of Practice (3.6 Security) uses the term kennel presumably as meaning a breeding premises. The Code also uses ‘establishment’ as a breeding premises but it should not use both.’





While sometimes it can be worked out what these terms may mean, different people can and do interpret them differently. Further they could argue convincingly their interpretation and this has happened.





To clear these and other problems single terms only should be used when speaking of a particular or specific structure or animal use area. If a term that is similar to another (establishment-kennel) must be used, a clear definition must be included either in the relevant Code of the Act.’








Case Study 2 - Moorabool - Greater Geelong
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� A discount factor of 3.5% is used for present value calculations in this RIS, as recommended by the VCEC. 


� See Table A1.16 of Appendix 1 for source of estimates.


� See Table A1.22 of Appendix 1 for source of estimates.


� Compliance is not relevant as guidelines are not binding or enforceable.


� See Table A3.1 of Appendix 3


� See Table A3.2 of Appendix 3


� See Table A1.25 of Appendix 1 for source of estimates


� See Table A3.1 of Appendix 3


� See Table A3.2 of Appendix 3


� See Part A1.15 in Appendix 1 for source of estimate


� See Table A1.26 of Appendix 1 for source of estimates


� See Table A3.1 of Appendix 3


� See Table A3.2 of Appendix 3


� See Table A3.1 of Appendix 3


� See Table A3.2 of Appendix 3


� See Table A1.28 in Appendix 1 for source of estimate


� See Table A1.29 in Appendix 1 for source of estimate


� See Table A1.30 in Appendix 1 for source of estimate


� See Table A1.31 in Appendix 1 for source of estimate


� See Table A1.32 of Appendix 1 for source of estimates





� One penalty unit is $140.84 in the 2012/13 financial year (1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013).


� Daneshavry. N and Schwer The Nature of Demand for Companion Pet Health Care, Journal of applied Business Research, Vol 9. No.4


� The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) definition of a small business is one that has less than 20 full-time employees however for the purpose of this RIS a small business is defined as a Domestic Animal Business that consists of less than 6 fertile female dogs or cats.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/299803/Breeding-dogs-and-cats-code-of-practice.pdf" �http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/299803/Breeding-dogs-and-cats-code-of-practice.pdf�


� All values are rounded for presentation purposes and may contain rounding error


� Currency conversion based on 1 AUD = 1.0570 USD on the 5th of August 2012.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.tenset.co.uk/ba/index.html" �http://www.tenset.co.uk/ba/index.html� for source of information (accessed 5 August 2012)


� See column (a) in Table A1 for source of estimates


� ABS(2003) – Labour Costs, Australia 2002-03, Table 1a. Major Labour Costs, State/Territory, Cat. 6348.0.55.001


� ABS (2010) - Measures of Australia's Progress, 2010, Cat. 1370.0


� Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission 2006, Guidance Note on Suggested Default Methodology and Values for Staff Time in BIA/RIS Analysis, Melbourne, p.3.


� DPI advises that the salary for an operations manager is in the range of $60,000 to $65,000 per annum.


� See column (a) in Table A1 for source of estimates


� See Table A3.1 of Appendix 3 for source of estimate


� See Table A3.2 of Appendix 3 for source of estimate


� Salary range of $25,000 to $35,000 is suggested by DPI and therefore and average of $30,000 is used.


� It is currently assumed that 10% of all dogs are being rehomed under the base case


� See columns (b) and (c) in Table A1.1 for source of estimate (sum of female and male dogs)


� See columns (b) and (c) in Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� The C5 vaccine for dogs includes Distemper, Hepatitis, Parvovirus and two of the Canine Cough complex (Parainfluenza virus and the bacteria Bordetella Bronchiseptica).


� The C3 vaccine for dogs includes Distemper, Hepatitis, Parvovirus


� On advise from DPI


� Average price of a healthy puppy as recommended by DPI (e.g. an Australian bull dog is around $1600 whereas a pure bred boxer pup is around $700)


� Pers comm.. Dr Stephen Tate, Director Bureau of Animal Welfare


� 10% discount is confirmed as a realistic value by breeding industry.


