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THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) took the chair at 9.00 am, acknowledged country and read prayers. 

PAPERS TABLED 
Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 

MELALEUCA WOMEN’S PRISON 
Statement by Minister for Corrective Services 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn — Minister for Corrective Services) [9.03 am]: I rise to inform the house that 
on 4 April 2020, the Melaleuca Remand and Reintegration Facility was returned to the management and control 
of the state public sector. Renamed the Melaleuca Women’s Prison—MWP—the facility remains committed to 
delivering dedicated support for adult female prisoners on remand. From 1 July, health services at MWP will also 
move away from the existing contractor to return to state management. This will provide increased access to 
a dedicated female-centred mental health and alcohol or other drug counselling service, and includes a strengthened 
focus on cultural responsivity for Aboriginal women. Security services and operations have significantly increased 
post transition, with emergency management exercises conducted regularly to embed response and procedural 
capacity. Prison officers are engaging with prisoners to maintain dynamic security with additional support in the 
form of satellite trainers, two Aboriginal visiting officers, court services support officers and an intelligence officer. 
The department has also changed unit management procedures at MWP to ensure that those who are held in crisis 
care or those monitored on the at-risk management system continue to receive therapeutic care, out-of-cell time, 
education and recreation. The department has also converted existing multipurpose rooms for programs and education 
that has significantly expanded the services provided at MWP by allowing for the scheduling of tutors and courses. 
MWP has delivered 71 units of competence in a five-week period, a significant increase for the facility and 
a tremendous achievement for the prisoners. 

For the first time, Melaleuca has a fully functional library that includes legal library stations and resources. The library 
itself offers employment for four prisoners. Previously, less than 50 per cent of women in prison were engaged in 
paid prison employment. MWP now offers employment positions to cater for all women at the site over a seven-day 
working week. The scope of opportunity to work has expanded and now has a focus on linking to employment and 
training opportunities. The department remains committed to improving the futures of women in custody by ensuring 
appropriate security, safety of our staff and safety for those in our care. I want to thank Department of Justice 
employees for their work in managing the transition of Melaleuca Women’s Prison back into public hands. I also 
want to thank Superintendent Anika Smith for her hard work in managing the transition and her dedication to the 
prisoners and staff as superintendent of the facility. 

STATE ECONOMY — COST OF LIVING 
Statement by Treasurer 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [9.06 am]: I am pleased to advise that the McGowan Labor 
government will deliver Western Australian households a decrease in the basket of fees and charges in 2020–21, with 
a one per cent or $63.52 reduction. This is the first time that the household basket, in its current form, has decreased. 
The last reduction in household charges occurred in 2005–06, when the debits tax on bank accounts was abolished 
and the 50¢ student fare was introduced. The one per cent reduction in household fees and charges in 2020–21 
will cost the budget an additional $37 million. It is primarily the result of the McGowan government’s decision 
to pass on the 13 per cent average fall in gross rental values of metropolitan properties. Although regional GRVs 
have not yet been revised by the Valuer-General, the McGowan government will freeze regional household 
GRV-related charges for 2020–21. Household wastewater and drainage charges will fall, on average, by $23.52. 
Around 55 per cent of metropolitan households will receive a reduction, and 45 per cent of metropolitan households 
and all regional customers will receive a freeze. This statement follows the announcement made in mid-March of 
a $402 million freeze to the entire basket of household charges for the first time since 2004–05, including electricity, 
water, motor vehicle charges and public transport fares. This saved the representative household $127 compared with 
previously budgeted rises. Businesses will also benefit from the lower GRVs through a reduction in the emergency 
services levy. The average ESL for metropolitan commercial properties will fall by around $127 and by around 
$169 for industrial properties. This relief is in addition to the $2 500 offset paid to small businesses to assist with 
utility charges during the COVID-19 pandemic. This delivered more relief to businesses than freezing tariff 
increases, and equates to the cost of around 10 months of electricity supply for the average small business. 

Consistent with the projections in the 2019–20 budget, electricity business tariffs will rise by 3.7 per cent in 2020–21, 
while non-residential water tariffs will rise by 2.5 per cent, which reflects the cost of supply. Eligible businesses 
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with four or more wastewater fixtures, including those in the hospitality and tourism sectors, have also had wastewater 
charges waived between 1 May and 31 August 2020, delivering a benefit of up to $41 000. The McGowan 
government is also waiving more than 250 licence fees for 12 months for a wide range of businesses impacted by 
COVID-19. This includes trade licences such as those for painters, plumbers, and electricians; vessel accommodation 
and mooring fees for tourism operators and commercial fishers; booking service fees for the passenger transport 
industry; liquor licences for the hospitality sector; and real estate and settlement agent fees.  
NATIVE TITLE — ESPERANCE NYUNGAR GOVERNMENT INDIGENOUS LAND USE AGREEMENT 

Statement by Minister for Aboriginal Affairs 
MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) [9.10 am]: I rise to advise the chamber 
about an important development in the Esperance Nyungar Indigenous land use agreement between the state 
government and the Nyungar native title holders of the Esperance region. I regard native title agreements as the basis 
of a profound partnership with the state of Western Australia; they provide Aboriginal people with the legal certainty 
to be self-determining as well as create a framework for reconciliation. But partnerships have to be nurtured to be 
strengthened for the economic and social benefit of both the Aboriginal community and the wider community. 
This is the case for Esperance. 
Native title was determined by consent over lands in Esperance in 2014. Consequently, the state and various state entities 
entered into the Esperance Nyungar Government Indigenous Land Use Agreement with the Esperance Nyungar 
native title group. An important aspect of the agreement was an expectation that the native title holders could work 
towards financial independence through income generation from their land assets. The Indigenous land use agreement 
states that the provision of benefits to the native title group pursuant to the agreement, which included 53 parcels 
of land, much of it agricultural land, is intended to improve the social and economic circumstances of members of 
the native title group, including by the creation of employment opportunities that are expected to accompany the 
establishment of land-based enterprises owned by the native title group. 
Between 2007 and 2011, prior to the determination, management orders for 12 reserves were transferred to the 
Esperance Nyungar Aboriginal Corporation, or ENAC, which had been established in 2002 on the understanding 
at that time that it represented the native title claim group. For various reasons, such as the passage of time and 
community dynamics, the Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title Aboriginal Corporation was formed and determined 
as the native title prescribed body corporate under the terms of the ILUA, not the Esperance Nyungar Aboriginal 
Corporation. Despite many discussions and attempts with ENAC over the years to rectify the land management 
arrangements for the 12 reserves, ENAC has continued to derive revenue from seven farm reserves that have been 
leased to non-Aboriginal farmers and which the native title agreement envisaged would be held by the Esperance 
Nyungar native title holders. 
Partnerships are about making things work, and I am happy to say that the resolution of this legacy of confusion 
and mistakes has been addressed through ENAC agreeing to surrender the management orders of those properties, 
which will be transferred to the Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title Aboriginal Corporation, which is the prescribed 
body corporate. This has been done for the benefit of the Esperance Nyungar native title holders and the whole of the 
Esperance region. The revocation of the management orders by ENAC for transfer to the PBC will enable the agreement 
between the state, state entities and the PBC to be honoured. The PBC represents the interests of a much larger 
cohort of Esperance Nyungars and will honour the current leases so as not to disadvantage the current leaseholders. 
I have previously publicly assured the current leaseholders that this would be the case. I am honoured to be going 
to Esperance later today to hand over the management orders for the 12 properties to the Esperance Nyungar native 
title holders. 

WATER SUPPLY — DENMARK 
Statement by Minister for Water 

MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean — Minister for Water) [9.13 am]: I rise to inform the house of the progress of 
a fantastic McGowan government initiative that is securing not only Denmark’s long-term water supply, but also 
local jobs in the great southern. The Albany to Denmark pipeline is on track for delivery in early 2021, with the 
contract worth $14.7 million awarded to Georgiou Group for its construction. The project is set to employ more 
than 250 Western Australians, with 50 local jobs directly in the great southern region. During construction, more 
than $4.8 million of the $25 million project will be invested in the great southern region through the hiring of local 
subcontractors and use of local materials and services. Subcontractor opportunities have been promoted through 
local industry channels, with the project’s webpage attracting more than 60 registrations from local companies. 
Albany-based Aboriginal business Impact Services has also been engaged to assist with developing employment 
opportunities for Aboriginal people as part of this work. 
Over the past few months, the Water Corporation has been working closely with relevant government agencies and 
landowners between Albany and Denmark to determine the most suitable pipeline route with minimal environmental 
impact. Through this work and design improvements, the expected cost of the project has been reduced by 
$7 million. The proposed route will connect the pipeline at Chorkerup tank, 30 kilometres north of Albany, and 
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follow the road reserve west along Wilcox Road, Redmond West Road, Kernutts Road and a small section of the 
Denmark–Mount Barker Road. The pipeline will then connect to an existing tank at Scotsdale that supplies water 
to Denmark. This is subject to final approvals. Construction is expected to begin in July 2020 and is on track to 
finish in early 2021. 

The McGowan government is proud to be delivering yet another great project that is not only helping to secure the 
future of regional towns, but also creating local opportunities and local Western Australian jobs. 

NORTHLINK WA — VEHICLE DAMAGE 

Grievance 

MS L. METTAM (Vasse) [9.15 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Transport on the NorthLink WA extension 
from Muchea to Ellenbrook and issues of excessive noise and damage to vehicles. I thank the minister for taking 
the grievance. NorthLink WA was initiated in 2014 by the previous Liberal–National government and was to be 
built in three sections—the southern, central and northern sections. This is a remarkable $1.02 billion project that 
would not have been possible without federal funding of $821 million. NorthLink WA is one of the state’s major 
infrastructure projects to improve road safety, reduce urban congestion, improve freight capacity and efficiency, 
and improve amenity for the community, tourists and road users. A key focus of this project was that it would 
relieve pressure from Great Northern Highway by shifting around 80 per cent of heavy vehicles over to the new route. 
The third and final contract for design and construction of the northern section was awarded to CPB Contractors 
and included a dual carriageway between Ellenbrook and Muchea with interchanges at Stock Road and Neaves Road 
and a flyover at Muchea South Road and the freight rail line. NorthLink WA is a fantastic federally funded project 
that has provided jobs and productivity benefits to the local economy, but there has been enormous disappointment 
and concern about how the McGowan Labor government has built the third section of the road. 

The northern section was opened on 23 April 2020 and it was not long before I was contacted by local residents 
and motorists about noise levels and damage to vehicles on this brand-new section of road. Simona Willis of the 
Residents Against NorthlinkWA Road Noise posted on her Facebook page that Main Roads’ own policy documents 
on road noise say that noise should not exceed 50 decibels at night and 55 decibels by day, but that levels of 
68 decibels and over had been recorded since the road opened. Decibel noise readings are not linear; an increase of just 
three decibels will double the noise. There most definitely have been noise levels well above the acceptable levels. 

Another local resident moved to Ellenbrook with his partner to retire and they are devastated that their dream has 
been shattered. They remarked — 

The noise from the road-trains and other vehicles have kept us inside permanently and even then the 
traffic can still be heard … 

We can hear the traffic 5kms down the road, it echoes throughout our home, there are no longer bird calls, 
just engine brakes. We cannot hear ourselves outside anymore and trying to enjoy our backyard is just 
like being at a teenage concert with just loud noise nonstop. 

Complaints from Bullsbrook and Ellenbrook community members escalated, resulting in an action group, 
Residents Against NorthlinkWA Road Noise, that now has more than 244 members. As the minister is aware from 
her answer to the member for Moore’s question in Parliament last week, the contractor has paid out $88 000 for 
125 approved claims, with a further 292 claims pending. In response to the supplementary question, the minister said — 

As I understand it, when chip seal has been laid in the past, movement of those chips has sometimes been 
experienced during the initial days and initial weeks and similar issues have been raised. 

It is now more than two months since this road was officially opened and these issues continue. Main Roads 
confirmed that there is a problem and that the road is not performing to the standard at which it would like it to 
perform. According to my notes, it provided the following explanation on ABC Breakfast on 18 June 2020 — 

The first seal was applied late last year. We weren’t able to put traffic on it and that created a rolling problem 
so we decided to bring forward the final chip seal by 12 months. 

Main Roads has also highlighted the weather as an issue. According to my notes, on 18 June, it advised Nine news — 

It’s frustrating and disappointing. We experienced some cold, early wet weather and think that has a bit of 
an impact on the chip seal. 

The community feels exasperated. They want solutions to the excessive noise problems and road defects, which 
are having a dramatic effect on their amenity and quality of life. Some community members avoid using the road. 
They have resorted to another tool in the hope that the minister will listen to their concerns and act to resolve the 
problems on this stretch of road. There are more than 500 signatures on a petition that states — 

It’s time to fix excessive noise and road defects on the North Link project 

… 
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The rough wearing surface is causing excessive noise levels for local residents and damaging cars driving 
on the road. All because the McGowan Labor Government chose not to complete this road to a metropolitan 
road standard. 

The McGowan Labor Government must listen to our community and make fixing these problems a priority. 

This growing metropolitan community deserves better. I thank the minister once again for taking my grievance. 
I look forward to her response. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [9.21 am]: I thank the member for Vasse for raising 
the grievance. As the member outlined, NorthLink WA is one of the biggest infrastructure projects—indeed, it is 
the biggest road project—undertaken in WA. The project started under the previous government and we carried it 
on. As the member for Vasse outlined, the project commenced in 2014 after the route alignment was finalised. At 
the time, there were local concerns about the route alignment. We have gone through some of the initial reports 
from 2014 and there was some concern about the route and the impact that it would have on the rural amenity. I am 
not sure what happened with the concerns that were raised in 2014. The previous government signed the contract 
in early 2017. A key part of the contract was the road surface. The previous government committed to a chip seal or 
a one or two-coat seal for NorthLink stage 3. I highlight that this type of product is used for many roads throughout 
the metropolitan area and Western Australia, including key parts of Tonkin Highway. Indeed, Roe Highway, 
Great Eastern Highway, Wanneroo Road, Brookton Highway, Armadale, Great Northern Highway and Forrest Highway 
all have this type of treatment. It is used on long stretches of road, particularly those that interface with metropolitan 
and regional areas, but it is absolutely used in the metropolitan area. It is a long-standing treatment. As I said, the 
contract was signed at the end of December 2016. A media statement was released in January 2017 and that type of 
seal was committed to. Again, I am not sure whether that was not communicated to the public but the government 
committed to that type of seal. 

Issues have been raised in the past when these types of projects have been built. For example, in 2015, Bunbury 
residents raised concerns about noise issues but at the time the previous government did nothing to address them. 
Today, I will outline what we have done. As soon as the road opened, we were notified about the loose chips and, 
within days, we committed to ensuring that the damaged windscreens would be replaced at the expense of the 
contractor. We have been working to do that. We are ensuring that those windscreens have been replaced at no cost 
to the owners. This issue has arisen on other projects. I have been advised that the loose chips on these types of 
projects are similar to what occurred on Toodyay Road and other projects. There is a high volume of vehicles on this 
road, but, in percentages, it is similar to other projects and, of course, initially there will be some transitional issues. 

We have committed to bring forward noise monitoring. Three weeks ago in this place in response to a dorothy dixer 
asked by a member of this side of the house, we committed to bring forward noise monitoring. We understand that 
people are concerned about the noise. We had always planned to undertake noise monitoring and further noise 
mitigation. I will go through what the process has been. 

Main Roads undertook noise modelling prior to the start of 2016 and acoustic experts identified 16 properties that 
would require a noise treatment package. Of the 16 properties, two landowners accepted payment in lieu of works 
while a range of treatments was undertaken at the remaining 14 properties. Each property had a different treatment 
as per the recommendations of the acoustic experts. Examples of these noise treatments included the installation 
of reverse-cycle air conditioning, strengthening windows and sealing of gaps and doors. Noise modelling was 
undertaken earlier and, as at 13 June this year, Main Roads has received 18 complaints about road noise from local 
residents. Of the 18 complaints, eight residents were from the group of 16 who were involved in the early noise 
mitigation work; the others are new complaints. We always said that we would undertake noise modelling after 
the road opened, because it is only after a new road is open and there is usage that we can really determine its impact 
on local residents. As I announced three weeks ago, we are bringing forward noise monitoring in response to the 
concerns raised a number of weeks ago. Main Roads will undertake that noise monitoring in coming weeks. We 
will undertake the noise monitoring and work with local residents to try to mitigate the noise impacts, which is 
what we always planned to do. As I said, new road projects always bring issues and we are working with the local 
residents to address those issues. 

We have been proactive from day one. As soon as we heard about damaged windscreens, I made sure that the 
windscreens were replaced at no cost to the drivers and that continues. The number of complaints has reduced 
dramatically since those early weeks. Noise complaints always occur after a new road is opened. There were noise 
complaints when Forrest Highway opened. As I said, a new road has to open before we can understand exactly the 
level of noise, and that is why we undertook to do noise monitoring; and three weeks ago we committed to bring 
that forward, and that is happening. 

I will continue to work to make sure that this project is successful. I am not sure what the opposition’s commitment 
is. As I understand, it has made a commitment to reseal the whole project. Is that the opposition’s commitment, 
member for Vasse? 

Ms L. Mettam: We’d like you to fix it. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is the opposition’s commitment to reseal the whole project? The member for Vasse has come 
in here and made a political point — 

Ms L. Mettam: It’s not a political point. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, it was. The member has been making political points on this issue. Will the opposition 
commit to reseal that entire length of road? 

Ms L. Mettam: Where’s your commitment to fix the road? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have told the member what we are doing. Has the opposition committed to reseal the road? 

Ms L. Mettam: You are the minister, you should commit. Where’s your commitment? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is an election in March. Is the member committing to it? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister and member for Vasse, thank you for your time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Vasse is a hypocrite. 

Ms L. Mettam interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister and member for Vasse, thank you for your contributions. 

HOUSING STIMULUS AND JOB CREATION — JANDAKOT 
Grievance 

MR Y. MUBARAKAI (Jandakot) [9.29 am]: My grievance today is to the Minister for Housing, and is about 
the need for housing stimulus and job creation in my electorate of Jandakot. Many aspirational families live in the 
electorate of Jandakot. I am proud to stand here today to seek the minister’s attention and advice about some of 
the changes that need to be brought on to assist this thriving community. 

The electorate of Jandakot has many amenities. It is one of the fastest growing areas in the south west metropolitan 
area. It includes the suburbs of Piara Waters, Harrisdale and Treeby. In the last few years, these suburbs have seen 
staggering growth, with young families moving in and becoming a thriving group of residents. Further activation 
in the hospitality, retail and industrial areas has the potential to create a tremendous amount of prosperity for people 
who want to raise their families and work in these wonderful suburbs in my electorate of Jandakot. In my electorate, 
there is the industrial precinct of Canning Vale, Forestdale Business Park, Cockburn Central business precinct, 
Cockburn Gateway Shopping Centre, Stockland Harrisdale Shopping Centre and Stockland Bull Creek Shopping 
Centre. These industrial, commercial and retail precincts create a vibrant catchment to attract the young families 
of the future. 

The issue is that housing and rental prices are simply out of reach for the many young families who could benefit 
from living in and around my electorate of Jandakot. In addition, many of the residents, tradies and professionals 
who rely on work in the residential housing construction industry are being hugely impacted by the COVID-19 
pandemic. Minister, will you and your government consider bringing forward opportunities to provide more public 
and affordable housing in my electorate of Jandakot? Will you and your government also consider providing 
additional stimulus measures to protect and create jobs in my electorate of Jandakot? 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee — Minister for Housing) [9.32 am]: I thank the member for Jandakot for his 
grievance, because it gives me the opportunity to advise him and bring him up to date on what is happening in the 
south metropolitan area, which incorporates the electorate of Jandakot. It was a pleasure to be with the Premier, 
the Treasurer and the member for Jandakot recently in the suburb of Piara Waters for the announcement of the 
$444 million housing stimulus package, $319 million of which will be for social housing, and about $117 million 
for $20 000 grants. 

I am acutely aware of the challenge that we as a community are facing across Perth and many parts of the state 
around housing affordability and meeting the whole spectrum of need in the housing market. We have not been 
idle in this area. I can inform the member that a range of responses is coming online that will seek to address the 
lack of affordable housing options in the member’s electorate. 

The Department of Communities is collaborating in a joint venture, as we typically do, with LWP Group to develop 
the 19.9 hectare Treeby landholding in the electorate of Jandakot, as the member mentioned. For the benefit of 
members, Treeby is located approximately 26 kilometres south of the Perth CBD, or almost the same distance 
from the Perth CBD as Ellenbrook to the north, for those who are looking for a reference, with easy access via 
Kwinana Freeway and Armadale Road, which we are upgrading, of course. Treeby is located just under two kilometres 
from Cockburn station and the bus interchange, making public transport a key feature of servicing the suburb. The 
proposed mixed density development will offer a range of price points and dwelling types to create a vibrant and 
diverse community. The Treeby project will increase the number of affordable housing options in the south 
metropolitan corridor, while leveraging off existing transport infrastructure, including the nearby Cockburn station, 
bus routes, the freeway and main arterial roads. Treeby will be supported by established amenities, including 
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Cockburn Central Secondary Activity Centre, local primary and secondary schools, recreation spaces, Fiona Stanley 
Hospital and Murdoch University. The member’s electorate will have all the hallmarks of a growing seat that will 
have access to some of the best amenity in the metropolitan area. In addition, Treeby will incorporate easily 
accessible pedestrian and cycling routes to provide a connection to surrounding areas. 
The Department of Communities is also looking at opportunities that will be provided by the social housing economic 
recovery package, or SHERP. That will be the largest housing maintenance and refurbishment program in the state’s 
history and will provide significant investment into our public and community social housing stock to support the 
most vulnerable members of our community. That will attend to the mixed demographic that is represented in 
these communities and add to the vibrancy of living there. The program will provide about $660 million in economic 
activity, and create 1 700 jobs, with a key focus on getting local tradies back on the job and on the tools, day in 
and day out, protecting jobs and growing jobs, and building capacity within the economy that will see us through 
this very difficult time. 
I also need to add, because the member raised the issue of housing affordability, the 30-year success story of the 
Keystart loan book. Keystart has a $4.8 billion lending facility and looks after about 4 000 loans a year. It provides 
access to loans with a two per cent deposit, which avoids the need for lender’s mortgage insurance, for families 
with a combined income of not greater than $155 000 a year. That might sound like a lot of money, but the sorts 
of couples who would earn that are graduate police officers, nurses and teachers—those sorts of key workers. 
Keystart is a valuable part—in fact, a unique part—of the housing continuum and structure in Western Australia 
and is the envy of the other housing ministers every time I speak with them. 
In the member’s area of south metro, there will be approximately 30 new builds and more than 300 refurbishments 
in the social housing space. That will provide a direct injection into trades and local jobs for the electorate of Jandakot 
and surrounds. I am also very aware of the need to ensure that any new developments are not proceeded with 
without detailed consultation with the local community, including the member. 
In closing, I thank the member for Jandakot for his strong advocacy for his electorate, particularly in the areas in 
which people are looking to achieve the dream of home ownership. The member has been a strong and vibrant 
advocate, not only for people who are seeking housing options, but also for the small businesses and businesses 
that support them. Thank you. 

PEEL HEALTH CAMPUS 
Grievance 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [9.37 am]: My grievance today is to the Minister for Health and is about 
Peel Health Campus. I appreciate the minister’s generosity in taking my grievance this morning. Today is also 
First Responders Day. I would like to recognise all the first responders in Western Australia, particularly for 
the work they did in preparation for the COVID-19 pandemic that we are seeing across the world and that has hit 
all of us. 
As the minister would be aware, Peel Health Campus continues to be a concern across the Peel region, in particular 
to residents in the district that I have the privilege of serving. Peel hospital is far too small. All members of this 
place who are aware of this and have visited that hospital understand how constrained it is. When the minister visited 
that hospital recently to announce that the upgrades that have been deferred and delayed will now be restarted, he 
commented that the emergency department was rustic. That is a very generous description. 
Mr R.H. Cook: The waiting area. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It is indeed. I can attest to the rustic nature of the waiting area. As a volunteer ambulance 
officer who serves in the Dawesville depot, I obviously have to go to the emergency department on a regular basis 
during my shifts, and it is very constrained, even on very quiet days. The reality is that the hospital is now too small 
for the size of the population in the Peel region. In 2018–19, the number of people who presented to the emergency 
department increased; for example, in that financial year, 43 252 people presented to the emergency department, 
a 1.8 per cent increase on the year before. Year after year, the number of attendees to the emergency department 
has increased, which is the most critical part of the hospital at this point in time. We would like it to be expanded 
and invested in. In 2018–19, the number of patients who presented with life-threatening emergencies increased by 
30 per cent as well. Members might be aware that the district that I represent has one of the oldest populations in 
Western Australia on a per capita basis. Beyond that, the district of Mandurah has a large population of young 
families. A lot of young families present to the emergency department. The district of Murray–Wellington is largely 
semi-rural and the demographic is made up of a mixed cohort of people. But the hospital in Peel is at least 30 per cent 
too small right now, let alone any future investment that is required. On a relatively cold Tuesday night in May 2018, 
a rally was held in the car park opposite Peel Health Campus at which 400 people implored the government to 
invest in their local hospital. Since then, together with Andrew Hastie, the federal member for Canning, the federal 
government invested $25 million to help expand the hospital. Together with the state government—I recognise 
the contribution of the state government—some of those resources were invested in the emergency department. 
However, those works have been delayed because of COVID-19. At the time, I was not particularly pleased with 
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that. I thought that we could have expedited those works to make sure that that money was invested sooner rather 
than later so that if there was any impact of COVID in our community, the ED would be ready. Of course, the problem 
is that the Peel Health Campus has only one negative pressure infectious diseases bay in the entire emergency 
department. To get to it, people have to go all the way through the ED, which presents quite a risk to patients and the 
clinical staff. The staff at the Peel Health Campus do an amazing job in constrained circumstances, but COVID-19 
has really put a microscope on the performance of the hospital to manage infectious diseases and a global pandemic. 
If we have to live in this new normal world of COVID-19, it is undoubtable that we will need to invest in the 
emergency department so that it can better manage infectious diseases, particularly aerosol-generated diseases 
such as COVID-19. 
Recently, the government put out a press release noting that Ramsay Health Care has delivered a proposal to 
expand Peel Health Campus. Similarly, I as the member for Dawesville received that proposal, as would be 
expected for any local representative. That now means the government has an opportunity to significantly expand 
our hospital, something that we have been calling on for years. That is what I am imploring the minister to do today. 
The Liberal Party team across the Peel region—including Andrew Hastie, the federal member for Canning; 
Ryan Burns, the state Liberal candidate for Mandurah; and Michelle Boylan, the state Liberal candidate for 
Murray–Wellington—has been working together to put pressure on the government. We have raised this issue 
time and again to make sure that the Peel Health Campus is front and centre and receives the priority it deserves 
and is invested in sooner rather than later. Years cannot continue to slip by in which this hospital continues to 
operate at a size far too small for the population it serves. The people of Mandurah, the people of the district I serve 
in Dawesville, and the people Murray–Wellington deserve a hospital that is fit for purpose, that suits them 
demographically and the population demand, and, importantly, recognises the increasing need for hospital 
resources. We cannot have a situation in which the hospital is one-third the size that it needs to be. It needs 
immediate investment. Time and again, we have raised this issue in this place and in the community. It has been 
years in the making. I appreciate that part of the minister’s response today will say that only Labor governments 
have invested in this hospital for some time. 
Mr R.H. Cook: You have my notes! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I point out, minister, that investment has been funded in no small part due to the Federal 
Liberal Party. This is a bipartisan issue and we expect bipartisan support to make sure that a hospital gets the 
investment it deserves. This should not be a matter of politics. People’s lives and people’s health matter far more 
than the politics of the day. I implore the government to consider the Ramsay Health Care proposal as soon as 
possible and to provide certainty to my community so that it knows exactly what is going to happen when it comes 
to the future of our hospital in Mandurah.  
MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Minister for Health) [9.44 am]: I thank the member for Dawesville for his 
grievance today. As a member of Parliament, he has advocated on this issue for some time. As a senior staffer before 
that, unfortunately, his advocacy was not as effective. Indeed, the member is right; we do have some problems at 
Peel Health Campus. The biggest problem for Peel Health Campus has been successive Liberal governments. In 
1997, the hospital was privatised by Hon Kevin Prince, the then Minister for Health, in what I describe as a disastrous 
policy decision. The hospital laboured for a number of years under its previous contractor and I think the people 
of Peel received subpar performance. It was a very poorly executed contract. Mercifully, since Ramsay Health 
Care took over the contract in 2013, there has been a significant improvement in the professionalism at the hospital. 
I am not sure of the clinical outcomes—I have not seen a report on that—but certainly the work with the government 
has been a step change in the way that Ramsay has run that hospital. 
Of course, the damage done by Liberal governments was not limited to that first privatisation decision. In the 
eight-and-a-half years the Liberals were in government, after 2007, there was not one single major investment in 
the hospital. The previous investment in the hospital was about $3.8 million, by Hon Jim McGinty, a former Minister 
for Health. I am very pleased to say that the next significant investment in that hospital came from none other than 
the current Labor government. That was a $10 million funding commitment to Peel hospital by the McGowan 
government. Part of the first tranche includes an expanded car park, overhaul of the nurse system, and increased 
security. As the member noted, we are currently in the process of redeveloping the emergency department at the 
hospital, providing a new fast-track area to improve patient triage and two new holding bays to ensure privacy for 
patients awaiting inpatient administration; a reconfiguration of the existing triage area to facilitate early senior 
medical review and to improve patient privacy and comfort; redesign of the emergency department waiting room; 
and additional beds to the short-stay unit to further streamline patient flow from the emergency department. 
There are very few places less comfortable than an emergency department waiting room. I can attest to that having 
spent a lot of time in the Fremantle and Rockingham emergency departments. However, I think the Peel hospital 
emergency waiting room takes that to a whole new level. From that perspective I am really pleased that we are 
now able to get on with these major improvements to improve the experience of patients and the working 
conditions of the amazing staff we have working there. I join the member for Dawesville in acknowledging that it 
is First Responders Day, and thank them particularly in this time of the COVID-19 pandemic for the important 
work that they do. 
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I want to touch on the comments the member made about negative pressure rooms and the need to undertake 
a redevelopment of hospital EDs that acknowledges this new pattern of admissions and presentations. We are doing 
a bunch of work at the moment with a company called Safesphere, which has developed technology that allows 
for the retrofitting of negative pressure rooms. It is extraordinary technology not only because it is in pod form 
and caters for someone on a stretcher, but also it retrofits hospital rooms. It is a local company that is doing great 
work now. I understand that yesterday, that company reached agreement to sell to other state governments as well. 
I will give the member its details, as it would be good to have a look at it.  

The sustainable health review identified the Peel catchment as one of the areas underserviced and, as I said, 
significantly underinvested under the previous government. We are now seeking to rectify that. The current 
investment will be a welcome boost to not only health services at the hospital, but also jobs in the Peel region. 
Devlyn Construction, which is a Western Australian business, estimates that 100 subcontractors, including those 
from the Peel region, are expected to be employed on the project. Not only is it a great boost for health services, it 
is a great boost for the Peel economy. We very much look forward to now being able to see that construction take 
place. In fact, I think it would have started last week. We anticipated the construction to start on 22 June. We are now 
very pleased to get that on. We had put off this construction until October, but now that we have the COVID-19 
pandemic experience under control, we are in a position to bring those works forward, remove the delay and make 
them happen.  

The member is correct that the hospital is in need of an upgrade, and we will continue to work with the hospital, 
with the private provider at the hospital, Ramsay Health Care, and, indeed, with the commonwealth, which, as the 
member acknowledged, has made a commitment of $21 million towards the redevelopment of the hospital. We 
will continue to work with all of our partners to understand the needs of the Peel hospital. The one thing I can 
assure all members, and particularly the member for Dawesville, is that the future — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: And me. 

Mr R.H. COOK: And the member for Mandurah, but he knows this already.  

The future of Peel hospital is in safe hands with a Labor government. We have significantly invested in this hospital 
in the past and we will continue to invest significantly in the future, because we want to put Peel patients first. 

KALAMUNDA HOSPITAL — PALLIATIVE CARE 

Grievance 

MR M. HUGHES (Kalamunda) [9.52 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Health, and I thank him for accepting 
the opportunity for me to talk to him about palliative care. On Thursday, 28 May, I presented a petition from my 
constituents to the Legislative Assembly to support the government’s efforts in the provision of palliative care 
across the state, and in particular the creation of Kalamunda Hospital as a Western Australian centre of excellence 
for palliative care. My constituents and I am mindful of the good quality of the palliative care services provided at 
the hospital. We believe that the hospital is well placed to become a centre of excellence in the practice and delivery 
of palliative care for both inpatients and outpatients. Although the creation of the centre of excellence for palliative 
care in the east metropolitan region would have a continuing direct benefit for my constituents, it would have 
a broader influence on the provision of palliative care across the state.  

I know the minister is committed to the principles of excellence of palliative care and the enhancing of its provisions 
in the context of the conditional ability for individuals to access the voluntary assisted dying legislation as a result 
of the passage of the law last year. I am also pleased that the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council 
have agreed to establish a joint select committee to inquire into and report on the progress of palliative care, 
particularly the implementation of the recommendations of the Joint Select Committee on End of Life Choices, 
the delivery of services associated with palliative care funding announced in 2019–20, the delivery of palliative 
care in regional and remote areas, and the progress of ensuring equity of access to palliative care services between 
metropolitan and regional areas. My constituents and I look forward to the report of the committee, which is expected 
in November this year. We know there is inequitable access to palliative care in Western Australia, and in that 
regard I believe that Western Australia is no different from the rest of Australia.  

It is noteworthy that evidence shows the benefits of specialist palliative care early in the disease, in the course of 
life-limiting illnesses, and patients being managed by their usual care team, with specialist palliative care becoming 
more involved in times of need such as with disease progression or when symptoms relax. I also note that the palliative 
care model called “compassionate communities” is being championed in pockets around Western Australia, such 
as in the south west and Peel. Taken together, the national palliative care strategy, our own Western Australian 
strategy, covering the period from 2018 to 2028, the Western Australian “Sustainable Health Review” and the 
Joint Select Committee on End of Life Choices set a clear pathway forward to address existing inequalities. That 
we need better investment in quality palliative care is a given, but I am very pleased that the Western Australian 
Labor government has responded to this need by increasing overall funding of palliative care to a historic level, 
which now stands at $224 million for the four-year period from 2019 to 2023.  
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As the minister will be aware, upwards of 16 000 Western Australians die each year. It is estimated that more than 
half could benefit from palliative care. Although we anticipate that very few people will take advantage of the 
voluntary assisted dying legislation, the vast majority of the community, many thousands, will want, and I think will 
require and must have access to, quality palliative care, and it must be resourced accordingly. Australia can count 
itself as one of the relatively few countries across the globe currently providing a level of integrated, comprehensive 
palliative care, but there is still much more work to be done to ensure that people affected by life-limiting illnesses, 
wherever they may live, get the care they need to live well to the end of their days. The national strategy, which 
all Australian governments have committed to, is intended to ensure that evidence-based quality of palliative care 
is available to everyone who requires it. I think that the creation of a Western Australian centre of excellence for 
palliative care would go a long way to demonstrating the Western Australian government’s commitments to the 
provision of and support for evidence-based quality palliative care.  
As the minister is aware, the Western Australian priorities in our strategy match the guiding principles of the 
national strategy. The national strategy has six guiding principles, which, although aspirational, need to be visible 
in high-quality palliative care delivery and practice. They reflect our own six priority areas. According to my notes, 
these are the words of the Western Australian director general of Health — 

It is vital that the Western Australian health system commits to the six priorities contained in our own 
strategy and embraces the recommended contemporary approaches to statewide leadership, direction-setting 
and local implementation. 

I would like the minister to reflect on the implementation of the Western Australian end-of-life and palliative care 
strategy. How far have we come since its endorsement and what remains to be done? I ask the minister to comment 
on the prospect of developing Kalamunda Hospital as a Western Australian centre of excellence for palliative care 
and on pursuing and delivering evidence-based contemporary high-quality palliative care practices to inform and 
educate palliative care practitioners and carers. I thank the minister for accepting my grievance. 
MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Minister for Health) [9.58 am]: I thank the member for Kalamunda for his 
grievance today. Once again, he is in the community championing causes that are of concern to those he represents. 
He also is undertaking this work in a considered and knowledgeable way in a manner that I think is very effective. 
The member is right that palliative care is an important part of the McGowan government’s commitment to health 
care, particularly at end of life. The vision of the “WA End-of-Life and Palliative Care Strategy 2018–2028” is 
committed to improving the lives of all Western Australians through quality end-of-life and palliative care. The 
strategy identifies six priority areas that will be familiar to the member. They are that care is accessible to everyone 
everywhere, care is person-centred, care is coordinated, families and carers are supported, all staff are prepared to 
care, and the community is aware and able to care. These are important principles, many of which are often forgotten 
because we have a health system that is focused on high level acuity recovery. From time to time, the system does 
not understand the important work that is done in palliative care and the quality of life—I know it is counterintuitive 
to say—that it can bring to someone’s end-of-life experience. 
In 2019, I chaired a palliative care summit to hear from services, providers, health professionals, consumers, carers 
and families. A range of themes came from the summit and those themes are now embedded into the work streams 
that we are undertaking. They include improving capacity and funding models; referral processes and navigating 
access to care arrangements; the need for greater education—which I think is a key component—and training for 
healthcare professionals; and enhancing the level of community engagement, awareness and understanding of 
palliative care. Many people often drive for an older relative to live longer, albeit in circumstances in which that 
member of their family might think, perhaps, they would prefer a peaceful departure. Understanding in the 
community about the availability of palliative care and the quality it can bring to a person’s end-of-life experience 
is really important to make sure that people have the opportunity to access it. 
The first of the implementation plans will run from 2020 to 2022 and will guide the implementation of the end-of-life 
and palliative care strategy. In addition, the government is investing $224 million over the forward estimates for 
community-based services, planning, new regional models of care, a telehealth hub and recruitment of multidisciplinary 
teams. I want to highlight the importance of the telehealth hub. That will provide support for healthcare workers 
in regional Western Australia so that they can provide a high level of end-of-life care and ensure that people in 
regional Western Australia can expect and receive better palliative healthcare services. 
Some of the initiatives that are currently underway include a procurement process for 10 additional palliative care beds 
in the north metropolitan suburbs. The member will remember the “My Life, My Choice” report by the Joint Select 
Committee on End of Life Choices, which was chaired by the member for Morley. That report identified a serious 
lack of supply in the northern suburbs. That is an important element. The Department of Health is currently in 
negotiations with the commonwealth government to enter into a national partnership agreement for comprehensive 
palliative care in aged care, targeting residents of aged-care facilities. That is obviously very important work. An 
Aboriginal end-of-life and palliative care framework is also being undertaken and a dementia at end-of-life and 
palliative care framework is being developed. The department has partnered with Palliative Care Western Australia 
to provide community education and training in advance care planning, including palliative care education. The 
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palliative care information community hotline tender process was initiated just prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
An interim line was purchased directly from PCWA for six months to provide immediate support to the community 
while the longer-term tender process is being completed. I commend the community education program run by 
Palliative Care WA to all members. It is exceptional and their constituents will love it. 
I am running out of time, but the member will appreciate that there is a lot to talk about. Coming back to the 
elements of the policy focus for Kalamunda, the member will be aware that Kalamunda Hospital Campus has seen 
strong growth in its specialist inpatient palliative care services for 40 years. The palliative care ward has gone from 
a four-bed unit to now providing a 22-bed inpatient palliative care unit within an adult public hospital. It does 
outstanding work. The service comprises a broad range of comprehensive specialist medical, nursing and allied 
health care services. It was not surprising to hear that the Shorten opposition took a policy to the last election that 
called for Kalamunda Hospital to become a centre of excellence in palliative care. That was due in no small part 
to the member for Kalamunda’s incredibly strong advocacy for palliative care services in his constituency. It was 
not surprising to hear the Shorten Labor team embrace that advocacy and put that forward as one of its policies. 
The team at Kalamunda Hospital is rightly proud of the excellent service that it provides. We will certainly look 
very closely at the member’s proposal for Kalamunda Hospital to become a palliative care centre of excellence as 
part of our ongoing work to continue to provide great palliative care in Western Australia. There is a lot of work 
to be done. This is an area in which I think we need to continue to improve. We will continue to invest heavily in 
end-of-life care. It is an important part of continuing to put patients first and we will continue to invest in it strongly 
as part of the McGowan government’s commitment to end-of-life care. 

EDUCATION AND HEALTH STANDING COMMITTEE 
Ninth Issues Paper — “Prenatal Methamphetamine Exposure: Time to Wake Up to Another Hidden Harm” — 

Tabling 
MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [10.06 am]: I present for tabling the ninth issues paper of the Education and 
Health Standing Committee titled “Prenatal Methamphetamine Exposure: Time to Wake Up to Another Hidden 
Harm”. 
[See paper 3481.] 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: The Education and Health Standing Committee has released an issues paper that explores 
how prenatal methamphetamine exposure is being dealt with and considers what lessons can be learnt from our 
efforts to tackle foetal alcohol spectrum disorder. The report is the beginning of a contribution to a much-needed 
area of examination. I am going to read in my chair’s foreword. After many years of being a chair, my realisation 
is that these reports sometimes end up on the committee page but the foreword does not necessarily end up within 
Hansard. The foreword states — 

Much has been written and spoken about methamphetamine use in our community, however the criminal 
focus on this public health problem has mostly neglected the impact on children exposed in utero. The 
capacity to learn from the experience — 

I welcome the Minister for Health into the Parliament. With Mr Acting Speaker’s indulgence, I will move to the 
other side of the podium so that the Minister for Health can be in his rightful seat. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Sure. In these uncertain times we can be flexible. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: We are going into the winter recess. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I look forward to hearing about the report, member. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Yes. My foreword states — 

Much has been written and spoken about methamphetamine use in our community, however the criminal 
focus on this public health problem has mostly neglected the impact on children exposed in utero. The 
capacity to learn from the experience of delayed public health responses to FASD and the social 
consequences which are now emerging is a powerful lesson in preventing adverse social outcomes. 
The need for early diagnosis and treatment is familiar to what we now know about a fetal alcohol spectrum 
disorder (FASD), that children adversely affected by alcohol in utero can often be misdiagnosed. The 
benefit of a FASD diagnosis is that it explains troubling behaviour and interventions can be implemented. 
Similar concerns regarding misdiagnosis or no diagnosis are voiced about methamphetamine exposure, 
particularly as children may have cognitive and behavioural difficulties that become more obvious once 
they start school. 
At the core of any discussion there is a need to be cautious about attributing blame and stigma which would 
limit the capacity to both assess and address the issue in a considered manner. The public health focus on 
the child’s wellbeing is so eloquently articulated by researcher Tricia Wouldes from the IDEAL study 
(outlined in this report): 

We’re not finding irreversible brain damage, which I think a lot of people expect. It’s behavioural 
problems that interfere with learning. And the behavioural problems might be a combination of 
exposure to drugs and the home environment. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013481a1025edb84681babc48258593000b21b7/$file/3481.pdf
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Since 2010 the FASD model of care in WA has sought to address the risk and a similar strategy is needed 
for prenatal methamphetamine exposure (PME). While the illicit status of methamphetamine means there 
will be some differences compared with the approach to combatting alcohol use in pregnancy, there 
are also similarities. Indeed, it is presumed that a medical practitioner is less likely to know of 
methamphetamine use, yet research illustrates that less than half of doctors routinely ask about alcohol 
consumption in pregnancy. 

