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Introduction

Dog health and human health are intrinsically linked in remote Indigesmumunities as a

result of overcrowding in unhygienic environments where diseases can be easily cultivated
and spread throughout the community. Cycles of infection occur, so even though a person
might receive treatment for an illness, they are very likelyget reinfected from their
animals. Dogs have been important members within Indigenous cultures for thousands of
years and still serve a vital role in modern times, protecting their owners physically and
spiritually, hunting to provide meat for the fdyniand serving as loyal companions. It is
therefore critical, that in order to create healthy communities, the health of their best friends
must also be addressed in a culturally compassionate and holistic way. Research is the key as
to how best to addregle problems each community is facing through dog health programs
(DHPs), and to ensure their viability for the letegm to improve public health and benefit

animal welfare.

Method

The method for investigation was to address several questions asduily the Project
Briefing in order to understand the key issues regarding dogs in remote Indigenous
communities. Research would be conducted using various resources such as the internet,
relevant literature, contacting key stakeholders (eg: Animal Manege in Rural and
Remote Indigenous CommunitiesSAMRRIC) and to participate in a visit to the remote
Indigenous community of Ti Tree in the Northern Territory with one of the members of the
Uni versity of Sydneyds vet erablenfram 913 Febrsagyar c h
20009. Al ong with helping Dr. Constable in
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dogs, a questionnaire (Appendix 1) was used to collect information about the dogs from

locals.

The results of these investigations are presemi¢his reportandafpage document of

i ssues?oO.

The questions to be addressed, as mentioned previously, were as follows:

Why are there dogs in remote communities?

What are the cultural issues regarding controlling dogs in remote communities?

Thewelfare risks to dogs in remote communities

H wnNPE

The reasons why there are health risks and welfare issues associated with dogs in

remote communities

o

The health concerns that dogs cause to people living in these areas

6. Ways to manage the health and welfare rislssociated with dogs in remote
communities

7. An approach to engage community members and work together to develop programs

to manage/prevent these risks

Literature Review

Dog history



Historically, dogs have occupied
Australia for approximately 4000 yesar

evidence for which comes from
archaeologically dated Aboriginal rock
art depicting the dingo (see Figure 1.),
and an analysis of mitochondrial DNA

from canine remains, suggesting that the

} R ‘ @ dingo may have originated from the

Figure 1.Aboriginal rock art in Qensland depicting domestic dog in East Asia 500@ars
human figure and a dingo thought to be 4000 years «

(Sydney, 2002). ago (Savolainen, Leitner, Wilton,

MatisoeSmith and Lundeberg, 2004)

and thereafter was introduced by Asian-saders to Australia (Corbett, 1995, as cited in
Allen, 2008). Since then, dingoes have become an integral part of Indigenous culture and
history,evenbeing ncor porated into the O6Dreaming6 whi
people, the | and and the animals through stoc
elders responsible for daglated traditional laws ancustoms inluding ceremonial rituals,
and in some communities, dogs can be reincarnations of ancestors or even representations of

the Creator (Donelan, 2005).

For the majority of communities, dogs are seen as protectors both in the physical world and

the spiritualone. As Al i son Hunt describes 6édogs at
keeping people warm and acting as security to wake people up, old people sleeping, drunks.
ltdéds a friend and a sacred animal é6 (Donoho
considered to be integral to the family wuni
assign them status within the society like grandfather, mother, son, etc. The dogs are able to
warn people of potential dangers such as enemies or sorcery whichl @eety real threat

in some Indigenous communities. The dogods be

can also be seen to herald events such as the death of a relative (Allen, 2008).

Dogs also play an integral role in the community as huntersafogaroo or goanna, and are
sometimes bred strategically for this purpose (Allen, 2008). The dogs also provide warmth in
the winter months, where temperatures in some areas can fall below zero degrees, and often

there are not enough blankets to accommoala(@llen, 2008).