� See column (d) in Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� See A1.5 for discussion of rehoming and euthanasia.


� See Column (c) in Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� As advised by DPI


� As advised by DPI – Larger breeders have a greater number of dogs to breed from, therefore, they can strategically replace male dogs to prevent a break in the breeding cycle.  The smaller breeders with fewer than 6 bitches are unlikely to have more than 1 male dog; therefore, they will have to pull puppies out of the market to replace male dogs resulting in a reduction in income.


� See Column (d) in Table A1.1 for source of estimate


� Average price of a healthy puppy as recommended by DPI (e.g. an Australian bull dog is around $1600 whereas a pure bred boxer pup is around $700)


� See column (d) in Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� As advised by DPI


� See Kustritz, M.V.R. 2012. Recommendations for management of breed dogs: a review. Clinical Theriogenology, 4: 25:37.


� See Columns (c) and (d) in Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� Product from Australian fiberglass and polycarbonate roof sheet manufacturer and distributor and quote is from retailer.


� On advice from DPI


� See (http://au.price-selector.com/search/infrared%20heat%20lamps?campid=5336926812)


� See Column (d) in Table A1.1 for source of estimate


� DPI advises that it is currently normal practice for provide for general health checks as part of vaccination.


� Based on advice from DPI


� On advise from DPI


� Average price of a healthy kitten is taken to be around $800 (e.g. typical breeds are Siamese ($350), Bengal ($650), Exotic shorthair ($400), Persian ($650), Ragdoll ($1,200) and Sphinx ($1,500))


� Pers comm.. Dr Stephen Tate, Director Bureau of Animal Welfare


� 10% discount is confirmed as a realistic value by breeding industry.


� See Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� Flea treatments can be 3 monthly or yearly or monthly depending on the product  - cost is fairly similar regardless of treatment type.


� See A1.11.3 for discussion of rehoming and euthanasia.


� See Columns (b) and (c) in Table A1 for source of estimates


� Confirmed by DPI


� As advised by DPI – Larger breeders have a greater number of Toms to breed from, therefore, they can strategically replace male cats to prevent a break in the breeding cycle.  The smaller breeders with fewer than 6 queens are unlikely to have more than 1 male cat; therefore, they will have to pull kittens out of the market to replace male cats resulting in a reduction in income.


� See Column (d) in Table A1.1 for source of estimate


� Average price of a healthy kitten is taken to be around $800 (e.g. typical breeds are Siamese ($350), Bengal ($650), Exotic shorthair ($400), Persian ($650), Ragdoll ($1,200) and Sphinx ($1,500))


� See Column (d) in Table A1.1 for source of estimate


� Personal communication Feline Veterinarians


� See Columns (b) and (c) in Table A1 for source of estimate (sum of male and female cats)


�  See http://catsunited.com/html/breeding.html


� De-sexing is routine for all cat owners and therefore the $200 cost is not included as additional


� See Columns (b) and (c) in Table A1 for source of estimates


� This is based on rounding and estimation and it is not presumed that 0.67 cats will retire every year however it is illustrated for the purpose of consistency and calculation of incremental costs over 10 years


� The product is from Australian fiberglass and polycarbonate roof sheet manufacturer and distributor; and the quote is from a retailer.


� See Columns (b) and (c) in Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� On advice from DPI


� On advice from DPI


� Based on advice from DPI


� See Table A3.1 of Appendix 3


� See Table A3.2 of Appendix 3


� See Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� See Table A3.1 of Appendix 3


� See Table A3.2 of Appendix 3


� See Part A1.6.1 for source of estimate


� See column (d) in Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� See Part A1.6.2 for source of estimates


� See Column (c) in Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� See Part A1.10.1 for source of estimates


� See Table A1.1 for source of estimates


� See Part A1.10.2 for source of estimates


� See Columns (b) and (c) in Table A1 for source of estimates


� Breeding establishment with 38 bitches, 7 litters and 5 dogs (50 adult animal equivalents)