An avoidance of impairment assessment given the stigma, coupled with an unaffordable and mostly 
inaccessible diagnostic service process, can leave both parents and children disadvantaged in their treatment. 
However, given the 2018 Auditor General’s report which found methamphetamine has replaced alcohol 
as the major source of demand for treatment a systemic approach to risk is required despite the criticism 
that universal screening may lead to stigma and discrimination. 

Obviously, with FASD and PME ‘prevention is better than a cure’ and we applaud public health strategies 
that reduce the risk for all in the community. In the case of FASD, measures that reduce accessibility 
through proactive policies like the Northern Territory Government’s minimum floor pricing policy have 
delivered a marked decline in alcohol-related harm. Further, the recent report of the Legislative Council 
select committee into alternative approaches to illicit drug use and its effects on the community noted the 
hurdles faced in treating methamphetamine dependence, including no pharmacotherapy, and reinforced 
the importance of early intervention. Such intervention as early identification in pregnancy could be vital 
and possibly life-changing for both parent and child. 

Given the Federal parliamentary enquiry into FASD, along with the challenges of conducting a health-based 
committee inquiry during the COVID-19 pandemic, the committee felt it appropriate at this time to explore 
prenatal methamphetamine exposure by means of an issues paper. 

We are grateful to those who attended several briefings just before the state went into lockdown, particularly 
midwife Angela O’Connor who works at the coalface of this complex public health problem and generously 
shared her research and considerable insights. 

From our preliminary exploration, it appears that there needs to be some sustained investment in research 
into the effects of prenatal methamphetamine exposure, guidelines for screening and diagnosis of potentially 
affected babies and children, and more rehabilitation and drug counselling services for women who want 
to stop using methamphetamine during pregnancy. 

It is important to note here the successes of some FASD interventions that could form the basis of a strategy, 
such as the community-led Marulu Strategy in the Fitzroy Valley, that is outlined in the report. 

Obviously, I want to thank fellow committee members for their support during the discussion around this topic 
and also the research staff, who always do an excellent job, for preparing this paper. Despite the fact that this is an 
issues paper, it includes an executive summary, which has some key messages that are worth noting. The key 
messages are — 

• There has not been enough research conducted into the prevalence of prenatal methamphetamine 
exposure, or into its long-term effects 

• More targeted prevention measures and services would assist women to stop using methamphetamine 
before and during pregnancy 

• There is a lack of investment in screening, diagnosis and treatment services for babies exposed 
to methamphetamine in utero 

• Early intervention is vital to negate or minimise adverse impacts on a child’s learning and 
behaviour 

• Lessons learnt from responding to FASD can inform the approach to prenatal methamphetamine 
exposure 

We could have named this report after an ABC news report by Elicia Kennedy titled “Babies born to meth-affected 
babies seem well behaved”, because when they are born, they are quiet and, frankly, quite sleepy, “but their passive 
nature”—I would insert the word “may” here because it is not clear—“masks a serious problem”. That is referenced 
in the footnote on page 12 of the report. 

I want to end by saying that the lesson learnt from this discussion paper is to not judge but act. It is not just about 
methamphetamine; it is also about adversity. 

Anyone who has read or heard Trent Dalton speak about his book in his article, “Why I Wrote ‘Boy Swallows 
Universe’”, will have experienced a story of a child who can thrive in a family of love, despite the impact of 
adversity and drugs. The book was set in Brisbane in 1983. It is about a lost father, a mute brother, a mum in jail, 
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a heroin dealer for a stepfather and a notorious crim for a babysitter. It is a great book, and I suggest members read 
it. What is really interesting about it is that whole idea of adversity and how families can get through that with 
love. Trent Dalton wrote — 

I’m a journalist who has written thousands of words about the most harrowing stories about Australian life 
in the suburbs … tragedy, violence, trauma, upheaval, betrayal, death, destruction, families, abandonment, 
drugs, crime, hope and healing, no hope, no healing … and I’m often reminded by my gut that kicks from 
the inside sometimes how my own mother’s life story remains the most harrowing story I’ve ever had the 
strange and often unsettling honour of being a significant part of. 

He finished that piece by saying why he wrote the book, which relates to the whole aspect of what happens with 
adversity and drugs. The reason I am referring to this is that I do not think we can judge these things. He writes — 

Here are my answers: 
1. Every lost soul can be found again. Fates can be changed. Bad can become good. 
2. True love conquers all. 
3. There is a fine line between magic and madness and all should be encouraged in moderation. 
4. Australian suburbia is a dark and brutal place. 
5. Australian suburbia is a beautiful and magical place. 
6. Home is always the first and final poem. 

We want to ensure that home is always very important and that we deal with prenatal methamphetamine exposure 
as a public health issue. It is an issue that we need to look at, and support and nurture the wellbeing of children in 
our community. I thank the minister for hearing the presentation. 
MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [10.17 am]: I, too, rise to talk to the Education and Health Standing Committee’s 
issues paper titled “Prenatal Methamphetamine Exposure: Time to Wake Up to Another Hidden Harm”. I do so in 
my capacity as deputy chair of the committee. At the outset, I would like to recognise the contribution of the chair, 
the member for Mirrabooka, and fellow committee members—the members for Kimberley, Moore and Wanneroo. 
I would also like to thank the committee staff, Dr Palmer and Ms Hogan, for their contribution and help. 
To be perfectly frank, I was surprised to see the extent to which methamphetamine is used by women, particularly 
the number of women who are presenting at birth with methamphetamine exposure. The issues paper highlighted 
that this number continues to grow at a significant rate. Data given to the committee by the Women and Newborn 
Drug and Alcohol Service in Perth shows that in 2014, 157 pregnant women who were using methamphetamine 
were admitted to WANDAS. In 2019, that figure jumped to 240. That is an exponential increase, and a concerning 
one. One key component that was made obvious to me in my private discussions with the member for Mirrabooka 
is the need to not stigmatise women who are exposed to methamphetamine and, particularly in this case, those 
who are pregnant and go on to deliver a baby. From this perspective, this issues paper reflects the need for 
governments and agencies to be caring and concerned for women in that position. As the issues paper highlights, 
many women in Western Australia use methamphetamine as a mechanism to cope with or escape from their domestic 
situation. Of most concern to me is that Aboriginal individuals are 2.2 times more likely to use methamphetamine. 
The exposure of methamphetamine in a prenatal context is obviously a concern in remote and regional 
Western Australia as well. 
I am really pleased and, I have to say, quite proud that this is the first report that I have been part of in my time as 
deputy chair of the Education and Health Standing Committee. I think it is an important one, because it highlights 
an underlying issue in our community that not many people are speaking about. A lot of issues have been identified 
with foetal alcohol spectrum disorder, particularly in the justice system context. Banksia Hill Detention Centre 
and the Telethon Kids Institute did a joint study—during the term of this government, to this government’s credit—
that identified a very high prevalence of FASD in a lot of Banksia Hill Detention Centre’s detainees. We are seeing 
more research into FASD and there continues to be a growing body of evidence for how to diagnose it and people 
are coming up with options to try to manage it as best as possible. I think we are now on the precipice of finding 
out what the effects of methamphetamine will look like. The likelihood is that this will, unfortunately, become 
a continuing issue that governments will have to start to grapple with. If we are not responsive early, we will find 
ourselves on the back of this cycle like we were with FASD. It is best to talk about this in an open, calm and considered 
manner that does not seek to denigrate women, particularly those who are pregnant and might be concerned about 
presenting or admitting that they have exposed their unborn child to methamphetamine use during their pregnancy. 
There needs to be a calm and considered discussion with healthcare professionals and greater work is needed to 
understand the impact this might have once a child is born, and strategies that can be put in place to support the 
woman and possibly the family to ensure that their child has the best possible quality of life as they grow up. 
The key messages from this issues paper are quite obvious and the chair has outlined them outstandingly. One that is 
most concerning to me is that there are not more targeted prevention measures for women who have been exposed to 
methamphetamine use. If we look at what successive governments have done to reduce drinking during pregnancy, 
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we can see that it has been absolutely effective. That shows that when a government is committed to ensuring that it 
puts together a collaborative and extensive healthcare campaign, we see reductions in risky behaviour. In this case, 
the consumption of alcohol during pregnancy is coming down and those rates continue to fall. If governments 
acknowledge that FASD is an issue and they have responded to it, governments should also acknowledge that 
methamphetamine use is becoming a similar problem. The scale might not be quite as large, but I suspect that is 
because not enough work is being done to identify women who might be exposed to methamphetamine during that 
time or might expose their child to it during stages of pregnancy. This issues paper calls for more research to be done, 
hopefully by the Department of Health, in a manner similar to the already good work done on FASD. 
The blueprint already exists. We know about the issue with exposure in utero to other substances, in this case 
alcohol, and we know that methamphetamine is now becoming increasingly used. Let us learn lessons from the 
paths that we have already trod, with FASD in particular. I hope that this government and successive governments 
can continue to learn from this paper and any other bodies of evidence that are produced to make sure that when 
an unborn child is exposed to methamphetamine, that pregnant woman gets the support they need to make sure 
that that child goes on to live a good life. All of us in this chamber and across governments undoubtedly want to 
make sure that our children have the best possible futures and opportunities, and that is what this paper is rooted in. 
The absolutely overriding concept of this issues paper is that we want to make sure that we do not see delays, like 
we have seen before—not specifically with this government, but with other governments—in failing to acknowledge 
FASD and its subsequent impact. This is a good opportunity and a bit of a wake-up call, though probably not the right 
word, and I think this paper shines a bit of a light and starts to hold a candle to what is otherwise a very dark space 
to make sure that government, driven by the member for Mirrabooka, can be aware of the impact of methamphetamine 
exposure. Together with other committee members, I am very proud to sit alongside the member for Mirrabooka 
and I appreciate her continuing concern for those women who have an addiction and about the impact on their 
children. I commend the issues paper to the house. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [10.24 am]: I will talk very briefly about the 
issues paper that has been presented today, titled “Prenatal Methamphetamine Exposure”, and I compliment the 
work done by the other members of the committee including the former deputy chair, the member for Nedlands, who 
was also involved at one point in our discussions, and of course the member for Dawesville, who has since stepped 
into that role. The member for Mirrabooka as chair is the driving force for this issues paper, I believe, and that should 
be recognised and understood. I would also like to thank the committee staff, who are here today, Jovita Hogan 
and principal research officer Sarah Palmer, for their work, which is always very professionally undertaken. 
This issues paper is not a full report, but the committee had a very quick look at an emerging issue in the health 
system of Western Australia: the potential effects on children from their mothers taking methamphetamine 
throughout pregnancy, what that means for the ongoing health of that child and the proper treatment of that child. 
I will just point out a couple of things from the report. Firstly, this is in no way to say that foetal alcohol spectrum 
disorder, which is also a problem, is any less of a problem. This does not comment on that and it is not suggesting 
that resources should be taken from FASD and allocated to look at the amphetamine use situation—far from it. It 
is just adding to the weight of the need for more to be done to ensure that young Western Australians who are 
being born every day under the influence of either alcohol or methamphetamine have appropriate health care. It is 
for their benefit and is not to take from one sector to give to the other. That is certainly not the case. 
One of the other interesting aspects of the report is a pattern that was identified, especially for Aboriginal mothers, 
by at least one witness. In some families, when a mother is affected by amphetamine, very often that child might 
be taken away from the mother and put in care, which, perversely, in some ways sets up a situation in which the 
mother wants to replace the child, and so another child is born into that situation. That is something we need to 
look at, with ways to ensure that children can stay in their family safely. We do not want to set up a situation in 
which a grieving mother sets out to replace her lost child and puts that child in exactly the same situation. A couple 
of aspects are very interesting and need urgent attention. I highlight that as one particular issue. Overall, thanks 
very much to the rest of the committee. I commend the issues paper to the house. 

ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr J.R. Quigley (Attorney General), and read a first time. 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the Attorney General. 

Second Reading 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [10.29 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
The primary purpose of this bill is to give effect to the McGowan government’s election commitments to 
improve disclosure laws around political donations, ensure more timely disclosure of those donations and 
introduce expenditure caps for election campaigns. It will also place a total ban on foreign donations in WA. 
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Western Australian electors deserve to know that those with the deepest pockets should not be able to spend 
their way to influence an election. This bill will ensure the public have confidence in the accountability, 
transparency and integrity of elections in Western Australia. 
I will now outline the major features of the bill. Currently, political parties and their associated entities are required 
to disclose donations and gifts received on an annual basis. Political parties and their associated entities will be 
required to submit quarterly returns. These stakeholders will then have 10 business days from the end of the quarter 
to submit their return to the Electoral Commission. These returns will be published online as soon as practicable 
by the Electoral Commission. 
The political donation threshold in Western Australia is currently $2 500 per annum. All donations above this 
amount must record the details of the donor. However, political parties and associated entities that are registered 
both within the state and federally can satisfy state requirements by providing a federal return. Importantly, the 
federal disclosure donation threshold is $14 000. Under this bill, the political donation threshold will be reduced 
to $1 000 and the ability to use a federal return for state purposes will no longer be an option. All political parties 
in Western Australia will have to operate under the new $1 000 disclosure threshold. This amendment is in line 
with the McGowan Labor government’s clear commitment to increase transparency around political donations. 
In addition, the post-election disclosure reporting requirement will be reduced. Currently, political parties and candidates 
have 15 weeks to submit a return to the Electoral Commission detailing their electoral expenditure and any gifts they 
have received. To increase transparency and to fulfil an election commitment, the Electoral Act will be amended so that 
political parties and candidates will have 12 weeks after election day to submit a return to the Electoral Commission. 
Importantly, this bill will deliver expenditure caps for the first time in WA. Unlike other jurisdictions, such as 
New South Wales, South Australia and now Queensland, there has been no cap on expenditure in WA to date. This 
lack of an expenditure cap gives capacity for a single group or individual to spend large sums and buy a platform 
that exceeds the reach of both the minor and major political parties. From 1 October this year, expenditure shall 
be capped before the general election on 13 March 2021 and indexed to CPI for each subsequent financial year. 
The capped period will conclude on polling day. The period of capped expenditure will continue for subsequent 
elections from 1 October of the year preceding that election to election day. The expenditure cap will be applied as 
follows. A registered political party will be able to spend $125 000 per Legislative Assembly district being contested. 
A registered political party will be able to spend $125 000 per Legislative Council region being contested. Political 
parties may spend over the capped amount in a particular district or region, although this overspend would need 
to be accounted for by a reduction in expenditure in other contested districts or regions. Legislative Council groups 
will be capped at $125 000 per region. Independent candidates will be capped at $125 000 for a region or a district. 
Other entities that are not political parties, candidates, or Legislative Council groups will be capped at $2 million. 
There will be significant consequences, both civil and criminal, should a person exceed these expenditure caps. 
First, an amount equal to twice the exceedance will be payable to the state by the party, candidate, group or person 
subject to the expenditure cap and may be recovered as a debt, due to the state, by action against them or their agent. 
Second, there are criminal offences for a contravention of an applicable expenditure cap. The maximum penalty 
for the aggravated offence is two years’ imprisonment and a maximum fine equal to three times the exceedance or 
$36 000, if three times the exceedance is less than $36 000. If a body corporate commits the aggravated offence, 
then by operation of the Sentencing Act 1995, they are liable to a fine of five times the maximum fine that could 
be imposed on a natural person convicted of the same offence. 
This bill will also introduce a ban on foreign donations. It will be unlawful to accept a political donation unless 
the donor is an Australian resident or citizen, or has an Australian business number. It is intended that foreign 
donations will be banned on the basis that foreign donors should not be able, or have a right, to influence domestic 
policy. This ensures that for those parties that are registered only in WA, the ban on foreign donations already in 
effect federally will also apply. 
Lastly, there are some minor associated administrative changes to the Electoral Act. 
This government promised fairness across the entire political system. No single entity is being targeted here; these 
rules are for everyone, and this bill is about transparency, integrity and accountability. Voters have a right to know 
as much as possible about candidates and political parties before polling day, including who is funding them. 
Tightening the rules around financial disclosure will give voters greater confidence in the Western Australian 
electoral process. I look forward to the support of all in the chamber on these important reforms. I commend the 
bill to the house.  
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr P.A. Katsambanis. 

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr W.J. Johnston (Minister for Industrial Relations), and read a first time. 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 
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Second Reading 
MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Industrial Relations) [10.39 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
Since its election, the McGowan government has been clear about the importance it places on there being strong 
protections for workers. At the last election, we committed to the retention of the state industrial relations system, 
which is tailored to suit the needs of Western Australian employers and employees. However, we also made 
a commitment to review the system to ensure that it is modern, fair and accessible. The bill before the house today 
represents the culmination of two substantial inquiries commissioned by the government, which examined the state 
industrial relations system. 
In 2017, I commissioned the Ministerial Review of the State Industrial Relations System, which was conducted 
by barrister and former acting president of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission, Mark Ritter, 
SC; and the member for Forrestfield, Stephen Price, MLA. The “Ministerial Review of the State Industrial 
Relations System: Final Report”, which was tabled in this house in April 2019, made a suite of recommendations to 
reform the industrial relations system. This bill implements a significant number of the report’s recommendations, 
each with the overarching objective of delivering an industrial relations system that is modern, fair and accessible. 
A vital first change is for our employment laws to extend to all employees not covered by the federal system. It 
may surprise and disappoint members to know that currently there are employees in Western Australia who are 
not entitled to minimum employment entitlements or even protections. This occurs nowhere else in Australia. As 
a consequence, the commonwealth government has identified this state’s antiquated exclusions as a barrier to 
Australia ratifying the International Labour Organization’s Protocol of 2014 to the Forced Labour Convention, 
1930. This important protocol aims to support the global fight against forced labour, people trafficking and modern 
slavery. It requires that coverage and enforcement of legislation concerning forced labour, including labour law as 
appropriate, applies to all workers and all sectors of the economy. The exclusion of certain categories of workers 
from the definition of “employee” in the Industrial Relations Act 1979 and the Minimum Conditions of Employment 
Act 1993 was therefore identified as a potential barrier to Western Australia’s compliance with the protocol. 
Two previous federal industrial relations ministers have written to the Western Australian government about ratification 
of the protocol. On 3 November 2017, Senator Hon Michaelia Cash, the then federal Minister for Employment, 
wrote to me stating that the Office of International Law within the commonwealth Attorney-General’s Department 
had confirmed that the gap in coverage of industrial relations protections for certain groups of workers in 
Western Australia results in Australia’s non-compliance with Article 2(c)(i) of the protocol. The letter states — 

This obstacle to compliance with the Protocol could be overcome by Western Australia enacting 
legislative changes to ensure that the Western Australian industrial relations framework applies to all 
workers in Western Australia who are not covered by the national industrial relations framework. 

On 14 January 2019, Hon Kelly O’Dwyer, MP, the then federal Minister for Jobs and Industrial Relations, wrote to 
me noting that the ministerial review had been completed. The letter referred to the federal government’s commitment 
to eradicating forced labour and to ratifying the protocol. The letter further stated — 

You may be aware that the Australian Government recently passed legislation to support businesses to 
respond to issues surrounding modern slavery. Now that we are approaching compliance at the 
Commonwealth level the gap in industrial relations protections for groups of workers in Western Australia 
is the only other remaining barrier to enable ratification to be progressed. 
Our officials are continuing to work together, however it would be appreciated if you could consider 
options to progress the outcomes of your review as they relate to this matter as quickly as possible. 

The amendments in this bill will ensure that no category of Western Australian employee is denied employment 
protections and that our laws are, at long last, compliant with—and, therefore, the commonwealth government is 
able to ratify—the ILO protocol. 
We are also making important amendments to align penalties for contravening state employment laws with the 
penalties under the federal Fair Work Act 2009 that currently apply to non-compliant national system employers 
operating throughout Australia, including Western Australia. At present, failing to pay a state system employee 
their minimum employment entitlements attracts the paltry maximum penalty of $2 000. In contrast, failing to pay 
a national system employee their minimum entitlements attracts a maximum penalty of $12 600 for an unincorporated 
employer in another state or $63 000 for an incorporated employer in Western Australia. There is currently no 
penalty at all for failing to pay an employee their minimum long-service leave entitlements. It is time to remedy 
these unjustifiable deficiencies. 
This brings me to the second inquiry, the Inquiry into Wage Theft in Western Australia. The inquiry, as I will come 
to, found much of concern. To be clear, wage theft is not an inadvertent or one-off underpayment of an employee. 
Rather, it is the systematic and deliberate underpayment of an employee. Sadly, for some workers, it is a business 
model used by some unscrupulous employers. 
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In 2019, I commissioned the former chief commissioner of the WAIRC, Tony Beech, to identify the reasons wage 
theft occurs, the impact wage theft has on employees, employers and the community and the solutions going forward. 
The inquiry identified that wage theft in Western Australia took the form of unpaid hours, the non-payment of any 
wages or allowances for work performed, the underpayment of wages and entitlements, unauthorised or unreasonable 
deductions and non-payment of superannuation. It also identified cafes and restaurants, contract cleaning, retail 
and horticulture as industries in which the likelihood of wage theft is highest. 

I want to share with the house just one particularly egregious example of wage theft identified by the inquiry. 
Mr Kandel is a migrant worker who was employed as a chef in a Perth restaurant. He was not paid for 10 months’ 
work at the restaurant. He was not simply underpaid his wages; he was not paid at all. Mr Kandel took legal action 
with pro bono assistance to try to recover the wages owed to him, which totalled more than $45 000. This court 
action was successful and the employer was ordered to pay back pay and penalties, but none of the back pay owed 
to Mr Kandel or the employer’s penalties were ever paid. Soon after the judgment was entered, the restaurant closed 
down. As was the case for Mr Kandel, and for any employee whose wages have been stolen from them, wage theft 
imposes significant financial hardship. This, in turn, adversely affects the community, because employees have 
less income to spend in the local economy and taxpayers are left making up the shortfall. 

It is also important to recognise that an employer who utilises a wage theft business model gains an unfair competitive 
advantage over the many employers who comply with their lawful obligations. Every business wishes to maximise 
its financial returns; this should not, however, be allowed to be on the back of underpaying or, worse still, not 
paying their employees. The wage theft inquiry made a number of recommendations for legislative reform, which 
this bill now implements. The house may recall the infamy of 7-Eleven franchisees requiring cashbacks from their 
employees, many of whom were vulnerable due to their migrant status. This bill includes a prohibition on cashbacks 
whereby employers require employees to pay back part of their wage to circumvent minimum employment 
entitlements. There will also be a prohibition on an employer dismissing or otherwise disadvantaging an employee 
because of the employee’s right to inquire into or complain about their employment conditions, a prohibition on sham 
contracting arrangements and a prohibition on employment being advertised at less than the applicable minimum 
wage for the position. To complement these reforms, the powers of industrial inspectors, who have a statutory role 
to ensure compliance with Western Australia’s employment laws, will be enhanced. I note the government has 
budgeted for extra funding for the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety to employ more industrial 
inspectors to tackle wage theft. 

The bill includes measures to stop workplace bullying. We will provide workers with a quick and inexpensive 
avenue via the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission to seek redress from workplace bullying and 
prevent actual harm to their safety and health. These provisions are based closely on the federal workplace bullying 
laws, which apply to national system workers in Western Australia. As with the federal laws, these provisions will 
complement this state’s workplace safety and health laws. 

The bill will also provide the WAIRC with the jurisdiction to make an equal remuneration order so that employees 
will receive equal remuneration for work of equal or comparable value. We will ensure that all state private sector 
employees are covered by an award, other than those not traditionally award-covered. In addition, the bill will 
increase the age at which commissioners must retire to 70 years to reflect tenured judicial positions—all provisions 
that we say are well overdue in the year 2020. 

Lastly, it is the government’s view that local governments, as part of the body politic of the state, should be regulated 
by the state industrial relations system, rather than the federal system. The ministerial review also identified that 
there is significant legal doubt about whether local governments can be regulated by the corporations power of the 
commonwealth Constitution, and therefore by the national industrial relations system. Some local governments 
argue that Western Australian local governments are, in fact, “constitutional corporations”. They must, however, fully 
appreciate the consequence of this position. This could mean that the commonwealth Parliament’s constitutional 
powers are fully utilised to regulate the affairs of local government—for example, to specify the electoral system 
that is to be used to elect members of any Western Australian local government. 

As a representative of the government of Western Australia, I do not believe it is appropriate to give away our 
rights to the federal Government. Local governments in Western Australia are created by the Parliament of 
Western Australia, and I am confident that the overwhelming majority of Western Australians agree that we 
should resist the encroachment of power from Canberra. The government’s intention in this bill is nothing more 
than the exercise of the right of Western Australians to regulate our own political affairs without any interference 
from Canberra. 

I would draw the house’s attention to section 7A of the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975, which provides that 
the regulation of employment for chief executive officers of local governments are determined by the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal. This provision was inserted into the Act in 2012 by the former Barnett Liberal–National 
government, with the full support of the Western Australian Local Government Association. If the previous 
Government, with WALGA’s support, recognised that the Parliament of Western Australia is the appropriate place 
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to pass laws to regulate the employment conditions of chief executives of every single local government in 
Western Australia, it is not justifiable that other employees of precisely the same organisations should be regulated 
by laws of the Parliament of the commonwealth. 

Although it is true that the commonwealth Parliament’s laws currently purport to regulate some local government 
employment entitlements, this does not mean that these employment arrangements are valid. I recognise that, as 
identified in the “Ministerial Review of the State Industrial Relations System: Interim Report”, the majority of 
local governments in Western Australia have traditionally operated in the federal industrial relations system. The 
interim report states — 

Prior to the introduction of Work Choices, two Federal awards—the Local Government Officers 
(Western Australia) Award 1999 and the Municipal Employees (Western Australia) Award 1999—covered 
almost all local government authorities in Western Australia. Most local governments were operating in the 
Federal industrial relations system well before 1999, as they had been “roped in” to earlier Federal awards.” 

At this time, it should be noted that the coverage within the federal industrial relations system was based on the 
concept of “inter-stated-ness” of the dispute—in simple terms, that there was a dispute between a union and an 
employer in more than one state. It was not until the commencement of the Howard government’s Work Choices 
legislation in 2006 that incorporated businesses could be regulated only under the federal industrial relations system. 
Additionally, I note that there are local governments that utilise state awards and continue to register agreements 
in the WAIRC. I note, for example, the following agreements: Shire of Harvey (Meat Inspectors) Union Collective 
Agreement 2017; Shire of Harvey Leschenault Leisure Centre Enterprise Agreement 2017; Shire of Waroona 
Outside Staff Collective Enterprise Agreement 2018; City of Kalamunda Operational Workforce Agreement 2019; 
Shire of Murray (Administrative Staff) Enterprise Bargaining Agreement 2020; Shire of Murray (Outside Workforce) 
Enterprise Bargaining Agreement 2020; and Shire of Yalgoo Employees Enterprise Agreement 2018–2021. 

I have sought to work cooperatively with WALGA to ensure there will be a smooth transition of all industrial relations 
instruments as we remove the confusion that currently exists in respect of local government industrial relations. 
I will restate my commitment to ensuring that the transition will be conducted as smoothly as possible. It is intended 
that there will be minimal change to the employment arrangements for local government employers and employees 
during the transition. Further, following the transition, industrial relations for local government employees will be 
managed by Western Australians for the benefit of Western Australians, instead of by Canberra. 

I would also point out the COVID-19 situation has been an important reminder of the need to move local government 
employment arrangements to the state industrial relations system. I note that a number of local governments 
have acted in respect of their employment arrangements at this time, in contradiction to the industrial relations 
policy objectives of the Western Australian government, but as minister I had no right to seek to be heard on these 
issues under the Fair Work Act. If local governments had industrial instruments created in accordance with the 
Industrial Relations Act, the Minister for Industrial Relations would be able to seek the leave of the WAIRC to be 
heard in proceedings involving local governments in which the state has an interest. Finally, I would point out that 
local governments in Queensland, New South Wales and South Australia are regulated by their state industrial 
relations system. The bill takes an important first step to moving all local governments to the state industrial relations 
system and, in the process, ending jurisdictional uncertainty for local government employers and employees. 

In conclusion, the government’s objectives with this bill are clear, unequivocal, and ambitious. We seek to protect 
vulnerable workers, tackle the scourge of wage theft, bring Western Australia’s employment laws into the 
twenty-first century, and provide a level playing field for employers in this state. I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr P.A. Katsambanis. 

DOG AMENDMENT (STOP PUPPY FARMING) BILL 2020 

As to Third Reading — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [10.57 am]: I move — 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the Dog Amendment 
(Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020 to proceed forthwith to the third reading following consideration in detail. 

As members are aware, we are currently debating the stop puppy farming bill. The intention of the government is 
that we pass through all the stages of that bill today and conclude with the third reading later today so that that bill 
can be dealt with in its entirety and sent to the upper house, although, of course, that is subject to the vote today. 

In speaking to this motion, I say also, for the sake of all members, that we are expecting to receive a number of 
messages from the upper house at some stage during the afternoon—hopefully, not into the evening, but we will see 
how that goes—and we will obviously need to deal with those messages. Those messages are listed on the agenda 
today to be dealt with as they arrive, after, of course, we have dealt with the stop puppy farming bill. 
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MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [10.58 am]: Obviously, the opposition will be supporting the suspension of 
standing orders to ensure that the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020 can be dealt with through all 
stages today. I note also, as the Leader of the House has suggested, that we are expecting five messages from the 
Legislative Council. I understand that the Residential Parks (Long-stay Tenants) Amendment Bill 2018 has already 
come back to this house. That bill already has some 38 amendments, so I suspect that we will be dealing with that 
and these other bills for some time into the evening. I look forward to dealing with the messages as they arrive. 
Obviously, we want to deal with the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020 for as long as it takes. We 
support the government’s intention to deal with those messages forthwith when we get to them. I look forward to 
spending what I expect to be another late night with the Leader of the House. 

Question put and passed. 

DOG AMENDMENT (STOP PUPPY FARMING) BILL 2020 
Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I want to get up before the member for Nedlands, who, along with other members, wants to 
contribute to this bill. As we know, the bill is entitled the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020. Can 
the minister explain why the bill title includes “Stop Puppy Farming” when no definition of “puppy farming” is 
found in the bill? Can the minister provide an explanation of what puppy farming is, because it is not in the bill? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member is well aware that the government is committed to preventing and stopping 
puppy farming in Western Australia and improving the health and wellbeing of dogs. That is the focus of the bill. 
The bill seeks to regulate dog breeding to ensure both transparency and traceability to identify where dogs come 
from. The bill is the result of extensive consultation and policy work that goes back some years. Indeed, the intention 
is that the bill will ensure that dogs can be traced throughout their lives. The expectation is that it will reduce the 
number of dogs that ultimately end up needing to be rehomed. The important thing is that stamping out puppy farming 
practices involves a coordinated approach. That is why a range of measures, effectively, have been embedded in 
the legislation to achieve this outcome. The bill not only deals with large-scale operations, but also addresses issues 
and concerns about backyard breeders who do not provide adequate health and wellbeing for dogs or who breed 
dogs in inadequate conditions. It is about people breeding dogs in poor conditions. 

The inclusion of a definition of “puppy farming” in the Dog Act, effectively, would limit the scope of the bill, because 
there are a range of approaches to achieve its outcomes. Of course, “stop puppy farming” is referred to in the title 
because that is our very clear intention and it was an election commitment. During the second reading debate, it was 
highlighted that this government strongly believes in the bill. The measures embedded in the bill seek to achieve 
the outcome of stopping puppy farming in Western Australia. That is the focus of the bill. “Stop Puppy Farming” 
is in the title because, cumulatively, that is what the government intends to achieve. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I raise this because I know the minister has outlined different aspects of the bill besides commercial 
or backyard operators. The bill also encompasses people who wish to raise dogs to exchange with neighbours 
et cetera on farms. A range of issues around the cultural use of and the relationship with dogs by Aboriginal people 
must also be taken into account. There are a whole range of other areas besides what I think everybody has in 
mind when they think about puppy farming—that is, a particular pet shop on Beaufort Street with a sign that says 
“Puppies for sale”, where people can go and find puppies for sale that have been sourced from unknown and 
unregulated places. People do not know whether those dogs have been raised appropriately or if they are going to 
good homes. We know nothing about that trade. I understand that. However, by not including a definition of 
“puppy farming”, the bill encompasses other areas that I think are perfectly legitimate uses for dogs. People have 
had companion relationships with dogs, especially in the rural landscape, forever. By saying that this bill will stop 
puppy farming, we will not only stop those commercial operators and those types of seedy operations that I am 
sure everybody has in mind, but also, because of the very broad nature of the bill’s ambit, affect the breeding of 
every dog. That means a whole list of exemptions will have to be set up. It would have been far better if the bill 
had included a definition of puppy farming so that we and future regulators would know what that means when 
setting out to exempt certain classes of dogs by regulation. I understand some amendments on the notice paper 
will touch on those areas, but the minister should have been able to include regulations in the bill to exempt certain 
classes of dogs. On what basis is the government making those exemptions if there is no clear description of what 
the government is trying achieve in this bill? 

I think the lack of a description or definition of “puppy farming” could become a real issue for regulators in the 
future to develop meaningful regulations that balance the need to stop the abhorrent practice, which I am sure we 
all want to stop, without impinging upon the rights of ordinary Western Australians to enjoy a relationship with 
a dog at a reasonable cost and from a gene pool that is wide enough to avoid any selective inbreeding faults. For 
that reason, I suggest that when this bill goes to the other place, the minister should think of inserting into the bill 
a definition of puppy farming so that in the future there is a description of what the government is seeking to 
achieve and what sort of activities will be exempt. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for the question. One of the reasons that a definition is not proposed 
is that the legislation outlines a range of measures aimed at addressing the issue of puppy farming more broadly. 
Puppy farming is effectively a practice of intensive dog breeding in a facility operating with inadequate conditions 
that fails to meet the dogs’ behavioural, health and wellbeing, social and psychological needs. As I said, if we were 
to insert a definition, it may mean that the legislation does not do what we want it to, because there are a range 
of measures embedded in it aimed at addressing the result of inappropriate raising of pups and dogs. It is a suite 
of reforms, and in this case we are amending the Dog Act, but there are also relevant matters that relate to the 
Animal Welfare Act, which we are not debating here, because they are being addressed through standards in that 
act. Cumulatively and collaboratively, these measures are aimed at addressing the serious issue of puppy farming 
and the terrible outcomes for many pups and dogs that that practice creates. I would not like us to have a definition 
that would not allow us to address that aim through the measures in this bill. We believe that defining will limit 
the bill’s scope and effectiveness. I understand where the member is coming from, but he needs to understand that 
the aim is a range of measures that have been articulated and embedded in the legislation to address a major 
concern for many, many people in Western Australia. That is the intention. It is what we took to the election and 
it is why we have this bill before us today. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I thank the minister for that answer and for the definition he just read to the house. We know this 
bill now goes a lot further than is needed to address that definition. It addresses a whole range of other classes of 
dogs, and, as I have said before, farm dogs are a case in point, as are responsible dog owners under Dogs West, 
and we will discuss that further down the track. Although the bill has in its title “Stop Puppy Farming”, it seems 
that it has a much wider ambit in achieving the aim of stopping the commercial operations of intensive puppy 
farming for profit that the minister has talked about. It is a much wider bill than just for stopping puppy farming, 
and it is a lot more onerous than it would appear on the surface. None of us would be opposed to stopping the 
practices the minister outlined in his definition, and, as we have stated before, we do and will support those 
measures being taken forward, provided that the ambit is restricted to what is necessary to stop puppy farming and 
not broadened to everybody else in the state who is not involved in those disgusting practices and happens to want 
to have a dog. 
The other thing I want to briefly ask about is that although this bill aims to stop puppy farming, many dogs do not 
come from Western Australia. Are there any thoughts about how it can be ensured that this will not just transfer 
the problem interstate? Although this bill addresses the problem internally in Western Australia, many dogs are 
already purchased online and sent over here. What will stop that from happening in the future? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: First of all, I want to highlight something. Will a person who resides in another state 
or territory need to comply with the requirements inferred in the bill? If a person transfers a dog to a person in WA, 
they will need to comply with the transfer requirements under the Dog Act. If they do not have a dog-owner number, 
they can apply for one through the centralised registration system. Again, the centralised registration system is an 
important component. If a person in another state or territory advertises a dog online, they will need to comply 
with the requirements of the WA Dog Act. If a person from another state or territory advertises a dog online, for 
example, through the social medium of Gumtree, and actively states that the dog is available for supply to the WA 
market, they will need to comply with the requirements of the Dog Act. That is a very important aspect. If a person 
from another state or territory advertises a dog online, for example, through Gumtree, and the advertisement can 
be seen by people in WA, but they do not actively intend to supply a dog to the WA market, they will not need to 
comply with the Dog Act. A person from another state or territory who advertises in media that is only available 
in Western Australia will need to comply and obtain a dog-owner number to be quoted in the advertisement. 
Despite these intentions, when advertising a dog, a person who supplies a dog to someone in Western Australia 
will need to comply with the transfer requirements when transferring the dog to a person who lives in WA. 
The good thing with us proposing stop puppy farming legislation, as we are doing, is that we know that in other 
parts of Australia similar legislation has been introduced and passed or is in conception. We ultimately want to make 
sure we are consistent, because if we are going to break intensive puppy farming anywhere in Western Australia 
and other states, consistency is an important consideration. I am aware that every state or territory does things 
differently, as is their will. For example, Victoria, South Australia, New South Wales and Queensland have all 
introduced various centralised registration systems. This is one of the important aspects of having a centralised 
registration system. It goes to the heart of why we need to ensure that we have a robust centralised registration 
system in place. From that comes the strength in traceability and accountability for the breeding of a pup and 
throughout its lifespan. Dog-breeder registration has been introduced in Queensland, South Australia, the 
Australian Capital Territory and Victoria, and we are aware that Victoria has transitioned pet shops into adoption 
centres, which it did in 2018. That is how this bill effectively deals with outside interests, if you like. 
Essentially, there is a component of responsibility. We are also attempting to embed greater understanding by 
anybody who wants to purchase a pup or a dog about the nature of being a responsible pet owner. Any consumer 
will be encouraged to remember a range of matters. Yesterday, in the second reading debate the member for Maylands 
talked about the importance of ongoing education. We intend to do that as part of the passing and enacting of the 
bill to engage this constant reinforcement of important matters relating to responsible pet ownership. Consumers 
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need to understand that if an advertisement is placed in WA and taken to the WA market, it must display a dog-owner 
number. That will be a requirement. If the dog is transferred to someone living in WA, the transferor must provide 
a dog-owner number, regardless of where the transferor is located. People should only obtain dogs from suppliers 
compliant to provide safeguards for themselves and their pets. The centralised registration system and other measures — 

Mr S.J. PRICE: I would like to hear some more from the minister, please.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for Forrestfield. The traceability issue is important. Ultimately, we 
want people to understand and to know exactly what they are buying. One of the challenges of the current situation 
is that there is no regulation. There are horror stories, and I mentioned that yesterday in my second reading concluding 
remarks. I am sure members opposite would be aware of horror stories of people outlaying significant amounts of 
money expecting that the dog they have bought will be a healthy and a robust animal that will provide wonderful 
comfort and love within their family, and it is not. That has occurred on a number of occasions. The measures in 
this bill are aimed at addressing such matters as well. That is why a centralised registration system, as one plank 
of this policy and legislation, is so important. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I thank the member for Moore for his questions. They covered most of the questions 
that I was going to ask on this clause. Can the minister advise what advice the government got to put the phrase 
“Stop Puppy Farming” in the short title? It is a cause for concern because it is hard to explain to people when talking 
about this bill without a definition. The government did not include a definition in the bill. Did the government 
consider not including the phrase in the short title? As the minister said, this legislation is all about licensing, breeding, 
sterilisation and supply. One of those words could have been put in brackets to explain what this bill is about. It is 
very broad. This is only one aspect of the broader picture of trying to stop puppy farming, which we endorse. Did 
the government get advice from Parliamentary Counsel on the wording of the short title? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Normally, the short title of the bill is determined by what the bill is about and what it 
attempts to do. I think this short title does that. I have explained that embedded in this bill is a range of measures 
that are aimed at stopping puppy farming. They include the transition of pet shops to adoption centres, a centralised 
registration system and all those matters. That is the intent. I think that it would have been derelict if we had not 
included puppy farming in the short title, because this legislation would simply have been seen as an amendment to 
the Dog Act. A range of matters would have had to have been constantly explained in detail because it is a range of 
measures. This title defines, ultimately, our election policy. In 2017, we said that if we came to government, we would 
introduce legislation aimed at addressing the abhorrent practice of puppy farming, and that is what we have done. 
We have put that in the title because we want people to know that we are delivering on that election commitment. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I refer to the short title. I note all the comments the minister has made in answer to previous 
questions. In his answer just then he said that the name of the bill should reflect what the bill is about. This bill 
will amend the Dog Act, which, in its current form, covers assistant dogs; transporting of dogs; registration; 
microchipping, and the process, the rules and regulations around all that; security dogs; how to look after the rights 
of a commercial security dog; what can and cannot be done with a security dog; greyhounds; the control of dogs; 
and dangerous dogs. We have all heard stories of dogs of the wrong breed being with the wrong owner and being 
mistreated and that having a massive impact on our communities. We have heard awful stories of dogs attacking 
children in parks and those dogs having had to be put down. The Dog Act also covers the destruction of dogs; the 
destruction of vermin and wild dogs, which we have in the regional parts of Western Australia; dogs in public 
places; and nuisance dogs. I do not think there would be one member in this place who has not received a phone 
call from a constituent complaining about a dog barking next door. I think that dog barking and dog noise is one 
of the biggest issues that local governments have to deal with. If we are going through the Dog Act and we are 
naming it to represent the meaning of the act, I think if we went by popularity, as in the need for the act, it would 
have to include “dog barking” and “dog noise”. Why does the title of this bill reflect on stopping puppy farming? 
It should include all the above that I have mentioned and plenty more that is in this bill. To say that the name 
reflects the meaning of the bill is not 100 per cent accurate. All the things I called out have a definition at the front. 
There is a definition of a security dog and what is a registered vet. There are definitions in the front of this bill that 
are not seen in the title of the bill, yet the words “Stop Puppy Farming” are in the title without a definition. I would 
like the minister to explain again why the terminology “Stop Puppy Farming” is in the title when it does not reflect 
the bill. It is not in the bill. It is about more than just stopping puppy farming. It is everything that I read out. 
Could the minister please justify, other than by saying that it was an election commitment, why we are changing 
the Dog Act 1976 with a measure titled Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for the question. If the member were to look at the title, she would 
see that the title includes the word “amendment”. It is the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill. The member 
needs to understand that the Dog Act deals with the management of dogs. That is why this bill amends the Dog Act, 
which is inherent in the title. Of course, that is why the bill amends the Dog Act and not the Animal Welfare Act. 
The Cat Act includes the breeding of cats. This is an amendment bill. It is the intention of the bill to reflect our 
policy to stop puppy farming. That is why “Stop Puppy Farming” is in the title. If the member does not like that, 
she can oppose the bill, as she intends to do. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 June 2020] 4403 

 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I thank the minister for that explanation that the title reflects the amendment. The fact that 
there is no definition of “puppy farming” in this amendment bill has been debated, and, I believe, not answered to 
satisfaction. Can the minister please point out in the bill which clause will stop puppy farming? If an illegal operation 
is found, and because we do not have a definition, we do not know what an illegal operation of puppy farming is, 
but if we find someone being cruel to an animal and it is living in bad conditions, which none of us want to see, 
what part of this bill will shut them down and prosecute them? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for the question. There is a suite of measures that will, in the 
government’s view, address the issue of puppy farming. That is why the bill has that intent included in the title. How 
will it stop puppy farming? Currently, the breeding of dogs in Western Australia is not regulated. This bill seeks 
to do that. Currently, we do not have a regulation process. That allows puppy farmers and indiscriminate dog breeders 
to disguise their operations and continue to breed dogs in inadequate conditions. Mandatory dog desexing and dog 
breeder registration will ensure that there is oversight of who is breeding. The centralised registration system will 
assist authorities in tracing a dog back to the breeder so that puppy farms can be identified and shut down. The 
transitioning of pet shops into adoption centres will ensure that puppy farmers will not be able to use pet shops as 
an outlet. As I said, a suite of measures embedded in this legislation are aimed at stopping puppy farming. That is 
our intention. If the member is not happy with the definition, she can continue to vote against this bill. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I understand that there is a suite of measures in this bill to allow for the registration of breeders 
to understand and trace puppies. Once this bill has been passed and is in play, what will people be able to do if 
they find that someone is mistreating their animal by allowing it to have multiple pregnancies within a year and is 
overbreeding in cruel conditions? What provision in this legislation will enable that to be stopped immediately? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: There are measures. If this legislation is passed, one of the control measures will be 
that the breeder’s capacity to breed can be taken away. Currently, that is not the case for the breeding of dogs 
throughout Western Australia. Of course Dogs West, as an independent organisation, has some control over its 
members, but, as I said in the second reading speech, it does not cover all dog breeders in Western Australia. 
A suite of measures aimed at addressing the abhorrence of puppy farming in Western Australia are embedded in 
the legislation, and we will come to a number of those clauses as we debate the bill in consideration in detail. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I have a final question on that and then I will move on. Can I just confirm that if someone 
mistreats an animal in, as the minister outlined, puppy farming conditions, under this legislation we will not be 
able to stop them; it will need to be done under the cruelty provisions of the Animal Welfare Act? Can the minister 
state that those powers lie under the Animal Welfare Act, not under the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) 
Bill 2020? If he can clarify that that is where the powers lie, and not under this bill, that would be appreciated. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: I just want to confirm a couple of things in following up on the member for Darling Range’s 
question. Let us take as an example any one of the number of successful prosecutions or attempted prosecutions 
that have failed. Am I right in saying that at the moment under the Animal Welfare Act, it is quite okay for breeders 
to keep dogs in conditions that the public would not agree are acceptable, provided the dogs have water and food 
and a certain amount of air can pass through the place in which they are kept, and that there is no requirement for 
a dog to be exercised? Therefore, a dog can be kept chained up in the backyard and get no exercise, as I know has 
happened for four years to two dogs in the suburb of Mirrabooka. Every time a ranger takes an inspector from the 
RSPCA onto that property to try to deal with the cruel ownership practices and the mistreatment of those animals, 
they fail because the dogs have water, even though they are on chains, have had limited contact for four years and 
have a piece of cardboard to sleep on. The Animal Welfare Act is absolutely useless in those circumstances. 