Although the dingo (see Figure 2.) was t first

canine to take up this place withi
Indigenous  society, after Europesg
colonisation, the domestic dog wa
introduced and quickly assimilated t
maj ority o f Austr a
(2008) ma d e t he p d
people make little distinction betwee vad'
dingoes and dogs whepplying Indigenous Figure 2.Australian dingo (Sciban, 2009)
beliefs, ceremony and | awb. Domestic dogs
however, are very different from dingoes in that they are dependent on humans it@l,surv

thus remaining close to communities to scavenge food and shelter unlike the dingo which is
largely wild and rarely interacts witheople. Dingoes breed in the bush, and traditionally

when the Aborigines needed a dog, they would go into the bush tme.

Domestic dogs can breed more frequently than dingoes, and as this is done in the community,
there is quickly an overpopulation of unwanted puppies (Raw, 2001). People and dog
overcrowding was not an issue when the Aboriginal people still retaheid nomadic
lifestyle. However after European colonisation, Aborigines were expected to remain in the
same place and live in permanent Westtgte accommodation, and adopt a different
hygiene regime. This increase in localised activity has led ternkigonmental degradation

seen in Indigenous communities today (Brown, 2006, pp.14), and a vulnerability to disease
and its unimpeded transmission within the overpopulated centres (Traub, Robertson, Irwin,
Mencke & Thompson, 2005, pp.42).

Cultural significance

Dogs are considered sacred animals and possess both physical and spiritual significance
within Indigenous communities. As such, there are traditional laws that govern their
protection. Breaking these laws, as has often been done in the past,ucallynzduse great
sadness and outrage by both dog dreaming people and the community, cultivating suspicion
and causing the community to become unwelcome towards future attempts to control the dog
population (AMRRIC, 2008).



In many Indigenous communitiésis culturally inappropriate to euthanize dogs and owners

often prefer for their animals to die naturally particularly if the dog has special ceremonial
significance. Vets must therefore consult thoroughly with the owner to make themselves
understood thasick or injured animals may be suffering great pain and that it would be more
humane to euthanize them. Thus, only with t

undertaken (Allen, 2008) to conserve relationships between the community and outsiders.

The term O6owner6 is used | oosely here, as |
individual ownership or responsibility. People in Indigenous communities are distressed
when dogs are sick or injured, feel ashamed when the dogs are unhealthy (QN2RBE8),

and would like to see something done about it, but do not take action themselves (Donelan,
2005). Dogs are often assigned to the houses which they frequent the most, but many are

considered O6camp dogsd6 and can relate to the

Dog welfare risks

The welfare risks to dogs are based largely around issues of overpopulation, and lack of
resources in the community to care for the animals. Malnutrition and dehydration are
common problems as many of the community members are oftereltarevpayments and
therefore cannot afford to buy food for their dependant dogs. Diseases such as Canine
Parvovirus, Canine Distemper, Hepatitis, Giardia and Transmissible Venereal Tumour (TVT)
are frequent and are easily transferred from animal to aigktiah, 2008; McMahon, 2008).

Ticks (see Figure 3.), fleas, lice, mange (Demodectic and Sarcoptic) and internal parasites
(heartworm, hookworm, tapeworm, roundworm,
etc.) are always an issue not only for the dogs but

for the people who live in close prawity to their
animals, sleeping in the same area in which the
animals defecate and sharing food and water with
them (McMahon, 2008).

Figure 3.Dog with severe tick infestation
(Brown, 2006).

This proximity raises concern for zoonosis which
is the transmission of diseases from animals to humans. There arstlguateleast 89
zoonotic agents in Australia (Allen, 2008), and for Indigenous communities with often poor
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hygiene conditions, agents such as scabiesSaichonellacan easily be transferred from
infected animals to people. James Cook University is alaoemtly researching
Streptococcustrains from skin infections in dogs and humans to investigate a possible link
to chronic renal failure and heart disease which are health problems rife in Indigenous

communities (Allen, 2008).

Unplanned mating is anothevelfare risk which can affect the future of both the female and
her pups, as the female often dies from malnutrition when she cannot find enough food to
support herself and her pups through lactation (AMRRIC, 2008). Female dogs in oestrous can
also causerviolent pack behaviour for males who fight over the female. These dog fights
cause further injury and infection to the animals as they are often left untreated (McMahon,
2008).

Abuse also plays a part in the welfare risks to dogs as the animals arteyusmtde young

males for spear practice, and unwanted dogs around trash deposits are scalded by hot water
thrown on them by locals (AMRRIC, 2008). Major trauma from road traffic accidents also
causes the death and injury of dogs in the community (Dor20@3). Dr Frank Ascione has

al so made a |l ink between ani mal abuse and c
shown that if animal abuse is occurring, it is highly likely there will be human abuse and vice
versaodo (Ascione 2006 as cited by Allen, 2008

Reasons for dog health and welfare risks

As mentioned previously, one of the major reasons for health risks and welfare issues for
dogs in remote communities is a lack of resources. The first of these are structural, as many
Indigenous communities amEten hundreds of kilometres from veterinary services. Aside
from distance, weather is a factor, as a large proportion of QLD, WA and the NT can only be
accessed during the wet season by plane (Allen, 2008).

This leads to huge financial costs in ordehi@ vets and fly both them and the supplies in
when needed, and communities often do not have the resources to finance such ventures.
There are limited job opportunities available in remote areas leading to a high welfare
dependency in Indigenous poputeis. Another issue stemming from financial poverty are
poor living conditions for both people and dogs. Donelan (2005) uses the example of
Maningrida, an Indigenous community in the heart of Arnhem Land, NT:
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6l n communities | i ke wdhgexacarigates tdeadpg dénsitnand over cr
population problems. The total number of dogs per capita is not above the Australian
average of 20 dogs per 100 people. However, there are typically 17 or 18 people living in
each house, and on average there are moeet si x dogs per housed (I

pp.5).

Education also has a huge influence over how the dogs are treated. Communication is the first
hurdle, as English is usually & ®r 4" language for many Indigenous people (Allen, 2008)

and literacy rates arpoor (Donelan, 2005). Trying to translate English into the local
language presents many problems such as words that do not have a local translation and
cultural references. A lack of information and training for community members means that
many DHPs strggle to sustain themselves after the vets and others have left (AMRRIC,
2008).

Health risks to people

An overcrowded population of diseased and malnourished dogs creates a big problem for
public health. Infection and the spread of disease from ddgdaand dog to person that is

both zoonotic and nemoonotic can result in an epidemic of health problems for an entire
community (Bradbury & Corlette, 2006). By scavenging, overturning bins and consuming
scraps and faeces from nappies (see Figure 4.XJdape can easily spread gastrointestinal

diseases lik&salmonellato children when

they lick their faces. A survey in WA
found that hospitalisation of gastroenterit
cases is 7 times higher for Aboriging
children than for nomaboriginal children
(Graceyand Cullinane, 2003 as cited b
AMRRIC, 2008). Brown (2006)

hypothesises that cycles of infection occur Figure 4.D

)
og eating napp(Brown, 2006).

between the owners and their dogs via the
faecatoral route, because of the close contact and poor hygiene between people and animals.

Noise levels assmated with barking, fighting or mating can also have an adverse effect on



peopl ebs ment al and physical wel |l being (Bel

difficult for people to sleep at night (Donelan, 2005).

In addition, dogs in packs pose a veegl threat to community members. Firstly, they are a
danger for motorists who might have an accident trying to avoid an animal. Children and the
elderly are particularly susceptible to dog attacks as dogs try to steal food from children and
this can leado aggression (AMRRIC, 2008). Attacks to livestock by feral dogs have led to
thousands of dollars in losses for the industry. Sometimes the dogs will not follow through
with an attack and only maim the livestock, resulting in great pain to the injuredlaamd

veterinary costs for the farmer (Fleming, Corbett, Harden and Thomson, 2001, pp.43).