Minister, would I be right in saying that the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development’s new 
standards and guidelines for the health and welfare of dogs—standards, of course, are mandatory and guidelines 
are voluntary or recommended—outline a range of conditions that breeders and anyone who owns a dog will have 
to comply with? 

In response to the member for Darling Range’s very good question about the interface between the changes and 
reforms that this bill will make to the Dog Act and the existing animal welfare legislation, the reforms to the Dog Act 
will strengthen the capacity of rangers and the RSPCA to take action upon complaint and will give security to 
breeders. If breeders are lucky enough to be a member of Dogs West, they have to adhere to high standards of 
behaviour. If all that fails, under these reforms, someone who has been granted approval to breed and is on the central 
register can be taken to court for breaching those standards and guidelines. That is the interface that I think the 
member was asking about. We will be able to say that they cannot do that because they are an approved breeder on 
the register and have agreed to abide by the state’s minimum standards. There is nothing to stop a breeder meeting 
much higher standards, as, I assume, members of Dogs West would, although, as the member would know, in the 
past, breeders registered with Dogs West have quite rightly been expelled for incorrect practices. Dogs West, as a very 
big organisation, does a great job of trying to police that, but all Dogs West can do when one of its members is caught 
doing something offensive is cancel their Dogs West membership. It cannot take any further action against that 
person, but, by law, we will be able to follow up on that because approved breeders on the central database will have 
agreed to meet these minimum standards. That is a fundamental improvement. Is that right, minister? 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The short answer is yes! I thank the member for the question. I do not disagree that it 
is not an important question. The member for Maylands has outlined the important interface between the dog 
amendment bill that we are debating currently and the standards and guidelines under the Animal Welfare Act, 
which I have a copy of. It would be worth members looking at these because they very clearly and succinctly 
outline guidelines for the general care of dogs et cetera. I am happy to table a copy of the “Health and Welfare of 
Dogs in Western Australia: Standards and Guidelines”, dated February 2020. 

[See paper 3483.] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Again, I do not want to get into a debate about the Animal Welfare Act; that is not what 
we are debating, but it is an important point to make about the interface between the two. This may be of interest 
to groups such as Dogs West and the Australian Federation for Livestock Working Dogs: a puppy must not be 
permanently separated from its dam and littermates for the purpose of transfer unless the puppy is at least eight weeks 
old and fully weaned; a dog must not be mated unless the dog’s health is checked by a vet and, in the case of a bitch, 
is at least 12 months old; and a breeder must not use a bitch to produce more than two litters in any 18-month period 
and five litters before the dog is retired from breeding. In tabling these standards and guidelines, I do not want to 
get into a long debate about some of them because that is not the point of the bill before us. Members need to be 
mindful that, ultimately, the health and welfare of dogs will be governed by these standards and guidelines. I think 
they are very good. Of course, they were subject to a three-year period of fairly extensive consultation, which goes 
to the point of the attempted criticism by those on the other side about the issue of consultation. The McGowan 
government is dinkum about animal welfare. That is why we are focused on making sure we have high-quality 
standards and guidelines under the Animal Welfare Act, and of course it is why, again, we have this legislation 
before the chamber today that focuses on stopping puppy farming. We are very, very focused on that and we are 
committed to it, and it is sad that the opposition has indicated that it is opposing this bill.  

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I apologise; I said that I was going to ask one more question, but the member for Maylands 
raised some very important matters and topics. I thank the minister for tabling that document, which I would like 
to see shortly. It highlighted the very issue that we are raising—that stopping puppy farming, as stated in the title of 
the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill, falls under the Animal Welfare Act and the “Health and Welfare 
of Dogs in Western Australia: Standards and Guidelines”. The member for Maylands said that if a dog is in poor 
condition, we currently cannot prosecute its owners. We need to be discussing the Animal Welfare Act here today, 
not this bill. If that is where the problem lies—that animals are in poor conditions right now but the owners cannot 
be prosecuted because the Animal Welfare Act is not strong enough—why are we not debating that in this chamber 
today if we are serious about stopping puppy farming? That is where the real issue lies. It is not the fact that people 
are breeding dogs. If they are breeding dogs and doing the right thing, we have no problem with that. But if they 
are breeding dogs and doing the wrong thing, yes, we have a problem with that. Why are we talking about a bill 
that, when passed, will not be able to stop that, when the issue lies with the Animal Welfare Act? That is our biggest 
concern, and that is why we believe the title of the bill is misleading. It should be more about dog registration and 
welfare—how to care for an animal. This is not going to stop puppy farming. The government is trying to educate 
people, which is a brilliant thing. People need to understand how to look after their dog, that they are going to be 
watched and monitored, and, unless they abide by these rules, they will no longer be allowed to have their dog. 
I agree, but that will not stop puppy farming. Everyone in this chamber would love to see puppy farming eliminated, 
not just from WA, but across Australia. But let us call a spade a spade; if we are going to do it, bring on amendments 
to the Animal Welfare Act and let us stop it.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have answered the member’s question in various ways. This was an election 
commitment by this government. We are very proud of it. We are disappointed that the opposition is opposing it and 
has spoken in opposition to this bill. I think many Western Australians are very disappointed by the Liberal Party’s 
decision to oppose this bill. That is the party’s choice; it is opposing it and we are not. We have introduced it and 
it is about stopping puppy farming. The intention is embedded in the bill, with a range of measures to set about 
achieving that. There is an interface with the Animal Welfare Act, and I hope the opposition will be true to its 
word and support amendments to that act in the other place. 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member for Darling Range is opposing this bill. That is what she is doing. In our 
view, that demonstrates that the Liberal Party is not committed to the welfare of dogs, in this case. It is opposing 
the bill. I accept that it is opposing the bill and I am disappointed it is opposing the bill. We have put this up and 
we think it is a very important bill to ensure the welfare of dogs in Western Australia. We believe that there is 
strong support for the intentions of this bill and I am disappointed that the opposition does not support it.  

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I imagine I will not be participating in the remainder of the consideration in detail stage, 
but given the latitude that the minister has provided to a number of members, including the member for Maylands, 
in responding to questions on clause 1, and the fact that he did not respond to any concerns that I had raised about 
Aboriginal communities in his second reading reply, I hope the minister will be able to provide some information 
to us about whether dogs in Aboriginal communities will be exempt from any of the amendments and whether 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013483acb0e5610b07d4f1e48258593000b21eb/$file/3483.pdf
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Aboriginal communities will be fined for having camp dogs, town dogs and such things. I am curious to explore 
that a little more. If we can do that here, I would welcome that so that I can get it done and not have to worry about 
the rest of the bill; but, if not, I am sure we will get through it in due course.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is a very important question regarding some Indigenous communities, as was 
highlighted by a couple of members. I am aware that there was some consultation and discussion, including with 
ranger representatives in some of the council areas where there are communities. I understand that the rangers 
understood the important role that they will play in the education of and ongoing discussions with those communities. 
Ultimately, as the member is probably aware, there are already a range of practices in which veterinarian services 
are offered to control dog numbers in some of those communities and have been over time. The intention of this 
bill is that people will be required to comply, and as was highlighted in my second reading contribution and also 
in the member for Maylands’ contribution, ongoing education about responsible dog ownership is an important factor 
in these particular matters. Of course, we know that sensitive cooperation, collaboration and consultation on these 
matters continues, but, ultimately, we want people to understand that responsible dog ownership is important, and 
that is an important consideration in our bill.  

Regarding support for local governments to control dogs in Aboriginal communities, I understand a survey was 
undertaken with remote communities in the Kimberley and the Pilbara. Currently, funding is made available to 
organisations that offer sterilisation programs to visit a number of these communities. It is an issue; I am not denying 
that, and I think the member for Nedlands, with his previous experience of working in the Kimberley, highlighted 
that. Ultimately, local governments will be responsible for enforcing the Dog Act in their district. Many of them 
understand the sensitivities around some of these issues and of course local governments will enforce the requirements 
in accordance with their specific resources and capabilities. I think members will find that organisations that assist 
these communities with dog sterilisation et cetera will continue, and they will support the intent of the bill as has 
been presented.  

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister for that response. Obviously, my concern is that local governments in the 
north have even been reluctant to fly the Aboriginal flag, for example, at their council buildings. A local government 
that will be empowered by the legislation that this government is seeking to introduce might start heavily fining 
Aboriginal communities for having dogs that are not registered because the capacity for that community to register 
a dog is probably not as easy as it is for someone sitting at home in Mandurah, Nedlands or somewhere else in 
Perth. It is difficult for remote Aboriginal communities to register their dogs. There is the idea that they could simply 
register as breeders when a camp dog breeds, but that would be difficult. The government is not providing any 
exemptions for these communities, which goes to another concern that I have. Since the mid-1800s, the Dog Act 
has been utilised at different points in time to crack down on Aboriginal dog ownership. There is very little that 
distinguishes the value that some Aboriginal communities place on dingoes and dogs; they are both important to 
the cultural practice of those communities. I appreciate that the minister has said that projects are underway to help 
with the sterilisation of dogs and education, but it is possible that a local government, empowered by this bill, could 
go out to those communities and seek to heavily fine individuals for having multiple dogs, which simply occurs 
because they cannot get them sterilised, or for not registering their dogs. People might not understand their local 
government obligations, especially if they travel between lands. Why did the government not seek to exempt these 
communities when it has exempted other parties? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: This is an important issue, but the focus of the bill is to address puppy farming practices, 
which ultimately lead to inappropriate breeding. That is the focus. I am a little bit concerned that the member might 
be suggesting that some local governments currently do not work with their Indigenous communities. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: I have not said that. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: A number of local governments understand the sensitivities and the issues in those 
communities and seek to work closely with them. Exempting all those communities would not assist us in ensuring 
that we address the issue of puppy farming. We have provided an exemption for the breeding of working dogs. 
One aspect of the bill is a mandated desexing process. That is important, because that will very much assist in 
situations in which large populations of dogs are being bred. We believe we have the balance correct. People are 
currently required to register their dog. That is the current requirement. That is the current situation. Of course, local 
governments will enforce that provision within their capabilities. I think we all understand that remote communities 
have specific circumstances due to distance, isolation and locality. As we know, it is difficult to even get into those 
communities at certain times of the year. I actually believe that the intended ongoing education focus of this policy 
and, ultimately, this legislation will assist us in working with those communities as we go forward. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: This will be my last question, I imagine, before the opposition moves a suspension of standing 
orders motion, which the government is aware of. I just make this point: I appreciate that there is a requirement to 
sterilise dogs at the moment. Not to verbal the member for Nedlands, but during conversations we have had he 
said that he had asked during a briefing how many dogs are registered to, I think, the Balgo mission. He was told 
that the number was three. I suspect there are far, far more dogs in the Balgo mission than three. The difference 
between what the government intends to do and what will happen is that this bill will empower local governments 
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to start fining communities that have too many dogs. These communities will not have the capacity to register all 
their dogs or to identify a breeding program, as that is not a deliberate mechanism of those communities. The 
communities could now be fined for that activity. I find that remarkable, particularly from this government. 
Frankly, it is disappointing that an exception cannot be made for them. Remote communities are easily identifiable. 
Ms C.M. Rowe: Is that your only comment on the whole bill? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am not sure whether the member for Belmont is aware, but we are on clause 1 of the bill. If 
the member for Belmont sits here for a while, she will hear me make further contributions. If the member for Belmont 
wants to ensure that we cannot raise these issues, she is welcome to move a motion that the clause be put. For the 
moment, we are raising this issue in a manner that, until the member spoke up, has been relatively collaborative. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L. Mettam): Members! Are you seeking interjections or responding to them, member? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: No, I do not mind; that is fine. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am very relaxed. 
As I said, I find it disappointing that there is not the capacity for those communities to be exempted. I recognise 
that the government’s intent is to stop puppy farming. Outside of anything else—I cannot read your lips particularly 
well, member for Maylands; I apologise—I am curious about how many instances of puppy farming have occurred 
in remote communities. I suspect that there have been none. Perhaps I am wrong. The definition of a puppy farm 
is that it is a concerted effort, as we have seen in other jurisdictions. What has been proposed to ensure that dog 
breeding will be restricted in these communities? Their dogs will have to be registered on a centralised register. 
I think that will have a negative impact on those communities because they will be able to be fined. Outside of the 
need to have responsible dog ownership and the like in towns, camps and communities, I think it is disappointing 
that there could now be a mechanism to fine those communities for what has otherwise been normal practice in 
this state. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will put a scenario to the member of what could happen if an exemption were made—
that is, the potential to exploit those communities. I would not want that loophole to be created through this 
legislation. The bill is focused on addressing issues around puppy farming through a range of measures, including 
the creation of a centralised registration system, which would enable dogs to be traced from birth to death through 
that database and make sure that people are aware, as best as possible, that what they are buying is what they get. 
Pet shops will also transition into adoption centres. I understand that there is evidence of potential exploitation. If we 
made an exemption, we would create an opportunity. I understand and absolutely support the need for an exemption 
for working dogs, as we have assured the member for Moore and members of the Nationals WA. I understand that, 
which is why we have committed to it. However, I would not like to create an exemption by which the very people 
whom the member speaks of could be exploited. I know the member for Maylands in particular has been made 
aware of that, and she may wish to comment on that at the appropriate time. We should also acknowledge that 
Murdoch University has a program in which teams of veterinary students and people with authority regularly visit 
the remote communities that the member is concerned about and spoke of to assist with the sterilisation of dogs. 
That does not stamp out dogs in those communities but assists in controlling their number. What the member proposes 
could in fact be very dangerous, as it could create opportunities for puppy farming to flourish through the exploitation 
of remote communities. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Working dogs have a specific purpose. As the member for Dawesville knows, there is 
a strong case for an exemption and that is why we have agreed to an exemption. That is supported and dealt with 
in the regulations. I understand the member’s intent and where he is coming from, but I highlight to him the 
potential loophole that that would create; indeed, it could lead to the unintended consequence of exploitation of 
people in remote and rural communities. 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 
[Continued on page 4311.] 

FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — SUPPORT SERVICES FUNDING 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [12.00 pm] — without notice: I move — 
That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be debated 
forthwith — 

That this house calls on the McGowan Labor government to immediately increase desperately 
needed funding for family and domestic violence counselling, advocacy and support services. 
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Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.00 pm]: I move — 

To insert after “forthwith” — 
, subject to the debate being limited to 10 minutes for government members and 10 minutes for 
non-government members 

Amendment put and passed. 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L. Mettam): Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing 
orders, it will need the support of an absolute majority for it to proceed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be 
required to divide the Assembly. 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 
MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [12.01 pm]: I move the motion. 
This is a very serious motion that needs the government’s urgent attention. On Monday, 22 June, I had a Zoom meeting 
with a cross-section of chief executive officers whose organisations provide family and domestic violence counselling, 
advocacy and support services across Western Australia. A huge number of people participated in the Zoom meeting. 
Today, I represent 18 organisations that provide services across Perth and regional WA. They have 22 contracts to the 
value of $5.8 million. The state government recently announced an increase in funding, but they did not get one cent for 
an equal remuneration order supplementation, which has been a big problem. This month, their contracts were extended 
for three years up to 2023 with no material increase in funding. All the providers are losing money on their contracts and 
have recently renegotiated significant service reductions for victims of domestic violence. Luckily, they did receive 
$25 000 from the federal government because of the COVID-19 issue. However, this money will not fund the contracts 
for the next three years, nor will it address the current shortfall in funding. It is important to note that Western Australia 
currently has the country’s second-highest rate of physical and sexual violence against women. This comes at a time 
when services are being drastically cut. There will be funding cuts from 1 July 2020. 
Here are some of the issues that the service provider representatives raised with me during the Zoom meeting. 
From 1 July, some programs will close because additional people cannot come on and waitlists will get longer. As 
a result of service specification changes based on 2019 data, some services will be reduced by 34 per cent despite 
a 17 per cent increase in demand over the last 12 months—and it is growing. Some organisations will cease their 
family and domestic violence group programs. There will be a reduction in the number of days that services will 
operate in various police stations, which is where they go from time to time, and support at some police stations 
will be centralised. Clients will be dealt with by phone rather than in person, therefore reducing the quality and 
increasing the workload of police. I am led to believe that the police have expressed concern about this change. 
Some service providers will close for two weeks over Christmas because they do not have the funds to pay their 
staff. Less time will be available for family and domestic violence victims, staff numbers and hours are being cut 
and the capacity of a number of services will be reduced. There will be a reduction in one-on-one support, reduced 
time with clients and staff will not be able to work with perpetrators because some perpetrator programs will close; 
others will be reducing their services. There will be less spending on training, capability-building and organisational 
sustainability. The 18 service providers told me during the Zoom meeting that this is happening right now. The 
critical time is 1 July. Obviously, it is critical up to that point because their services are already stretched, but from 
1 July, it will become even more critical. The government has advertisements on television telling victims to come 
forward, call the service providers and report family and domestic violence, but these service providers do not 
know how victims will get through to them because they do not have the capacity to take on any more people; they 
cannot help. On the one hand, the government is saying, “Report it and come out publicly. We want to know about 
it, especially during this COVID-19 period”, but on the other hand service providers are saying, “We have absolutely 
no capacity to do this.” I stress that it is not me saying this—this has come from the service providers. I am their 
voice in Parliament because the Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence is not listening. 
I will give members an example. This issue was reported in a WAtoday article on 5 June. What did the minister 
say? The article reported — 

Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence Minister Simone McGurk said the advice she had received 
was no service providers had communicated to the Department of Communities that FDV programs were 
at risk of being lost. 

Even on 5 June, service providers were saying publicly, in the media, “We are at crisis point. Services are being 
cut” but the minister said, “I know nothing. Nobody has told me anything. The Department of Communities hasn’t 
communicated anything about programs being at risk.” On 22 June, they had a meeting with me via Zoom in which 
they said, “This is still a problem. No-one’s doing anything. We now need to go to the opposition because the 
minister is not listening and the government is not listening. They do not care.” I will tell members which service 
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providers I am talking about to provide some context. They are Anglicare WA, Centrecare, Desert Blue Connect, 
Community Focus National Limited, Koolkuna Women’s Refuge, Mission Australia, the Nintirri Centre, the 
Ngaanyatjarra Pitjantjatjara Yankunytjatjara Women’s Council, One Tree Community Services, Ovis, the 
Patricia Giles Centre, Pilbara Community Legal Services, Relationships Australia Western Australia, Share and Care 
Community Services, South Coastal Health and Community Service, Starick, Waratah Support Centre and Women’s 
Health and Family Services. These 18 service providers are in crisis. The people who use these services are not 
getting the service they require because they do not have the funding. They have been doing their own fundraising 
to try to provide services. The government continues to force them to cut their service at a time when the rhetoric 
is all about capacity building and delivering more. This is happening; this is the crisis that the sector is putting on 
the table during the COVID-19 crisis when, for the first time in the state’s history, we have a Minister for Prevention 
of Family and Domestic Violence. Let us not talk about the Western Australian Council of Social Service state 
budget submission, which was scathing of the government and the capacity it is providing to the whole sector. It 
is unbelievable that Labor Party members support this sort of attitude and behaviour. People like the member for 
Bunbury get up and make wonderful speeches, but this is what is happening, member for Bunbury, and you, too, 
can have a Zoom meeting with these people. I have listed the service providers. Why does the member for Bunbury 
not help them? Why does he not force his government to help them? Where are all the backbenchers who keep 
saying that the Labor Party is there for social issues and helping people who are down and out? They are nowhere. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Leader of the Opposition) [12.09 pm]: I, too, rise to contribute to this 
motion. We all know that when COVID-19 hit, the incidence of family and domestic violence skyrocketed. The 
number of calls to service providers and to police has increased significantly. Family and domestic violence is 
definitely a bigger problem in the community now than it was pre COVID-19. 

In response to that, the federal government has provided $25 000 grants for family and domestic violence support 
services. However, the state government has not responded in any way, shape or form to the tune that the sector 
needs. It is very disappointing to hear that in the sector’s negotiations with the government around the continuation 
of contracts to provide much needed family and domestic violence support services, the funding from the government 
is not keeping pace with what it is costing those organisations to deliver their services, and, as a result, their services 
will be cut. These are real people. The sector has told us that from 1 July, over 1 200 women, children and men 
who experience or perpetrate family and domestic violence will no longer receive critical frontline FDV services as 
a consequence of the negotiation of new service contracts with insufficient funding. That is what the sector is saying. 
This is appalling. This is a reflection of the Premier’s priority. The Premier’s priority is to make sure that he delivers 
a budget surplus. That is at the expense of the 1 200 women, children and men, and perpetrators of domestic violence. 

We all know the impact of family and domestic violence on women and children. We know that children who are 
raised in a household in which they experience violence on a daily basis have a traumatised brain. That affects 
their ability to achieve at school, to make friends, and to function in society. If they do not receive the services that 
they need, that has an impact at every phase of their lives, right into adulthood. 

We know also that Western Australia has the second highest rate of violence against women and children in this 
country. The government should be increasing funding at a more rapid rate. The government should not be 
renegotiating contracts in such a way that these 18 service providers will have to cut back their services to women 
and children who are in harm’s way. These services will have to close for two weeks over Christmas because of 
their lack of funding. Christmas is when family and domestic violence becomes a very significant issue. 

Ms S.F. McGurk interjected. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Forty-five families will not receive the support they need, unless the government steps in and 
provides adequate and appropriate funding in the next budget round in October. That is what we will be looking for. 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence) [12.12 pm]: I am 
obviously keen to make sure that the record is very clear. I do not think there can be any mistaking of the commitment 
of the Labor Party as a team before we came to office, and since we have come to government, to elevate the need 
to address domestic violence as a state government, and to work in partnership with not only the community, but 
also businesses, the community services sector, and the like. We took a comprehensive policy to the last election. 
That included having a dedicated minister for family and domestic violence, in acknowledgement that this issue 
covers a range of different portfolios, whether that be police, justice, child protection, mental health and health. Those 
issues need to be coordinated, and that is what we have been able to do, not only by having a dedicated minister, 
but also by having a commitment by the Premier to make sure that this issue is addressed. 

I have made it very clear when I have spoken about this issue publicly that we have prioritised the implementation 
of our election commitments. The work that we have been doing over the last three and a half years speaks for 
itself. We committed at the election that we would provide just over $20 million of new funding. In fact, we have 
committed over $53 million of new funding to combat family and domestic violence. 

I was interested to hear the Leader of the Opposition say that this state has the second highest rate of domestic 
violence in the country. That is an expression that I have used often, because I found it shocking when I heard it. 
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When we have been speaking about something long enough, we always know that it has been effective when people 
start to say it back to us. I also remember sitting on that side of the chamber in opposition and asking the then 
Minister for Police; Women’s Interests a question about domestic violence, and she said it was not her portfolio and 
she was not across the detail. We know that the now opposition has an appalling record in dealing with this issue. 
I cannot believe the gall of the member for Carine — 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Member for Carine, the minister is responding to your motion for 
the suspension of standing orders. Please let her respond. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: I cannot believe the gall of the member for Carine in raising these issues. Not once in the last 
18 months has he raised the issue of domestic violence. 
I will go through what this government has implemented with our $53 million of new funding for family and domestic 
violence. Two additional women’s refuges are now being built—one in Peel and one in Kwinana. The women’s refuge 
in Peel will take a therapeutic approach. I look forward to opening those refuges towards the end of the year. We have 
also made specific regional responses, with extra money for Allambee Counselling in the Peel region, and two new crisis 
and transitional accommodation services in Collie. Funding has been provided for culturally appropriate services for the 
culturally and linguistically diverse community, as well as Aboriginal victims of domestic violence. An additional 
Breathing Space facility has been established for male perpetrators, run by Communicare. Two new family and domestic 
violence one-stop hubs are being built—one in Kalgoorlie and one in Mirrabooka. We have put significant new money 
into financial counselling. I spoke in the chamber this week about the financial toolbox. We have joined Our Watch, 
the national organisation for prevention, something that the previous government resisted doing. We have established 
respectful relationships training in schools. I listed some of those schools yesterday in private members’ business. 
A range of primary schools and high schools are tackling this issue, and we are giving them the resources to do it. 
We have also made significant changes at our policing level, with a new code of practice for the WA Police Force, 
family and domestic violence training, and a specialised investigation unit. We have also expanded the use of 
electronic monitoring by the courts as a bail or release condition. One of the law reforms that we have expedited 
in our COVID-19 response is that victims of domestic violence are now able to apply for a restraining order online 
through community service organisations and legal centres. 
We have also established Pets in Crisis, because we know that one reason that women or other victims of domestic 
violence may decide not to leave the relationship is concern about, or threats to, their pets. That service has been 
very popular. 
I am particularly proud of the residential law reform that the government has undertaken. I would like to give 
thanks and credit to the Attorney General, whom I partnered with in that work, and also to the then Minister for 
Commerce, Hon Bill Johnston, for his work on the Residential Tenancies Act. It was particularly heartening in 
that reform to see the endorsement by the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia and community organisations, 
which understood that if we are to tackle domestic violence, it needs to be a collective effort and a joint approach. 
The Family Violence Legislation Reform Bill 2019 is the most comprehensive piece of law reform that this state 
has seen. That bill has passed this lower house and will now be considered in the other place—hopefully, this 
afternoon. I welcome the early indications of support for that bill in the other place. That bill will introduce, for 
the first time in this state, two standalone offences—a specific offence for suffocation and strangulation, and an 
offence of persistent family violence. That picks up on a particular under-appreciation of domestic violence, which 
may sometimes be low level and so normalised in a relationship that people cannot recall the detail and may 
therefore fail to establish that offence in court. That has been very welcomed by the sector. The bill also introduces 
a serial family violence offender declaration, which will ensure that if a person has committed a high level of 
offences, law enforcement agencies will be able to be notified because of the nature of their offences. We picked 
up a Law Reform Commission report from 2014. The Liberal Party had two and a half to three years when it was 
in government to adopt those Law Reform Commission recommendations, but it did nothing. It did very, very 
little in this whole area while it was in government. That is why it makes me angry to hear the member for Carine 
say—he had to read from a list of service providers because he did not know who they were — 
Several members interjected. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: He has never been out to those refuges. He would not know who they were. I would like to — 
Mr A. Krsticevic: You don’t care; you just don’t care. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: I do not care; is that right? I do not care about these services; is that right? 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you for the first time. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: When we launched our election campaign in 2016 — 
Mr A. Krsticevic: You name them! 
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Ms S.F. McGURK: Do not lecture me, member! 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you for the second time. 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you for the third time. 
Ms C.M. Rowe: Listen! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes, listen. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: The member for Carine might do well to listen to some of this. I am very proud of the 
engagement we have had with the sector since being in opposition. I know about the good engagement that many 
members throughout the chamber, but particularly on our side of the chamber, have had with domestic violence 
refuges and women’s services throughout the state for many years. I stood with the then shadow Attorney General 
and the then Leader of the Opposition, the now Premier, and Angela Hartwig of the Women’s Council for Domestic 
and Family Violence Services to launch our policy in late 2016 and early 2017. Angela Hartwig, the CEO of the 
Women’s Council was unequivocal in her endorsement of our policy. The Premier might remember this. She said — 

I urge the community to get behind this policy because it’s the best we’ve seen in Western Australia in 
its history. 

When asked about the Family Violence Legislation Reform Bill 2019 before this house, Angela Hartwig again 
was unequivocal in her support of this government’s efforts and commitment to reform. She said — 

“The Women’s Council truly believes that this bill provides transformational change.  
… 
“The types of things within the Bill are exactly what we’ve been working for, for over 40 years. Our 
membership will be delighted to see the Bill get up in Western Australia because we will be leading the 
nation. And rightly so, we have a great State Government here who’s committed to doing that.” 

In fact, member for Carine, if the sector was so scathing of my and this government’s commitment, why would 
I have got a letter from Alison Evans of the Women’s Community Health Network on 16 June this year regarding 
sexual violence and a number of other issues? 
Several members interjected. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: She said — 

… we would like to thank you for your steadfast leadership in the areas of domestic and family violence 
and women’s interests. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr S.J. Price) casting his vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (16) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr J.E. McGrath Mr D.T. Redman 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr S.K. L’Estrange Ms L. Mettam Mr P.J. Rundle 
Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Dr M.D. Nahan Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 

 

Noes (36) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr M. Hughes Mrs L.M. O’Malley Ms J.J. Shaw 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr W.J. Johnston Mr S.J. Price Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Mr D.J. Kelly Mr D.T. Punch Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr D.A. Templeman 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr M.J. Folkard Ms S.F. McGurk Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr K.J.J. Michel Ms C.M. Rowe Ms S.E. Winton 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr S.A. Millman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr T.J. Healy Mr M.P. Murray Ms A. Sanderson Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

Mr K.M. O’Donnell Mr P. Papalia 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr Y. Mubarakai 

Question thus negatived. 
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DOG AMENDMENT (STOP PUPPY FARMING) BILL 2020 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Before consideration in detail was interrupted by the suspension of standing orders motion, 
the minister mentioned that working dogs were exempt. What is the purpose of exempting working dogs? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The matter, or course, comes up later in the bill. Effectively, some specific circumstances 
regarding working dogs were worthy of consideration. They are bred for a very specific purpose, of course. A very 
strong case for working dogs was put to the committee by the representative of the Australian Federation for 
Livestock Working Dogs. The issue was also raised by primary producers. Essentially, regulations will prescribe 
that livestock working dogs are a class of dog that are exempt from mandatory dog sterilisation. There are a number 
of reasons for that, which I am happy to go through, including that livestock working dogs are not kept as companion 
animals primarily but as working dogs to assist primary producers. I saw that with my own grandfather, who was 
a farmer, with the training and breeding of appropriate working dogs for his farm in Narrogin. Livestock working 
dogs require particular traits, with dogs that demonstrate these traits being bred to ensure that future working dogs 
also have them. These dogs are generally used for breeding only once the dog has proven its ability as a working 
dog and usually by three years of age. If a primary producer is required to sterilise their dog by two years of age, 
they will not be able to assess whether a dog has the desirable traits and should be used for breeding. There are 
some specific breeding considerations for livestock working dogs, and that is why we came to the determination 
that we accepted that there was a special case that needed to be considered for working dogs, and we have done 
that. We will do it through the regulation process. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister for that response. To summarise, because the dogs assist primary 
producers, and because the groups representing them are very well organised, there was a lot of advocacy to the 
government to ensure that there could be that exemption from sterilisation. 

I will now refer to a document produced by Animal Management in Rural and Remote Indigenous Communities, 
which is a not-for-profit that works to improve the health of companion animals in Aboriginal communities. 
Because we are talking about assisting particular groups, I will read from an AMRRIC document. It says that dogs 
and dingoes in Aboriginal cultures are very important to those communities for a range of reasons. The document 
says that in contemporary society Aboriginal people own dogs for a variety of reasons, including that they serve 
the role of companion, particularly for elderly people and children. Elderly people have a strong need to obey law 
and culture and tend to give their dogs greater attention than do younger people in those communities. It is common 
for older women to give large amounts of their own meals to their dogs as well. Older people tend to accumulate 
dogs for companionship in far higher numbers than do younger people. The second point made is that of physical 
protection. Physical protection offered by dogs in a community setting is perhaps one of the most important things. 
Dogs are seen as a protection against not only physical threats, but also spiritual threats. Considering the importance 
of traditional culture and belief, particularly in northern communities, dogs are seen to have an important role as 
spiritual protectors. The third point made is that dogs are used as hunters. I have spoken to the member for 
Kimberley about this. Particular dogs serve particular purposes. Some smaller dogs are good hunting dogs for 
kangaroos and some are good for smaller animals. They also offer a source of warmth in some communities where 
there is overcrowding and poverty in circumstances of urbanisation or established residential settings or in more 
regional remote environments. More than that, the piece goes on to say that very little distinguishes a dog and a dingo 
in more contemporary society. Dogs serve such an important role to some Aboriginal communities that they have 
been formally included in family units and been given skin names. In some cases, they are considered incarnations 
of past aunties, uncles and relatives. The document goes on to say that another purpose for these dogs is that they 
are incorporated into creation and dreaming knowledge—that is, the ongoing oral history that serves Aboriginal 
communities—and sometimes individual dogs and dingoes carry on the traditional lore of the lands those 
Aboriginal people live on. The dogs are not considered to be traditional in the sense that they are not working dogs 
that serve a primary producer, but it seems obvious to me that these dogs absolutely serve an important purpose to 
Aboriginal communities. I think there has been a deliberate attempt to make sure that working dogs are given 
exemption from sterilisation, but Aboriginal communities would be fined for not going along with the legislation. 
It is of massive concern to me. This does not cast any aspersions on the minister about his commitment to Aboriginal 
people—that is absolutely not the case. The government, and all people in this place, wants to see Aboriginal 
communities treated in the right way. It concerns me greatly, though, that this contrast exists. Companion animals, 
dogs in particular, serve an important role in Aboriginal culture. Little distinguishes dingoes from dogs now in 
contemporary society, but the difference is that a farmer with a working dog has exemptions in place from 
sterilisation, about which I do not disagree, member for Moore. 

Mr R.S. Love: There is not an exemption. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: There is not at the moment, but that is what has been suggested. 
Mr R.S. Love: It has been suggested. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It has been suggested at the very least, but there is no such exemption for Aboriginal 
communities, which I think would be put in a worse position because of this and fined as a result if a local government 
chooses to do so. That is a deep concern of mine. I hope members in the upper house look at this quite closely and 
at some options to ensure that there is better flexibility in those areas. 
Ms L.L. BAKER: I just want to follow up on the member for Dawesville’s question to the minister and perhaps 
ask the minister whether he is aware that the organisation that the member referred to is a fantastic organisation. 
It was significantly funded with, I think, a couple of million dollars in a grant to undertake sterilisation processes 
throughout the regions the member spoke about. It is also a well-known issue that there are major health concerns 
around dogs in regional and remote communities. AMRRIC and other organisations that I am aware of spend a lot 
of time applying for funding to go into those communities and sterilise dogs. I assume that this legislation will 
look at using the provisions around desexing to make sure that that sort of program continues to run and maybe 
even gets more support from the federal government. AMRRIC, Murdoch University and others that are mentioned 
do an amazing job. They have not had enough funding, and we should be investing more funding into them. 
I encourage the minister to look at that. This legislation will not work against Aboriginal communities and their 
cultural relationships with dogs. It will work to promote a better health environment for dogs in the framework of 
appropriate cultural responses to having dogs in communities. I think that is really key to this legislation, and I just 
want the minister to confirm that that is his understanding of how things will work. 
Before I sit down, the member talked earlier about dog breeding in communities. I also want to put on the record 
that I had a very long conversation with a very nice man who runs a pet shop in the metropolitan area. All the puppies 
that he brings in and puts in the pet shop window are from an Aboriginal community through overbreeding and 
repetitive, ongoing breeding of dogs. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank both members for their contributions. First, I do not think the member for Dawesville 
sought to assert that I would in any way approach this legislation in a discriminatory way to Indigenous communities. 
The reality now is that there are registration requirements through local governments. They exist now. As the member 
for Maylands said, the organisation that was highlighted is, and has previously been, funded to do important work to 
assist Indigenous communities with dog sterilisations. Indeed, Animal Management in Rural and Remote Indigenous 
Communities regularly works closely with communities, particularly in the north of the state, to assist in surgical 
desexing to keep cat and dog populations as stable as possible. As I highlighted previously, Murdoch University also 
provides a mobile vet clinic to control dog populations. I agree with the member for Maylands that the legislation is 
a framework that is and will be respectful of cultural issues pertinent to remote Indigenous communities. It is about 
assisting in working with those communities through a range of measures, including education, to address matters of 
overpopulation of dogs et cetera. That is done through the assistance of the groups I have mentioned, in collaboration 
with local government. I do not want anyone to underestimate the importance of ongoing education.  
Ultimately, we want to educate all Western Australians continuously about the role of being responsible pet owners 
and, indeed, we want to address this abhorrent practice. The member for Maylands has already highlighted her 
experience and knowledge of an example in which a loophole such as the one that I have raised concern about 
does, in fact, already occur through the supply of dogs to pet shops. Yesterday in his second reading contribution, 
the member highlighted his abhorrence at dogs being sold in pet shops—the old doggy in the window issue. In her 
example, I think the member for Maylands highlighted why the legislation has been framed in this way. As I said, 
the issues with working dogs were discussed and debated quite strongly and acknowledged in the discussions of 
the working party, which was chaired by the member for Maylands. They include companionship and, indeed, 
safety. I am always impressed with the research that highlights the correlation between a person’s mental and 
physical health and wellbeing and their companion animal. There is a mountain of research showing how important 
it is. I am confident that the cultural interests of people, particularly Indigenous people, will be taken into account 
as we progress this legislation into law. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate the response from the minister and the member for Maylands. I will not labour 
the point. Hopefully, this will be my last contribution on this bill, as other members take a great interest in it. I do 
not disagree with the minister: requirements are needed to ensure that there is sterilisation and the like, but this 
will simply provide a new mechanism to load up remote and regional communities with fines. That is the problem. 
That is the framework that is being put in place. Simply because a bitch has some puppies, if the animals are not 
part of the central register, as will be mandatory, or from a registered breeder, there is a range of fines from $5 000 
to $10 000. All those other penalties aside—other members of this place will go through the merits of those—I have 
a concern. The government has previously made a very concerted effort to address unpaid fines with the recent 
bill that has gone on to become an act and recognises the burden that fines in a criminal justice sense place on 
Aboriginal people, particularly in regional and remote communities. This framework will load up those communities. 
As I said previously, I do not doubt the work of the member for Maylands, the minister, the government and 
members of this Parliament. This is probably not the intent. No-one wants to see the burdens on those communities 
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increased, but local governments will be empowered to do that. I can imagine a particularly overzealous ranger 
going into a community. If they see 10 dogs that are not registered, although someone might not be considered to 
be a breeder, they will be looking at tens of thousands of dollars in fines, if not hundreds of thousands of dollars. 
How will those be paid? Obviously, there is already a requirement to ensure that dogs are sterilised, but these are 
added penalties that the government is seeking to introduce. I think that there should be some sort of mechanism 
or special circumstances for remote Aboriginal communities. I will leave my comments there. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I was not going to raise any further discussion on this, but something piqued my curiosity when 
the member was speaking. At the moment, there is a requirement for dogs to be registered. I assume that that applies 
to dogs in Aboriginal communities—remote or otherwise—just as it does to dogs in other communities. The 
member for Dawesville has raised a concern. I wonder whether the minister could outline whether there is a policy 
for, if not an exemption, some sort of less — 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Officious. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: — officious conduct in the administration of the existing requirements for Aboriginal communities. 
Is that a formal understanding? Is that an understanding with the Western Australian Local Government 
Association? How is that handled at the moment? Is that something that we could expect to see re-examined with 
the passage of this bill? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: As the member would be aware, those processes are overseen by local governments. 
To be honest, if there were any overzealous practices, we would know about it now and it would have been highlighted 
in this place on many occasions. I think that even the member for Nedlands, in his contribution, highlighted the 
sensitivities around the management of dog numbers et cetera in remote or isolated communities. I think there is 
evidence, because we have not had these issues raised or had indiscriminate prosecutions take place, and that is 
because there is an awareness by local government in those places about the sensitivities. That is why we have 
programs such as the one I highlighted, including the support of universities, such as Murdoch University, to assist 
communities to manage and stabilise numbers. I think that demonstrates a sensitivity to the cultural issues and the 
circumstances of those communities. I do not think the member is saying that he has evidence, but if there were 
evidence and lists of examples of targeting, we would know about it. It has not happened, because there is an 
understanding about the sensitivities involved. We recognise that there are some effective ways to assist these 
communities in controlling dog numbers, and we will encourage those programs to continue even after this bill 
becomes law because those programs assist in the ongoing management and stabilisation of dog populations in 
remote communities. That is evidence of the system working. We do not have people fronting up with a long list 
of fines et cetera for this issue. We do have that for other issues, which is, of course, why we put the Fines, Penalties 
and Infringement Notices Enforcement Amendment Bill 2019 through this place, which was appropriate, sensible 
and important. I understand the concern, and I understand where the member for Dawesville is coming from, but 
I think the system at the moment recognises that issue. Let us not underestimate our ranger services throughout 
Western Australia and the Rangers Association, which was represented on the working group. Rangers do a very 
difficult job. It is not an easy job because quite often they attend places where there are highly emotional people. 
They are there, ultimately, to negotiate outcomes. I think the member for Darling Range highlighted the perennial 
issue of barking and nuisance dogs, which is continuously raised with members of Parliament. 
I think one of the important reasons we want a centralised registration process et cetera is that this bill also allows 
us to closely monitor dogs that are a concern, such as dangerous dogs. That is one of the important benefits of 
having a centralised registration system. That is the intent of this bill. I acknowledge the member’s concern and 
issue. I think the framework allows for those considerations to be ongoing, as there seems to have been evidence 
of that for some time. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: As we discussed during the second reading debate, my problem is trying to see how this bill 
translates to stopping people operating puppy farms. I think we have run through the definition of a puppy farm. 
A puppy farm is whatever we want to define it as—poor management when raising puppies. I think that is what it 
comes down to. It is strange to see it in the title of the bill if there is no definition, but we will put that aside. We know 
why the title is what it is; we have seen the press releases. The real issue relates to the appropriate care of puppies. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 4330.] 