Management

DHPs are at the forefront for controlling dog
populations in Indigenous communities. In the
Northern Territory, AMRRIC are one of a few
organisatios that work to improve community
health by targeting dog health and implementing
strategies to reduce the number of dogs in these
communities and improve their health and
welfare. Initial research is vital, as there is little
published scientific data abbdog diseases and
how they interact with the environment
(University of Sydney, 2007). Thus, data
collection is vital for assessing the effectiveness

of a program and helping to compile a body of

Figure 5.0 HP a't Wo rk in data that is accessible for future endeavours.
Island), NT (AMRRIC, 2008).
DHPs employEnvi ronment al Heal th Workers ( EHWG s)
(AMOs) and vets to put into action services to achieve the desired outcomes, and are funded
by communities, local governments and sometimes external organisations. DHPs often use a
variety d these services depending on the needs of the community. Below is a table of the

services that can be provided and how they can benefit dog health and welfare.



Table 1. DHP Services

Service Benefits

Castration AReduces wandering/fighting behaviot

and dominance aggression
ADecreased risk of prostate diseases
(Cutter in Hardaker, 2007)

Spaying AReduces maternal aggression
ALowers the incidence of mamma

tumours and reproductive  trd

infections
(Hardaker, 2007)
Preventative injections (hormor APostpones oestrous and preve

injectiors every 6 months e¢ pregnancy

progesterone) (Donelan, 2005)

Parasite treatment and vaccinations ADecreases prevalence
parasites/infections in dogs and peopl

AlLimits the transmission of preventak
diseases

Surgery forinjury, dysfunction, diseas¢ A Treats the dogs who are in pain &
etc. promotes community esteem by helpi

the dogs immediately

Euthanasia* AFor severely injured/sick or dogs wi
behavioural problems only at tf

request of the owner

Micro-chipping Aldertifies and keeps track of pets a
their progress

Education about animal welfare/pet car| AProvides information and support f
owners and helps to modi
attitudes/behaviours towards dog hed

and welfare within the community

* Culling programs initiatd in the past have caused great trauma and mistrust within

communities affected, and have created a resistance to participation in future DHPs



(AMRRIC, 2008). Mass culling has no sustainable effect, as populations have been recorded
as reverting to preull numbers after a 580% cull within 12 years (Matter and Daniels,

2000 in Allen, 2008). Besides the inhumane aspect of cull by shooting or poisoning, etc., it is
important that dog owners understand fully that the purpose of DHPs is not to destroy their
animals but to take care of their wellbeing and that of the community, and so euthanasia is
regarded as a last resort by veterinarians, and is only administered with thedpération

of the owner.

International scene

Bali

The stray dog populatiomiBali is estimated to be around 600,000 animals (Bali Animal
Welfare Association (BAWA), 2009). These dogs suffer from infectious parasitic diseases
and traumas caused by road accidents and abuse. There are no laws against the cruelty of
animals in Bali,and the dog population is not controlled by the Indonesian government
(BAWA, 2009). Many people in the community care about the dogs, but do not have the
resources or knowledge to care for even basic needs. Bali Street Dogs is one of the larger
charitableorganisations, based in Australia, that is helping to control the huge stray dog and
cat population in Bali by donating funds to local programs (eg: BAWA and the Helen Flavel
Foundation), providing desexing programs and veterinary care for the animaldwarading

the locals about animal welfare to empower them to care about their animals (Bali Street
Dogs, 2009).

India

People share a close relationship with dogs in India, especially in rural areas, but an
uncontrolled population both of stray and se&lainesticated animals has resulted in a huge
number of the dogs overcrowding urban and country areas leading to serious concerns over
disease zoonosis (Traub et al. 2006, pp.42). Legislation governing animal welfare in order to
control the dog population imdlia involves sterilisation, vaccination;meming and humane
euthanasia (for terminally ill, severely injured and rabid dogs) programs, but has only been
implemented in urban areas due to a lack of resources (Ministry of Environments and Forests,
2001). However, Vets Beyond Borderdias recently established dog programs in the
townships of Sikkim, Ladakh and Karnataka which have been very successful in improving
the health of the dogs and limiting their population numbers (Vets Beyond Borders, 2008).
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Nepal

Kathmandu has a serious stray dog problem, as these animals are left to fend for themselves
suffering from starvation and disease (Kathmandu Animal Treatment Centre, 2009). Methods
of trying to control the stray dog population in the past has begohseine poisoning, a
chemical which causes severe pain to the dog for hours before it dies. Poisoned pieces of
meat would be left in the streets, which also put pets and people, particularly children, at risk.
The carcasses would then be piled up or throwthe river, causing a serious health risk to

the population who used the water source. Although this method has been shown to be

ineffective, it is still employed in parts of the cit

However, the Kathmandu Animal Treatment Cenis
established in 2004saa norprofit organisation, is_‘
attempting to humanely control the stray dé
population by means of an Animal Birth Contr

(ABC) program and rabies vaccination treatments

the animals.
Figure 6.Kathmandu Animal Treatmenti
Centre kennel and surgery (KAT Centr
Samoa 2009).