CORONAVIRUS — LOCAL RESPONSES 
Statement by Member for Girrawheen 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [12.51 pm]: During the COVID-19 crisis, we saw many examples of grassroots 
responses by local heroes reaching out to others impacted by the pandemic. These examples demonstrate empathy and 
compassion for those less fortunate. Locals made the effort not because they had to but because they identified an 
unfulfilled need and felt compelled to do something. The BAPS Swaminarayan Hindu temple in Wangara made and 
distributed meals and essential care packages, mindful that “in the joy of others lies our own”. No Limits Perth in 
Wangara added to its already huge workload by providing meals to 30 international students stranded and without means. 
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Most outstanding were the efforts of Mike Gray, treasurer of the Kingsway Football and Sporting Club. Realising 
that the clubrooms would be vacant for many months and that family violence may escalate during the uncertain and 
stressful times, he offered the clubrooms for transitional accommodation for those experiencing family violence, 
with refuges impacted by increasing demand. 
WA Police Force data for March, relative to March 2019, saw a 17.9 per cent increase in family assault offences 
and a 28.5 per cent increase in threatening family behaviour offences. Unsolicited, Mike did a detailed proposal, drew 
up plans, approached donors and builders who might give time and/or material for temporary renovations, calculated 
the security requirements, contacted local members and the council, and engaged the Department of Communities 
and the WA Women’s Council for Domestic and Family Violence Services. Mike showed great leadership in 
convincing his executive at the footy club to enthusiastically throw their support behind him. 
Our community is blessed by such individuals and groups giving freely and generously of their time. 

SALVATION ARMY — BYFORD 
Statement by Member for Darling Range 

MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [12.53 pm]: I would like to take this opportunity to congratulate all those 
involved in the new Byford Salvos store, which I was extremely proud to officially open this morning. The 
purpose-built store was fully funded by the Salvation Army. All moneys raised through the store will go towards 
supporting and funding Salvation Army activities such as drug and alcohol rehabilitation centres, domestic violence 
programs and homelessness centres. 
Sadly, there are many more families in need following the COVID-19 pandemic and the job losses that have resulted 
from it. These families will need all the support that we as a community can offer them. At this difficult time, 
I know that together, as usual, we will all rise to the occasion.  
The Salvos store will also provide a place for local community engagement, as well as volunteering and employment 
opportunities. By shopping or donating at the store, our community will be not just supporting those in need, but 
also helping the environment by recycling preloved furniture, clothing and other items for others to enjoy, rather 
than going to landfill, like my DVD collection donated today. Congratulations to the Salvos on opening this fantastic 
new store, and welcome to Byford. In particular, I thank all the volunteers; the regional manager, Sean Burgess; 
the area manager, Amanda Robinson; and the store manager, Noa Pawa. They are going to do a great job, and 
I cannot wait to be part of their community. 

MORLEY AND NORANDA TRAIN STATIONS 
Statement by Member for Morley 

MS A. SANDERSON (Morley — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.55 pm]: I congratulate the McGowan Labor 
government on awarding the contract to fix the Tonkin gap and releasing the detailed designs of the Morley and 
Noranda train stations. This contract will create around 3 000 jobs and fix one of the worst failures of transport 
planning by the previous Barnett government. It will deal with terrible congestion along that part of Tonkin Highway 
and commence early works for the Morley–Ellenbrook rail line. We have waited a very long time for a rail line. 
Labor has always been committed to this line. We took it to the 2008, 2013 and 2017 elections. This project is now 
supported by the federal Liberal government; sadly, it is not supported by the WA Liberal Party. The community 
has been rightly sceptical of ever seeing it delivered. We are delivering this project. Morley train station will have 
a bus interchange and shuttle to the activity centre. Morley Windmills Soccer Club will retain all playing fields and 
receive significant upgrades. The skate park is keen to be relocated; that will also happen. The smaller suburban 
Noranda station will have access from both sides of Benara Road. Each station will have 400 car parking bays. I want 
to thank the minister and the Metronet team for their work and commitment to this project. They have undertaken 
a huge amount of work, including genuine and thorough community consultation. They answered every question 
with patience and courtesy. Many residents have been scarred by the heavy-handed delivery of NorthLink by the 
Barnett government. This is truly transformational for our area, creating jobs and opening up economic and 
educational opportunities to our community. I want to thank all those who champion Morley and want to see it reach 
its potential and be revitalised, including ward councillors in the local Morley town team, the Morley Momentum. 
It is an exciting time for Morley. 

MIDWEST RESCUE HELICOPTER SERVICE 
Statement by Member for Geraldton 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [12.56 pm]: Today, I acknowledge the tabling of a petition with 2 643 signatures 
in the other place to support the establishment of an emergency helicopter service in the midwest. The service is 
strongly supported by the Batavia local emergency management committee, the City of Greater Geraldton and 
other local shires. The proposal grew out of an incident on 18 September 2016. The local sea rescue group received 
a phone call from Hong Kong, from the owners of the Yun Mi Feng, to say that their bulk carrier sailing from 
Geraldton to China had turned back to bring a seaman, requiring urgent medical attention, to hospital. Had an 
emergency helicopter been available to lift him off the ship, he might have made it. Sadly, he passed away before it 
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was possible to get him off. A dedicated helicopter rescue service is available out of Perth and Bunbury. A service 
out of Geraldton would service as far east as Mt Magnet, south to Badgingarra, north to Shark Bay, and cover the 
entire Abrolhos Islands chain. It would service places such as Kalbarri National Park, Highway 1, Highway 95 
and many mines, farms and stations. I acknowledge the work of Ian Dempsey and Ian Beard from Marine Rescue 
Geraldton, and the support of its 83 strong membership and 18-member committee. Special mention is made of 
the assistance with the petition by Lilly Robson. Medical specialists refer to the golden hour; there is a much higher 
survival rate for seriously injured people who get into hospital within an hour of an accident. I thank Shane Love, 
Vince Catania, Hon Colin de Grussa and Hon Martin Aldridge from the Nationals WA for their work on this petition. 

LAURENCE “LAURIE” KERR — TRIBUTE 

Statement by Member for Kingsley 

MRS J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI (Kingsley) [12.58 pm]: I stand today to speak on the life of Laurence “Laurie” Kerr. 
Born on 12 May 1958, Laurie had a passion for football and in 2002 was the chairman of selectors for the 
Kingsley Football Club. That year both the seniors and reserves teams made it to the grand final. In October of that 
year, the Kingsley Football Club players and staff went to Bali to celebrate the end of the season and the success 
they had. Laurie was with them. On 12 October 2002, less than 12 hours after arriving in Bali, many of them were 
inside the Sari Club when a terrorist bomb was detonated. The club lost seven members that night and many others 
were injured, including Laurie. Even as he suffered burns to 20 per cent of his body, Laurie still assisted in rescuing 
others. Laurie and I sat in my office last year and he told me of the horrific events of that night and the ongoing 
physical and psychological pain and impact it had on him. Laurie was still struggling, angry and frustrated but 
he also had a great sense of humour. My team, along with the office of the member for Cowan, Anne Aly, and 
the Red Cross, was helping Laurie with housing, medical assistance and Centrelink matters, and when I spoke to 
him only a few short weeks ago, he was the happiest I had ever heard him and was talking about getting a dog. 
Laurie passed away on Saturday, 13 June 2020. Laurie is survived by his four children, Tristan, Aaron, Brittany 
and Allira, and six grandchildren. My sincere condolence to his family, friends and the Kingsley Football Club. 
Rest in peace now, Laurie. 

HILLARYS BOAT HARBOUR — SMALL BUSINESS OPERATORS 

Statement by Member for Hillarys 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [12.59 pm]: I rise today to speak on behalf of the business operators at 
Hillarys Boat Harbour who have been severely impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic and highlight the lack of 
small business assistance provided by the McGowan government. Prior to the pandemic, many businesses at the 
boat harbour were already struggling because of the sluggish WA economy. Compounded with the fallout from 
the COVID-19 health emergency, business at the boat harbour have been decimated. Even when the state government 
belatedly acted, the landlord structure at the boat harbour meant that many small businesses were not eligible for 
the one-off electricity credit or for the rent relief offered by the Department of Transport. Many did not qualify for 
payroll tax waivers, because their payroll was below $1 million. Even the government’s tourism recovery fund 
specifically excluded many small businesses such as travel agents who operate at the boat harbour. 

Other state governments have been proactive and sympathetic to their small business sector. South Australia has 
provided $10 000 emergency crash grants to small business operators and New South Wales had a similar support 
package. The McGowan government has failed our small business sector. If the state government does not step up 
to assist businesses like the ones at Hillarys Boat Harbour, the three walking trails that the Premier so proudly 
recently announced will only showcase his lack of help to our small business sector and end up showcasing nothing 
more than a boulevard of broken dreams, with boarded up shops, destroyed lives and businesses, and destroyed 
jobs as well. It is just not good enough.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE — DINNER SUSPENSION 

Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) [2.01 pm]: Members, I wish to advise that we will have a dinner break tonight 
from 6.00 to 6.30, so eat quickly. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — FUNDING 

488. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Premier: 

How does the Premier respond to serious issues raised by the not-for-profit sector, and to quote from an email we 
have received, that “from 1 July, over 1 200 women, children and men who experience or perpetrate family and 
domestic violence will no longer receive critical frontline FDV services as a consequence of the negotiation of 
new service contracts, with insufficient funding”? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
The opposition raised this before question time. I thought that the Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic 
Violence did an outstanding job answering all the questions that were asked. I took note of what she had to say. 
I must say that the government has done an enormous amount to deal with this issue over its time in office. I want 
to take the Leader of the Opposition through it because I think this answers the question she just asked me. 
Since coming to government, we have invested an additional amount of more than $53 million in protecting the 
victims of family and domestic violence, including $11.7 million for family and domestic violence one-stop-shops; 
$8.25 million for additional women’s refuges; $7.5 million for additional financial counselling services; $2.6 million 
for Breathing Space establishments for male perpetrators, which obviously assists in getting the perpetrator away 
from the home; $2.1 million for a specialist domestic violence unit in the Western Australia Police Force; $1.7 million 
for culturally appropriate services for victims; and a range of other services around regional Western Australia 
in particular. 
The Family Violence Legislation Reform Bill, which is currently before the Legislative Council, contains some of 
the most important amendments to the law surrounding this area ever passed by the Western Australian Parliament. 
Hopefully, we will get it through the Legislative Council. If the Leader of the Opposition can assist us with that, 
it would be helpful. That legislation allows offenders to be subject to electronic monitoring; makes it easier to apply 
for a violence restraining order; creates an offence for breaching a family violence restraining order; creates new 
offences for non-fatal strangulation and persistent family violence; provides new aggravated penalties for family 
violence; introduces new serial family violence offender declarations and jury directions to counter stereotypes, myths 
and misconceptions on family and domestic violence; and allows evidence of FDV to be introduced into criminal 
trials. Our Residential Tenancies Legislation Amendment (Family Violence) Bill supports the victims of family and 
domestic violence to get out of tenancies, and is supported by the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia. Our 
Criminal Law Amendment (Intimate Images) Bill—so-called revenge porn laws—was passed by Parliament last 
year. It is a huge suite of measures on family and domestic violence. When we think about all of them together, 
combined with the pets-in-crisis initiative, the fact that we have a dedicated minister, the 16 Days in WA to Stop 
Violence against Women campaign and the additional money for women’s refuges, we can see that the government 
has put in place a huge suite of initiatives to deal with family and domestic violence. We are proud of the fact that all 
those things have been put in place during the course of this government. There has not been a government in living 
memory that has put as much emphasis on preventing family and domestic violence in Western Australia. 

FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — FUNDING 
489. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Will the Premier immediately direct the minister to urgently provide additional 
funding for the not-for-profit providers of family and domestic violence counselling, advocacy and support services? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Mr Speaker, as you may be aware, we put in place $60 million additional funding to support not-for-profit 
non-government organisations in this area. The Treasurer could, no doubt, interject and provide a bit more information. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: We also CPI-ed their forward estimates after the Liberals reduced it quite dramatically by changing 
the wage policy index component. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. We changed the indexation measure. I recall that now. We are providing 
support. There has never been more support provided. Although the area is an area of high demand, there has never 
been more support, more construction, more funding and more in the way of legislative reform to support the 
victims of family and domestic violence. 

CORONAVIRUS — RESTRICTIONS 
490. Mr T.J. HEALY to the Premier: 
I refer to the nation-leading response to the COVID-19 pandemic by all Western Australians and the McGowan 
Labor government’s strong stance in keeping the hard border with the east that has allowed this government to 
ease restrictions far more than any other state in this country. Can the Premier please outline to the house what the 
easing of restrictions on Saturday will mean for Western Australians and, in particular, for WA’s hospitality sector 
and workers in the state’s live entertainment industry? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I thank the member for Southern River for the question. Who would ever have thought that there would be a serious 
conversation about Western Australia hosting an Australian Football League grand final and who would ever have 
thought that Victorian-based AFL greats would be talking up in support of an AFL grand final in Perth—people 
like Gary Lyon? But that has now happened. It is a real sign of how Western Australia’s response to COVID-19 has 
led the nation. On Saturday, we will have much activity back within Western Australia, far more than any other 
state. From Saturday, venues such as Optus Stadium and RAC Arena can go to 50 per cent capacity. On Saturday, 
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Optus Stadium can hold between 30 000 and 35 000 people, depending on the event. Hopefully, from Saturday, 
18 July, dependent upon a low infection rate, we can remove the capacity limits altogether on those venues. That 
is because of the great work of Western Australians. Western Australians have embraced the changes needed very, 
very well over the course of the last four months, and that has resulted in good outcomes in Western Australia. It 
is also a result of our hard border and quarantine arrangements with the east and internationally. Without our border 
arrangements, we would not have had the security and the comfort to put in place the measures that we have to 
allow for a reopening of our economy within Western Australia. Had we followed the advice of the Liberal Party 
of Western Australia, all these things would not be happening in our state. As of Saturday, we will no longer have 
caps or limits on gatherings within Western Australia and bars, cafes, restaurants and pubs will not be restricted to 
a seated service; we will have the most vibrant and lively hospitality sector. Western Australia will also be the first 
state in the nation to have unseated performances of live music; music venues will reopen and bars and clubs will 
be able to have live music again. I am actually attending one on Saturday. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It will be a very interesting experience, I am sure. I used to spend a lot of time at the 
Swinging Pig a couple of decades ago. I wonder whether  the same people are still there; I might see some old mates. 
As of Saturday, many people can get back to doing what they love providing great music and great entertainment. 
This is all possible because of the comfort and security provided by our hard border, which has been opposed by the 
Liberal Party in Western Australia. Finally, gyms will be able to get back to opening without staff, so 24/7 gyms 
can go back to normal. Places like Plus Fitness in Mt Lawley, which I visited a few weeks ago, will be able to get 
back to normal as of Saturday. 
I am concerned about the High Court challenge by Mr Clive Palmer, which is backed by the Western Australia 
Liberals. It is also of concern to the people of Western Australia. We have done our best to protect the people of 
our state and open our economy within our borders, and I would hate to see these sorts of actions taken by 
Mr Palmer and the Liberal Party shatter confidence in our economy. That is why I have requested that Mr Palmer 
and the Liberal Party desist from this High Court action. I urge members of the opposition in Western Australia to 
show a bit of leadership and back down on these efforts to undermine the very good work of the people of 
Western Australia over this traumatic period. 
The SPEAKER: Before we have the next question, I think we should congratulate Collingwood for once again 
travelling interstate and helping out the league! 

CORONAVIRUS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — FUNDING 

491. Mr A. KRSTICEVIC to the Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence: 
What would the minister say to the 18 organisations that provide family and domestic violence counselling, advocacy 
and support services that have stated the minister has failed to provide enough funding, especially in the context 
of the spike in violence associated with the COVID crisis? 

Ms S.F. McGURK replied: 
One of the messages that was very important for us to get out to the public during the pandemic, particularly in 
the early stages—as there was a concern in Western Australia and this was acknowledged nationally—was that 
we were likely to see increased levels of domestic violence. It was common sense that having additional pressures, 
whether that is economic insecurity, uncertainty or fear of contracting the virus, people closed down in their houses 
would give perpetrators increased opportunity to exercise control and perhaps physical violence. This was on 
everyone’s radar; it was certainly on the state government’s radar and I remember the Prime Minister referring to it 
as well. It was very important for us to send the message to all members of the public in Western Australia, including 
women, that if they needed help, it was there—emergency services were open and available to meet the demand of 
people reaching out for help. In fact, I advocated for the federal government to reinstate the WESNET phone support 
program that gave out mobile phones with a bit of credit through the refuges, so anyone who needed a spare phone 
had one available to them. To its credit, the federal government changed its position and reinstated the program 
that makes those mobile phones available. 
It concerns me that the opposition is sending a message that emergency services, particularly in relation to domestic 
violence, could be compromised at this time. That is not the case. There have been no funding cuts to that sector 
at all. In fact, to the contrary, we have injected significant new funds. We are working on a range of different areas 
to make sure that victims are safe and perpetrators are held to account, we have a responsive justice system and 
we stop the violence happening in the first place through either the Respectful Relationships program in schools 
or the 16 Days in WA to Stop Violence Against Women campaign. 
During the debate on the suspension of standing orders earlier, I read out the very stellar and fulsome endorsement 
we have had from the sector on our attention and commitment to that work. There were a few howls at the end of the 
suspension debate; I might have come up against the clock. Alison Evans, who is the CEO of the Women’s Community 
Health Network, wrote to me on 16 June thanking me for my steadfast leadership in the areas of family and 
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domestic violence and women’s interests. That is the feedback that we get day in, day out—when I am at refuges 
and government members are at women’s services. I know other members of Parliament are in touch, perhaps 
more so than the member for Carine; they are out there making sure that they are in touch with refuges. It is 
a challenge. There is no doubt that there is enormous demand. That is because we have high levels of domestic 
violence and this area was completely neglected for eight and a half years under the previous government. In fact, 
there was a contraction of policy attention, law reform and specialist services under the previous government. I am 
very proud of the extra attention and effort that we are putting in to combat domestic violence, but, frankly, it is 
a long game, as I have said publicly. 

The Premier spoke about $58 million in additional supplementary funding for the equal remuneration order that 
has been put in place already to the community sector, a reinstatement of a fairer indexation policy that will deliver 
about $30 million to the sector and $1.9 million or so in additional funding that is being put on specifically as an 
acknowledgement of the sector’s wage pressures. As I said, there is a lot to do; there is no doubt about it. That is 
why we are taking a strategic approach and working in partnership with the sector to prioritise that work and make 
sure that we are partnering with the community and the corporates. I have acknowledged before in this place the 
work of Woodside and Newmont Corporation, which have generously supported the refuge sector, as has Minderoo 
and Mineral Resources. We all have a role to play and there is a lot to do. This government is working very hard 
to make sure that women and children in this state are safe. 

CORONAVIRUS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — FUNDING 

492. Mr A. KRSTICEVIC to the Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence: 
I have a supplementary question. To get things in perspective, we are talking about the 18 organisations, minister. Did 
the minister request additional funding from the Premier and Treasurer for the important family and domestic violence 
counselling, advocacy and support services contracts; and, if so, why did they refuse to provide additional funding? 

Ms S.F. McGURK replied: 
I have been working very hard ever since I was sworn in at Government House, three and a half years ago, to make 
sure that we understand what the priorities are for the services that respond to domestic violence in our state. As 
I said, there is a lot of work to do. 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, you are on three. 

Ms S.F. McGURK: There is a lot of work to do to keep victims of domestic violence safe, to make sure that 
perpetrators are held to account, that our justice system is responsive to the particular dynamics involved—there 
is no better example of that than the significant law reform before the WA Parliament that will be considered by 
the other place this afternoon—and to make sure that violence is stopped before it starts, with programs such as 
16 days in WA and Respectful Relationships in schools. I am very proud that $53 million of new funding has been 
delivered to the sector. As I said, there is a lot of work to do. The previous government left us with a lot of work to 
do but we are getting on working in partnership with the sector and the community to stop domestic violence in WA. 

CORONAVIRUS — HOUSEHOLD FEES AND CHARGES — GOVERNMENT SUPPORT 

493. Mr S.A. MILLMAN to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the state government’s support for Western Australians impacted by COVID-19 through its $2.3 billion 
investment in stimulus and support measures. Can the Treasurer outline to the house how these measures by the 
McGowan Labor government will help deliver a reduction in household fees and charges for Western Australians; 
and can the Treasurer advise the house whether these support measures could have been delivered without the 
strong financial management of the McGowan Labor government prior to COVID-19? 

Mr B.S. WYATT replied: 
I thank the member for Mount Lawley for that question, which he delivered with such flourish! 

As we know, the restrictions that have been imposed in Western Australia and around Australia were at their most 
severe, in our state anyway, from mid-March through to early May. Those decisions and, as the Premier has already 
outlined, the discipline of Western Australians have been incredibly effective in controlling the spread of the virus. 
That is why we are now able to move through to phase 4 restrictions this Saturday, allowing further economic 
activity to restart. 

There is no doubt that, combined with the discipline of Western Australians, our hard border has enabled this success 
in containing the spread of the virus and has also enabled us to open up the economy at a much faster rate than other 
states. We have seen states like Victoria sadly having to reimpose restrictions. Just this week the commonwealth 
government Treasurer, Josh Frydenberg, highlighted what the impact would be if we were to reimpose restrictions. 
In Western Australia alone we would be looking at a cost to the economy of about $500 million a week, which is 
why that hard border is so important. We do not want to inflame the spread of the virus. 
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As a result of coming out of our toughest restrictions, we are seeing much better economic data. There has been 
a sharp recovery in consumer confidence and retail spending. As I have outlined to this place before, payroll jobs data 
highlights the fact that the number of jobs has been increasing since we began to lift restrictions in May. Data released 
just yesterday shows that internet job vacancies—a lead indicator of employment—increased by 29.4 per cent 
in May alone. Importantly, job ads are up by 30 per cent since the end of May. These are important indicators of 
what the economy is doing, coming off what we would call pandemic lows after we had to effectively close parts 
of the economy. 
Combined with a range of other stimulus measures, I announced this morning that we have been able to reduce 
household fees and charges for the first time since the introduction of the GST. Household fees and charges have 
now declined by one per cent. In 2020–21, that is about $63.50 for a representative household. There is no doubt 
that this will cost the budget an additional $37 million on top of the $402 million that we announced to freeze the 
entire basket. Why is that? What is driving the decline? It is because the McGowan government took the decision 
to pass on the 13 per cent average fall in gross rental values between 2015 and 2018 for metropolitan properties. 
We have debated local government rates in this chamber. Some local governments are now very, very keen to hand 
off their rating powers; it would seem that they do not want to take responsibility for their own rates. We took the 
financial decision to pass on lower property prices, so we are seeing households receiving either a reduction in or 
a freeze on their GRV-related state government charges. By way of example, GRVs in respect of the emergency 
services levy will see metropolitan commercial properties fall by around $127, and industrial properties by around $169. 
Regional GRVs have not yet been revised by the Valuer-General, but we will nonetheless freeze them, regardless 
of the Valuer-General’s decision on what he will do about regional GRVs. That is combined with the $2 500 that 
we pay into Synergy small business accounts to offset the broad range of utility charges they receive. That is 
simply because we understand that we have to support households and businesses. We can do that for the reason 
that we have worked hard over three years to get the finances back on track in Western Australia. The singular 
impact we have had—the fact that we can open up our economy at a much faster rate—is because of the discipline 
of Western Australians and the hard border we have with the rest of the nation. 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES VOLUNTEERS — 
CODE OF CONDUCT — COMMUNICATION WITH MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT 

494. Mr D.T. REDMAN to the Premier: 
The Premier has often claimed that his government will act with a gold standard of transparency. Does this claim 
of gold standard transparency also apply to the Department of Fire and Emergency Services; and, if so, does the 
Premier support the mandatory code of conduct that gags volunteers from contacting or communicating with any 
federal or state members of Parliament regarding emergency services matters? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
The Minister for Emergency Services answered this question yesterday. I cannot really add much more to what he said. 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES VOLUNTEERS — 
CODE OF CONDUCT — COMMUNICATION WITH MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT 

495. Mr D.T. REDMAN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. In line with the minister’s response on Tuesday and the Premier’s response now, 
I have had many volunteers contacting my office, expressing concerns about this draconian code of conduct. Does 
the Premier now support reprimanding or penalising those volunteers for breaching the code of conduct and 
contacting my office? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I understand that it has been created under the Public Sector Management Act. It may well have been there when 
the member was in government, but, in any event, if the member has questions of this nature, I urge him to pose 
them to the minister, as he did yesterday, and I thought the minister answered his question satisfactorily. 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Keep talking; that is the second time. Do you want to go third? I call the member for  
Warren–Blackwood for the first and second times. 

CORONAVIRUS — REGIONAL ROAD PROJECTS 

496. Mr D.T. PUNCH to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the vital role that the McGowan Labor government’s record investment in regional roads will play in 
supporting jobs as the state recovers from the economic impacts of COVID-19. Can the minister update the house 
on what the $85 million widening of Bussell Highway will mean for motorists in the south west; and can the minister 
outline to the house how this and other regional road projects will support local jobs, local businesses and the broader 
WA economy? 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
I thank the member for Bunbury for that question and, of course, for his interest and involvement in helping secure 
funding for the Bussell Highway duplication. 
As has been outlined, the McGowan government has yet again been successful in securing funds from the 
commonwealth government. The commonwealth government came to the state government and asked, “What projects 
can you get underway in the next six months?” We wanted to make sure that we could be true to our word, so we 
identified projects that could get underway very, very quickly. We looked at roads, particularly those in regional 
Western Australia, because we believe that getting regional jobs underway as soon as possible is very important, 
and also because of what these jobs and contracts could mean for local businesses throughout regional WA. We 
put forward a range of projects, including the regional road safety program that the Premier outlined yesterday, 
and, of course, the Bussell Highway project. 
The member for Bunbury knows that we have been lobbying very, very hard for this project. It has been undermined 
by members in this place on the other side, but we have been working very hard to get that funding. We went out on 
a limb and started the preliminary works on the basis that we thought that if we presented the case, the commonwealth 
government would give us the funding. As a result, we did preliminary works and the preloading for stage 1. We 
spent $4.5 million on pre-construction works on Bussell Highway earlier this year. That paves the way for stage 1 
to commence; we are aiming for October. That is very good news for everyone in the south west and very good 
news for jobs and business in the south west. 
If members look around Western Australia, they will see the priority we have given to the projects that the 
previous coalition government ignored, despite having been in government for eight and a half years. Projects 
like Bussell Highway were simply ignored. We have projects throughout regional WA, like improving the 
Minilya–Exmouth Road and $20 million for Exmouth roads. We have Toodyay Road, member for Moore, and, of 
course, other projects around Western Australia. We are a government that governs for all, and none can be best 
described but the work that we are doing for regional roads and regional road safety and the fact that we are delivering 
roads throughout regional WA—roads that the previous Liberal–National government completely ignored. 
Ms L. Mettam: That’s pretty ordinary. 
The SPEAKER: Your comment was pretty ordinary. I call you to order for the first time, member for Vasse. 
Mr M.P. Murray: Who’s said nothing for eight and a half years! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I wish you had not spoken, but you did, and I call you to order for the first time, Minister for 
Sport and Recreation. I know you have a scarf on, but it does not soften you at all. 

LOCAL PROJECTS, LOCAL JOBS — 
STANDING COMMITTEE ON ESTIMATES AND FINANCIAL OPERATIONS — 

EIGHTY-SECOND REPORT 
497. Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP to the Premier: 
I refer to the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations report that was tabled today regarding 
the government’s Local Projects, Local Jobs election promise. Can the Premier confirm that his nearly $40 million 
so-called jobs promise did not actually create a single job, and can he confirm that, coincidentally, 92 per cent of 
taxpayers’ funding went into Labor and marginal seats? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
It is a dream come true that the member has asked me this question. I was hoping, and he has delivered, so I am 
so happy. I have the report here. 
A member interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do; I dream about this. I have the report here. I am going to highlight it; I am going to 
annotate it. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is a glowing endorsement of the scheme. Let me read out what Hon Tjorn Sibma had to say. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: “Shorn”? “Yorn”? 
Mr S.A. Millman: As in what we do when Carine is speaking! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Mount Lawley! It is not a vaudeville act. I call you to order for the first time. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I want to read out some of the relevant bits. Where are the relevant bits? 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is the entire report. I can read the whole report if members like. We are staying late. Liberal 
member of Parliament Mr Sibma indicated that the Local Projects, Local Jobs program was implemented in 
a “professional” and “accountable manner”, within established “governance arrangements”. To quote the report — 

… departments implemented the Government’s LPLJ program in a professional, transparent and 
accountable manner. The Committee did not identify any deficiencies or concerns … 

Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: — with the way in which it was administered. The report continues — 

… the Committee accepts that the existing grant mechanisms were the appropriate mechanism to 
implement the delivery and acquittal of projects … 

It goes on and on like that. At one point, it indicates that the program itself did provide, and I quote, “stimulus”. I note 
that in the question asked by the member for Dawesville, he asked whether I can confirm there was no work created. 
When someone upgrades the Osborne Park RSL or Kiara College, or provides support to the Geraldton Pollinators Inc—
that is a great organisation—or supports staffing at the Ballajura Dungeon Youth Centre or infrastructure in the 
Pilbara’s Ngarluma Yindjibarndi Foundation, or assists the Darlington Sports and Recreation Association to assist 
with the cost of building a new pavilion, or the Cockburn Power Boats Association to upgrade its clubrooms, or 
the City of Wanneroo to install traffic calming devices, does the member think people do not work on those? Is it 
his view that when those things happen and contracts are issued to subcontractors, people do not actually do that 
work? Is that his argument? Even the committee headed up by Mr Sibma indicated that there was stimulus involved 
in this program. The program itself was, and I quote Mr Sibma again — 

The Government’s stated position is that the LPLJ program is not a grants program, but a program to 
honour its election commitments. On this matter, the Committee agrees. 

In other words, Mr Sibma endorses the fact that the government has delivered our election commitments. As part 
of that, contracts were issued to subcontractors to deliver jobs. Where is the smoking gun? What is the member’s 
argument here? What is he trying to say? This is a glowing endorsement of what happened; after all the froth and 
bubble, and all the ridiculous carry-on that went on, the committee produced a report that endorses what we had 
to say and what we did. That is what has occurred. 
Mr Speaker, I do not know whether you know, but the announcements the Labor opposition made went half to 
Liberal–National seats and half to Labor seats. Somehow, the member has constructed—or tries to, even though 
Mr Sibma does not adhere to that argument now — 
Mr R.S. Love: None went into Nationals seats! How much went into Nationals seats? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Geraldton! 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Kalgoorlie as well. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Kalgoorlie got grants; Geraldton got grants. I do not know whether members opposite know, 
but Kalgoorlie was a National Party seat. 
Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Half the announcements went into Liberal–National seats and half went to Labor seats. 
The whole thing on the part of the Liberal and National Parties has been the biggest beat-up—and that is saying 
something—by its side of politics in living memory. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the House, I call you to order for the first time. 

LOCAL PROJECTS, LOCAL JOBS — 
STANDING COMMITTEE ON ESTIMATES AND FINANCIAL OPERATIONS — 

EIGHTY-SECOND REPORT 
498. Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the Premier confirm that the Local Projects, Local Jobs project was 
a pork-barrelling exercise designed to win votes in marginal seats? 
Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Southern River, you are not in the chair at the moment; I am. I call you to order for 
the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Before elections, what happens is both sides make commitments. Both sides make commitments, and they make 
promises to the people of the state. That has been happening in democratic systems for—I do not know—a few 
hundred years. That is what we did. Before the election, we made a range of commitments to the people of the 
state. Mr Sibma has identified that we delivered on our commitments. He even said that in writing. I will quote it 
again so that members hear it. He wrote — 

The Government’s stated position is that the LPLJ program is not a grants program, but a program to 
honour its election commitments. On this matter, the Committee agrees. 

Half of those commitments went into Liberal–National seats and half the commitments went into Labor seats 
before the election. We made other commitments. I do not know whether members have noticed, but one of our 
biggest school commitments is in the electorate of Nedlands. We have done more in the member for South Perth’s 
electorate than the Liberals and Nationals have ever done, and everyone in South Perth acknowledges that there 
has been more work infrastructure and effort in South Perth than ever occurred when the Liberals and Nationals 
were in place. Is that pork-barrelling? Is Bob Hawke College that we built in Nedlands pork-barrelling? No—it is 
a government that gets on with the job and does good things across the state. I note the report does recommend 
a parliamentary budget office. It has been recommended a number of times. Various people have indicated support 
for a parliamentary budget office. Of course, a parliamentary budget office was recommended by this report at 
recommendation 22, which reads — 

The Committee recommends that a PBO — 

That is, parliamentary budget office — 

be established in Western Australia to cost announced election policies, and to improve the Parliament’s 
capacity to conduct financial scrutiny. 

Before question time, I went to the Liberal Party’s website and I looked for policies. I went to the Leader of the 
Opposition’s website and I looked for policies. The word “policy” does not appear. There are no policies. Go to your 
website! There are no policies. It is six months until the election campaign begins and they have no policies. There 
are none there! I urge everyone in the gallery—well, the one journalist in the gallery. When I first got here, there were 
about 20 sitting up there. I urge the one journalist in the gallery to go to the Liberal Party’s website and go to the 
opposition leader’s website and have a look for policies. There are none! Those members opposite are meant to be 
the alternative government of Western Australia. They have no policies, and yet they have called for the establishment 
of a parliamentary budget office to cost policies that they do not have—I mean, honestly! The opposition in this 
state does not support laws to outlaw puppy farming and it does not support our border arrangements with the east. 
The Liberal Party in this state undermines good government every single day.  

DOG AMENDMENT (STOP PUPPY FARMING) BILL 2020 

499. Ms C.M. ROWE to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the cruel practice of puppy farming and the commitment that the McGowan Labor government made to 
the people of Western Australia at the last election that it would bring an end to the appalling practice. Can the 
minister advise the house what it would mean to those who choose to overbreed or irresponsibly breed dogs, should 
the Liberal Party successfully block this government’s legislation to stop puppy farming? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN replied: 
I am very pleased to answer this question; it is a very good question and a very important question. I was very pleased 
to be with the members for Belmont and Forrestfield on Tuesday this week when we visited the Swan Animal Haven 
in Maida Vale, which is run by some magnificent volunteers. Many volunteers at the animal havens, be they cat 
or dog havens, volunteer their time and energy to look after, in this case, neglected animals and dogs that have 
been abandoned and are vulnerable. They do it because of their passion for making sure that our canine friends are 
protected and looked after. They do it because they understand that wonderful relationship that human beings have 
with their canine friends.  

As the member for Belmont knows, when this government went to the election in March 2017, it brought forward 
a policy that, if elected, it would introduce legislation to stop puppy farming. That was a policy and now we have 
introduced the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill into this Parliament. On Tuesday, when we began the 
second reading debate on this bill, it was so disappointing to hear the first sentence spoken by the shadow Minister 
for Local Government for the Liberal Party who said, “The Liberal Party of Western Australia will be opposing 
this bill.” Why would they oppose a bill that is focused on ensuring that we stop an abhorrent practice known as 
puppy farming? What thinking would be behind their decision to oppose this bill that we have introduced into this 
place when we know that its focus is on reducing the number of unwanted dogs born and providing an outlet for 
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the adoption or the sale of unwanted abandoned dogs? It is focused on having a centralised registration system so 
that we can track from birth to death our wonderful dogs and it no longer requires retired greyhounds to be muzzled. 
That legislation has strong community support throughout Western Australia, which was well consulted along 
with a range of stakeholders. 

The community of Western Australia, in the discussions and the conversations that we had when we explained this 
policy, responded overwhelmingly. We received nearly 5 000 responses saying that people understand why this 
bill is important. This legislation will work towards that very strong need to stop puppy farming. But what did we 
get from the Liberal Party? It said, “We will not support this bill.” That is what we got from the Liberal Party, 
including the members for Nedlands, Kalgoorlie, Cottesloe, Riverton, Dawesville and Darling Range who spoke 
in the second reading debate. All of them opposed this bill. Why would they do that when we know that this bill 
is focused on protecting our pups when they are born, making sure that we trace very carefully the breeding of 
these pups, and during their lifetime? We want to ensure that the people who purchase pups understand the important 
responsibility that they are taking on and know what they are purchasing. There are lots of examples of people 
who have purchased a pup or a dog from a puppy farm, many of them paying thousands of dollars, and not got 
what they paid for. Indeed, that dog might have a range of health problems and end up passing away very early in 
their life. Why would members opposite oppose this bill? First, they do not understand the policy; and, second, 
they do not understand the importance of animal welfare in Western Australia. 

The member asked what would happen if this bill is blocked by the Liberal Party when it votes against it in this 
place or the upper house. I know that members opposite are backtracking a little because they are worried about 
this situation. They understand that thousands of people in the community support this policy and understand far 
better than members opposite, who do not even have an inkling, that this policy is the right policy to protect our 
pups and dogs going forward. We made concessions to ensure that working dogs are exempted from sterilisation. 
We understood the need for that and it will be in the regulations. But this Liberal Party is so far out of touch with 
the community of Western Australia that it is condemned for its opposition to this bill.  

I look forward to the consideration in detail that we are in the middle of, and the third reading. We want the Liberal Party 
to know that if it opposes this bill in the other place, we will take it to the next election and remind every person 
in Western Australia that the people who wanted to stop this important policy position, this important law, belonged 
to the Liberal Party, led by the Leader of the Opposition and a hapless group of mangy supporters. 

HARNESS RACING — REGIONAL TRACKS 

500. Mr P.J. RUNDLE to the Premier: 

I compliment the Minister for Sport and Recreation for sporting his National Party colours today—very good. 

I understand that the Premier’s Minister for Racing and Gaming and the CEO of Racing and Wagering Western 
Australia are currently presiding over the closures of and funding reductions for harness racing tracks in Kellerberrin, 
Narrogin, Wagin, Albany, Collie, Bridgetown and Busselton. As the Minister for State Development, Jobs and 
Trade and the minister representing the Minister for Regional Development in this house, is the Premier concerned 
that this will have a devastating economic and social impact on our regional towns and communities?  

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

I do not know anything about the matter. I have never heard of this before. If the member wanted a more 
comprehensive answer, he probably should have requested that the Minister for Racing and Gaming be here and 
he could have asked him. Racing and Wagering Western Australia examines all these issues on a constant basis 
and makes determinations based upon turnover and activity levels within regional towns and any racetrack. It 
constantly appraises and works out whether the racing activity demand justifies the continuation of the service, 
whatever it may be. Some of these tracks might have one meet a year and sometimes a decision is made to close 
that track for the broader good of the industry. However, I do not know of the circumstances that the member is 
talking about. I do not know whether what the member is saying is true. What I often find is that the preambles 
and the content contained within the questions asked by the opposition have no relationship to the truth. I suggest 
that when the member puts in his list of questions as he currently does before question time, he might ask the 
question of the Minister for Racing and Gaming who can then be here to answer his question.  

HARNESS RACING — REGIONAL TRACKS 

501. Mr P.J. RUNDLE to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. As the Premier knows, the Minister for Racing and Gaming is not here today. 
Given that the CEO of RWWA is leaving, would the Premier consider slashing the position’s $770 000 salary—
double the salary of the Premier, I might note—that is out of step with community expectation, and use those 
savings to ensure the sustainability of this important industry in regional towns?  

The SPEAKER: That was a separate question, member. I advise you that a supplementary question has to have 
something to do with the first question. The Premier can answer it if he wants to.  
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Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
As I understand it, the salary level for the individual in question was settled under the last government. He is now 
leaving the position to go somewhere else. I think the member is referring to Mr Burt. As I understand it, the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal or the board — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal is examining the salary of this individual. I will 
ask the Minister for Racing and Gaming to look at the issues the member is talking about and whether there is truth 
in it and what the reasons behind it may well be. I seek to provide the member with some information.  

FIFA WOMEN’S WORLD CUP 2023 
502. Ms J.M. FREEMAN to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
As the proud patron of the Northern Redbacks Women’s Soccer Club in Balga, I refer to the impending 
announcement as to who will host the FIFA Women’s World Cup 2023. Can the minister outline to the house how 
the McGowan Labor government has supported the Australian and New Zealand bid to ensure it is in the best 
possible position to secure this world-class sporting event?  
Mr M.P. MURRAY replied: 
I thank the member for that question and for her support of teams out that way, which we have been out to look at 
a couple of times. Firstly, I must point out the small-mindedness of the National Party in not recognising the 
Australian colours of the Matildas and our Australian teams. What a small-minded mob they are! They remind me 
of a bunch of Lego tools—all bits and pieces that do not fit anywhere. They have different colours and are all bundled 
into one bag and thrown out the door! They are all Legos that do not fit anywhere. And they do not understand 
about sport either, although at times they profess to do so!  
The SPEAKER: Minister! 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for that call!  
Tonight’s decision on the rights to host the FIFA Women’s World Cup 2023 is very important to Western Australia, 
Australia and New Zealand. We have done everything in Western Australia and Australia to make sure that our 
bid has been up-front and is very much in the forefront of being announced tomorrow. We do not have the final 
say, of course—FIFA has the final say. We have done everything possible in Western Australia to make sure that 
we have put ourselves at the forefront. We recently announced a $16 million grant towards the construction of 
a world-class state football centre at Queens Park. The Premier was out there having a kick. His skills alone 
probably ensure that we will get this here! There is no doubt about that whatsoever.  
Let me get back to the real issue. This is about women’s sport as well. That facility out there is for both males and 
females, and juniors. Do not forget that—it is not just a one-sided facility. Women have been underestimated in sport 
for many years. There has been no greater change to the sporting fraternity than recently with the AFL, with women 
having their own competition. That is something that every league association in the state has adopted, and adopted 
very well. It is great to see that. But again, with a round football, they have been doing it for years. They did not 
have to be pushed or shoved, because they showed leadership. That also gives us a chance to host the upcoming 
World Cup. That World Cup will bring huge benefits to Western Australia. If we get a couple of games here, 
associated industries will be party to that, along with of course the tourism promotions that that will get worldwide. 
Sooner or later, we know that those borders we have been very carefully monitoring will be open to the world. Those 
people will want to move very quickly. If things turn out properly tomorrow, we will be on the front stage.  
The venue itself will be completed in time for the World Cup in 2023. It will have a training facility, a place where 
the Australian team could be based, along with training facilities for other teams. We have made sure we have 
done our best to promote Western Australia as a place to play sport.  
The actual promotion and the funding that has come in is certainly something that makes sure that we are there. 
I take my hat off to the federal government, which has also put its hand in its pocket to help us along this line. If 
we do not have those facilities, where will we get the next Sam Kerr from? We need women in leadership roles to 
aspire people to be one of them. What a wonderful woman! That young lady has no pretentious issues about her. 
She works very hard promoting her sport, and women’s sport in particular—and Western Australia, I must say. 
She is a credit to her mother and father, who are great people as well, for what she has done for this sport.  
We have other stadiums around the place, such as the world-renowned Optus Stadium. It has been magnificently 
promoted by this government. We have done so much to bring that through. Look at what happened this week. 
Someone who said they would never come across wants to play there! We are going to allow them to play AFL there. 
We encourage them to come over and play there. Again, Western Australia will get economic benefits out of that 
stadium. I am sure the National Party would be very happy to hear about that stadium opening because 2 500 tonnes 
of beef goes into the pies at Optus Stadium! We cannot forget that 2 500 tonnes of beef goes into those pies! 
Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Wrap it up, minister! 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I am sorry, Mr Speaker, but I have to take up some time here because I never ever get 
a question from the other side! I have to get the question coming from my side and get rid of my frustrations about 
those people over there. They are really not set on doing a very good job, but I understand that.  
The SPEAKER: Can you take your frustrations outside?  
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will finish, to be quite honest, in thanking the people who have worked very hard in 
ensuring that our bid is up-front and has a very good chance of being successful. Along with that is the local soccer 
community, including Football West. We know how hard they have worked in that area in not only promoting the 
World Cup, but other areas as well. Let us hope it turns out right and we are able to promote Western Australia to 
the rest of the world.  

ANIMAL WELFARE AND TRESPASS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
503. Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS to the Premier: 
I think there is absolute bipartisan support for Australia getting the FIFA Women’s World Cup.  
I refer to the comments of vegan activist James Warden yesterday, reported by numerous media outlets, in which 
he stated that the McGowan government’s trespass legislation will not stop him or his activists from their nefarious 
activities. What does the Premier say to Western Australian farmers, given one of the worst offending trespassers 
is completely undeterred by his government’s proposed trespass laws?  
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
We are bringing in laws that we committed to, which will significantly toughen penalties for those people who 
engage in practices like Mr Warden and his followers. We have taken some time to draft this legislation to get it 
right, which has a range of increases in penalties and, as I recall, some other measures to inhibit the behaviour of 
people like Mr Warden. I cannot help what Mr Warden says in front of the camera. Is the member actually suggesting 
that somehow I can stop what he might say in front of a camera? If he engages in those practices and goes before 
a court, obviously the penalties available to the court are far more significant. The legislation we have brought 
before Parliament is very elegant. It not only deals with the activists who might invade and inhibit the operations 
of a farm and stop farmers from going about their lawful business, but it also provides an inspection capacity for 
the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development to inspect abattoirs, intensive chicken farms, and 
piggeries and the like, which is long overdue. It is something that should have been in place for a long period in 
the interests of animal welfare. But it shows that we have the balance right. We have put in place measures to deal 
with people like Mr Warden and to allow for inspections to protect animal welfare. It is a bit like our puppy farming 
laws, which are before Parliament today, which are designed to protect the welfare of dogs and puppies. It is a pity 
the Liberal Party does not support those laws. I have not finished yet. It is a pity the Liberal Party appears to be in 
favour of cruelty to dogs. It is a very sad, sad day. I must say that I do not understand the leadership or the judgement 
of the Liberal Party on these things. I do not understand why it would support cruelty to animals in the way that it 
does. I do not think that it is in tune with the people of Western Australia. 

Point of Order 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The Premier is impugning — 
The SPEAKER: The Premier is sitting down, so I think — 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I beg your pardon? Oh, you are here, are you? 
Mrs A.K. Hayden: Yes. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Point of order, Mr Speaker. 
The SPEAKER: Point of order—go on, but the Premier has already sat down. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Well, that is okay then. 
The SPEAKER: Well, what was your point of order? You are just standing there doing nothing! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am waiting for the call from you, Mr Speaker. 
The SPEAKER: I called you twice. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am waiting for the call from you, but, of course, we are just trying to continue with the 
operations of this house. The Premier was impugning the motives of the Liberal Party members, suggesting that 
we somehow support animal cruelty, and I ask him to withdraw. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Is everyone happy with their comments? Leader of the House, is this on the point of order? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. Mr Speaker, there is no point of order. 
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The SPEAKER: It is not a point of order. It was not an individual one; it was a group one, so we are talking about 
a group of people and not an individual. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Excuse me, member for Darling Range! I will call you twice. Twice now you have ummed and 
ahed when I am making a decision. Member for Darling Range, I call you to order for the second time. 

ANIMAL WELFARE AND TRESPASS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
504. Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Given that offenders are simply thumbing their noses at this legislation and 
saying that it is not going to deter them, will the Premier apologise to Western Australian primary producers for 
introducing ineffective legislation that simply will not help them? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
These questions are so bizarre. I do not know who wrote the member’s question. When we pass laws, I cannot 
help what someone says in front of a TV camera. I cannot help that. I cannot control what might be said. We 
actually live in a country where people can speak without being prosecuted for doing so. We actually live in that 
environment. If the member is asking me to stop someone from saying something about a law that we might put 
in place, I cannot do that. But we have put in place a suite of reforms that will ensure that there are enhanced 
penalties for people who engage in those practices. I think farmers should not be targeted in this way. I saw that 
Mr Warden had invaded farms and restaurants, and I do not think that should be occurring. However, I think the 
elegance of the legislation allows for the inspections of those intensive production agricultural facilities and that 
is a good thing. We should allow for that. We should allow for inspection of abattoirs. Surely, people here and surely 
the Liberal Party agree that we should be able to engage in that inspection regime to ensure that animal welfare 
practices and animal welfare standards are being met within piggeries and abattoirs and intensive animal production 
facilities. I just think that that is a great balance, and it goes to show that this government can do lots of good things 
at the same time. I put in place measures to prevent some of the criminal activities or activism and to protect the 
welfare of animals, which is exactly the same as we are doing in the puppy farming laws and I do not understand 
why the Liberal Party is opposing those, and I hope it does not oppose the laws designed to prevent trespass and 
enhance animal welfare in intensive agriculture. 
The SPEAKER: That is the end of question time. 

EDUCATION AND HEALTH STANDING COMMITTEE 
Inquiry into Digital Innovation in Secondary Education — Follow-up — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) [3.04 pm]: The Education and Health Standing Committee has agreed to 
follow up on its recent inquiry into digital innovation and secondary education. The committee will consider — 

(1) What has been learnt in WA and other jurisdictions in regard to delivering education during the 
COVID-19 pandemic; and 

(2) How these experiences may inform future approaches. 
The committee will report by 24 September 2020. 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES VOLUNTEERS — 
CODE OF CONDUCT — COMMUNICATION WITH MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [3.04 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be debated 
forthwith — 

That this house calls on the Premier to instruct the Minister for Emergency Services to change the 
mandatory code of conduct for emergency service volunteers that gags them from communicating 
with their local MP on emergency service matters. 

It is my understanding that we have negotiated an arrangement with the Leader of the House. 
Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [3.05 pm]: I move — 
To insert after “forthwith” — 

, subject to the debate being limited to 10 minutes for government members and 10 minutes for 
non-government members 

Amendment put and passed. 
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Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need the support 
of an absolute majority for it to proceed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [3.06 pm]: I move the motion. 

It is interesting that in his response to the last question, the Premier said that it is a great thing that in this country 
we can go out and speak when the Premier has in his own ministry a minister who was trying to gag exactly that. 
To bring the house up to speed, last week, on 18 June, a general circular was put out by Darren Klemm, the 
Department of Fire and Emergency Services Commissioner, titled “DFES Code of Conduct Mandatory Online 
Training for All DFES Employees and Volunteers”. It states — 

From Monday 22 June all DFES employees and registered DFES volunteers on eAcademy will be 
automatically enrolled onto the course and will receive confirmation of their enrolment via email. The 
course is mandatory and must be completed within 4 weeks of enrolment. 

It is interesting that those who have started the process said that they do not like the mandatory component of it, 
and I can understand that. That is probably a debate for another day. They also said that in doing the course, they are 
asked to sign up to a code of conduct that states, under the heading “Communication and Official Information” — 

We must: 
… 

• not contact or communicate with any Federal or State Members of Parliament regarding Departmental 
business; or invite or allow them onto any DFES premises unless authorised 

We also know from question time today that the Premier backed in his minister on his position of saying that 
volunteers are not allowed to talk to their local MP. Therefore, we know where the Premier stands. It is interesting 
that we have a motion here calling on the Premier to intervene and he is not even in the house to listen to it. 

What should a code of conduct have in it? I might add that I have a code of conduct here from the last government, 
which is signed off by Wayne Gregson, the commissioner at the time, on 9 February 2017 and it does not have the 
component that says that a DFES volunteer is not allowed to go and talk to their MP. It was not part of the last 
government’s code of conduct, but it certainly is part of this government’s code of conduct. What should be in 
a code of conduct if we are going to sign up DFES employees and volunteers? It should reference ethical and 
professional behaviour and how private and official information should be managed. In fact, a line in it says — 

DFES members are obliged to maintain appropriate confidentiality about dealings we may have in the course 
of our work including the use and disclosure of private and official information.  

That is appropriate. That is absolutely right, as it should be. However, what is in the code of conduct and what they 
are signing up to is — 

We must: 
… 

• not contact or communicate with any Federal or State Members of Parliament regarding Departmental 
business; or invite or allow them onto any DFES premises unless authorised 

It says that they must not contact. The very people who rang me and told me about this code of conduct, which is 
clearly a part of departmental business, have breached the code of conduct. It would be interesting to see what the 
Premier or government would do about that if they were to know their names. 

What is also interesting is that it just refers to MPs. It does not refer to shire councillors. Even political candidates 
are not mentioned. A Labor candidate at the next election could be asked about something by a Department of Fire 
and Emergency Services volunteer, but a member of Parliament cannot. It does not refer to contacting the media; 
it just refers to responding to media inquiries and other members of the public in official positions. 

What did we hear in the minister’s response after he was asked a question on Tuesday? He said that the government 
funds them and therefore it is going to control whom they talk to. A whole heap of government agencies are funded, 
but not one other government agency that I am aware of has a code of practice that says that the staff cannot talk 
to an MP. There is nothing about school boards not being able to talk to MPs. There is nothing about ambulance 
officers, who are largely funded by government. There is nothing about public servants, who are employees, not being 
able to contact MPs. There are issues around ethical and professional behaviour, quite rightly. Even Department 
of Education staff, who we would think might be very sensitised to conversations outside of their remit, do not 
have anything that says that they cannot talk to an MP. 
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What sorts of things might a DFES volunteer want to talk to their MP about? They might want to advocate for an 
upgrade of a facility. That is clearly departmental business, as defined in the code of practice, that they are not allowed 
to talk to anyone about. They cannot advocate for the upgrade of a facility. They might want to advocate for a safety 
matter in the business they do as a volunteer. They cannot do that. That is clearly the business of the department and 
comes under the code of practice. They might want to highlight other matters of public interest. I would have thought 
that gagging a volunteer is a matter of great public interest. Even just raising that matter is a departmental business 
issue. Clearly, the code of practice says that they cannot do that. They might want to highlight cultural issues within 
the organisation. Interestingly, one of the recommendations of the Ferguson review of the Waroona fire was about 
cultural issues within the organisation. That is clearly departmental business, which the minister says in the code of 
conduct they cannot talk to MPs about—the very issues that we are trying to resolve in this state. Of course, a whole 
range of things fall into this category of departmental business that they have been gagged from talking to MPs about. 
This Premier came in on the back of a commitment to have rolled-gold transparency, and what do these people 
get? They do not get transparency. The government is trying to shut down volunteers from talking to their members 
of Parliament about issues that they might have. Before my colleague gets up and makes a comment, on Tuesday 
the minister said in response to a question that this does not affect volunteer bush fire brigades outside of DFES, 
but the minister’s agency has been sending emails to volunteer bush fire brigades saying that they have been signed 
up to do this mandated course over the next four weeks. They have been sending these emails to bush fire brigades 
in local shires. This is a bumbling minister because he blew that one. This bumbling minister has been making 
remarks in this house that do not seem to be true, because his agency seems to be doing something entirely 
different. It took this volunteer a day and a half to sort that out earlier this week. The minister needs to be brought 
to account for gagging volunteers from talking to their local member of Parliament. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [3.13 pm]: I would like to make a brief 
contribution to this very important motion that the member for Warren–Blackwood has brought to the house. It is 
important because volunteers are the core fabric of the rural communities that we represent. It is very worrying 
that the 2020 report that has just come out highlights that 5 000 DFES volunteers have been lost in the last nine years. 
The total number of DFES volunteers has fallen from 31 450 in 2010–11 to just 26 487 in the last financial year. 
People will not be encouraged to come forward if they have to sign up to a code of conduct that bars them from 
talking to their local MP about issues. This is very important for local MPs. Last summer, a very large fire in the 
Yanchep area meant that some of my constituents were evacuated to shelters, including in Gingin. I went to the 
shelter in Gingin, and I think it was important that I went to the shelter in Gingin. That shelter was staffed by DFES 
volunteers. Now they will not be able to talk to me. How ridiculous is that! How can I represent the people in my 
community if I cannot talk to them? We are talking about country towns where many of the key people are 
volunteers. This will mean that thousands and thousands of our constituents will not be able to talk to us about the 
very important issues that confront them. Sometimes it might be an issue that is too complicated to go through the 
normal structure of the DFES chain of command. I will very quickly outline one case in point. Some years ago, 
the Kalbarri Volunteer Sea Search and Rescue Group had issues with the channel markers in the mouth of the 
Murchison River—the most dangerous entry to a harbour anywhere in the country. The volunteers could not get those 
problems fixed through the normal channels, so they came to me and I went straight to the Minister for Transport 
and the problems were fixed. They will not be able to do that under this minister’s directions. 
We heard the Premier say during question time that we live in a country where people can speak. That appears to be the 
case—unless someone is a volunteer for DFES and they want to speak to their local MP, the person who has been elected 
to represent them in all sorts of forums and who can cut across all those other barriers that might prevent a good outcome 
for the community! I regularly attend events that are largely about DFES volunteers, including debriefs after major 
fires at which people discuss the issues that have confronted them. It is vital that we continue to be able to do so. 
MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn — Minister for Emergency Services) [3.16 pm]: Here we are again revisiting 
what we talked about in 2018. On 30 October 2018, the exact same issue came up in this house. It was raised by 
the Leader of the Nationals WA. If members remember, it followed the visit by Nationals members to Port Hedland, 
who were claiming to be the cabinet. Remember, this was in October 2018—well after the election in March 2017. 
Members of the National Party were in Port Hedland trying to portray themselves as the cabinet. I still have the 
screenshots from the Nationals WA, the first of which states — 

Some happy snaps from our Regional Cabinet sundowner at the uber cool #FioritaDeli … 
The one from the Leader of the Nationals WA states — 

Leader @MiaDaviesMLA addresses the Regional Cabinet launch in #Karratha—“we start with a sundowner 
because we’re the Nats and we like a bit of fun!” 

If the member for Warren–Blackwood remembers, not only did he mislead the people of the Pilbara about what 
he was doing there, but also the captain of the volunteer marine rescue group assumed that the visitor who had 
contacted them to go and talk to them was the minister—me. He thought that the minister was going. He did not 
realise that it was a person who portrayed himself to be the minister. 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: No; I did not interject on the member. It was a person who was portraying himself to be the 
minister—it was Hon Colin de Grussa. 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member! The minister has said that he will not take interjections. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Because of that, I refused his entry to that facility. The member for Warren–Blackwood raised 
the same issue then that he is raising now: “Why is it that we have to contact the minister before we are allowed 
into volunteer facilities?” The member asked the same question and I gave him a very clear answer. In that case, 
it was because he was misleading a poor vollie in Port Hedland. As a result, the Leader of the National Party wrote 
to me saying — 

I am writing first to express our apologies. Colin de Grussa MLC and The Nationals Parliamentary team 
are in the Pilbara this week, meeting with various community groups and organisations as part of our 
regional cabinet program. I have been contacted by a DFES representative from Karratha expressing 
concern that our planned visits with various emergency services volunteers while in the Pilbara had not been 
approved by your office. This was an oversight on my behalf, as I had not queried whether we needed to 
seek permission to meet with these organisations. I apologise for this occurrence, and we will be sure to 
seek permission from your office for any future visits or meetings with emergency services volunteers. 

That is from the Leader of the Nationals WA, Mia Davies. We have already been through this. Why do the Fire and 
Emergency Services Commissioner and the minister of the day require anybody—state MPs, federal MPs or 
representatives from any other bodies—to notify them if they are on the property of those volunteers that come 
under the responsibility of the commissioner? It is because the commissioner is responsible for every single person 
on that site, including visitors. Quite rightly, as the CEO of the organisation, he is entitled to know that, and, as 
his minister, so am I. There is nothing inappropriate about that. We are not talking about bush fire brigades because, 
really, all visitors to bush fire brigade sites should notify the CEO of the local shire. That is what they should do. 
But in this case — 

Point of Order 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The minister is misleading the house. If I can explain why, to justify the point of order. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Order! The member for Warren–Blackwood has not finished his 
point of order yet, minister. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The point of order relates to volunteers who are part of the Department of Fire and Emergency 
Services and are not being allowed to contact their local member of Parliament. The minister is referring to 
members of Parliament contacting DFES volunteers. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I think that is a matter of semantics. It is not actually a point of order, member. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: The commissioner is quite right to want to know who is on the property for which he is 
responsible. Section 9 of the Public Sector Management Act, “Principles of conduct by public sector bodies etc”, 
allows for codes of conduct and, in fact, encourages codes of conduct and ethical behaviour by all those people who 
come under a CEO. The member for Warren–Blackwood referred to the code of conduct. Those principles in the 
code of conduct, members of the National Party, have always been there. It is now clarified by way of putting them 
in writing and advising those volunteers. Regardless of what members opposite think and how clever they think 
they are, that code of conduct and the principles in the code of conduct, which I am just about to read out, have 
always been binding on volunteers who come under the Fire and Emergency Services Commissioner. He has now 
clarified it by way of this code of conduct. It states that all people under DFES—under the commissioner—must — 

• adhere to policies regarding communication and protocols with ministers, ministerial staff and lobbyists 
• not contact or communicate with any Federal or State Members of Parliament regarding Departmental 

business; or invite or allow them onto any DFES premises unless authorised 
• not respond to any media enquiries unless authorised 
• avoid making critical comment or disclosing confidential information about the workplace, colleagues, 

employees and volunteers in electronic media and social networks. 
That is the code of conduct. My advice from the commissioner is that those principles, which are governed by the 
Public Sector Management Act, have always been applied. If people come under the Fire and Emergency Services 
Commissioner, they come under those principles. It is now clarified in writing. 

Tabling of Paper 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The minister was quoting from what appeared to be an official document. Can I ask that he 
table that document? 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Sure. The member can have it. This is taken from the website of the Department of Fire and 
Emergency Services. If the member wants a copy of it, I suggest he look it up. 
[See paper 3484.] 

Debate Resumed 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: The issue of being able to talk to MPs and criticising the department was answered only 
yesterday in response to a question asked in the upper house by Hon Colin de Grussa when he asked exactly the 
same thing. This is the third part of his four-part question — 

Are DFES volunteers afforded the same protections as DFES employees under the Public Interest 
Disclosure Act 2003 to allow whistleblowing for improper conduct; and, if not, will the minister commit 
to extending these protections? 

My answer to that was — 
Section 13 of the Public Interest Disclosure Act 2003 affords the same protection to everyone who makes 
a public interest disclosure, DFES volunteers included. 

The issue that the member for Warren–Blackwood brought to the house today was answered yesterday in response 
to a question asked by one of his National Party parliamentary colleagues in the upper house. People who want to 
tell members things, or expose something that they think is wrong in the Department of Fire and Emergency 
Services, are covered by the Public Interest Disclosure Act 2003. 
Why does the commissioner require notification of people on the sites of the Department of Fire and Emergency 
Services assets, whether they are volunteers or full-time employees of DFES? It is because the volunteers come 
directly under the responsibility of the Fire and Emergency Services Commissioner. Buildings, assets, safety 
equipment and clothing, insurance, discipline, including ethics, and the code of conduct all relate to the state of 
Western Australia and, of course, to the commissioner as the CEO of the agency. The commissioner needs to know 
who is on the site. National Party members know that they cannot just walk into anybody’s workplace. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Margaret Quirk) casting her vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (14) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Ms L. Mettam Mr P.J. Rundle 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr S.K. L’Estrange Dr M.D. Nahan Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr R.S. Love Mr D.C. Nalder  
Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.T. Redman  
 

Noes (33) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr M. Hughes Mr M.P. Murray Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr W.J. Johnston Mrs L.M. O’Malley Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr D.J. Kelly Mr S.J. Price Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms J. Farrer Ms S.F. McGurk Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr K.J.J. Michel Ms C.M. Rowe  
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr S.A. Millman Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms J.J. Shaw  

            
Pairs 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr P. Papalia 
Mr K.M. O’Donnell Ms A. Sanderson 
Dr D.J. Honey Mr D.T. Punch 
Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Winton 

Question thus negatived.  
DOG AMENDMENT (STOP PUPPY FARMING) BILL 2020 

Consideration in Detail 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I admit that I was not in the chamber and that the minister did table the document “Health and 
Welfare of Dogs in Western Australia Standards and Guidelines”. One of the problems many of us discussed in 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013484a8c108e462518ab2d48258593000b2229/$file/3484.pdf
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our contributions to the second reading debate was how puppy farming is defined. I am not going to argue that we 
need an explicit definition; it is impossible. It can be defined by the standards by which people breed, raise and 
distribute puppies. Dogs West has those standards. Where will they be implemented in the bill? Unless the bill has 
those standards and a way to enforce them, it will not work. Could the minister explain that? I read through the 
report very quickly; people could quibble, but anybody who is appropriately raising dogs would meet the 
requirements in this document fully anyway. How does this report mould with the bill, and where are the standards 
of proper behaviour for raising dogs defined? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for Riverton for his question. I do not think the member for Riverton 
was in the chamber when I tabled the “Health and Welfare of Dogs in Western Australia Standards and Guidelines”. 
The document comes under the auspices of the Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food and sits 
under the Animal Welfare Act. Dog standards are being introduced as regulations under the Animal Welfare Act. 
That is where the standards will be outlined. The standards do not sit in the legislation we are debating because 
they are under the auspices of the Animal Welfare Act as regulations. As the member would know, the document 
covers a range of issues relating to the health and welfare of dogs. It is quite comprehensive and I think that is 
where the member’s line of inquiry is addressed. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: At page 2 the document states — 

The Dog Standards and Guidelines document is a statement of the Department’s policy. At such time as 
regulations are introduced under the Animal Welfare Act, compliance will become mandatory and 
penalties may apply … 

That is great, but these standards are policies of the relevant department. Which of these standards will be put in 
regulations under the Animal Welfare Act, and to what extent? Are they the standards listed in this document or are 
they being altered? The essence of this bill, amongst other things, is about registration and a range of other very 
good things, but what standards are we going to impose through either legislation or standards generally on dog 
breeders, particularly those who operate outside Dogs West? This document is a set of policies; what regulations 
is the government considering bringing in and imposing as mandatory with penalties for non-compliance? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for his question. I need to highlight to the member that essentially the 
standards and guidelines the member referred to will be regulations that will sit within the Animal Welfare Act. 
We are not debating that act today, but the standards and guidelines are referenced because, of course, they 
are required to be complied with for the ongoing health and welfare of dogs in Western Australia. Any reference 
in this legislation to those standards and guidelines is pertinent to those standards and guidelines as they are 
under the auspices of the Animal Welfare Act. As the member knows, that responsibility sits within Minister 
MacTiernan’s portfolio. 

I want to highlight to the member that one of the issues raised during the intensive consultation on matters relating 
to the Stop Puppy Farming policy and, indeed, elements of the legislation we have before us, was around standards 
and guidelines—the member for Maylands reminded me of this whilst the member was making his query—and 
whether Dogs West would be involved in that consideration, as it should be, given that issues around standards and 
guidelines are critical and central work to Dogs West’s operation and stewardship of its membership. Again, I caution 
that if we are going to get into questions regarding the standards and guidelines as they pertain to this document, 
it is not what we are debating today, and certainly not on this clause, which is clause 1. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): I was about to remind members of that. Are you still hounding the 
minister, member? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, I am just going to summarise something. I am not hounding him! We are here to address 
a bill that is, by definition, about stopping puppy farming. We have no definition of “puppy farm”, so we have to 
define that by standards that are not in this bill. I thank the government for giving us this set of policies that we now 
understand will be transformed into explicit regulatory standards. It is hard to assess a bill to stop puppy farming 
without the standards that define and enforce resistance to puppy farms. Yes, it is a different minister and different 
legislation, but we can walk and chew gum at the same time if we are dealing with legislation that transfers across 
acts. The minister has done it many times; we did it with the Voluntary Assisted Dying Bill 2019. The government 
should have put in the definitions; it would have had a different response from us. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I remind the member that there is such a thing as the internet and there is such a thing 
as research. I would have thought the opposition’s spokesperson for local government would be across this. These 
guidelines have not been secretly hidden away; I have not suddenly plucked them out and said, “Oh, by the way, here 
they are.” Sorry; they have been out and available for some time. It is not my job to do the member’s research on the 
bill for him. The bill was introduced in this house earlier this year and the member has had a lot of time to research 
it. If he is not able or does not have the energy to go and source this readily available information, that is not my 
problem, and it certainly is not my fault. The fault might perhaps lie with the shadow Minister for Local Government 
for not supplying that information as part of the opposition’s response and how it would land with this legislation. 
I also remind the member that the opposition has indicated that it will be opposing the bill. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: I understand that the member for Maylands has been working on standards for some time, and 
I accept those standards to a large extent, but it should have been presented as a package. We will let that go by. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: Do some research! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I knew they existed. The government never stated that it was going to be — 
Mr D.A. Templeman: You’re so useless over there! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! The question is that clause 1 stand as printed. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Clause 2 is very important to the operation of the various aspects of the bill; it is fundamental 
to how it works. Part 1 will commence on the day on which the act receives royal assent and part 2 will commence 
on the day after, apart from division 3. Division 2 is fairly important because it pertains to greyhounds. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Is this a statement or a question, member? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I would like the minister to explain why different parts of the act will come in at different times. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for the question. Pet greyhounds will no longer be required to be 
muzzled in public when the legislation is gazetted, so that addresses the point in time at which the de-muzzling of 
greyhounds is permitted. These provisions are standalone, and we believe it is important to bring them into effect 
immediately; it will assist in making greyhounds even more desirable as pets. I have not had the experience of having 
a former racing greyhound as a pet, but I have spoken to a number of people who have—including, interestingly 
enough, one of the parliamentary drivers, who is an avid greyhound lover and has a retired greyhound as a pet. This 
will assist in preventing unnecessary deaths. Other provisions will come into operation at a later time because we 
will have to develop the regulations and the centralised database will need to be in place before they can be enacted. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: When this bill goes through Parliament and receives royal assent, the greyhound aspect will 
be implemented straightaway. But the rest of the bill—which is most of the bill—will require, as the minister just 
said, the implementation of a centralised registration system. That will be no mean task, because the department will 
have to collate data from all the local authorities in order for it to be centralised. Once the act is proclaimed, can the 
minister give me a rough idea of when the government expects the rest of the provisions will come into operation? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for the question. Yes, obviously the centralised registration system 
needs to be established before provisions can come into effect. As the member is aware, individual local governments 
are currently responsible for maintaining their own registers of dog and cat information. A centralised registration 
system will merge all these registers into one, which will allow portability and will ensure that the information to 
be shared is consistent. There will be some work on that, but again, some work has already been done on how we 
will be able to achieve that and how it will be sorted through. Commencement of provisions once the centralised 
system is established will also ensure that there are no unnecessary costs and that delays are not incurred. The 
proposal for the centralised system is part of current budget considerations. It is recognised that the government 
needs to provide for the system to be established. An open procurement process for the centralised database will 
be conducted in the second half of the year. Once that system is installed and any modifications made, the data 
held by local governments across Western Australia will be transitioned to the centralised database. Some testing 
and training will need to be carried out, along with a public education campaign, before the system ultimately goes 
live. I assure the member that we understand that the central registration system is an integral component of the 
intention of this bill, and we will have those systems in place as soon as is practicable. Of course, we want to make 
sure that we get it right, and therefore testing and training will be an important component. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I should comment that we spent a long time on clause 1, but a lot of the feedback we got 
on clause 1 will help us with further clauses. Although we spent a reasonable amount of time on clause 1 and will 
probably spend a tiny bit of extra time on clause 2, it is to find out a bit more about the centralised registration 
system. That will stop us from spending too much time on other clauses. We could jump to other clauses, but while 
we are talking about it, it is easier to get it out of the way. 
I raised these questions in the briefing so I know half the answers anyway, but to get it on record, can the minister 
confirm that dedicated full-time equivalent positions at the department will be responsible for maintaining the 
centralised system? A fair bit of work will be involved and I understand that special resources might need to be in 
place to gather all the data to get this up and running, and that will involve some problems. I would appreciate it 
if the minister could confirm that it will be properly resourced so that the implementation will be timely.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I appreciate the question. I assure the member that we want to get this right. That will 
involve ensuring that we have the appropriate resources, be they FTE or additional resources. Of course, I have 
indicated that the establishment of the registration process is also a budgetary consideration. I can assure the 
member that the resources required to establish the centralised registration system will be provided appropriately 
to deliver on the election commitment. 
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Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I want to ask a quick question, just touching on what the member for Nedlands raised. Once 
this legislation has passed, regulations will click into place on greyhound muzzling. Obviously, greyhounds will 
be required to be kept on a leash when they are out in public, but the muzzle can come off. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Member, we are dealing with commencement at this stage. Those 
questions might be better directed elsewhere in the legislation. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I understand that. The minister talked about greyhounds. I thought we could finish off on 
the topic of greyhounds, as was discussed; otherwise, I will bring it up somewhere else in the bill, if the minister 
is happy for me to bring it up further. It was a quick question; it would have been over and done with by now, but 
we can keep filibustering now if you like. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, she has a flea in her ear, so you had better answer the question. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Would you like me to continue with this question? Thank you very much. The minister is 
happy; is that all right, Madam Acting Chair? All I want to know is: is there is another requirement about the age 
of the person holding the leash? That is my concern. I will give members the reason for my question. I have grown 
up with greyhounds; we have had retired greyhounds around the property. They know to chase a fluffy, squealing 
thing; they do not know the difference between that and something they should not chase. We need to make sure 
that someone who is strong and responsible is holding the leash of a greyhound without a muzzle to ensure that 
our community, children and other vulnerable animals are safe. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: My adviser is just seeking a bit of additional information. Effectively, we are going to 
treat greyhounds the same as any other dog by taking away the requirement for the muzzling of a retired greyhound. 
Obviously, like any other dog on a leash, we would expect that the person holding the leash has the capability to 
control the dog. I do not think we could necessarily legislate capability, essentially; I would be very interested to 
know how we would do that. However, the simple fact is that this issue has been around for some time. Research 
shows that retired greyhounds make magnificent pets. Members can talk to anyone who has a greyhound, or the 
people who run those magnificent greyhound adoption organisations and groups—I have met a number of them—
who seek to find responsible owners for greyhounds that might otherwise meet their demise early. I admire what 
those organisations do. Those workers and volunteers are remarkable people and they do a tremendous job. This 
issue has been talked about for a long time and has been petitioned for in the past. The government strongly supports 
the removal of that requirement. 
The Dog Act 1976 refers to the control of dogs in certain public places, and I think this probably goes to the central 
point of the member’s issue. Owners who walk greyhounds on a leash will need to comply with the requirements 
of that act. Section 31 of the Dog Act reads — 

Control of dogs in certain public places 
(1) A dog shall not be in a public place unless it is — 

(a) held by a person who is capable of controlling the dog; 
I hope that answers the member’s question. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, you have retrieved that section; that is good. 
Mr S.J. PRICE: Just following on from that question, my understanding—the minister might be able to support 
this—is that only responsible people can walk greyhounds. There are further restrictions in that a person cannot 
have more than two greyhounds under their control at one time when they are out walking them. It is defined that 
a responsible person is someone who is over 16 years of age. I have four daughters; my 17-year-old can take my dogs 
for a walk but my three 15-year-olds cannot. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 3: Act amended — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I counsel you, member for Darling Range, to just deal with the particular clause. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Thank you very much for your very wise words; I will. The proposed amendment is on 
the approval to breed. I just want to find out whether the minister considered including registered breeders with 
Dogs West to be part of approved breeds. Am I in the right spot? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: No, you are not. The question is that clause 3 stand as printed. I am going to get rabid 
in a moment. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 4: Section 33 amended — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I have listened with some interest to the debate on greyhounds. I want to understand from the 
minister why greyhounds are now being de-muzzled. We have seen the images of them chasing down little rabbits, 
and I think the member for Darling Range said something about running after furry objects. The member for 
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Forrestfield implied that they may need to be kept on a very close lead because of their propensity to run down 
cats and other animals. I wonder what has changed about the nature of greyhounds that means they can be let out 
in public without a muzzle, whereas for the last hundred or so years, they have had to be muzzled? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to the review that was undertaken on the Dog Amendment Act 2013 and the 
Cat Act 2011; I will come back to that. Effectively, there is no evidence to show that greyhounds as a breed pose 
any greater risk to the public compared with other dog breeds or mixed breeds. There is no evidence that says it is 
only greyhounds. I think, as the member will be aware, dog behaviours are influenced by a whole range of things, 
including genetic influence. We know that dogs have genetic predispositions; that is why I was interested when 
the member for Riverton highlighted his extensive history of breeding Irish wolfhounds. The member is very 
experienced, obviously, with his breeding of Irish wolfhounds. It was a family business that was undertaken in the 
United States. He and his family exported those worldwide. Of course, I do not doubt that he was telling the truth—
he knows more than I do about Irish wolfhounds—when the member highlighted in his contribution that Irish 
wolfhounds have a predisposition against breeds that have a lineage to wolves, particularly Alsatians. Do not get 
between an Irish wolfhound and an Alsatian, because they have this predisposition. But in terms of evidence showing 
that greyhounds pose any greater risk compared with other breeds, there is no evidence that demonstrates that. 
We are not the first state or territory to move this way. New South Wales has already done so, to my understanding, 
and also the Australian Capital Territory has removed the laws requiring greyhounds to be muzzled. 
I refer to the additional information that influenced this decision. The member may be aware that the department 
undertook a review of the Dog Amendment Act and the Cat Act late last year, from memory. I can be corrected. 
Yes, late last year.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Is that in dog years, minister?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: This is the running pun! I tabled the results of that report in this chamber on 27 November 
last year. As part of the review, community consultation was undertaken from 12 May 2019 to 4 August 2019. 
When we talk about the welfare of dogs and issues around pets, the public response is very strong. We received 
1 192 written submissions on this specific issue about greyhounds. I also understand that a petition containing 
some 2 700 signatures called for the removal of the requirement to muzzle greyhounds. My understanding is that 
at some of our highly public dog-related events, the greyhound adoption people have been very strong in seeking 
public support for this change. I hope that answers the member’s question. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: That brings me to another point. We are talking about greyhound adoption. We saw distressing 
images from New South Wales of some small furry animals—bandicoots, rabbits and all sorts of things—being 
fed to greyhounds. There is a difference between greyhounds and other dogs. If a kelpie that has been trained to 
round up animals is taken into a paddock, it will round up the sheep or the chooks or look at the cows or whatever. 
A greyhound has been trained to run down quarry. The fact that the quarry is not alive and running around the 
Cannington greyhound track does not take away the fact that a small furry object is on the end of that machine and 
the greyhound is trying to run it down. I am concerned that this is somehow tied up with an attempt by the greyhound 
industry to rehome its greyhounds. Once upon a time it just put them down when they had finished racing them, and 
now there is a conscious effort to rehome the animal and perhaps wrap it up as being politically correct—everyone 
could have a greyhound! Are we getting to the point where a thousand greyhounds will be walking around Perth? My 
daughter is a cat owner and she would be very upset if her cat was attacked by a greyhound. It is not as though this is 
beyond what the member for Riverton just said about the Irish wolfhound with its propensity to attack an Alsatian, 
the kelpie with its propensity to round up the chooks and the greyhound with its propensity to run down a rabbit. 
There are no rabbits in the Perth metropolitan area, but there are plenty of cats, small furry dogs and other things.  
I am concerned that this is being wrapped up in a politically correct environment of “let’s fix up the greyhound 
problem, let’s not put all those greyhounds down, and let’s rehome them”. We lost our dog a while ago and my 
daughter rang up the greyhound people. One of the reasons we did not get a greyhound was that we had a cat, so 
it was probably not a good idea. The rehoming people also set out all the things that were required and how they 
would inspect our property and talk to us. I said, “We’re not adopting a child; we’re adopting a dog, so we might let 
that go.” It is a very structured program and I congratulate them on the way that they run it, but it might be a little 
over the top to suggest that greyhounds are the same as any other dog, because they are not. A greyhound has been 
trained to run down quarry. When Mr Acting Speaker was sitting behind me before, he mentioned that restraining 
a greyhound requires some experience and strength. That would imply that perhaps greyhounds are not quite the 
gentle beast that is being put forward. There is a risk in this, and I am just highlighting that risk. I am not going 
to oppose the clause, but perhaps we are getting caught up in believing that a greyhound is just another dog, 
when it ain’t.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I appreciate the concern. I assure the member that this is not an attempt to do any fancy 
PC-type initiative. It is an initiative based on feedback from a lot of people who are very experienced in caring for 
retired greyhounds. The member would be aware that all dogs are still subject to the provisions around dangerous 
dogs. My labrador, Rove, who passed away in August last year—God bless his soul—was a puppy when I first 
got him. At the time, I let all my chooks out and when I came home one afternoon I found him there, sort of playing 
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with a chook, which was very wet, I must say. He did not kill any of them but I was horrified! I said, “Rove, what are 
you doing?” He looked at me, released the chook and I never let the chooks out again while Rove was out. I learnt 
things that way. There are traits within a range of breeds for a range of reasons, but we do not require them to be 
muzzled. This is an important step forward and any dog that is not seen to be a safe dog is subject to dangerous dog 
provisions in the Dog Act.  
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 5 and 6 put and passed. 
Clause 7: Section 3 amended — 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I hope that I am in the right spot for the minister this time. This clause inserts the definition 
of “approval to breed”. In the marked-up bill, the approval to breed is “in relation to the behaviour of a dog, which 
does not include behaviour which was an immediate response to, and was induced by”, and it lists paragraphs (a) 
to (d) and what behaviours can be included in the “approval to breed” list. Did the minister consider including 
a dog registered under Dogs West as part of the “approval to breed” list?  
Mr D.A. Templeman: Can the member outline exactly what part of the bill she is referring to? 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Clause 7(2) refers to “approval to breed”. The marked-up bill outlines the terms of use and 
a list of what dogs are not approved to breed. Just to clarify, the definition of “approval to breed” relates to the 
behaviour of a dog but it does not include being aggressive or biting et cetera. Did the minister consider just giving 
approval to breed if the dog is registered with Dogs West, rather than having to go through the list of reasons 
approval to breed is not given? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: This is certainly not found in this clause of the bill. It is dealt with under proposed 
section 26K. When we come to that, I will respond to the member’s question.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: I was not going to raise this, but I will since we are at clause 7. Can the minister provide 
clarification on the definition of “microchip database”? The proposed amendment appears on page 4 of the blue 
bill. It is an interesting amendment. I am guessing what this means. This is to do with microchipping. Records can 
contain information about the breeder or its owner—it says “may”. Can the minister give us a bit of insight about 
whether in the future dogs’ microchips might contain information on the breeder as well, and the mechanisms 
around that? A person may not possibly know who the breeder is. For example, a dog may have jumped in the car 
and it is unknown who the breeder is. I know the minister wants that information to be provided, but there may be 
instances when the breeder is unknown. How will that be accommodated? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is a good question about the microchip database. First of all, the subclause amends 
the definition of “microchip database company”. This amendment ensures information recorded about a dog in 
the database can include information on its owner and breeder. If the breed is unknown, that information cannot 
be provided. The form would essentially be left blank. A person cannot be expected to determine the breed if it 
is not known. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I assume the member for Nedlands was talking about legacy issues. With the necessity for 
breeders being controlled and known, that would not be the case for future dogs. I would have thought that that 
information would have to be available. That would apply to existing dogs in that situation; not future dogs. Maybe 
my understanding is not correct. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member’s assessment is correct. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: This comment might be instructive for people in the other house: this would seem to be an excellent 
place to put in a definition of “puppy farming”. As I said before, putting a definition of “puppy farming” into the 
act would in fact enable future regulators to know exactly what was in the mind of the Assembly and everybody 
else when this legislation was passed. The minister may be relieved to know that I am not going to propose it now. 
The definition that the minister read out to this house could easily be inserted before this gets to the other house, 
which might save a lot of discussion in that place. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I note the member’s interest in that. The other place will probably consider a range of 
amendments that might be put forward. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 8 put and passed. 
Clause 9: Section 9 amended — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am reading from the explanatory memorandum rather than the bill. It states — 

… nothing … prevents the CEO of the Department from performing any functions under the Act or doing 
anything under the Act that allows the CEO to perform their functions. 
This ensures that the CEO has the power to perform functions under the Dog Act … despite the local 
government being primarily responsible for the administration and enforcement of the Dog Act … 
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Does this specifically relate to seeking powers from areas that are not covered by a local government? Does it 
relate to a local government that is not performing its functions adequately? Is it more to do with the central 
registry? Could the minister explain why this is necessary to be inserted into the act? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Obviously, everyone is aware that currently local governments enforce the Dog Act. 
The member’s question is perhaps answered by highlighting that there may be functions that are required for the CEO 
to exercise that are undertaken by local governments in special circumstances. That might include, for example, the 
registration of a breeder from another state who wishes to sell or transfer dogs to new owners in Western Australia. 
The responsibilities and functions that CEOs will have under the Dog Act include a range of matters: establishing 
and maintaining a centralised registration system from their local government’s perspective; and recording certain 
information on the centralised registration system. The CEO of the department will have powers to assess and approve 
applications by refuge organisations to supply dogs to pet shops. In this legislation, there are some additional 
requirements around the transition of pet shops to adoption centres. I need to highlight that a lot of pet-based 
enterprises in WA already have some great relationships with a number of adoption institutions. Pet Stock is one. 
A number of them have regular Saturday morning opportunities at which the refuge brings along a selection of 
dogs that are currently seeking good homes. It is a very good opportunity for people to interact with the adoption 
centres and look at their dogs. We would encourage that to continue, obviously, because it underpins the 
importance of responsible dog ownership. This act, because of some of the additional planks of operation, 
increases the responsibilities and functions of the CEO under the Dog Act. I hope I have answered that question 
for the member. 
Mr R.S. Love: Yes. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 10: Sections 9A and 9B inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I have one question only on this clause, so I will not be very long. Clause 10 is about the designated 
persons that the delegations are sent to. Proposed section 9B(4) states — 

A designated person must produce the certificate issued under subsection (3) at the reasonable request of 
a person in respect of whom the designated person exercises, has exercised, or is about to exercise any 
power under this Act. 

Would the certificate being issued to the designated person be very specific about the actual powers that have been 
delegated to that person, or will it just be some sort of badge so that people understand the exact powers of the 
person presenting to the property? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is a good question. Effectively, the powers would need to appoint a person to perform 
functions under the act. They would obviously need to be duties pertaining to the act. Proposed section 9B(4) requires 
the designated person to provide the certificate if a reasonable request is made. Proposed section 9B(3) states — 

The CEO is to issue to each designated person a certificate stating that the person is a designated person … 
There is a specific process here, but certainly the functions of that designated person are essentially determined by 
the CEO in that delegated authority. 