Historically, dogs are sacred to the Samoan religion aswleee often companions to the

gods (Manansala, 2008 as cited by Allen 2008). In modern times however, dogs are
considered to be a menace, as they are not
Dogs appear in large numbers, concentratedtiesdike Apia and are seen as detrimental to

the tourism industry of the country (Grey, 2006 as cited by Allen, 2008). Like in Australia,
the overpopulation of dogs causes health problems both for the dogs in external/internal
parasitism and to humans (@wses), and community problems such as noise levels,
scavenging, mess and danger through dog attacks and traffic hazards. However, treatments
such advermectinwhich are taken for granted as apart of Australian DHPs are administered
ad hoc on an individal basis in Samoa. In 2006, the Samoan government endorsed the
Samoan Dog Control Management Plan, administering DHPs, training and advice for dog
catchers and shelters (Allen, 2008), but since then, this program has come to a complete
standstill, possiblythrough lack of impetus, guidance and practicalities (Allen, 2009 in

comm. with author).
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Results from Community Visit

Ti Tree is a remote Indigenous community located 200 kilometres north of Alice Springs in
the Northern Territory. The Anmatjere peepre the traditional owners of this area, and have
sever al 6camps6 | ocated on the outskirts of
a period of several days, Pmara Jutunta (6 Mile) and Nturiya (Ti Tree Station). These camps
are comprised maly of houses, and have an overpopulation of both people and dogs, leading

to several public health issues including poor hygiene and the transference of diseases

between the dogs and their owners.

Figure 7.A view of Pmara Jutunta
(6 Mile) in Ti Tree NT.

The newly formed Central Desert Shire is responsible for the communities in the Ti Tree area
along with a number of other communities. Their dog management policy (Central Desert
Shire, 2008) outlines that each household should have a maximum2o dogs o6f or hu
environment al heal th reasons?®. Later discus:
Tim Day, revealed that the policy was established only to promote dog health and to help

shift expectations regarding the reduction of dognbers over time, and would not be used

to i mpose dog contradlogmebobhodyd Naso,ont lye ad i
operations around the state and not backed by any scientific theory, meaning that it is flexible
depending on individual nde and desires within communities. The Shire also supports, with
funding grants from the government and other resources, a companion animal program,

employing vets and others to apply DHP methods such as desexing, treating parasites,
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euthanasia (uponowriers r equest ) and to assist i n the
required to administer regular parasite treatments. However, with limited funding, not all of
these goals can be achieved, but it is hoped that some assistance could be provided up to

times every year for communities in need.

Dr Sophie Constable, a veterinary researcher with the University of Sydney went to Ti Tree

to train one of the local people in the community employed by the Shire, Adrian Ross, to
provide regularCydectintreatre nt s t o dogs, with the ownerd
mange, fleas, ticks and some internal parasites. By accompanying her, it was possible to gain

an understanding of the dog health and welfare situation in Ti Tree by talking to community

members andkal authorities, and through personal observations.

The Cydectintreatments were applied to each dog that could be caught according to size.
Using a syringe, Adrian squirted the formula onto the back of the dog, and each was marked
with a yellow dot of pint, and recorded by Sophie in a book to keep track of the dogs that
had been done (see Figure 8. and 9.). These data also helped to calculate a population

estimate, mange scores and provided the opportunity for people we had met to answer the

guestionnake.

Figure 8. Dr Sophie Constable recording results Figure 9. Rico, Dingo and Pumba with their along with

Rico, Pumba and Candy (left to right). yellow dots.

The findings from these data can be seen in the table below:
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Table 2.Data Calculations for Ti Tree

Data Result
Number of households 23 (with dogs); 3 (without dogs)
Number of dogs counted 97 (81 adults and juveniles; 16 pups35

treated withCydectin

Av. Number of adult/juvenile dogs p{ 3.5 ( = 88% of householdsvn dogs)

house

Dogs assessed for mange 77 (12% with mange; 88% without)

The questionnaire was completed by four members of 6 Mile and one member of Ti Tree

Station. Although this is a small percentage of the population, it is believed to be a good

sample ofthe general community. Others, who did not complete the questionnaires for

various reasons, were casually asked similar questions during discussions. The full results

from the completed questionnaires and personal observations about questions andsresponse

can be seen in Appendix 2, with a brief summary of typical responses below:

Table 3. Questionnaire Results Summary

Question Responses
1. Dogs are important here eh? What | AProtection (from evil spirits an
dogs good for? kadaitchal Boogie Man)
ACompay
AHunting
2. Who owns dogs here? AHouse
3. Where do your dogs spend most of th AOutside
time?
4. Do dogs cause any problems? AFighting
ABiting
ABarking
5. What do you feed your dogs? AMeat
AWater
ADog food
6. Do your dogs find food in rubbish bins7 ASometmes
7. What do you do if dogs do bad things?| AHit them
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8. What do you think about desexing fem

dogs?

ADondt want puppi

9. What do you think about desexing m

dogs?

ASome already done

10. Do you know if Council has said the

can be few dogs per heer?

A2 per house

11. Do you remember any progral
organised ftom within or outside thg¢

community to control dog numbers?

ANo

12. Do you remember of there have bg¢
any programs organised for dog healt

welfare in the community?

AVets came to desex dqdix sores
ANo

13. If so, have the programs worked?

AOperations worked

14. How are dog numberntrolled in the

community?

ADie off from disease/injury

AGet run over by cars

15. If a dog is aggressive how do vy
protect yourself from that dog or cooliits

behaviour?

AGet a stick/stone to send them awa

16. Do you have any suggestions
improving the health and welfare of dogs

your community?

ASomeone should come teach ab

how to look after the dogs

Personal Observations

The health/welfare dhe dogs

Many of the dogs in the community were fairly well looked after. Most were a little thin, but
the only ones that were truly malnourished were strays without owners. Few had mange (only
12% of the population; see Figures 10. and 11.) and onlyobtieese dogs was given a
mange score of 2 out of 3 (between 25% and 50% alopecia). However, all dogs that | had

observed had ticks and so this is clearly a huge problem within the population. Fortunately,

both of these can be remedied with reg@gdectn treatments.
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Figures 10. and 11Gypsy with a mange score of 1 (between 0% and 25% alopecia).

There were a few dogs that were obviously ill, whether suffering from old age, parasitism or

injury. On the whole though, the general state of the dogsetasad.

However, the treatment of the owners towards their dogs was poor, as there was frequent
hitting and kicking of dogs when they did something bad, adults would pick dogs up by their
l eg and children would pul Ig, aodintentiorally cuoigte 6 t

them with toy trucks.

The environment in which the dogs live is littered with rubbish and dogs can regularly be
seen looking in rubbish bins, scattering rubbish and eating dirty nappies they have found.
Also, because the dhiate is hot, dry and dusty, residents hose down their porches creating
puddles which the dogs lie in. These can be breeding grounds for bacteria and in particular
the Giardia parasite, which causes bowel infections leading to diarrhoea and other
gastrointstinal problems which is a big problem in these overcrowded communities for both
people and dogs (AMRRIC, 2008; Brown, 2006).

The opinion of surrounding land owners

During the visit, we were able to have a conversation with the wife of a station owher th
lived in town. She mentioned 2 recent incidents where a pack of camp dogs had attacked their
cattle, mauling it and leaving it for dead. The cattle had their ears ripped off and their
mandible detached and had to be put down by the station ownersk¥devdsat she thought

should be done about the dogs, and she replied that as long as they do not form packs, the
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