Clause put and passed.  
Clauses 11 and 12 put and passed. 
Clause 13: Sections 13A and 13B inserted — 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Proposed section 13A refers to the centralised registration system. Regulations will 
prescribe what information is collected, but, obviously, the key bits will be the data related to the dog’s chip, the 
breeder’s number and, under proposed section 13B, the dog owner number. I understand that these three bits of 
information will be absolutely key and other stuff might be connected to that. To make it simple, could the breeder’s 
number be the same as the dog owner number? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The short answer to the member’s short question is that it is the same number. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Proposed section 13A will establish the centralised registration system and a lot of proposed 
section 14 refers to parts of the same system, so excuse me if I am not exactly on the right line here when I ask 
some of these questions. One of the issues raised with me was by local government members who were concerned 
about the costs of migrating this information from the centralised system. Can the minister outline what process 
will be followed to set out the regulations as part of this? Regulations are mentioned; I am not sure what they will 
cover. Will they cover the fee structure or any costs that the local government may have in regard to this, and how 
will those structures be arrived at? I have another question but I will let the minister answer that one. I will not 
load the minister up too much. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Thank you. Firstly, ultimately, who pays for the centralised registration system? Initially, 
the state government will pay for the purchase and establishment of the system, and, of course, we expect that 
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a tender process for that will commence later this year. In the longer term, dog and cat owners will pay through 
increased registration fees. I think the member wants to ask about the cost to the local government. Is that the thrust 
of what the member is talking about? 
Mr R.S. Love: Yes.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Local governments have long been advocating for a single registration system. The 
reason behind that is it will reduce red tape and reduce the potential for duplication. We understand that there will 
be a need to adjust to the new system, but there is a strong view that, ultimately, a range of savings will be delivered 
to local governments. Because there will be a centralised system, there will be a reduction on the demands on 
front-office staff. Many owners will to choose to register online, as they will be able to. The local governments will 
not need to maintain their own databases, because they will now feed directly into the centralised system to retrieve 
information. We will see improved dog and cat management through access to improved data, including from 
outside the district. Importantly, we will have improved control over the tracking of dangerous dogs, and that is 
a really important issue. 
It is a fee for service that will be paid to local governments, of which a significant proportion will stay with 
local governments to administer that part of the process. But local governments, of course, will have access to the 
centralised system, which will be an up-to-date database, which will make the obligations with regard to 
management of the act much more efficient and I believe much more effective and timely. Again, the premise here 
was always having the capacity to track and access information on dogs and cats quickly. It will be of great benefit 
to local government. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Proposed section 14 will require local governments to keep record of registered dogs in the 
centralised system. Referring to proposed section 13A and the setting up of the system, I am wondering about the 
maintenance of the system, especially when dog owners move. How will the system be kept updated? Does the 
local government lose or gain here or is it the owner who is responsible for making that amendment? Is the onus 
on the person or will other methods of finding information on people be used, such as the electoral roll? Another 
aspect is how the records of itinerant persons will be maintained on the register. The minister touched upon the 
subject of dangerous dogs and, presumably, information such as breeding status and all of that will be loaded onto 
the system. A process of continual update will be required. Not every dog given to a family will stay at that address, 
in the same home, forever, so I am wondering how updating that information will be carried out in practice or we 
will end up with a situation in which the database becomes progressively out of date? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Obviously, the department will be responsible for the ongoing maintenance of the 
centralised registration system, which is important. Ultimately, we rely on ensuring that people take responsibility 
for the registration. Eighty per cent of dogs in Western Australia are already registered, so the registration figure 
is quite high already. We believe that by having a centralised registration system, we have the capacity to do a range 
of things more effectively and efficiently. We will rely on local governments to assist in maintaining the quality 
of information going in and we will rely on the owners. In terms of who has access, dog and cat owners will be 
able to register dogs and cats on the database, access information and update information on their own registrations. 
Sometimes that also includes notification that their pet has passed. Because the premise here is about being able 
to trace the dog’s lifespan, from birth to its sad demise, that central registration system allows that. Of course there 
is integrity in the system because the individual dog owner will not have access to information about other owners, 
but they certainly have a right to access their own information. There is also an obligation to ensure that they 
provide updated information. 
The department is essentially the overseer of the database and the system, and it will need to closely monitor the 
integrity of the system over time. From what we have seen in other states and territories, they seem to be working 
pretty well. From memory, there were some teething problems with one state—I am told it was South Australia. 
There were a few issues. Essentially, the centralised system provides local governments with portability of 
information, and that assists local governments in their responsibilities under the Dog Act. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: How will the register work? If someone wants to register their dog, will the centralised 
online system take them straight to the local authority or will it take them to a central database? Presumably, if the 
information goes to the central database, will it let local government know? Local government will then have to 
go through the application to ensure all the conditions are met. Payment is also required. If someone wants to 
register online, hopefully they can pay online. If it is done through a centralised system and not through the local 
authority portal, will the funds somehow transfer back to the local authority? Basically, can the minister give us 
a rough idea of how the punter will register a dog? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Obviously, the process will reflect technology and modern practices. This is one of the 
difficulties for some local governments. Currently, it is not always easy for regional and rural people to present 
themselves in person at an office to register their pet if the shire office is in a town some distance away. This process 
will allow a much more streamlined process. I ask my advisers to correct me if I am wrong: I wish to register Rover, 
my pup, which I sourced from a registered breeder. The portal will require me to provide information, prompting me 
to respond to a series of questions. We have already addressed the issue of what will occur if the breeder is not known. 
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That would be left blank if it is unknown. If the breeder is known, the breeder number will be identifiable. That 
number is registered against the dog when the person fills out a form, along with an address, name et cetera. An 
appropriate fee is then required to be paid. The owner will pay online and they are in. The dog is then registered. 
If Mr Marmion from an address in Nedlands moves to Port Hedland—again, my advisers will glare at me if I get 
this wrong—and takes Rover with him, he will need to update his address and information on the register so that 
the dog is properly registered. Mr Marmion’s new address for his pet will simply be changed. Essentially, it is 
intended that an individual will be able to log in and register their details. Specific information will need to be 
provided. People will have the ability to log in and change those details if and when required. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I refer to the dog owner number. Can the minister explain what happens when someone 
goes over east, buys a puppy and brings it back? How does that work here? We know that there are puppy farms 
over east. How does that interact here? If I go east and buy a designer puppy from a puppy farm and come back 
to WA, what happens then and how does that stop us from supporting puppy farms over east? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Effectively, the legislation applies to Western Australia. It is important that the integrity 
of the information that is supplied is able to be identified—when numbers are inserted et cetera. Will a person who 
resides in another state or territory need to comply with these requirements? If a person transfers a dog to a person 
in WA, they will need to comply with the transfer requirements under the Dog Act. If they do not have a dog 
owner number, they can apply for one through the proposed centralised registration system. If a person in another 
state or territory advertises a dog online, will they need to comply with the requirements under the WA Dog Act? 
If a person from another state advertises a dog online—for example, through Gumtree—and actively states that the 
dog is available for supply for the WA market, they will need to comply with the requirements under the Dog Act. 
If a person from another state or territory advertises a dog online that can be seen by people in WA but does not 
actively intend to supply a dog to the WA market, they will not need to comply with the Dog Act. A person from 
another state or territory, who advertises in media that is only available in Western Australia, will need to comply 
and obtain a dog owner number to be quoted in the advertisement. Despite these intentions, when advertising 
a dog, a person who supplies the dog to someone in WA will need to comply with the transfer requirements when 
transferring a dog to a person who lives in WA. That sounds clear and complex to me! Would the member for 
Maylands like to contribute? She does not have to. She is champing at the bit! 
Ms L.L. BAKER: This is a subject we talked about often during the development of this bill. The minister may 
correct me if I am wrong. A number of issues came to light. I have been contacted by people complaining vociferously 
about the problems associated with microchipping and the transfer of dogs. When someone buys a little Jack Russell 
from Sydney, it is put on a plane and, when it arrives here, they find out it has not been microchipped, and there 
is a brouhaha about what to do. In this case, they would need to register that dog in WA when it arrives if it is 
“nude” when it gets here, for want of a better word. 
A puppy farm in New South Wales would have to get breeder approval or approval to sell those dogs into 
Western Australia. We do not want to bring all their problems here; they are the same issues we have been 
experiencing—genetic problems and the like. Yesterday I was informed that someone bought a groodle. They were 
assured that it was definitely a groodle. When it arrived, it was a maremma. There was a bit of a problem.  
Mr R.S. Love: Are you speaking in English? 
Ms L.L. BAKER: Keep up, member. 
Has anyone seen the film with the penguins? That has a maremma. It is a big white fluffy thing that looks after 
chicken flocks and any kind of animal such as an alpaca. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
Ms L.L. BAKER: Yes, a golden lab and a poodle. The maremma is a working dog, so I am surprised the member 
does not know about them. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
Ms L.L. BAKER: Exactly. I thank the member. It is a very good example of a dog that suffers from a huge amount 
of ill-breeding, inbreeding and crossbreeding in Western Australia. Some very bad people here are breeding them 
and flogging them in the market. 
Sorry, I digress. Minister, am I right to say that that kind of arrangement would need to have approval to sell in 
the Western Australian market? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think the member’s extensive assessment of the situation has made it very clear to 
me. I concur with the member’s view. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: To put this into layman’s terms so that everyone else can understand, let us say that I want 
to get a designer dog. We all know that when people have their heart set on a designer dog, they will move mountains 
to do that — 
Mr D.A. Templeman: And pay a lot of money. 
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Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: — and pay a lot of money. They believe that they will care for the puppy, but they are not 
thinking about the poor mother and the condition of the mother. They will do whatever it takes to get the designer 
puppy. If they go to New South Wales and purchase the puppy directly and they want to bring it over, how can we 
prevent that from happening? That is my concern. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is a major issue. Essentially, the answer is that we cannot. But what we require is that 
the dog is registered here in Western Australia. That will start the process of the dog being registered, which is 
what we are requiring through the central registration system. The central registration system will require a certain 
amount of information. I agree with the member that people sometimes go into these transactions with glossy eyes 
and love, and forlorn looks on their faces. It is important to educate responsible dog owners. Owning a dog is a big 
investment. In some case, people pay thousands of dollars. I do not know why the member for Riverton went into 
politics. He should have continued to breed Irish wolfhounds. He spoke about the substantial amount of money 
paid for each dog. 

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is remarkable. Goodness! He could get his backbencher’s salary in three sales, 
which is amazing, but I digress. 

The essential fact is that we want the system in Western Australia to be as strong and robust as possible. That is 
the reason behind the importance of having an effective centralised system. Buyer beware is still very much an 
important consideration. My family is trying to get a new dog and is registered on the waiting list with one of the 
very top labrador breeders in Western Australia. There is a long waiting list. I am sure members are aware that during 
the COVID-19 pandemic, people seem to have focused very much on wanting a companion animal, which is 
a good thing, and we understand the reasons behind that. 

We want people who invest several thousands of dollars to be aware that that is not the end of it. It is not cheap to 
maintain a healthy dog from there on in. We want the centralised registration system to be robust. This is also 
about educating people and making them aware of what they are getting into. There are responsibilities, and those 
responsibilities need to underpin the health and welfare of the dog. That is one of the aspects we are seeking 
through this legislation. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I have a very quick follow-up question. I have got my designer puppy and smuggled it 
across the border in my handbag, because that is what they all want them for. Obviously, I would have to register 
the dog, but how will that happen if the dog does not have a registration number or the breeding backline that is 
required for registration? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think I answered that earlier. People are still required to register the dog because it is 
now a dog here in Western Australia. The person is a dog owner and a resident of Western Australia with an address. 
They need to fill out as much information as possible that they are aware of. The member for Nedlands asked what 
would happen if the owner did not know the breeder’s name. The dog owner would need to be very careful about 
purchasing from a breeder. One of the first questions that I would ask is, “What’s your breeder registration number?” 

Mrs A.K. Hayden: If I don’t have one, what happens? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: They won’t be precluded from registering. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, they will not be precluded from registering, but they would need to be very careful. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Everyone is required to register their dog already. That will not change. It has been reported to 
me, especially by some of the rural shires, that there is already a problem with a lot of animals not being registered. 
We heard the member for Dawesville talk about Aboriginal communities as well. Some of the shires have reported 
to me that they believe that about only 50 per cent of dogs in their shire are currently registered. This will come 
up more when we discuss clause 15. We have to be very careful that we do not make this system so complex and 
expensive that people increasingly opt out of it. The concern that has been expressed to me, especially from people 
in rural areas, is that people will keep their dogs out of the system. They will breed them but not register them and 
there will be a growing black market. That is a concern that I have. 

When I hear the minister talk about the expense of having a dog, I think of a kid in Balgo who wants to have a pup 
but the family cannot afford a $4 000 dog. We need to ensure that ordinary working families are able to own a dog 
at a reasonable price. The member for Maylands was looking at me quizzically because I was beginning to frown 
more and more as the discussion went on and it dawned on me just how expensive this will get. I would hate to 
get to the point at which we will make it so difficult that a kid will basically have to be 18 years old to own a dog. 
I had dogs before I was 18. The family, or the nominal head of the family, I guess, will own the dog. It is quite 
normal for a 10-year-old lad or girl to have a pet dog. Apparently, they will not be allowed to own it but, for all 
intents and purposes, it will be their dog. It will not be registered to the child but to an adult. I am becoming quite 
concerned about the availability of dogs. All the things that the government wants to achieve might be undone by 
making this too hard. That is just a comment. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No-one is attempting to stop anyone from owning a pet but we want to ensure that 
the owners understand the obligations that they have as a responsible pet owner, because that is important. The 
Dogs’ Rescue Home in Shenton Park, the Swan Animal Haven that I went to with the members for Belmont and 
Forrestfield, and the K9 Dog Rescue in the Peel region are staffed by magnificent volunteers who work very hard 
to rehome dogs. We found—this may be interesting to members—that there are patterns of behaviour. What 
happens at the Cat Haven and dog shelters after Christmas? There is a traditional influx of dogs, some are dumped 
and some are from desperate owners who say, “I can’t look after them. I can’t do this anymore.” We want to make 
sure—I think all of us want to make sure—that people are well and truly educated on dog ownership because it is 
important. I think kids growing up with a family pet—a companion animal—is a great thing for a family. We 
know, for example, of the correlation between people’s mental and physical health and wellbeing and having 
a companion animal. Pet ownership can have a very positive impact on a person’s mental and physical health and 
wellbeing. We know that companion animals, be that a cat, dog or other animal, are really important to the quality 
of life of the many elderly people who find themselves living alone. And we want the young kid from Balgo, 
Coodanup, Armadale, Wagin or wherever to have the opportunity to be a pet owner if that is what their family 
chooses. But we also want to make sure that they grow up understanding the important responsibilities of being 
a pet owner. It is a great Australian thing, and that is why something like 38 per cent of the Western Australian 
population owns a dog, and something like 36 per cent—like my very good friend the member for Balcatta who is 
an avid cat lover—owns a cat. I understand where the member is coming from but I assure him that is certainly 
not the intention of this bill. Registration will be made easier and the information collected will be important for 
all the reasons members have highlighted about the overall health and wellbeing of those dogs. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 14 put and passed. 

Clause 15: Section 15 amended — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Clause 15 relates to the registration fees contained in the legislation. It includes non-sterilised 
and dangerous dogs in the class of dog that can be licensed for only a finite time. A dog that is not sterilised will 
be able to be registered for only 12 months, and three-year and lifetime registration options will be available only 
for dogs that are sterilised. I will return to the point I made earlier about dog ownership becoming very costly and 
driving people out of the legal system. I am aware, because I have had them, that working dogs are registered once 
for life in some shires. I have an amendment on the notice paper to exempt working dogs from the legislation. The 
minister has indicated that he may consider regulations to exempt working dogs from being sterilised, but they 
would still be captured by this increased registration cost because farmers will only be able to register their working 
dogs annually. That is another reason people may start to skip registration and fall out of the system. If a farmer 
has three dogs on their farm, and suddenly there are five, who cares? People do not worry too much about that. 
Why would people want to rock up and pay this registration fee every year? I am pointing this out because I am 
sure that it will be discussed in the upper house. If there is a move to support my very, very worthy amendment to 
exempt working dogs from the legislation, there needs to be some action on clause 15 at some point to ensure that 
the regulations allow for a dog that is not sterilised, but is allowed to be not sterilised, to be registered for as long as 
the dog continues to be exempt from the legislation. I think that is an oversight that needs to be addressed. I hope it 
is an oversight because, as I say, this process is looking more and more costly for people with every passing clause.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for the question. I will make a couple of points in response. 
Western Australia has one of the cheapest dog registration fee systems in Australia compared with other states and 
territories. The registration fee goes towards maintaining information on all registered dogs. Effectively and 
unashamedly, member, the system is designed to encourage sterilisation unless a person seeks to be a dog breeder. 
That is a fundamental principle. We know there are important reasons why we encourage people, if they are not 
breeding or intending to breed their dogs, to have them sterilised. The incentive is a reduced fee. Currently in WA, 
the annual registration fee for an unsterilised dog is $50, for three years it is $120 and for a lifetime it is $250. 
Currently, the annual registration fee for a sterilised dog is only $20, for three years it is $42.50 and for a lifetime 
it is $100.  

Mr R.S. Love: Isn’t there a fee structure for working dogs? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Livestock dog owners pay only a quarter of that fee. It is not onerous, member; I’ve 
got to tell you. 

Mr R.S. Love: But that will change with this legislation. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No. The amount paid now will not change; it will not be jacked up suddenly. Livestock 
dog owners pay only 25 per cent of the fee so they are already getting what I think is a substantial reduction in that 
case. I believe that Western Australia will continue to maintain a relatively cheap registration process in comparison 
with other places. The registration fee underpins the important obligations of being a responsible dog owner and 
I think the current fee structure is fair. We know that a substantial proportion—80 per cent—of dog owners choose 
to register their dog. That is pleasing and we would love and expect to see it increase over time. The member 
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mentioned that he was aware of some places where only half the numbers of dogs are registered. Of course, I hope that 
keeping fees to a level that is affordable but assists in maintaining the proposed system, which includes a centralised 
registration system, would be fair to dog owners. I want to allay any fears that we will see outlandish increases in fees 
over time, when we know that Western Australia is already well placed with an affordable fee structure.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: Just to follow up, the minister just read out the current fee structure and indicated that he felt it 
was fair. I agree that it is fair, but after the passage of this legislation that will no longer be the fee structure for 
working dogs that are not sterilised. I do not believe that is fair, and I think it needs to be addressed. I could suggest 
an easy enough path—the insertion of “or working dog” after “sterilised”, but I will not move an amendment on 
the run. I do think it needs to be addressed. I am aware that there will be costs for local government in administering 
the act. Local governments generally probably do not want to see the registration fees falling further. I am not 
arguing to allow them to fall further; I am just alluding to an existing situation in which working dogs are largely 
much less expensive to register, which encourages them to stay in the system and will, in the long run, be a good 
outcome. I will leave the discussion at that point, but I reiterate that I think it needs to be looked at. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 16 to 21 put and passed. 
Clause 22: Part IV inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am standing up before my colleagues because I have amendments on the notice paper and I want 
to make sure that they are moved in the correct order today. I draw the minister’s attention to today’s notice paper. 
There has been an amendment standing in my name on the notice paper for some time pertaining to clause 22. 
I will start by outlining the reasons for it being there. I also point out that since this amendment was placed on the 
notice paper some weeks ago, there have been some changes. With the assistance of the Deputy Clerk, I have 
included in a further proposed amendment a definition of “primary producer” and “primary production business”, 
to give some idea of what a primary producer actually is, because it is not defined anywhere else in the legislation. 
I felt that there needed to be a definition of primary producer, considering that the amendment I have given notice 
of makes reference to a farm working dog kept on rural land by a primary producer or employee. It is pretty 
important that we know what a primary producer is. I also note that I have another amendment on the notice paper 
pertaining to membership of the Canine Association of Western Australia—Dogs West—to provide that there will 
be no offence committed if a dog gives birth and the owner is registered as a member of Dogs West. 
Since that time, I have had communication from Dogs West and it is very happy with the amendments placed on 
the notice paper by the member for Darling Range. For that reason, I will not move my amendment on the notice 
paper pertaining to the Canine Association, and will strongly support the amendments put forward by the member 
for Darling Range, which I know have the support—as far as I can tell from the communications I have received—
of Dogs West and other people involved. Dogs West is grateful for my involvement, but it also pointed out that 
there are advantages to what is being proposed by the member for Darling Range, so I am happy to cede the field 
to her amendments in that regard. In doing so, I point out that we are aiming for the same outcome, which is why 
I am happy to do that. 
Before I formally move the amendment, the minister, in his second reading speech, and the member for Maylands 
have outlined the view that working dogs would be exempt. When I received a briefing from the department, the 
handout stated that livestock dogs would be exempt, but we straightaway noted that there was nothing in the 
legislation to actually exempt them. All we had was a handout that stated that working dogs would be exempted, 
but there is no exemption for working dogs. I understand from the speeches by the member for Maylands and the 
minister that there is an intention to bring in a change in the regulations; I know that there is a head of power in 
this clause that will allow that to happen. But I was not aware of the details of that until the minister read it out, 
and I had not seen that proposed regulation. I was not aware of the exact nature of the regulation. I have had the 
amendment on the notice paper for many weeks and perhaps some communication would have been a good idea 
to say, “Well, we’re going to do something very similar”, but nothing happened.  
I move — 

Page 18, after line 4 — To insert — 
(da) the dog is a farm working dog usually kept on rural land, by a primary producer, or a person 

employed by a primary producer and primarily kept or trained for the purpose of droving, 
protecting, tending, or working stock on a farm; 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will respond and I am sure the member for Moore will make a further contribution. 
The government intends to ensure that there is an exemption for working dogs through regulation; I think 
I reiterated that in my contribution last evening or yesterday afternoon. The member for Maylands also highlighted 
that. It is an issue that was raised and discussed and I have highlighted to the member that it is the intention of the 
government that an exemption will be determined through regulation. We earlier debated other exemptions that 
should have been considered; the member for Dawesville highlighted some, but we have agreed that there needs 
to be an appropriate regulation to provide that exemption. I understand that livestock working dogs need to remain 
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unsterilised so that their working ability can be assessed before their owner can determine whether such a dog should 
be bred; that is one of the reasons for raising the issue of exemption from sterilisation. For that reason, as I said, 
livestock working dogs will be prescribed as a class of dog that is exempt from sterilisation, and that is why the 
amendment the member has moved is in my consideration not necessary. I also note that the proposed definition 
of livestock working dog is too broad and is inconsistent with the current references in the act. But I assure the 
member that we understand the requirement and that it will be given through regulation. I understand, if I am correct, 
that when I introduced this bill—goodness gracious, my eyesight!—and gave the second reading at 12.17 pm on 
Wednesday, 19 February, I referred to the provision of this matter. The government will not support this proposed 
amendment. We believe that the assurance we have given through regulation does that and achieves the same 
means, and that is why we will not be supporting the proposed amendment. However, I note and highlight to the 
house that this is an important issue for primary producers; that is why we will be addressing it through regulation. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I thank the minister for that instruction. I refer back to the minister’s second reading speech. This 
is the speech as it was delivered in Parliament, so the pages are not numbered, but on the second page, the minister 
talked about exemptions from mandatory dog desexing, for instance. The uncorrected Hansard reads — 

However, exemptions from mandatory sterilisation will be provided if a vet provides a certificate 
exempting the dog on health or welfare grounds, a dog is owned by a person who has been granted an 
approval to breed, or the dog is a livestock working dog. 

This is very confusing because the minister is introducing a bill into this chamber. If there is an exemption for 
livestock working dogs, we would expect to find that in the bill. It says that in the speech; why is it not in the bill? 
It is confusing me, because the other two exemptions mentioned here—if a vet provides a certificate or the owner has 
been granted an approval to breed—appear in the bill. Livestock working dogs do not appear in the bill. We have 
greyhounds in the bill because, I suppose, they are an economic unit; they are a working dog, in a way. Greyhounds 
are recognised, but farm dogs are not. As a farmer, I would say that farm dogs probably make a great contribution. 
I do not know the money value of the greyhound racing industry, but greyhounds do not grow food or help with the 
operations of essential industry. They provide a form of entertainment to people who like to watch greyhounds run 
around a track. I am not one of those people, but I have nothing against them. But I do have a great deal of sympathy 
for farmers because I represent a significant livestock farming area that runs from the outskirts of Perth up to the 
station country at Murchison River. Within that area there are many, many livestock producers. They would have read 
the minister’s pronouncements and they may even have got hold of a copy of this speech, and they will be wondering 
why these provisions are not in the bill. I cannot for the life of me see why these provisions are not in the bill.  
The minister read some of those regulations in when he was giving his second reading speech, and I think they 
might have been reiterated by the member for Maylands. I will not quote exactly what they said, but it sounded 
awfully similar to what I am suggesting in my proposed amendment. The minister may not think that the wording 
of this definition of a farm working dog is acceptable, but this is the definition used by Animal Welfare Victoria in 
its fact sheet, titled “Farm Working Dogs: Domestic Animals Amendment (Puppy Farms and Pet Shops) Act 2017”. 
The fact sheet refers to exemptions in the Victorian act. It reads — 

I am the owner of a farm working dog, what does this mean for me? 
The Government understands the unique role of farm working dogs in Victoria’s primary production 
sector. As such, the PFPS Act included provisions to ensure these dogs have the recognition they deserve. 
Farm working dogs that are registered with council are eligible for a reduced registration fee and are not 
required to wear an identification marker (such as a council tag) outside of the premises. 

The fact sheet goes on to define “farm working dog” — 
A farm working dog is defined as a dog usually kept on rural land, by a primary producer, or a person 
employed by a primary producer and primarily kept or trained for the purpose of droving, protecting, 
tending, or working stock on a farm. 

That sounds like a farm working dog to me and that is what I have proposed in this amendment—nothing more 
fancy than the words used by another state in our commonwealth. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I would love to hear some more comments from the member for Moore on this very 
important topic. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I thank the member for Warren–Blackwood for his kind intercession. There does not seem to be 
any problem in Victoria. I understand that in Queensland, similarly, farm dogs are recognised as a particular class 
of dog in the legislation. I think we are just being semantic here. The minister has made it quite clear that he 
intended farm dogs to be exempt but, for some reason, resists putting it in the bill. I do not know why it is politically 
acceptable to mention greyhounds but not farm dogs. I go back to the point: what is the issue here? 
Ms M.M. Quirk: You’re like a dog with a bone! 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I must say, we have been well entertained by the long list of puns that the member has been 
coming forward with. Getting back to the issue of the bill, specifically, we know that the minister has said that he 
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has had extensive consultation with groups and that they were aware of the proposal to put in regulation for the 
exemption of farm dogs. I have had extensive consultation with groups. We have been discussing with the 
Western Australian Farmers Federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association, various working dog entities 
and people who are perhaps not members of an organisation but are deeply involved with dogs and understand the 
importance of them to the farming sector. In all those discussions, no-one has spoken to me and said, “Here are 
the proposed regulations that the minister has told us about.” They told me that they have not been made aware of 
this being a certain exemption. I know that they have been told that there will be an exemption. I know that we 
were told in this briefing paper, going right back to when we had the briefing, that there would be an exemption. 
I know that Parliament was told when the minister made his second reading speech that there would be an 
exemption. The only problem is that there is no exemption in the act. I think that the exemption should be in the 
act. I ask that the minister consider taking this on board. I do not see why he would not follow that through. The 
Nationals WA as a party is not opposed to the aims of this act in the sense of improving animal welfare outcomes 
for dogs, but we are opposed to the current situation whereby we are relying upon future regulation rather than an 
act of Parliament which is live, in the Parliament now, and can be changed right now. We can change it through 
this process. We do not need to have a regulation; we can just do it. It can be a thing. The minister could say, 
“I have fulfilled my commitments as I laid out in this first briefing and in my speech to Parliament, all fulfilled, 
all ticked, all done.” We would not have to get the department to write regulations and put them before Parliament 
through another process; it could be done now. 

My proposed amendment contains the same wording as the legislation in another state, which works fine. The 
minister says that it is too broad a definition; I cannot see how it can possibly be too broad. A working dog on 
a farm is pretty well a dog that would be droving, protecting, tending or working stock on a farm, I would have 
thought. But if there are other definition issues, I would love to hear them. Maybe the minister could provide some 
alternative wording. One way or another, the farmers of Western Australia who have been speaking to us are 
concerned, and my colleagues behind me met with a group of people here at Parliament who are very, very concerned 
about this legislation.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I would love to hear more commentary from the member for Moore.  

Mr R.S. LOVE: I have outlined my concerns in the second reading debate. I do not need to go through them all 
again. But it is not just about the problem of farmers being inconvenienced by having to register and sterilise their 
dogs. It is about genetics and the availability of an asset, a working dog, on the farm that needs to be carefully 
nurtured. The minister identified the need for a dog to mature before making a decision on whether it is a dog with 
traits that would be good for breeding. Cutting back on the number of farm dogs is a genetic issue; that has been 
outlined to me by people who are eminent in the field of genetics. For the life of me, I cannot understand why, 
when the minister says that livestock working dogs will be exempt from these provisions and he reads it into the 
Parliament as if it were part of the bill, along with other provisions that are written into the bill, he leaves it out. 
Then, when an amendment with quite reasonable wording is offered, he refuses to accept it. If the minister were 
not to refuse, we would not be going through this process. We would finish with this bill now. It would have very 
few complications or problems in the other place apart from those members going through the fine details of the 
bill to ensure that it works. I am sure that everybody in the Nationals WA wants this bill to pass, but we want to know 
that it will work properly. I am sorry but we do not understand the reason behind the minister’s refusal to put into 
legislation basically what he said he will put in regulation. That is our job; we are legislators and we can do it now. 
I urge all members to support the National Party and my amendment on this matter so that farm working dogs can be 
recognised formally in the legislation in the same way that the minister said they would be recognised in regulation.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I want to make a couple of comments in support of what the member for Moore has done. 
He has put in an outstanding effort on this bill. He has done a lot research and talked with the appropriate people. 
He makes a really important point here. This point comes up from time to time in the legislation: the intent is 
articulated by the government of the day, we see the words written a bill before us, and the outcome of a particular 
element of that legislation is simply to give the heads of power to regulations, which occurs on another day and 
which we do not see. The question the member for Moore raised is quite right. We do not get to see the words used 
in the regulations—that gets drafted later. We have to rightly question the government’s intent. Why would it choose 
to put this element, which presumably it supports, into regulation? We know that there is a difference. Legislation 
that passes through both houses has to come back to both houses to be changed. A commitment by government to 
enshrine in legislation the point raised by the member for Moore would give everyone confidence in knowing that 
any change would have to be passed by two houses of Parliament. Regulation, however, can be written by the 
government of the day and is simply subject to disallowance. It is a much lower threshold for the government of 
the day to change or draft regulations in a particular way that goes against the views of the people raising this 
particular issue, certainly in our constituency. Members really have to question why, if it is the intent of government 
to exempt working dogs, it is not done in legislation. The minister needs to make that case; he certainly has not made 
it here today. If it is a definitional issue, the same definitional issue will come up when it is drafted in regulation. 
Why not put it on the table in legislation to give us confidence that the government will adhere to the points made 
in the second reading speech?  
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The member for Moore has raised a very good issue and a really important one that the minister could resolve now. 
I am sure it would make the passage of this bill easier in the other place. It may well be that the bill does the circuit 
and comes back and we deal with it, but we would certainly like the minister give a commitment now to put the 
provision into legislation, to support the amendments, which are not made lightly but with a lot of conviction and 
with the right views in mind, and not give heads of power to regulations, which we have not even seen the drafting of.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the members for their contribution. I understand the argument but there is 
simply a difference of opinion on how we will achieve what we both agree on. We both agree that there should be 
an exemption, and I have made that clear on a number of occasions. As the members know, second reading speeches 
by their very nature do not go into exact detail on a range of issues including what is in or out of the legislation. 
The member for Warren–Blackwood, having been a minister, knows as well as I do that invariably a range of matters 
are dealt with through regulation that sit alongside the legislation that is introduced. The regulations are tabled in 
this place, so the matter of transparency is covered by parliamentary procedure. As I have said, we understand the 
argument why working dogs should be exempted, and we agree with that. I have highlighted the reasons that 
exemption should exist, and they have been underpinned by the member’s contributions. We just have a difference 
of opinion; that is, I believe we can absolutely address and deliver that intent through regulation. That is my 
commitment to members. Embedding this provision in legislation is unnecessary because members have my 
commitment. I am sure that this provision will be debated in the other place and that Nationals members will get 
the opportunity to put up a similar, if not the same, amendment there. But the government’s position is that the 
intent that was highlighted in the second reading speech, reiterated in my comments yesterday afternoon in my second 
reading reply, and underpinned by comments made by other members here, particularly the member for Maylands 
in her contribution, will achieve what we are seeking to achieve; that is, working dogs will be exempted from 
sterilisation, as argued by important stakeholders that the members have highlighted. I can give them my word that 
that outcome will be determined through regulation.  

Division 
Amendment put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman) casting her vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (10) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr W.R. Marmion Mr P.J. Rundle (Teller) 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr A. Krsticevic Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr R.S. Love Mr D.T. Redman  

 

Noes (32) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr M. Hughes Mrs L.M. O’Malley Ms A. Sanderson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Ms J.J. Shaw 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr D.J. Kelly Mr S.J. Price Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Ms J. Farrer Ms S.F. McGurk Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr K.J.J. Michel Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr S.A. Millman Ms C.M. Rowe Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

Mr V.A. Catania Mr M. McGowan 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr B.S. Wyatt 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I refer to proposed section 26E(1), “Dogs must be sterilised unless exempt”, at clause 22. 
It states — 

The owner of a dog that has reached the prescribed age must ensure that the dog is sterilised, unless the 
dog is exempt from sterilisation under subsection (3).  
Penalty for this subsection: a fine of $5 000. 

Can the minister explain, firstly, what the prescribed age is? Although it is not in this bill, it will be under regulation. 
Can the minister tell the chamber what the prescribed age will be?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is an important question. As the member said, proposed section 26E(1) requires dogs 
to be sterilised unless exempt. The prescribed age of a dog is proposed to be two years.  
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I understand it will be under regulation for a good reason. I have spoken to the member 
for Maylands about that. Obviously, it changes as research is done and science is undertaken. Back in the old days, 
dogs would have been sterilised at one year of age; now it is two years of age. It could change to three or four 
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years of age, depending on the dog or the breed. I appreciate that this needs to be flexible. However, I want to 
stress the argument from Dogs West. That organisation consulted with the government in good faith believing that 
it would get an exemption. That is what Dogs West hoped it would achieve. The member for Maylands directly 
told Dogs West that it was a gold-standard organisation and would be looked after. A lot of Dogs West members 
do not breed their dogs; they show them. It is a great community. It is good exercise for humans to be out there 
doing it. It is a great bonding session with the dogs. The dogs love the showing—the tricks and all the jumping around. 
In many cases, a dog needs to be whole to be able to compete, which means it cannot be sterilised. This bill will 
impose on the members of Dogs West, if they choose to show their dog as a whole, to register as a breeder. They 
may not want to be a breeder; they may just want to show their dog. To register as a breeder, they will have to go 
to their local government to get approval to breed.  
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: That is four now. I am keeping tally.  
Several members interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I know—she is so rude!  
They do not want to breed; they just want to show their dog. They have to try to get approval from their local 
government. If their local government says, “No, we’re not allowing breeders in our area”, what happens then? 
An animal lover does not want to sterilise their dog. The minister says they have to be a breeder, but the local 
government says it will not allow breeding in its area. Under planning rules, local governments can make changes 
to allow that. We have Airbnb issues because certain shires do not allow short-stay accommodation. We will have 
certain shires not allowing breeding in their area. What happens then?  
Ms A. Sanderson interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Excuse me. 
Ms A. Sanderson: Carry on. Sorry, did I interrupt your train of thought?  
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Not at all. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member for Darling Range, you are speaking to me. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I think she was asking a question she knows nothing about. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range, you are speaking to me. Keep going.  
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: If they can no longer — 
Ms A. Sanderson interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: You are just embarrassing yourself. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range, you are speaking to me. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: If they can no longer keep that dog whole because the local council has told them that they 
cannot register as a breeder, what is the minister’s answer to that question?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for her question. It is an important question and I am happy to 
answer that. With regard to the importance of show dogs and the importance of remaining “intact”, I think is the 
term, or it might be another term.  
A member: Whole. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes; “whole”. Many members of Dogs West keep their dogs unsterilised for show 
purposes or to use their dog for breeding. Under the new proposals, most dogs will be required to be sterilised 
by the time they are two years of age. With regard to the question of age, I had an important and appreciative 
meeting with representatives from the Australian Veterinary Association WA and Dogs West, from memory. No—
they were separate meetings. The meeting related to the science around the period. The member is right: this is 
one example of a good reason why we do not put into legislation a prescribed element but allow for it to be addressed 
through regulation. Science changes and different breeds may have issues if they are desexed too early. That was 
taken into account and that is why we landed at two years. Obviously, as time goes on, groups like veterinarians 
and others will continue to influence thoughts around such a matter. 
I will talk about what the member for Darling Range might consider to be a rogue local government, or a local 
government that is not predisposed to allowing breeding. The reasons a local government is able to refuse an 
application to breed is in clause 22, which inserts part IV, new section 26L, “Approval to breed”. Subsection (1) 
refers to the local government’s requirement upon receiving an application to either grant or refuse the approval 
to breed. Subsection (2) states — 

The local government may refuse to grant an approval to breed only if the local government is satisfied 
that at least one of the following applies — 
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I think these are reasonable grounds — 
(a) the applicant is an individual under 18 years of age; 
(b) the applicant is a convicted person; — 

Against the Animal Welfare Act, Dog Act or Cat Act within the last five years — 
(c) the applicant does not have access to any, or to sufficient, facilities to breed dogs in accordance 

with the requirements of any relevant written law; — 
Such as the Animal Welfare Act or any act or planning laws — 

(d) the applicant is not a fit and proper person to breed dogs; — 
For example, the applicant has previously been issued with a court order banning them from owning animals. The 
local government will only have the power to refuse to consider an application if an applicant does not comply 
with a request for further information within the specified time. Even if a refusal is given, if more information is 
required, that will be asked for by the local government. There is also a State Administrative Tribunal process. 
I will need a little bit more time to articulate this. 
Mr D.R. MICHAEL: I would like to hear more from the minister. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Thank you, member for Balcatta. He is a marvellous man even if he does like the other 
companion animal—cats! 
If an application for a dog breeder is refused, what can the dog breeder then do? An appeals process can be pursued 
under clause 40 of the bill, under new sections 54E to 54H. Ultimately, the local government must provide written 
notice to an applicant of its decision to refuse an application for dog breeder approval within seven days of making 
the decision. If desired, the applicant can either lodge an objection to the decision with the local government within 
28 days of the notice or lodge a review of the decision with the State Administrative Tribunal within 42 days of 
the notice. 
The parameters that allow a local government to refuse an application are significantly relevant and broad enough 
to address the issue that a local government might be perceived as being unsupportive of people seeking to breed 
dogs. Can a dog breeder who is registered with a dog breeding association, such as Dogs West, be refused dog 
breeder approval by a local government? Members of Dogs West will have to comply with the legislation the same 
way as any other breeder. Dogs West members are required to abide by the rules of their association, which should 
make compliance with these provisions straightforward. 
The components and aspects of the bill that I have highlighted address these concerns. I am not saying that it is 
not an unwarranted concern, but I think the bill addresses the issue around dog breeding applications. Most local 
governments understand that because so many people have dogs as pets and some people want to breed dogs, if 
they fulfil the basic requirements, they would normally be granted the right to carry out that breeding. I hope that 
addresses some of the member for Darling Range’s concerns, but the way she looks like she is going to dart to her 
feet means it probably has not allayed them all. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: My biggest concern is that the minister is saying that most local governments are going to 
approve dog breeding. Is the minister talking about a rogue local government? Is it true that a local government 
could change its planning rules and put in a by-law to say no to breeding? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Everyone thinks I have all this power to make local governments do certain things. 
One of the things that I need to remind everyone and what has become very apparent to me having been the Minister 
for Local Government for the last three and a half years is that I do not have powers because local governments 
are autonomous bodies. They are indeed democratic institutions in their own right. There are 138 of them and they 
are made up of people who are elected by their population. 
Mr R.S. Love: Sometimes! 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Sometimes! 
Local governments are charged with carrying out and making decisions on behalf of their community. One would 
hope that if they are not making those decisions on behalf of the community effectively, and indeed not adhering 
to the requirements of the Local Government Act and its amendments, the population that makes a decision 
every second year would have something to say about that. To answer the member’s question specifically, local 
governments have powers that are given to them through acts of Parliament, and they are of course autonomous 
bodies. Many people in this place have argued very strongly that local governments should be allowed to make 
decisions, by-laws and all those sorts of things in the democratic process. In the current act, and in future acts, we 
will continue to support that democratic principle. Local governments can change planning laws, seek to rezone 
or change over, but there is a process that they have to undertake and that process includes community consultation. 
Under this bill, people will still be able to breed dogs. We are simply requiring those people to be registered, and 
that process is an important element of ensuring overall protection and, as best as possible, the health and wellbeing 
of that animal throughout its lifetime. 
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Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I know my question was, I think, fewer than five seconds long; the answer was a lot longer. 
Just a yes or no would have been fantastic. The answer was yes, a local government can make its own by-laws and 
say, “No breeding allowed” in its district. That is my whole concern. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: They can do it now. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Local governments can do it now—exactly! That is my whole concern. Dogs West members 
are showing their dogs and competing with their dogs, which they want to keep entire, but to keep it entire and to not 
have to sterilise their dog, they have to then register as a dog breeder with the local government. In the words of the 
minister, a local government can say that it will not allow breeding in its council area. That will mean that Betty, 
who takes her dog, which she does not want to sterilise, showjumping on a Saturday, will be told by her local 
government that she cannot be a breeder. What will Betty do with her dog? That is my question. Everyone is having 
a bit of a laugh and saying that this is too difficult. This is not a difficult question. The minister is saying that if 
someone does not want to sterilise their dog, they must be registered as a breeder, but for someone to be registered 
as a breeder, the local government needs to approve it. But the minister has now admitted that the local government 
can say that breeding will not be allowed in their council area. I go back to my very first question: what will happen 
to Betty and her showjumping dog if her local government says that it will not allow breeding in its council area? 

Ms L.L. BAKER: I am very familiar with the point that the member is raising, so I suppose I would add my question 
about this for the minister. As the member has pointed out, at the moment, local governments have quite a convoluted 
way of amending planning schemes. I know that the Shire of Mundaring has a seven-year review process for its 
planning scheme and that goes out for public consultation. It has to be not just proposed and supported by its officers, 
but also supported by its councillors, and then it goes out for the public consultation period. I spoke to someone at 
the Shire of Mundaring this afternoon and asked whether the shire had any plans to ban breeding and they said 
absolutely not. The Shire of Mundaring has tried to get rid of horses in the past and there have been a number of 
moves to try to do stuff in its imagination. But when push comes to shove, there is absolutely no way that any elected 
councillor who wanted to stay on council would ever hold their position if they said, “By the way, you’re not allowed 
to breed anymore, and I’m standing behind that.” Would the minister agree with the process that I have outlined 
as being, in broad terms, the way that those kinds of planning schemes are changed? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I could not have put it in better terms! The member for Maylands has nailed it, as she has 
done on many occasions. The other thing is that when someone seeks approval to breed, there is not a requirement 
to breed. I want to make that point because I think it is an important one. As I said, there are 138 autonomous 
municipalities in Western Australia and there are local planning processes, which have been outlined, and the member 
has indicated that she understands that process. Is Betty currently a registered breeder? 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is she a Dogs West member? 

Mrs A.K. Hayden: She is a Dogs West member. She is not breeding; she is just showing her dog in its entirety. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I assume that if Betty has a lifetime registration, she is in a very good position. If am 
I getting the right vibe about Betty—many of the Bettys I know are very strong willed people—I assume that she 
would understand her democratic right as an elector to take part in review processes, if that is a requirement in 
a particular shire, such as the Shire of Mundaring, and would ensure that her elected members were well aware of 
her views on this matter. I am sure that Betty is a person no-one would want to tackle. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Again, I did not get an answer to the question. If we put the many comments together, we 
understand that a local government has the right to ban breeding. It can pass a by-law and ban breeding, as many 
local governments have done with roosters; people cannot have roosters in certain areas. It can happen. As the minister 
said, there are 138 local governments. He cannot control them; they are a law unto themselves and can do whatever 
they like. Local governments can say, “No breeding is allowed”, so poor Betty would be in limbo land. I still do 
not have an answer to what would happen to Betty. The whole reason I have tried to outline this to the minister is 
so that he can see a bit of reason and understand poor Betty and all the other members of Dogs West and exempt 
them from having to seek the approval of their local government to breed dogs. That is all we are asking. The 
minister has said it, as has the member for Maylands: Dogs West has a gold-standard code of ethics and rules and 
regulations. It cares about the welfare of animals. I would say that Dogs West looks after these animals better than 
does anyone else in Western Australia. It cares. It makes its members jump through so many hoops, so all I am 
asking is that the minister not make them jump through another unnecessary hoop and not allow the 138 local 
governments, which can make decisions on their own, to ban breeding in their council area on a whim and thereby 
leave these people in limbo land. That is all we are asking. These are respected dog owners who do the right thing. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Are you moving the amendment, member? 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I will not move the amendment yet, because I believe that someone wants to speak before I do. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: I will probably take the opportunity to speak on the amendment as well. 

Returning to the matter of local laws, the member for Maylands and the member for Darling Range were talking 
about two separate things. The member for Maylands was talking about local planning schemes, and I was going 
to ask the minister whether local planning schemes split the definition of a relevant written law; I assume that they 
do. The member for Darling Range was talking about council by-laws, which are a different matter again. As the 
member will know, they are disallowable instruments in Parliament and have to go to the Parliament’s Joint Standing 
Committee on Delegated Legislation. Theoretically, local governments could bring in such a measure, but 
I suspect that, after this legislation is put in place, it will be difficult for them to ban the process outright, but it 
would be possible. The planning schemes that the member for Maylands spoke about are separate matters, and 
I want to touch on that briefly. 

We have an existing framework of planning schemes that overlay every local government area. They outline the 
permitted uses in each local government district. They are developed, supposedly, through a community process 
and, nowadays, are largely written by the Western Australian Planning Commission and handed back to the local 
government. That was the community planning framework in about, I think, 1922, when the Town Planning and 
Development Act was first enacted. Because those schemes and permitted uses exist, a local government is required 
to look at the scheme when an application for approval comes in. We will now have a new class of approval that 
did not exist when most of those schemes were written. The application for approval will come in and the local 
government will need to assess that activity against the framework of written laws that underpin its authority to 
make decisions. Having done that, it will then have to determine whether a permitted use under the scheme extends 
to a facility to breed dogs. The issue that has been reported to me—I know that the member asked for an example, 
but we have not been talking about this for a long time—is that local governments are taking the view that that is 
basically an application for a kennel licence, in the same way as it might have been an application for a large-scale 
breeding facility, a pound or some other quite obtrusive, noisy facility that might house 20 hounds that bay all 
night. Typically, it would be located on the outskirts of the hills somewhere. Darling Range may have some of 
those types of facilities, but generally they would not be allowed in Maylands, for instance. Because the existing 
town planning schemes do not contain an appropriate definition of this activity, I am afraid that it might be very 
difficult for some local governments to grant approval to those people to breed dogs. I wonder whether the minister 
or his advisers have considered that. Perhaps they need to have a discussion with the Minister for Planning to include 
a provision that will allow local governments, in some circumstances, to make the decision that is necessary to give 
approval. I can see that it will be a problem. It has already been reported to me not by my constituents, but by other 
people who have contacted me. From my reading of it, I can see why local governments might take that view. This 
will be a new approval. If we are going to put in transitional arrangements, maybe the transition to approvals for local 
governments needs to be considered. I will sit down and the member can move her amendment. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I move — 

Page 18, after line 5 — To insert — 

(ea) the dog is registered with the Canine Association of Western Australia Incorporated and the 
owner of the dog is a member of the Canine Association of Western Australia Incorporated; 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 6.30 pm 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I read in my amendment before the dinner suspension. It refers to members of Dogs West 
who own dogs registered through Dogs West. It will not apply to just any owner or any dog; it has to be a member 
of Dogs West and the dog has to be registered through Dogs West. I want the minister to back the Dogs West 
membership and support this important industry by exempting members from having to sterilise their show dogs 
and go through other processes determined by the local government authority. As outlined, on a rare occasion, 
a local government authority could implement a policy of no dog breeding within its local government area that 
could leave owners of show dogs in limbo. If they do not want to breed their dog but they do not want to sterilise 
it either because it is part of being a show dog, and the shire has said no to breeding dogs, they could end up losing 
their dog. That is the last thing we want to see happen. We do not want people having to move home just because 
their local shire has said no to the breeding of dogs. To make this simple and easy, out of respect for members of 
Dogs West, its code of ethics and its gold-standard regulations—as the minister and the member for Maylands have 
said—we ask that the government honours these people and respects that they are true champions of animal welfare 
who always have the best interest of their animal at heart and exempt them from the need to sterilise their animals. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would like to add a bit to that. The objective of this act is multifaceted, but it is mainly to 
control the supply of dogs and ensure that dogs are bred and raised in a loving home. I think we all agree on that. 
To do that, there will be a rule that unless a person is a breeder, their dog has to be sterilised, with some exceptions. 
The exceptions laid out in the bill include greyhounds used for racing, I suppose. I do not know whether sterilisation 
affects a dog’s ability to run but that might be the case. We know that working dogs will be essentially exempted 
by regulations because sterilisation presumably affects the effectiveness of working dogs. 

Mr R.S. Love: We hope. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: We hope; okay. There are some exemptions because of the use of the dog. If a person is going 
to be a dog breeder, they are exempted but have to register as a breeder. What about a show dog? When I was 
young, we had a number of dogs that we showed. We were trying to win prizes with the males so we could consider 
raising them as breeding dogs, but sometimes we did not. I might add, it was often not until they were five years 
old. We are forcing a class of dogs to be defined as breeders when they might be just a show dog. I guess show dog 
owners could get an annual exemption, but they would still have to go through the rigmarole of being registered 
as a breeder when they do not want to. The legislation does have exemptions elsewhere. 
This is really important: it will be very difficult for the government to achieve its aim unless it has community 
support to ensure that people breeding and selling dogs operate appropriately. That is what the government wants. 
There are already some restrictions on the government’s ability to do that; dogs can come from interstate. I am not 
sure that a state government can do very much about. My electorate officer showed me a story about a recent case in 
which dogs were being sold from owners in the United Kingdom to buyers in Canada. The 500 puppies that were 
shipped to Canada all died. They were being sold for between $3 000 and $4 000. Canada is trying to deal with 
that. The UK has brought in legislation to stop puppy farming. It is a national government trying to stop imports. 
It is a good idea. 
Ms L.L. Baker: It would be good. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It would be good but it needs the support of a higher jurisdiction. I think we would support the 
government if it were to ask the federal government to do that. 
Dogs West could be used much more widely. Often, we want the community that is most interested in the issue 
that the legislation is trying to resolve—in this case, the appropriate breeding and care of dogs—to be involved in the 
implementation of the legislation and to support it. This time, the government does not have that entity’s support, 
and that is a real anomaly. The government should bring in Dogs West, as the amendment would do, particularly 
if it is just show dog owners, and give them an exemption from the various regulations. Indeed, I would get them 
involved in the oversight of this legislation much more explicitly. We need civil society to help governments 
implement appropriate behaviour. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I would like to hear more from the member. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Sometimes that is difficult, but this time we do have agencies that could help—vets and the 
RSPCA, of course. This group has excellent standards and represents breeders almost exclusively. I think we want 
it to be exclusive to dog breeders — 
Ms L.L. Baker interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, I know that, and show dogs. These people are very passionate; as young people, we spent 
a lot of time around the dog shows. They are very passionate, they understand the animals and they will be the 
government’s agents downstream, when the government is trying to implement and impose better standards. I might 
also add that this is going to be very difficult because of the amount of money involved. We discussed last year the 
price of some of these dogs. The issue in Canada was that bulldog puppies—little black things; beautiful little things—
cost between $Can3 000 and $Can4 000 each. I found out that a lot of the dogs here are much more expensive. 
Some chocolate labradors, for instance, are more than $10 000. When that much money is involved, there is 
inappropriate behaviour to try to squeeze through. Yes, when this was debated, we made a commitment to support 
our Darling Range constituents, but I think it is for the interest we all have in improving, as far as possible, the 
standards of care of young puppies, and in stopping the oversupply of unwanted dogs. If the government passes 
this amendment, it will get our full support and improve the legislation down the track, and the government’s largest 
constituents out there, besides the Western Australian Local Government Association, will be firmly on its side, 
helping it into the future. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I would like to speak very briefly to this amendment put forward by the member for Darling Range. 
This amendment makes it unnecessary for me to move my similar amendment on the notice paper. As I said earlier, 
I have been contacted by the people involved in Dogs West and they are very happy with the two amendments 
standing in the name of the member for Darling Range. We are now talking about the first one, which is to do with 
sterilisation, and then there is a further amendment. 
With regard to sterilisation, the fact that a dog is unsterilised does not necessarily mean it will breed. It does, however, 
mean that there is an option available down the track if the owner wishes to. As we have heard, some of these dogs 
are very expensive. A cause of their expense is their scarcity, which ensures that there is a potential to meet the 
market. I do not think that dogs that sell for several thousand dollars are likely to become problem animals in the 
sense of being abandoned or not cared for et cetera—not that every dog should be that price, as I outlined before. 
There should be affordable dogs so that Western Australian families can enjoy the company of a canine friend. 
I refer now to Dogs West, or the Canine Association of Western Australia, which is the organisation behind it. 
I think the minister and the member for Maylands—I do not want to verbal the member for Maylands—basically 
said that although it is a good organisation and they support its aims, it is only one aspect of the dog breeding 
circuit, and there are other aspects that need to be covered. That is true. It is not the full story. We are not suggesting 
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that it is any more than that much of the full story, but what we are asking for and what I am supporting in the 
amendment moved by the member for Darling Range is that it be one of the groups, along with the working dog, 
greyhound and other groups, that may be prescribed in legislation later. It may be; we do not know. We can deal 
only with what we have in front of us. At the moment, we have legislation in front of us that we can deal with. 
There is the potential to exempt it, if you like, from these provisions on sterilisation and allow these very expensive 
animals to remain as viable breeding stock. Their expense, linked to their scarcity, also poses dangers for the 
genetics of those breeds. These are very good reasons for having a wider gene pool. It may be that a breeder breeds 
only once from their female dog because they do not want to continually breed from her. 
Ms L.L. Baker: Why would we stop that? 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The government is going to stop that if the dog is sterile, and this is the — 
Ms L.L. Baker: No, you don’t have to sterilise the dog, member. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden: You need to get approval. 
Ms L.L. Baker: Yes. You don’t have to sterilise dogs. If you want to breed the dog — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, we are asking for these people who have expensive, genetically valuable dogs to be able, 
should they wish, without having to go through a lot of rigmarole, to keep them unsterilised. That is what this 
amendment is asking for, and only for people who are signed up to Dogs West. I know the member said that that is 
a voluntary matter. If they are no longer part of the organisation, their exemption falls away. If they are kicked out 
of Dogs West because they are unethical and not doing the right thing, their exemption will fall away, they will 
become subject to the act and the dog will have to be sterilised. That is pretty straightforward. I have to say that there 
are some lovely people—some really, really nice people—involved in Dogs West. They came and had a discussion 
with the Nationals WA and then another and another. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I would like to hear a bit more from the member. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: We had some lovely discussions with them and I learnt that some of those people knew my area 
pretty well because they supply dogs to towns in my electorate. One of the fellows in particular had, I think, 
a German shepherd—no, the other big German dog. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Doberman. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, a Doberman. That was his thing, but they are all passionate about their dogs; they love their 
dogs. Once they have sold their dogs, they send them birthday cards and things and check up three years later to see 
how they are going: “How’s Billy going?”, or whatever. These are not people who are going to sell dogs into an 
abusive environment. They are not seeking to make huge profits from dogs. They want to cover their costs, yes; 
they are expensive. 
Ms L.L. Baker interjected. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Maybe. I can only go on what I go on, and the people who came to see me were very dedicated 
dog lovers, and they are the people who determine how that organisation is run. I have in my hand an outline of 
their litter registration limitations. It is only two or three pages, but it is quite a good little booklet. It refers to 
hereditary diseases and all the things the member has been talking about. I also have the constitution of Dogs West. 
I have read it, and it seems quite a reasonable constitution. There are also regulations for registration and the 
register, which again is the same thing but with a little more colour, and a code of ethics. It is pretty comprehensive. 
It is a quality assurance program of the same type that one might expect to see in a professional industry. These 
people, as I say, deserve to be given recognition. I have an amendment on the notice paper and its wording is pretty 
much what they thought was appropriate at that stage. They came to me and said, “This is what we want”, so I put 
it in the amendment. It is not for me to try to second-guess what they are trying to achieve; they told me what they 
are trying to achieve, and I thought, “Okay.” Since then they have communicated with me and I understand that, 
as with working dogs, they want both the sterilisation aspect and the approval to breed aspect to be recognised. 
The member for Darling Range has tried to achieve the same thing, so I and the Nationals WA are very happy to 
support that.  
We support the exemption for Dogs West—not that it is an exclusive arrangement. We are not pretending that that 
is the whole industry or that that is the answer, but as the member for Riverton said, it is about bringing the 
community along for the ride, just like we enable the RSPCA to be involved in things. That is another community 
group, at its heart. It is no different. This is a community group that has at its heart an understanding of dogs that is 
probably far beyond what many in the other organisation, the RSPCA, probably have because they are well-meaning 
people but have not spent a lifetime owning and breeding high-quality dogs, sometimes for sale and sometimes 
for their own pleasure; I do not know. The minister may disagree. Maybe he thinks that it is not ethical, but that is 
not the view that I got. I thought that it was highly ethical. The organisation looked as professionally set out as any 
community-based organisation that I have seen. As we have heard, the genetics of these purebred dogs are precious 
and are quite difficult to obtain, for a lot of reasons. I think the member for Riverton was talking about the prices in 
Canada and Australia being higher for a particular breed of labrador. I have no doubt that that is reflected in a whole 
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range of breeds. We are a small population, ergo our dog population is quite small, just like some of our other 
animal populations. For example, it is sometimes advantageous for people who breed Angus cattle to introduce 
genetics from America or somewhere else because it expands the gene pool. That is not an unheard-of arrangement. 
This legislation would have the effect of causing more sterilisations to potentially limit that gene pool, and I do not 
think that it is a very good idea. For those reasons, we will be supporting the amendment proposed by the member 
for Darling Range. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I wish to make a brief contribution. I support all the points made by the members for Moore 
and Darling Range. One point about Dogs West that has not been raised is that there is still a cost imposition. If 
someone wants to be exempt from sterilisation, they have to register as a breeder. I think there is a mechanism that 
if someone has a membership number with Dogs West, that can be easily worked into the centralised database. 
People would have to be a member of Dogs West to be on that database. Members could easily get a printout of 
their membership, which would be reconciled with the Dogs West association, and if someone was a member, 
they could be exempt from the cost of registering as a breeder. I think that would be a strong benefit to members 
of Dogs West. It would encourage people to be responsible and join Dogs West. I know that registration as 
a breeder may not cost a lot—we do not know exactly what it will cost because it will be by regulation—but it 
could be an incentive for people to do the right thing and become a member of Dogs West. Imagine if the minister 
did that—he would probably have them all on side! They would all be voting for him at the next election. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Dog city! Can I thank the members who have spoken and highlighted and articulated 
the reasons they would like the government to support the proposed amendments. The government will not be 
supporting the proposed amendments. I will explain why. Again, I want to preface this. This is not about seeking 
to get at Dogs West, impugn Dogs West, or anything of that nature. It is my understanding that, as an organisation, 
Dogs West has delivered quality to its membership and, indeed, to the integrity of its purposes as outlined in its 
constitution and objectives in continuing to maintain and enhance the breeds of dogs with regard to appropriate 
standards et cetera. We do not have a beef with Dogs West. We appreciate very much the input that Dogs West 
has had with the processes of consultation and the response to the government’s election commitment. But I have 
to say, and I do not think that members see this: it is important that all Western Australians who own unsterilised 
dogs or breed dogs can, on an ongoing basis, be traced using the centralised registration system. The centralised 
registration system, for all the reasons I have explained, is central to the approach of this bill. Therefore, it is 
important that there is that capturing, if you like, of that information. Exempting people from the register would 
undermine that central registration process. We have to be mindful of that. 

This amendment effectively seeks to exempt members of Dogs West, also known as the Canine Association of WA, 
from having to obtain an approval to breed dogs. Dogs West is a purebred dog association based in WA. Members 
of Dogs West can show dogs in dog shows and can breed dogs to preserve certain breeds of dogs. There is not an 
attempt to stop that or prevent that from happening. Although Dogs West could disqualify members if issues were 
identified under the proposed amendment, the authorities would still be relying on Dogs West to disqualify 
unscrupulous members, for example. Dogs West would also have a limited cause of action for the breeding of 
dogs that occurred prior to the disqualification. The process for breeders to apply to the relevant local government 
for an approval to breed would require only a one-off application and assessment based on specified criteria. That 
is important: it is a one-off application. I think the term “rigmarole” was used, saying that this is all getting too 
complex. It is not; it is simplified. Indeed, this approval to breed process is a one-off application and assessment. 
There is specified criteria on which that is based. In determining the application, an approval to breed may be 
granted subject to conditions that are considered reasonable in the circumstances. There is recourse for someone 
who has an issue with local government’s decisions, so if a decision is made by local government to not approve, 
a process can be enacted, including a decision to impose conditions regarding an approval to breed. That is subject 
to review by the local government and can ultimately be taken, if pursued, to the State Administrative Tribunal 
upon application. 

Although the approval to breed is a one-off assessment, there is a process to cancel the approval if there is sufficient 
evidence of wrongdoing associated with breeding, including, obviously, that there must be compliance with the 
Animal Welfare Act, the Dog Act and the Cat Act. It has been identified that it would be difficult for authorities 
to investigate such breeders for offences against these acts if they are exempt from the dog breeder approval system. 
The approval system is designed to ensure that we capture that birth-to-death process of a dog’s life. A decision to 
cancel an approval to breed, as I said, is also subject to application to the State Administrative Tribunal. We believe 
very strongly that this act does not impinge on Dogs West — 

Mr D.R. MICHAEL: I would like to hear more from the minister, please. 

The SPEAKER: Yes. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Thank you—from carrying out its work. We have to be mindful that it is not just 
Dogs West as an independent association that is involved in breeding; there are a whole range of other avenues in 
which that takes place. We are, of course, attempting to ensure that we capture them. That underpins this principle 
of being able to trace a pup from birth through to its demise—that it is a system that is centralised so that there 
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is no duplication, and so that there is portability and ease in accessing information so that local governments, 
as the authority that oversees the issues affecting the Dog Act, can do that job in as most efficient way as is 
practicable and possible. It gives certainty to the capacity of authorised officers like rangers to carry out their 
important work. 

We will not be supporting the amendments. We accept that Dogs West, known as the Canine Association of WA, 
is an important stakeholder; that is why it was involved and included in the working party. That is why, even 
before we were elected to Parliament, it has been part of discussions on the policy, which we took to the election 
with those key aspects highlighted, which includes the centralised registration system. It underpins the intent of 
protecting pups and ensuring that where and how those pups are bred and the conditions in which they are bred 
are as transparent as possible, so that when people seek to choose a pet or breed, there are clear and transparent 
processes to go through. That is the premise of the bill and why the centralised registration system and the regulation 
aspect is so important. We believe that it will not only address the puppy farming issue, but also give us a more 
robust system in Western Australia. Legislation of this type already exists in other states and territories in Australia. 
I understand that other states that have not yet enacted legislation, are actively investigating or progressing 
proposed legislation. I wanted to make it clear why we are not supporting the amendment. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: To say that I am disappointed would be an understatement. During this whole debate the 
minister has been goading us to support the bill. Here is the minister’s opportunity; we would love to support the bill. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You said you opposed it before it got to consideration in detail. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I did not interrupt the minister’s filibusterous answers. I said that the minister has been 
asking us to support this bill. I will not support this bill if these amendments are not passed. All the minister has 
to do is pass these amendments and include the very industry that the minister and the member for Maylands have 
said in the public arena has gold-standard behaviour regulations and protocols in place to look after these animals. 
All the minister has to do is to include this community in his considerations, then it would have backed the minister 
100 per cent and he would have had its full support, as the member for Riverton said, to make sure that this 
legislation has legs and can make a difference. 

I want to put on the record that I am disappointed that the minister is not able to see that and accept the amendment. 
If these provisions are going to be changed through amendments in the upper house, and this is just a ploy to not 
pass the amendment here, like this government has done with the raft of legislation that we expect to come through 
this evening, which is why the minister is filibustering so that he gets the media grab that he wants, all the minister 
has to do is prevent those people who love their pets, more than the minister loves his, from being subject to these 
unnecessary requirements. Again I say that I am disappointed. I hope that the minister will give in in the upper 
house, as this government has done with other legislation, and that we will be fixing this when it comes back. 

Division 
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (8) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.T. Redman 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr R.S. Love Dr M.D. Nahan Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 

 

Noes (27) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr D.J. Kelly Mr J.R. Quigley Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr S.A. Millman Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms C.M. Rowe Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs L.M. O’Malley Ms R. Saffioti Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr P. Papalia Ms A. Sanderson Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Mr M. Hughes Mr S.J. Price Ms J.J. Shaw  

            
Pairs 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr M. McGowan 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms S.E. Winton 
Dr D.J. Honey Mr D.T. Punch 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mrs R.M.J. Clarke 
Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.J. Healy 
Mr D.C. Nalder Mr M.P. Murray 
Mr K.M. O’Donnell Mr W.J. Johnston 
Mr P.J. Rundle Mr R.H. Cook 

Amendment thus negatived. 
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Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: We will not labour the point because we did that in debate on the last amendment. We will 
not be dividing on this amendment either because of that. We know that the outcome for this amendment will be 
the same, sadly. But we will not give up. We are going to go down fighting; we owe it to our constituents and the 
people who ask us to voice their opinion. On behalf of them, I move — 

Page 19, line 21 — To insert after “kept,” — 
or the owner of the dog is not a member of the Canine Association of Western Australia Incorporated 
and the dog is not registered with the Canine Association of Western Australia Incorporated, 

I will quickly recap: this amendment relates to proposed section 26I, “Only holder of approval may breed dogs” 
under division 2, “Breeding of dogs”. Proposed section 26I(1) states — 

If the owner of a dog does not hold an approval to breed granted by the local government in whose district 
the dog is ordinarily kept, — 

I propose to insert after “kept”, reference to members and dogs registered with the Canine Association of 
Western Australia Incorporated, which is Dogs West. 
Like my other amendment, it acknowledges the code of ethics, the rules and regulations and all the rigmarole that 
goes around being a member of Dogs West and a registered dog at Dogs West; ensuring they do not have to go 
through this other layer of red tape—that is, not having to pay again for another registration after being a member of 
a very rigid membership of Dogs West. It honours Dogs West members, acknowledging that they are respectful dog 
owners who will always have the welfare of their animals at the forefront. My amendment simply asks for Dogs West 
and its members to be exempt from having to go to their local government on the same basis as discussed before—
in case they are not granted approval and are left in limbo. Out of respect for them, I ask the minister to consider my 
amendment; do not just read the prepared answer. It is never too late for the minister to change his mind. If my 
amendment does not pass here, I welcome us accepting the amendments when they come back from the upper house. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The government will not be supporting this amendment for similar reasons I outlined 
during consideration of the previous amendment. I want to underpin how important the central registration system 
will be and why it is important to capture all of the “story”. I have been given some interesting statistics. I think 
one of the questions asked was: do we know the source and supply of pups and dogs in Western Australia? 
Interestingly enough, there is no comprehensive data on source and supply. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, no; just wait. 
Some studies have been undertaken in recent times. I will extrapolate the general results of some figures I have. 
According to a South Australian study in 2013, and an Australian study, the sourcing of dogs and pups from dog 
breeders, for example, from organisations such as Dogs West, accounted for the following. In the South Australian 
study, it accounted for about 39 per cent of all dogs sourced. In the Australian study, it accounted for about 
36 per cent. That is one aspect of how we access a supply of dogs. The figures from both studies are very similar. 
The other sources include friends, family and neighbours. These are people who want to breed their labrador or 
whatever it is. Under this legislation, it will be a simple process. If they want to breed their labrador, they will be 
required to go through a simple process. Of course, that will be part of the standards. The pups that are produced 
will be captured in the centralised registration system. 
I now refer to the figures for friends, family and neighbours. In the South Australian study, that group accounted 
for 16 per cent; in the Australian study, it was 17 per cent. It was quite significant. The figures for pet shops are 
interesting. The figures in the South Australian study and the Australian study were the same, at 14 per cent. For 
animal rescues or shelters—as members know, we have a number in Western Australia—the figure was 12 per cent 
in the South Australian study and 16 per cent in the Australian study. Under “other”—I am always interested in 
what the “other” is because the “other” shown in these studies was 19 per cent in the South Australian study and 
17 per cent in the Australian study. Adding up all of those other sources, apart from registered dog breeders, it is 
very significant—61 per cent in the South Australian study and 64 per cent in the Australian study. 
Part of this legislation is about having a robust centralised registration system. We believe very strongly that having 
that system in place will allow us, essentially for the first time, to track puppies from birth to demise. The system 
will allow all local governments to have a centralised system. They will not have to rely on their own processes to 
register and record that data; it will all be centralised. Those figures, the latest being nearly four years old, is an 
indication of why we want to capture all the elements of breeding. If we were to exempt a significant proportion, 
that would undermine the integrity of the centralised registration system. That is not a slight against Dogs West or 
other breeding associations; it is simply a reality that we want to ensure our centralised system is robust. That 
means it will cumulatively assist in delivering outcomes that stop puppy farming in Western Australia. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I am sorry, but I think the minister misunderstands how the central register will be set up. 
Dogs West members are all registered now with their local council. A local council register will form part of the 
central register. The minister was incorrect when he said that exempting Dogs West from this means it would not 
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be on the register. I am sorry, that argument does not fly. If the minister does not want to support the amendment, 
he should say so and say why, but that argument does not fly. At the moment, Dogs West members’ dogs are 
registered at their local council. The council register will become part of the central registration. The minister’s 
whole argument was about why we need to do this and why we cannot exempt Dogs West. On that note, may I ask 
the minister to reconsider the amendment because Dogs West members’ dogs are part of the central register—they 
will always be part of the central register. The minister’s answer did not really give an excuse for why he does not 
want to accept this amendment. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: During earlier discussion about the sterilisation measure, I was puzzled about why the minister 
kept referring to the registration of dogs. The registration of dogs is not part of that issue. Dogs will still have to 
be registered whether or not they are sterilised. Dogs will still have to be registered whether or not the person 
requires approval to breed from local government. While the member was talking but before she made her point, 
I looked again at the requirements of the central register. I thought it was a great point; it was so good, I was going 
to make it myself! Looking at the central register, the dog owner and the dog have to be registered. Presumably, 
the bred animal, the pup, would also be registered. There is no break in the registry process. We are asking for 
Dogs West breeders—they already have the dogs and are probably already breeding the dogs in their local 
government areas, if they are breeders—not to have to seek approval to breed from their local government. That 
is pretty well what it is. As we have heard and as I have said before, I believe there is a real problem, especially in 
some of the more closely settled areas, in local governments granting that approval to breed. The minister might 
not agree with me, but having seen how local governments operate over many years, I would say there is a problem. 
It has certainly been reported to me by members of Dogs West that they have encountered that problem in 
preliminary discussions with local governments. What has been proposed is a very sensible measure. As I said 
during consideration of the earlier amendment, we will be supporting the member for Darling Range. 
I have been looking at the implications of some of these matters. Even if this amendment were passed, my amendment 
on the notice paper still has some merit because it covers some other nuances which this one alone, even if accepted, 
would not. I might move that amendment later simply to highlight it to the members in the other place, who are 
apparently the only ones allowed to make changes to legislation. The government never seems willing to accept 
the very cogent arguments of members like the member for Darling Range, but it is quite happy to accept plentiful 
amendments, as we saw with the Planning and Development Amendment Bill, which came back from the other 
place the other day. We were supposed to look at it the same afternoon and just accept that it was a perfect bill, 
but it came back from the other place with a thick document of amendments. No doubt the other place will make 
amendments to this bill. The government does not control the agenda there like it does here. I hope that all the 
amendments that we are proposing tonight come back in a Council message and the minister will support them. 
I think he probably will. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I have outlined the reasons why it is a good idea for me to push on and move one of my amendments 
to clause 22 on page 9 of the notice paper. I move — 

Page 19, after line 25 — To insert — 
(aa) at the time the dog gives birth, the person is registered as a member of the Canine Association 

of Western Australia Incorporated; 
That amendment specifically exempts a person registered as a member of the Canine Association of Western Australia 
from any worries about being subject to any penalty under this provision, because from the reading of the bill, they 
might not be completely exempt. I do not know; I am not a lawyer. I am not gifted at reading these very weighty 
documents and understanding their nuanced effect on one another, but it would seem to me that that would be an 
extra measure. I have moved the amendment. I will not speak widely on it. I believe it complements what the 
member for Darling Range has put forward because it makes it very clear that a member of the canine association 
who is doing the right thing—presumably, in matters of the central registry and the welfare of the animal and in 
ensuring that the offspring go to a good home—should be protected from the penalty of $5 000 that is outlined in 
the bill. It is, no doubt, quite a worry for people to think that they might contravene such a measure and make 
themselves liable to that fine. With that, I suggest that we take the vote or hear other arguments. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: On behalf of the Liberal Party, we support the amendment moved by the Nationals WA and 
the member for Moore, again, for all the reasons outlined. We will not waste the chamber’s time by going through 
them again, other than mentioning the fact that this bill is meant to be about stopping puppy farming, not about 
penalising people who are doing the right thing, which is what this clause would do. If the minister cannot see that, 
the power of this government lies in the upper house and we will wait for it to make the wise decisions. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The power of the Liberal Party certainly does not exist in this place; it exists in the other 
place. I think that that is true of the Liberal Party. We have seen that on many occasions. The government will not be 
supporting the member for Moore’s amendment, but I appreciate the argument that the member put in regard to it. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: I have two more amendments to clause 22 on the notice paper. I seek leave of the chamber to 
move them en bloc and save the discussion because they can be handled together. 
Leave granted. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I move — 

Page 20, after line 9 — To insert — 
(aa) is a farm working dog usually kept on rural land, by a primary producer, or a person employed 

by a primary producer and primarily kept or trained for the purpose of droving, protecting, 
tending, or working stock on a farm; 

Page 22, after line 22 — To insert — 
26N. Definitions 

In this Part — 
primary producer means an individual, partnership, trust or company carrying on a primary 
production business; 
primary production business has the same meaning as in the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997 
of the Commonwealth. 

We have had quite a bit of discussion around these matters already. Much of what I said about the sterilisation of 
dogs also applies to the need to hold an approval to breed dogs. But there is another aspect to this as well; that is, 
we are talking about farm working dogs in rural landscapes over a very wide area and the ability of local 
government, and the costs to local government, to inspect premises to ascertain whether they are a suitable place 
to have a dog breeding facility. I am assuming that rural areas may not have the same issues around the written 
law of the local planning schemes. I am sure that most rural land usage would allow the breeding of dogs, although, 
there may well be some issues in rural residential areas of the more closely settled shires, such as Toodyay and 
Chittering. In the more extensive landmasses that the Nationals represent, I do not believe there is much of a problem 
with the written law of the local government in achieving the approvals. 
I received a text a short while ago from a shire president saying that this will cost a lot of money. Local governments 
are very concerned about the eventual fee structure and whether it will be reflective of the true costs to local 
government, which will vary dramatically. If a local government sends a ranger around Nedlands to empty the 
rubbish bins or check the parks, it is not a big trip for them to check a premises. If a local government in the Shire 
of East Pilbara needs to send its ranger from Newman to Marble Bar, that is quite a trip. If the Shire of East Pilbara 
needs to send its ranger from Newman to a remote Aboriginal community within its shire near the South Australia 
border, that would be a marathon trip and it could not be done without a great deal of expense. I highlighted this 
concern in my second reading contribution. Local governments are concerned about the eventual fee structures 
and whether they will be able to sustainably enact the requirements under this bill. There are two aspects to what 
I am saying. One aspect is the need to reflect that farms are places where animals are raised. Farmers do not need 
approval to raise the odd pig, sheep, cow or horse. They do need approval to breed a horse if they are going to run 
a racehorse, but, otherwise, animals are bred for the farmer’s uses or needs. That has been the way since the 
Mesopotamia farming system was developed in 5000 or 6000 BC. It will be a new thing for farmers to have to register 
their dogs, as will be having to seek approval from an authority to breed a dog on a farm. I think there will be quite 
a bit of scepticism in rural areas about the real need for this to be enacted. 
I do not know what a local government will find when it goes out to a farm. It will find a house, it will find sheds, 
it will find people, it will find dogs, and then it will drive away. Presumably, someone will have to drive out there 
to look at all those things, but it is difficult to imagine under what circumstances local governments might reasonably 
refuse. Local governments will have to go out and ascertain things, in the same way that they do elsewhere. It will 
cost local governments to do that. They are concerned, because they do not know what is in the government’s 
modelling on pricing structures and how much it is expected to cost.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: I would like to hear more from the member for Moore. Then I will not have to speak. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Where were we? I have lost my spot. The member has disturbed me. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, you were saying that the local government authorities are likely to be 
dog-tired when dealing with these registrations. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, until the member for Nedlands made a dog’s breakfast of my contribution. 
Proposed section 26I(3) states in part that a person does not commit an offence if the dog is a greyhound. We again 
see an exemption for greyhounds, but farm dogs are not exempted under the legislation. I note that the minister 
has made some noises around the ability for farm dogs to be prescribed in this proposed section. However, that is 
not the same as putting it in the bill. The same rationale that I outlined for the first amendment that I moved tonight 
stands. This should be in the act. It should be made clear to local governments how much they will be expected to 
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contribute to the approval processes that they will have to go through. It should be recognised that farms are places 
for the raising of livestock, and that dogs have been part of that landscape for a very long time. This is a very 
unnecessary imposition. Farm dogs should be exempt. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: The Liberal Party supports the proposed amendment, for the very practical reasons 
outlined by the member for Moore. It is a sound amendment. The member gave the example of a ranger going to 
a pastoral station. We can just imagine — 
Ms L.L. Baker: Why would they do that? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Can I just finish my contribution, and the member can then ask her question. The bill 
provides that a ranger could go to the premises and check that the dogs have been registered if they are breeding 
dogs. That is why they might go there. The point that has been raised by the member for Moore is that if a farmer 
had bred some dogs and had not got around to registering those dogs, they would make sure that they were not 
there. They could do all sorts of surreptitious things to hide those dogs. From a practical point of view, as the minister 
himself said, farmers might want to wait for two or three years to see whether their dog is worth breeding from. 
There are a lot of practical reasons—apart from the problem of policing this legislation, which is another issue—
why these amendments are sound, and we support them. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The government will not be supporting the amendment. I understand that members have 
some concerns. We covered some aspects of this in the previous debate. We will not be supporting the amendment. 
The second half of the amendment relates to definitions and seeks to further define two elements, from memory. 
I am not dismissing that. It is something that we could look at in the upper house. I think we have covered the flavour 
of the first amendment. The member has some concerns. The member for Maylands interjected and asked why a CEO 
would do that and why that process would occur. It would certainly not even be practical in many respects. We 
will not be supporting the amendment. There may be some merit in exploring the definitions, and I am sure that 
can be done in the upper house. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: To wind up, I did hear the member for Maylands ask by way of interjection why local governments 
would do that. That is because the government requires them to give approval. Local governments, as the responsible 
approving authority, need to satisfy themselves — 
Ms L.L. Baker interjected. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Let me explain, having been a shire president for a fair while. Local governments need to satisfy 
themselves that what they are approving is correct. They need to be satisfied that the approval is warranted. Local 
governments are funny about that. They operate within the law; that is how they get their powers. The minister did 
say words to the effect that it seems to be unnecessary for local governments to go out and do that work. Yes, it is 
unnecessary. That is because the provision is unnecessary. 

Division 
Amendments put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Margaret Quirk) casting her vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (7) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr R.S. Love Mr P.J. Rundle (Teller) 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr A. Krsticevic Mr W.R. Marmion  
 

Noes (27) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr D.J. Kelly Mr S.J. Price Ms J.J. Shaw 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Mr J.N. Carey Ms S.F. McGurk Ms M.M. Quirk Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr S.A. Millman Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms C.M. Rowe Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mrs L.M. O’Malley Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Mr M. Hughes Mr P. Papalia Ms A. Sanderson  

            
Pairs 

Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms S.E. Winton 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr D.T. Punch 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.E. McGrath Mrs R.M.J. Clarke 
Mr K.M. O’Donnell Mr M. McGowan 
Mr D.C. Nalder Mr T.J. Healy 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr M.P. Murray 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr K.J.J. Michel 
Ms L. Mettam Mr W.J. Johnston 
Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.H. Cook 

Amendments thus negatived. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: I want to raise proposed section 26J, “Court may order sterilisation”. This also touches on a matter 
that the member Dawesville raised concerning Aboriginal communities. More generally, if a person is convicted 
of an offence, the court may order the sterilisation of the dogs in that person’s possession. Will the owner of the dogs 
pay the fee for that sterilisation and will there be a prescribed fee for sterilisation so that we do not see veterinarians 
charging different fees for that service? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am advised that if a person is convicted of an offence under proposed section 26J, the 
court may, in addition to any penalty, ensure that any or all dogs owned by that person as specified by the order 
are sterilised within the time ordered by the court. The person would be required under that court order to carry 
out what that order enforces, which, of course, would include the payment for getting that job done. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 23 to 29 put and passed. 

Clause 30: Part VIA inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: This provision is for the repurposing, I guess, of pet shops that sell dogs into shops that supply 
rescue dogs. Can the minister make some brief comments on what will be done to ensure that the dogs that will be 
supplied through those shops, some of which might have been through traumatic experiences, are not only physically 
healthy, but also suitable for the persons they are going to? Giving a Bull Arab that has been beaten to a family 
with toddlers might not be a very good idea. How will public safety be ensured when rehoming dogs that, in some 
cases, have had unfortunate lives? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is a good and important question. The member may be aware that we have a range 
of dog refuges throughout the state. Having spoken to many of the presidents, secretaries, committee members and 
volunteers of dog refuges, I know that they are very careful about whom a dog is rehoused with. Temperament testing 
is a very important part of assessing a dog’s temperament and behaviour and ensuring that it is compatible with 
the new owner. When I spoke to Sylvia Taunt from Swan Animal Haven and to Clair, who I think is the president, 
they both reiterated the importance of ensuring the suitability of dogs rehomed from that facility with their new 
owners. Some of those dogs may have been traumatised or abused or have a predisposed temperament, so they are 
very careful about rehoming dogs. One of the dogs, because of its previous treatment, was not aggressive but it was 
nervous and would cower and whine in pain. They are very careful to ensure that the animal and owner are suitable. 
I pay tribute to those volunteers and organisations. Under this clause, we are seeking to transition pet shops to 
receive, if they choose, animals from appropriate groups such as the Swan Animal Haven. I can assure the member 
that behaviour and temperament testing will take place. That testing is focused on making sure that the animals 
are matched with the most appropriate family or new owner. Quite often there is a very intensive interview process. 
The people from Swan Animal Haven told me that they even visit the prospective owner’s home to ensure that it 
is safe, that the fences are in order and that the animal will be going to a loving home. Important requirements for 
these pet shops in the transition process will include health certificates and keeping records, such as the source of 
the animal. It is a good question because we want to make sure that animals that need to be rehomed go to the right 
people and are looked after. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 31 to 56 put and passed. 

Title put and passed.  
Third Reading 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Minister for Local Government) [7.49 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.49 pm]: I want to thank the advisers 
who gave us a good briefing on the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020. I had not had much 
experience with the Dog Act 12 months ago, but I am now right across it. I found that it is far more involved than 
I thought it would be. Indeed, the amendments brought in by this bill are quite extensive. It is quite interesting to 
me because the amendments include a database, and I understand how the database will work. As I said in my 
contribution to the second reading debate—I have had discussions privately with the member for Maylands about 
this—it will be impossible to get all dogs listed on the database. It is a great objective and it may happen that over 
time—some decades—we get very close to that, but it is a hard task. Indeed, it is quite an important task for someone 
to set up the database on where dogs are bred, but I think that it will be key in the future. I understand a significant 
component of the bill is to stop the mistreatment of dogs, hence “Stop Puppy Farming” appears in the title of the 
bill. It would be nice to have a definition of puppy farming so that people have an idea of what it is. I think the 
RSPCA’s definition of puppy farming probably would be a good start and a useful addition to the bill. 

I must say that I was a bit disappointed that the minister said that because we had not been supporting the bill in 
its entirety, that we support puppy farming. I think that is a bit disingenuous. Government members have been 
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saying that to us throughout the year whenever this bill has been raised. I think the minister would find that none 
of the members who spoke on this bill from the Liberal Party, Nationals WA and the government support puppy 
farming. In fact, every speaker made it quite clear — 
Ms C.M. Rowe: Except the member for Cottesloe. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I was not in the chamber for the whole of his speech, member for Belmont. 
All the speakers who I heard made it quite clear in the first sentence of their contributions to the second reading 
debate that they do not support puppy farming. This legislation will go some way to putting in place a mechanism 
to try to address puppy farming. A lot of issues were raised during the debate and the amendments might improve 
the bill. It will certainly take a lot of pressure off Dogs West, which already has gold-standard systems in place. This 
legislation is an issue Dogs West has raised with us. In fact, it asked us to not support the bill, and two Liberal Party 
members made it quite clear in their speeches that they had made a commitment to Dogs West that they would not 
support the bill. 
I hope that we can eradicate puppy farming and that the intention of this bill, which is in the title, is achieved one day 
but, as we highlighted during the debate, there are some issues that might be quite difficult to address over time. 
We understand that this is an attempt to get the ball rolling. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [7.54 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to 
the third reading debate on the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020 and give a summation of what 
we have heard tonight in consideration in detail. I do not intend to go over in elaborate detail all the matters we 
discussed, but I will outline some of the Nationals WA’s key areas of concern. 
I will preface my remarks by saying that the Nationals strongly support doing away with the most disgusting practice 
of puppy farming and the types of things that were outlined in various members’ speeches during the second 
reading debate. We support those aims, but I note that there is no definition of puppy farming in the bill. It seems 
very strange to have a bill with “Stop Puppy Farming” in its title that does not explain what puppy farming is. It 
will make it very difficult for future lawmakers and regulators to understand what we are getting at here. I suggest 
that a definition of puppy farming be inserted in a definition clause of the bill to address that issue and provide 
guidance to the community and to those tasked with carrying out measures under the legislation. We need to state 
that we are trying to get at the problem of puppy farming with this legislation and not trying to change the world 
or upset every Aboriginal community in Western Australia or cause unnecessary disruption to the lives of people 
in rural areas. Let us define puppy farming in the legislation and then we can set about ensuring we achieve the 
outcome of stopping it. 
A lot of common sense has been spoken about the need for working dogs to be exempt from both sterilisation and 
needing approval to breed, provided that they are genuine working dogs that will end up in the working dog sector 
here or in other states. In no way am I suggesting that there should be a backdoor way to breed a whole heap of 
kelpies, collies, red healers or whatever to put into the pet market. That is not the intention. If a dog were to leave 
the farm, it would be subject to the same restrictions. If a person is selling working dogs into the pet sector, the 
expectations on them should be the same as for any other breeder. It is not about that; this is about working dogs. 
It is quite galling for farmers to see greyhounds mentioned in the legislation and specifically exempted but not 
working dogs. I believe my colleagues in the other place will take on board that issue and prosecute it with a great 
deal of vigour. 
I refer to the matter of local government approvals. A person in Perth who wants to breed their dog quite legitimately 
and registers it through membership with Dogs West, as we have suggested, or not, needs local government 
approval, and there could well be problems with the current local planning schemes. The minister should take on 
board that issue and look at what can be done to address it in a way that would alleviate the problem across the 
state through the powers that the Minister for Planning has in these matters. I strongly suggest that the minister 
looks at this because I am already getting reports from people who say that it will be an issue. 
I outlined the issue with the cost of registering farm working dogs due to the change in definition of dogs that are 
exempt. Owners of working dogs will have to pay registration fees more regularly. The legislation will change the 
fee structure and I would like to see that addressed. Local government is also calling for further information about 
the fee structure that will eventually be set around this. It understands that the government has the modelling and 
it is calling for that modelling to be shared, perhaps after the government has finished establishing the central 
register and is setting up the fee structure, but it really wants a genuine discussion on how it can set appropriate 
fees. We need to bear in mind the different structures of local government that exist around the state and the different 
costs that will be faced. In my view, what local government does not want is one size fits all; that has been made 
clear to me. Those matters need to be looked at as part of the transition to the new system. 
As I said, the Nationals WA put forward some amendments and we supported, and continue to support, the 
amendments put forward by the member for Darling Range. We believe that both Dogs West and working dogs 
should be recognised in this legislation and not in some proposed future regulation. That should be in this bill 
before it leaves the Parliament. That is the approach I believe the Nationals members will take in the other place, 
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and I hope they will pursue that issue. There is now a different Acting Speaker; I was going to pinch one of the 
member for Girrawheen’s puns and say I hope they pursue it doggedly! We have heard a variety of puns throughout 
the evening and it has kept us entertained, and we have enjoyed a particular Acting Speaker’s contributions 
throughout the evening; I thank her for her forbearance, and I thank all the other Acting Speakers who have — 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: She’s been pretty dogged! 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, she has doggedly carried the puns forward! I also thank all the other Acting Speakers tonight. 
The Nationals want to support this legislation and I believe that by the time it leaves the other place, everyone will 
be happy and we will all be on board, supporting a Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020 that is an 
improvement on what it is now. 
MS C.M. ROWE (Belmont) [8.01 pm]: I want to make a few remarks on the third reading of the Dog Amendment 
(Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020. I suppose I want to reiterate a couple of things. Firstly, we introduced this bill 
because there is currently absolutely no regulation of the legal breeding of dogs in Western Australia. As I mentioned 
last night in my contribution to the second reading debate, that leaves the door wide open for abuse. I also said last 
night, and I will say it again tonight, that there are hundreds and hundreds of Dogs West members out there who 
do the right thing and adore their dogs. They have nothing to fear from this legislation. This legislation is around 
providing transparency and ensuring that the abhorrent practice of puppy farming is outlawed, pure and simple. 
This legislation has been a long time coming; it has had a long gestation, if you like. That means an enormous amount 
of extensive consultation has been undertaken, particularly—as I would like to make clear again on the record—
with Dogs West. There has also been consultation with local government and the public. I just want to make that 
clear. I know some members on the other side dispute that, but that is the fact. 
I would also like to put on the record that I am really pleased the member for Moore said just now that the Nationals 
are looking to support this bill. I must say that after listening to the contributions last night of some members on the 
other side, I was astonished at some of the poorly disguised hand-wringing. I felt as if they were looking past some 
of the practices that are going on, and some were in complete denial that they even existed—for example, the member 
for Cottesloe. Some pretended that these practices did not even exist and that there is no problem there. Some 
members even said that self-regulation was appropriate. I do not think self-regulation is appropriate in any industry, 
and that has been proven to be the case in this industry, which is why we have introduced this bill and will hopefully 
see its passage through the upper house with the support of the Nationals, the Liberals and the cross-benchers. 
I must say that I was disappointed last night when some members spoke fondly about their own personal experiences 
of dog ownership. I love my dog; he is a beloved member of the family, but to look at any policy through the 
simplistic lens of personal experience without taking into consideration what other people are doing is quite out of 
touch. If members were to speak broadly to constituents in their own communities, they would recognise that what 
is currently going on with puppy farming is completely out of line with community expectations on the protection of 
animals and animal welfare rights. This is our opportunity to stand up and make sure we are doing the right thing. 
I really hope that all members in this place will choose to vote for this legislation. It has been a long time coming 
and this is our opportunity to do the right thing. With that, I commend the bill to the house. Thank you. 
MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [8.06 pm]: I am pleased to see that a lot of members on the government 
side who did not participate in the consideration in detail of this bill are present for the third reading of the 
Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020, but anyway. I would like to thank the advisers who have been 
here for the session with us today and yesterday for the years of work they have put into this legislation. I also 
recognise the work of the member for Maylands and what she has done. I know she has worked extremely hard to try 
to appease everybody, but unfortunately that will never happen! At the end of the day, one just does not come between 
people and their dogs; one will always lose! I think people will pick their dog over their family on most occasions. 
Unfortunately, this bill has done that—it has actually made people decide between their dogs and this legislation, 
and some of those whose opinions we have voiced are trying to protect their dogs and the ways in which they have 
managed their dogs until this legislation came into this place. The opposition tried to outline loudly and clearly during 
consideration in detail the mistruths that have been put out there by the minister and the Premier—that the Liberals 
like to be cruel to animals and are not animal lovers. That is completely false, and I hope that the minister in his 
reply to the third reading debate will recognise that and withdraw the comments made, almost to the effect that the 
Liberal Party is anti-animals and pro-puppy farming. It is a shame that those are the mistruths the government wants 
to get out there for the purposes of political pointscoring and headlines. I can tell members that the responses we 
have received from the public demonstrate that they see through the facade of the legislation and realise that the 
“Stop Puppy Farming” part of the title has absolutely nothing to do with the legislation. 
We asked during consideration in detail why there was no definition of “puppy farming”. The government could 
simply have included that definition in the legislation, which would have made the title a little more relevant. It is 
a shame the minister did not agree to that. It is also a shame that the minister did not agree to the amendments we put 
up. We know from experience that the upper house will see reason and understand the intent behind our amendments, 
and it will make those changes. We will be waiting to discuss those amendments, just as everyone in the house 
tonight is waiting to discuss the, I think, 47 amendments to the High Risk Offenders Bill 2019, which is coming 
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back here from the other place. Those amendments could not be made here, so they were made in the other place. 
I hope that we can get the amendments to this bill through the upper house, and that we can accept them down 
here when they come back. It is a shame that the minister could not see fit to do that. At the end of the day, we are 
all here to make sure that the welfare of animals is put first. During the second reading debate, the minister tabled 
a document titled “Health and Welfare of Dogs in Western Australia” and highlighted that this set of guidelines 
and standards protects the welfare of our animals, along with the Animal Welfare Act. That is how we can actually 
stop puppy farming and make a real impact. Our issue is that the government says that this bill alone will stop puppy 
farming. Unfortunately, it is not going to stop it. To the credit of the member for Maylands, it will play a role, but it 
is a small role compared with what needs to be done. My biggest concern is the impact it will have on Dogs West 
members and the extra cost it will impose on existing dog breeders and show dog owners. Those dog owners and 
breeders will have the burden of another cost and another layer of red tape. But on top of that, an extra burden will 
once again fall on local governments. As I discussed previously, in the time of the COVID-19 pandemic, when 
everyone is trying to do their best, we are adding another job, another layer of red tape and another financial impost 
onto local governments. I do not see why we could not have just made these simple amendments. If we had, the 
government would have had our support. 

Let us stop the fearmongering and the comments that opposition members are against this bill because we are 
anti-animal lovers. We are trying to improve this bill. We are trying to include the people who love and respect their 
animals and dogs, and the input they have put into this. The members of Dogs West put a lot of work and time into 
this legislation. They are not paid; they are volunteers. They have put a lot of time and effort into trying to make 
this legislation the best it could possibly be, and they feel that they have been ignored. As the member for Riverton 
said during the consideration in detail stage, if the government wants legislation such as this to work, it needs to 
have the community on its side. When it is dealing with people and their dogs, it needs those people on side. I ask 
the minister to please encourage his upper house representative to accept the amendments that I know will be put 
forward in the upper house, and I will welcome those changes when they come back. It is a sad day when we 
cannot make them here. 

I want to put on the record that the Liberal Party is a party of animal lovers. In my contribution, I did not tell my 
animal stories like others did. I grew up in a house in which my dad was a dog breeder and trainer and ran dog 
kennels full time. We all love our animals. Please, do not misrepresent our position out in the public, because all 
it does is show that the government is taking cheap political shots and not dealing with the real issues. 

MR S.J. PRICE (Forrestfield) [8.12 pm]: I want to make a brief contribution to the third reading debate on the 
Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020. I start by thanking the minister and his advisers on this wonderful 
legislation they have brought to the house. I thank the member for Maylands, who has done an outstanding job in 
assisting in the development of this bill, and all the participants who had input into the development of this bill. It 
reflects everyone’s input. I thank everyone in this chamber for their contributions to the debate on this legislation. It 
has been very interesting to hear people’s understanding and opinions about the possible impacts of this legislation. 

I want to go back to the debate and some of the comments that the member for Moore made about greyhounds. 
Only one clause in this bill applies to greyhounds, and that will remove the requirement for them to be muzzled in 
public under the Dog Act 1976. The rest of this bill does not apply to greyhounds. Apart from section 33 of the 
Dog Act, that legislation does not apply to greyhounds either. Greyhounds are regulated under the Animal Welfare Act 
as animals for entertainment. There is a prescription there that a code of practice needs to be developed for 
greyhounds, which is managed through Racing and Wagering Western Australia, so greyhounds have no protections 
whatsoever. The member said that because greyhounds are exempted under this bill, working dogs should also be 
exempted, which actually diminished his argument. His position is quite a reasonable one. As has been stated, 
there will be an exemption in the regulations. If the member wants more than that, that is fine, but he should not 
use the de-muzzling of greyhounds as justification for what he wants for working dogs. 

Mr R.S. Love: Greyhounds were also specifically mentioned in the provisions about sterilisation and approval to 
breed. That is why I was referring to them, not just about muzzling. 

Mr S.J. PRICE: Someone can only get a greyhound that has been rehomed through the racing industry. Within 
the racing industry, there is now a whole-of-life tracking system. It is not the greatest system in the world—it could 
be improved—but there is a system there. When someone adopts a greyhound, they take ownership of that dog, and 
the dog is recorded in that system as belonging to the new owner. But not only that; the dog is also microchipped, 
registered with RWWA and compulsorily desexed. It has to be desexed before it can be rehomed; there is no choice 
about that. So, greyhounds are perfectly covered in what has been proposed in this legislation. I go back to my 
original point: apart from that, greyhounds are not covered by anything. It is quite disappointing that we have a breed 
of dog that is isolated in that regard. Do not try to cast aspersions on greyhounds and their behaviour. Greyhounds 
love to run but they are taught to chase. It is what we do to them. They are the oldest known living breed on record; 
they used to hang around with Pharaohs. They are beautiful dogs, but the act of teaching them to chase is what 
changes their behaviour. I would like to say thank you to everyone for participating in this debate and I certainly 
commend this bill to the house. 
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MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [8.16 pm]: Very briefly, I would like to reiterate the position of the member for Moore 
and congratulate him for pointing out how important working dogs are to our farming families. As I said in my 
second reading contribution to the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020, none of us like the thought 
of puppy farming, and the Nationals WA are well and truly in that boat. With some sensible amendments in the 
other place, I am sure that this legislation will pass. A couple of other elements may need to be looked at. In some 
ways, this reminds me a bit of the debate we had on the heritage legislation, when the Minister for Local Government 
was acting in his capacity as Minister for Heritage. We were trying to put the heritage-listed Esperance tanker jetty 
in the legislation, and he would not allow it to be put in the Heritage Act. Sometimes I find working with the 
minister a mystery. The member for Moore proposed a very straightforward amendment and did a great job 
explaining it and why it should be put into the legislation. I cannot see a problem with that. I certainly look forward 
to the debate in the other place. As I pointed out earlier, I am very worried about the load that is going to be put on 
our local governments, but certainly I look forward to the minister liaising a little more with our local governments 
and helping them out when they are being loaded up with the administration of this bill. 

I want to make something clear. I have seen things put out about animal welfare and animal cruelty and words being 
put into the mouths of other people, and that has been a little bit disappointing. I heard the Premier do that today. 

I look forward to the minister putting this in the legislation rather than in regulation. I look forward to the minister 
working positively with everyone in the other place, and I am sure that we will come out with a good result. 

I used to have a border collie, a working dog, called Rex. Unfortunately, he passed away one week after the election. 
That was quite upsetting for me, but I understand the value of a great working dog on a family farm. I look forward 
to some sensible work being done in the other place. Thank you. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Dawesville. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [8.19 pm]: I am going to take that sigh as one of anticipation, member for 
Girrawheen, not disappointment. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: There’ll be a few interjections, member. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am looking forward to it. I am curious whether the member for Darling Range has been 
keeping count of the puns that the member has been providing to this house. 

Mrs A.K. Hayden: There have been eight so far. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Eight so far! I am looking forward to more. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I think you missed the ex-Rex one. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Okay. I too stand to speak on the third reading of the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) 
Bill 2020. I thank all members for their contributions thus far, and in particular the members of the Liberal Party 
and the Nationals WA for reflecting on their personal experiences and representing the concerns of their communities 
and districts. I have made a number of points in my contribution about what I believe to be the positive parts of 
this legislation. Those are the important elements within the bill that should proceed in a form. But as the member 
for Moore and a number of other speakers have noted, the Legislative Council’s amendments that will hopefully 
make this bill more agreeable to members of the Liberal and National Parties will be welcomed. The Liberal Party 
has moved a number of amendments in this place through the members for Darling Range and Moore, in an effort 
to improve and strengthen the position of those groups and, in the case of the member for Darling Range, her 
constituents who have been advocating quite strongly for these amendments. 

I echo the concerns of the member for Roe when he suggested that rhetoric employed more recently towards the 
Liberal Party and the Nationals WA is wholly disappointing. For the Premier to suggest that somehow the Liberal Party 
supports animal cruelty and cruelty towards dogs is on par with his comment that somehow we are akin to terrorists. 

Mr P.J. Rundle: Poor form. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It is absolutely poor form, member for Roe—and beyond that, it is a poor representation of 
the debate in this place. It is very disappointing. I have been similarly concerned about the contributions and 
interjections of the member for Belmont who somehow mocked us for offering our personal contributions to this 
place. It is wholly disappointing to be criticised for that. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: That is the story of the member for Dawesville’s life. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Unfortunately, I did grow up in the member for Midland’s district, so I would be disappointed. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: I was disappointed with the speech. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: As was I. The reality is that the Liberal Party seeks to improve this legislation because we 
love animals. We love dogs and we recognise the important role that they have in our community and how they 
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help us. I do not want to continue with this binary argument, which is perhaps a reflection of cheap politics that is 
unfairly characterised as: “You are either with us or you want to kill dogs cruelly.” That is a binary argument that 
is not the case; it does not fly and it is disappointing. 

Beyond that criticism of the government’s rhetoric that has developed, I have raised a number of times in this place 
how this legislation will apply to the animals, companion dogs, that have an absolutely important role to play in 
remote Aboriginal communities. I will continue to advocate for them to members of the Liberal Party and the 
crossbenchers in the other place, and I will personally ensure that a special mechanism or some exemptions are put 
in place when it comes to dogs in remote Aboriginal communities. Better consideration should be given to those 
communities and the role that animals, mainly dogs, play in that space. That is important and a missed opportunity 
for this government. I understand and appreciate the minister’s consideration of those issues that I have raised 
previously, but he should note that they will be raised in the other place and I will do everything I can to help 
members in the other place understand my concerns and see whether some measures cannot be put in place, similar 
to how sterilisation exemptions were granted for working dogs, for remote Aboriginal communities that have an 
important working relationship with their dogs. 

I will continue to stand with the Liberal Party’s position and I look forward to possible amendments in the upper 
house. Undoubtedly, I expect that after the winter recess we will be voting on some of those amendments in this 
place. I look forward to supporting those amendments as we stand in support of all animals that we love and 
hold dear. 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands — Deputy Speaker) [8.24 pm]: I will not take up too much of the house’s time 
this evening. I would like to thank a few people who helped to get us to where we are at the moment. I started this 
morning with a not such a good outcome. I was meant to be here to table a petition but the traffic was a bit rough 
so I missed that opportunity. 

When debate on the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020 started this week, I put a petition online 
and within 30 hours I had 2 572 signatures supporting this bill. I suspect the number will double over the next 
couple of days, so members should not be too panicked about people not knowing what puppy farming is. The fact 
that members continue to say that they support the notion that we should not have puppy farming in this state—the 
illegal intensive farming of puppies in conditions that do nothing for their health and mental wellbeing—is a good 
thing. I hope that it would also follow that members will not oppose the bill and they will stick with it, and when 
it gets to the upper house, and the amendments put on the table here are carried through in that place, it would be 
nice to see them considered in a fair way. 

I have been in this place for a while now. When I look across the house, I see a number of faces that were not here 
when the opposition was in government and held a committee inquiry that tried to dismantle and defund the RSPCA. 
I really struggle with members sitting on the other side of the house now telling me that they support animals, 
because let me tell members, they have form. Members opposite have a lot to make up for, member for Dawesville—
they really do. At the beginning of the previous coalition government, Western Australia had a cogent group of 
people working within the Department of Local Government and Communities who were charged with enforcing 
and carrying through prosecutions under the Animal Welfare Act. The first thing that government did was to 
dismantle all of that. Quite frankly, we have gone backwards and we are considered to have not done very well in 
animal welfare, and that started with those guys opposite. I have a bit of hesitation in accepting that members opposite 
are wringing their hands over puppies at the moment. Puppies are sentient beings, as are all animals. When 
members opposite say that they will really hang in there for puppies and look after them, they should be carrying 
that through on the other agendas that we need to give attention. 

However, this is not the time for berating the opposition on its performance around animal welfare. Now is the 
time to thank people who have got me this far down the line. It has been really lovely that so many people have 
thanked me. Back in 2013, when I first started to talk to the now Premier about the issues around puppy farming, 
not many people knew what I was talking about. It has taken a very long time for people to become aware of this 
issue. The first thing I recognised was that although people in the animal welfare sector knew about this subject, 
I was not sure how many other people knew about it. Putting together the very first group of experts in this area 
who were independent of government, me or anyone else, was vital, and I want to thank them. I thanked them in 
my contribution to the second reading debate but I did not name them. I want to name the people who were part 
of the first research ever conducted into puppy farming in Western Australia back in September 2015. Their report is 
titled “Puppy Farming in Western Australia: Why This Trade Needs to End and Recommendations to Achieve This”. 
I want to thank Dr Jennifer Hood; Ann Rushby, CEO of Dogs West; Amanda Swift, chief inspector of the RSPCA; 
Dr Deb Brown; Jen Skiff; and Judy Flanagan, who was at that time CEO of the Dogs’ Refuge Home. I also 
thank the local representative at the time from Oscar’s Law; and Kendra Frew, who has a Bachelor of Laws with 
first-class honours, who specialises in animal welfare. 

That group of people met voluntarily on a monthly basis for two years to complete this report. These people are 
passionate, committed and dedicated. It is safe to say that we would not be standing here without their incredible 
expertise, passion and ongoing commitment to what seemed at the start like a bit of a hopeless cause. After we 
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published the report, we took it to then Premier, Colin Barnett. He was very full of praise for the document, but 
did absolutely stuff all about the welfare concerns in it. He said, “Thank you very much; it’s a lovely report.” He 
is a nice man, I like him a lot, but he did absolutely nothing. 

I pursued this issue with the now Premier, who has a young family and puppies. I sat down and talked to him 
and the committee came in and talked to him. He said, “I get it, Lisa. Let’s do the work on this.” We put the 
Labor Party’s policy together prior to the last election. Our policy statement is very clear; I have it here. One dot 
point stated — 

• Appoint an advisory panel of industry experts to provide advice on — 

Listen carefully — 

a staged implementation of the policy … 

It was not a rewrite, a correction, a re-creation or a reinvention of the policy; it was how we were going to do what 
the policy said we would do. 

I am very proud that we have a Premier who actually stands behind the things he said during the election campaign. 
When we called together the implementation group, its task was to find ways of implementing the policy—not to 
change it, not to leave working dogs out or Dogs West members out or anything else, but to find a way to 
implement the policy as it stood. 

I want to thank that group of people. It is really important, I am sure to all of them, that they be recognised for their 
contribution to get us along the way. I thank Allison Lyons from the Australian Veterinary Association; Ann Rushby 
and Pam Campbell from Dogs West, and Des Keogh later in the piece; and Karen Rhodes, who at the time was 
from the Dogs’ Refuge Home. From Oscar’s Law, I thank Deb Tranter. I might pause there. Deb Tranter flew over 
from Melbourne, at her own expense, for nearly every meeting of that implementation group. She brought herself 
across the Nullarbor to sit with us and listen to our deliberations; she did not actually interfere in them. I think there 
was a fair deal of scepticism from some people in the room that Oscar’s Law comprised a radical bunch of activists 
who were going to try to subvert the course of this policy. They did no such thing. They have been incredibly 
supportive and incredibly professional. Thank you very much to Deb Tranter and Oscar’s Law. 

I thank Amanda Swift and Stephanie Hing from the RSPCA. I thank Teri O’Toole from Saving Animals from 
Euthanasia. I have to recognise the very many different government reps who were on and off the board over that 
period. I mention Courtney Allen, who I think is the reincarnation of everything good about policy and the law. 
She is a fantastic operator. In the early stages, she helped guide this through the Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries. She has recently moved on to a new job, and we all wish her well; and Sheryl Siekierka 
as well. I thank our two current advisers very much. The first time Tarnya and I took off to look at what was going 
on in Melbourne, I still do not know whether she was completely convinced that this was the right way to go, but 
she did a brilliant job. She helped shape this along the way. 

I also have to thank our local government reps. At the time this policy started to be accepted, Ricky Burges, then 
the CEO of the Western Australian Local Government Association, was 110 per cent supportive and said the minute 
we were in a position to provide her with the policy details, she would start to get WALGA to do some modelling for 
us. Unfortunately, it took longer than expected to get here and she moved on, and circumstances have changed within 
WALGA, clearly. Let me tell members, WALGA was 110 per cent supportive. It was going to put resourcing in to 
help develop the policy with us. 

I thank Grant Bradbrook from Local Government Professionals Australia WA; James McGovern from the 
Western Australian Local Government Association; the wonderful Ros Edwards from the WA Rangers Association; 
Gordon Curtis from the Australian Federation for Livestock Working Dogs; and Mark Fraser, the CEO of the 
Pet Industry Association of Australia, which has no members in WA but he too brought himself across the 
Nullarbor to listen to what was happening because his membership base had a vested interest in it. Thank you 
for being open, Mark, and for coming up with some models that we could use to help pet shops survive into the 
future without selling puppies. I thank Lanie Chopping from Consumer Protection and Nyaree Jacobsen from the 
Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. The problem with reading lists out is that people 
can be missed—sorry about that. I thank Sue Hedley from SAFE. The list goes on and on. I will not read any more 
names out. Those are just some of the people who have spent a lot of their lives getting us to this point and making 
a difference. They were open to shaping the policy and getting it to this moment. 

I want to make a couple of final comments about greyhound reforms. When the Labor Party was elected to 
government in 2017, Paul Papalia, the Minister for Racing and Gaming, asked if I would go out to the greyhound 
rescue groups and the like and try to bring them to the table to talk with industry about ways of reforming it so 
that greyhounds were not treated so horribly on their journey through life. Bless them, they came. We had some 
early wins. I have been in Parliament now for 12 years. I started asking questions about muzzling provisions about 
10 years ago. I tabled petitions, along with members from the upper house who have a similar passion as I have 
for this area. I am thinking of Hon Alison Xamon and others in the upper house. We tabled petitions and fought 
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very long and hard to get this provision. When the Liberal Party was in government and I asked questions to find 
out about the muzzling provisions, I got some really dodgy answers, basically just telling me to go away. I am 
very proud indeed that when we called those meetings, the groups that came to the table were Free the Hounds, 
Greyhound Adoptions WA and Greyhound Angels of WA. They represented, if you like, many rescue groups that 
deal exclusively with greyhounds in WA. 

At the very start, Racing and Wagering Western Australia was a bit lukewarm, to say the least, about the muzzling 
issue. It was looking at other deliverables it thought it could do more easily. When the Labor Party came to 
government, it was quickly very clear that other members of this house were also prepared to speak on behalf of 
greyhounds. I thank the member for Forrestfield for first showing his hand; the member for Thornlie for bringing 
his greyhound, Toby, into Parliament House on the odd occasion, before he passed away; and to the other members 
who have supported these issues both tonight and in the past, including the member for Belmont. Thank you all 
on behalf of those dogs. They do not deserve to walk around the streets fearing for their lives in many cases. When 
dogs are attacked while wearing a muzzle, it is really hard for them to defend themselves. I am very proud that we 
have been able to see this reform built into this legislation. We made a judgement call to put the two reforms 
together because we wanted to try to get them through this year; we did not want to wait. We wanted to ensure that 
the things we said we would do were able to be delivered. When this bill goes to the upper house, please, please, 
please do not ignore the greyhound muzzling provisions. They are a vital part of animal welfare reform. They 
simply must go through. 

The final thankyou is, of course, to the Minister for Local Government, who is sitting behind me. He never really 
looked too askance at me. He did at the very beginning when I first fronted up after we won the election. I think 
I came to see him about two weeks later and said, “Right then—I guess you’re going to be the bloke who will be 
implementing the stop puppy farming bill!” He said, “What!”  As he was disappearing out of the office at a rapid 
rate of knots with his tail between his legs, I gave chase—I was not wearing a muzzle—I ran him down and at that 
point he admitted that he would certainly be very proud to see this legislation develop to where it is tonight. 
Therefore, I send it off with a great deal of love and commitment and wish it well. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Minister for Local Government) [8.40 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members for their contributions. I particularly thank the advisers who assisted me during consideration in detail 
for their work—Darrelle Merritt, Dee Da Silva and Tarnya Widdicombe. The member for Maylands outlined the 
long history of this bill in terms of its conception and gestation, and now we are in the second trimester, waiting 
for it to go to the other place. I thank members who contributed to the debate. It was interesting because I thought 
the debate was quite civil. I was surprised because I thought it might get a bit out of hand. 

This is important legislation for Western Australia. The legislation was conceived, as the member for Maylands 
highlighted, from some important research and work done some years ago. It was worked through. The now Premier 
ensured that it was an election commitment, through the support of the member for Maylands, and tonight we see 
the bill passing the Legislative Assembly. As the McGowan Labor government, we are very proud of this legislation 
that we have put through this chamber, and we urge those in the other place to support the legislation. It is absolutely 
framed to ensure that we protect our dogs and pups and that we have a rigid and strong framework that underpins 
that protection, and that this bill is, of course, absolutely focused on stopping puppy farming in Western Australia. 
With that, I hope that when all members are asked to support this bill, they will vote yes. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION — 
“REVIEW OF RECOMMENDATIONS MADE TO THE 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ARISING FROM SIX REPORTS” 

Correction — Statement by Acting Speaker 

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman) [8.42 pm]: I have received a letter dated 25 June 2020 from the 
acting commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission requesting that an erratum be added to the commission’s 
report titled “Review of Recommendations Made to the Department of Justice Arising from Six Reports”, which 
was tabled today. The erratum corrects an error in a position title mentioned on page 10 of the report. Under the 
provisions of the standing order 156, I authorise the necessary corrections to be attached as an erratum to the 
tabled paper. 

[See paper 3485.] 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON DELEGATED LEGISLATION 

Council Membership 

Message from the Council received and read notifying that Hon Matthew Swinbourn had been appointed to the 
Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation following the resignation of Hon Kyle McGinn. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013485a5833a63168ea61bd48258593000b224a/$file/3485.pdf
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ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT (IMPAIRED DRIVING AND PENALTIES) BILL 2019 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 

Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows — 

No 1 

Clause 2, page 2, after line 10 — To insert — 

(2) However — 

(a) if no day is fixed under subsection (1)(b) before the end of the period of 10 years 
beginning on the day on which this Act receives the Royal Assent, this Act is repealed 
on the day after that period ends; or 

(b) if paragraph (a) does not apply, and a provision of this Act does not come into operation 
before the end of the period of 10 years beginning on the day on which this Act receives 
the Royal Assent, the provision is repealed on the day after that period ends. 

No 2 

New Clause 38A, page 61, after line 16 — To insert — 

38A. Part 5B inserted 
At the end of Part VA insert: 

Part 5B — Radar detectors 

81G.  Offence to drive motor vehicle with radar detector fitted to, within or on 
vehicle 

 (1)  In this section — 

radar detector means a device or other equipment that is capable of detecting the 
operation of — 

(a) an average speed detection system as defined in the Road Traffic 
(Administration) Act 2008 section 117B(1); or 

(b) speed measuring and recording equipment as defined in the Road Traffic 
(Administration) Act 2008 section 117(1); or 

(c) speed measuring equipment as defined in the Road Traffic 
(Administration) Act 2008 section 117(1). 

(2)  A person must not drive a motor vehicle on a road if the vehicle — 

(a) is fitted with a radar detector; or 

(b) has a radar detector within or on the vehicle. 

Penalty for this subsection: 

(a) for a first offence, a fine of 64 PU; 

(b) for a second or subsequent offence, a fine of 96 PU. 

No 3 

Clause 41, page 63, lines 5 to 27 — To delete the clause. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I move — 

That amendment 1 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Amendment 1 amends the proclamation clause and it is something that seems to have 
crept in this year in the upper house. It puts in a provision that if any particular provisions of a bill do not come 
into force within 10 years after the bill receives royal assent, the provisions are automatically repealed. That gives 
rise to one question. I was going to say “assuming we pass these amendments tonight”, but forget about that; we 
will pass these amendments tonight and very soon because nobody is disputing the amendments. When is it likely 
that the operating provisions of this bill will come into force? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The government does not oppose this amendment. We think it is somewhat redundant and 
it will have no effect, and on that basis we are happy enough to let the amendment pass. The fact is it will not have 
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any impact on the substantive provisions of the bill. It is intended that we will proclaim all parts of the bill as soon 
as is possible and practicable. I expect that the first parts will start operation within a couple of months and that 
this will be made a priority by the Commissioner of Police and the WA Police Force. They have been asking for 
provisions in this bill for some years and, on that basis, the commissioner and other senior officers have assured 
me that they are really keen for us to progress it at the earliest possible opportunity. In coming months, I expect to 
make announcements as we rollout the provisions of the bill, but I anticipate that we will move to proclaim every 
clause within the next few months. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS — by leave: I move — 

That amendments 2 and 3 made by the Council be agreed to. 

I will briefly speak to these amendments. Members may recall that clause 41 was put into the bill by the government 
in this house. Principally, the advice from the State Solicitor was that if we wanted to ban radar detectors—with 
an abundance of caution—that clause needed to be amended to allow for it. I have been through this before in this 
house and elsewhere. Unfortunately, we had a roadblock in the upper house whereby the Shooters, Fishers and 
Farmers Party representative determined to move that that would be struck out. Indeed, the Liberal Party voted against 
that clause here because it thought it would be very broad and that the Minister for Road Safety, whoever that 
might be in the future, might move to ban things other than radar detectors. I understand that at least one member 
in the upper house put out a press release claiming that somehow I was going to surreptitiously change a range of 
other things, and then listed those things. The fact is for many of the things listed it would be ultra vires to use 
clause 41 to deal with them—for example, towbars, bull bars, wheel rims, subwoofers and side awnings. Clause 41 
could not have been used to make any regulations with respect to those. The other things listed, such as GPS, cameras, 
fog lights, reversing cameras and televisions, potentially might have come under clause 41, but the minister would 
not change them because there are already powers in the Road Traffic Act to regulate all those things and nearly 
all those things are already regulated; for example, for cameras, people cannot have a video screen fitted in their 
car that is visible to the driver. There are also strange design rules and a range of other things, so that was really 
quite a nonsense. There was no secret plan or clever tricks to cover over things.  

The final point, which I have made in this house previously and have made in this debate, is that the regulation-making 
power is just that. It certainly was not a Henry VIII clause, as claimed by some people, incorrectly. It certainly 
was not some unfettered power by executive government. It was a regulation-making power. There are dozens of 
examples of that in the Road Traffic Act. A lot of regulations have been put in place. They are put before both houses 
of Parliament. They can be disallowed. It is not an unfettered power by executive government. Therefore, I rejected 
that. However, because of the danger that we would lose the ability to ban radar detectors in this state, 20 years 
after the last state in Australia did that, I said let us move an amendment to the substantive bill—not the sensible 
way that the State Solicitor’s Office wanted to do it—and make people choose whether they want to vote to ban radar 
detectors. I might say that the import of this is that I expect the banning of radar detectors will now happen much 
earlier than would have been the case had the Minister for Road Safety been given a regulation-making power, 
because by the time the regulations were drafted and we went through all that palaver, we probably would have 
been six months down the track. I expect that by putting it in the substantive bill, that will possibly be in place in as 
little as two months. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I thank the minister for the explanation. When we debated this bill in this chamber in 
November last year, we pointed out to the government that the Liberal Party has great concerns about the breadth 
of clause 41. We had quite an expansive discussion about that, and the various viewpoints—the minister’s viewpoint, 
and the viewpoint put by me on behalf of the Liberal Party—are on the record if anyone wants to go back to that. 
Therefore, we do not need to traverse that ground tonight, suffice to say that when the bill went to the upper house 
in November last year, it sat there until it came on for debate yesterday for the first time. An amendment was 
foreshadowed by one person in the other place, Hon Rick Mazza from the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party. 
That amendment was similar to the point that the Liberal Party had made in this chamber; namely, that clause 41, 
although perhaps well intentioned, is extraordinarily broad. We already have a very different regulation-making 
power in the Road Traffic Act. The regulation-making power that is proposed in this bill, rather than being couched 
in a few sentences, has many specific subparts. Therefore, to add this catch-all provision was seen by, I assume 
a majority of members in the upper house, as not being the correct way to go. I say that because I assume that if it 
had not been the majority of members in the upper house and only the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party and 
the Liberal Party, the government would have simply put the vote and clause 41 would have passed—and good on 
it for that. 

I made this point back in November, and I think the minister has taken that on board. Irrespective of some of the stuff 
that has been said in the past 24 hours, the fact is that the bill that the minister brought into this house in November 
was ostensibly about impaired driving, drunk drivers and drug drivers. It dealt with some serious issues, particularly 
drug drivers, and nobody objected to any of those clauses. It also had a regulation-making power, which the minister 
outlined to the house was there because she had been given some State Solicitor’s Office advice that perhaps was 
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extraordinarily cautious or extraordinarily conservative in that it was not 100 per cent satisfied that the minister 
was able, under the existing regulation-making power in the act, to do what she wanted to do and ban radar detectors. 
That was the minister’s justification. I said to the minister at the time that if that is the minister’s justification, she 
should just say that the government wants to ban radar detectors, rather than have a debate about whether this is 
a Henry VIII clause, and the minister will put one opinion, I will put a second opinion, and a third person will 
probably put a third opinion. That is what we have landed on, and I think that is a good thing. 

Yesterday, the minister indicated that she did not think radar detectors had any road safety benefits. I have said 
previously that I am completely agnostic on whether radar detectors are a good thing, a bad thing or a nothing thing. 
I have no evidence to disprove that statement. Therefore, I am happy to take on board that I have not seen any 
positive road safety benefits from the use of radar detectors. I have consistently asked the minister to table advice 
from the Road Safety Commission or any other body that conclusively indicates, or at least contends, that the use 
of radar detectors has negative road safety outcomes. I have not seen any advice. I would say that anyone who 
relies on a radar detector while driving is silly at best, and foolish and dangerous at worst. I would probably concur 
with the minister that there are no road safety benefits; there are road safety disadvantages. 

The minister has clearly indicated that this is what she wants to do. She has come back from her original very 
broad regulation-making power, and I thank her for that. Given that this is the intention of the government, and it 
clearly has majority support, the opposition will not stand in the way of this provision, and we are happy for it to 
be in the bill. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Very briefly, from the Nationals’ perspective, as the member for Hillarys pointed out, the 
bill to me is obviously about drink-driving and drug-driving. I think everyone in the chamber certainly agrees 
with that scenario, and that especially drug-driving has become more prevalent in the last few years. The 
problem that has occurred is that the existing legislation is too open-ended in relation to what I would call 
technology changes, and it is too hard to interpret what type of technology might come in, and it has been left 
to regulation to interpret those things that have happened over the years. Therefore, I was pretty pleased to see 
these amendments to define and include radar detectors. I take on board the minister’s comment that this state is 
20 years behind the other states on this issue. That is disappointing. The Nationals certainly do not condone the 
use of radar detectors, and all the Nationals have voted in that way. The RAC has identified that the electorates of 
the members for Moore and Geraldton, and my electorate, are susceptible to the majority of road deaths by 
percentage. I do not think it is appropriate in this day and age to have radar detectors. I want to point that out and 
support the amendment. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I had not intended to address the amendment, but while the member for Hillarys was speaking, 
I was reminded that I have been contacted by constituents on this issue more than I have been on the recently 
passed puppy farming legislation. The potential banning of radar detectors is of significant concern to people in 
my electorate. I made a commitment to Mr Jorgenson on 30 December 2018, when this was first mooted, that I would 
read out in this place his concerns, and I will do that very quickly. I am quoting from an email — 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Madam Acting Speaker, is this appropriate at this time? Is it within what we supposed to 
do when dealing with an amendment from the upper house?  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member, it is a question of relevance. I will get some advice 
from the Clerks. The discussion has to be relevant to the amendment, so if it is particularly relevant to radar detectors, 
it is probably relevant to the amendment. Can the member assure me that it is relevant to the amendment? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: For you, Acting Speaker, of course. In fact, the subject of the email is titled “proposed ban 
on radar detectors”. I will continue, if I may. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have checked with the Clerk and as long as it is within the scope — 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Absolutely. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The email states — 

Dear Premier, Ministers and Honorable Members, 

I saw an article in the press suggesting that there is a possibility that Radar Detectors will be banned in 
Western Australia. 

I am writing to suggest that this proposal be taken off the agenda. 

… 

I have a Radar Detector and view it as a safety device. 

… 
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My Radar Detector has a GPS built in and will tell me to slow down, reduce my speed, if it detects that 
I am going too fast. 

… 

If I miss that 80kph speed limit sign my Radar Detector will tell me: reduce your speed. 

He raises his concerns and also says that the radar detector enhances his safe driving and he believes that it helps 
him minimise risk when he is alerted to those issues, particularly as Mr Jorgensen goes through intersections and 
the like. Mr Jorgensen says that if there were a legitimate reason to ban them, they should have been banned the 
first time one was used. 

I note the points made by the Liberal Party and Nationals WA, which are supporting the amendments that have 
been moved. I note also that the points raised by the members for Hillarys and Roe that the original conception 
of this provision had a very broad technological implication, and that this device possibly would have fallen 
into that category. Some people in my district consider it important to have these devices in their vehicle to alert 
them to safety and road conditions and believe that they should remain. In this case, we are supportive of the 
amendment that has been moved, but it was relevant to raise in the upper house whether this provision was 
a catch-all that incorporated other technological concerns. That is what our resistance was initially founded on. 
I want it to be very clear that I was representing Mr Jorgensen’s concerns in this place and am happy for this 
amendment to be passed. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: They say that all’s well that ends well, and we are getting a great result here. We will have 
drug offences established, we will be able to take vehicles off people who are found to have been drug-driving and 
we will, at long last, be able to ban radar detectors. It was a little misleading of the member for Dawesville to try 
to link the National Party’s and the Liberal Party’s attitude to this. The National Party has been nothing but supportive. 
Its members have attended the relevant briefings, they have made a really positive contribution and indicated right 
from the start that they were supportive of banning radar detectors because they understand the sense of it. Let us 
be clear here: radar detectors were banned in Victoria in 1997, where the member for Hillarys was probably living 
at the time. I think a member of the other house referred to Victoria as the socialist republic of Victoria and 
therefore it is no surprise that radar detectors were banned there 23 years ago. But it was banned by 2000 in every 
other state and territory, including the Northern Territory, which is seen to be recalcitrant on road safety matters. 
Western Australia is 20 years behind the times. 

Some people had legitimate concerns about the potential breadth of clause 41, but there really was no breadth 
because under sections 111 of the Road Traffic Act and 132(2) of the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act are very broad 
powers for the making of regulations by the Minister for Road Safety, so it just was not correct. It was suggested 
that I should not worry about the opinion of the State Solicitor and the advice that the State Solicitor’s Office had 
given because I was told that if I asked half a dozen solicitors for an opinion, I would get half a dozen different 
opinions. But if we are to make a law, I do not want it to be open to challenge or for someone to get off a charge 
because there was a technical defect in what we had done; I want to get it right.  

I was more than happy from the start to put radar detectors in the Road Traffic Amendment (Impaired Driving and 
Penalties) Bill 2019 but the advice from the State Solicitor’s Office was that this is how it should be done because 
we regulate GPS systems, tow bars, bull bars, spotlights and all those things by including them as regulations in 
the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act. It is very unusual and cumbersome to specify something like that in an act. They 
said, “Minister, that is not the way that it’s done; this is the appropriate way.” I took their advice. Guess what? If 
members opposite had been in government and wanted to do this, they would have taken SSO’s advice, too. We 
probably would have questioned the breadth of it but, having got the explanation—especially with my experience—
I would have said, “Yes, I understand that the Minister for Road Safety and Minister for Police need to be able to 
make regulations for all manner of things.” There is always the safeguard of disallowance. That safeguard is more 
relevant when either the Liberal Party or Labor Party is in office because the make-up of the upper house means 
that the Labor Party practically never has a majority there. 

With respect to who was going to do what in the upper house, I am firmly of the view that the Shooters, Fishers 
and Farmers Party was reflecting the views that were read out in the letter by the member for Dawesville. They claim 
that radar detectors are actually a road safety device. They are not; that is just bunkum! There is only one reason 
to have a radar detector in a vehicle, and that is so people can speed without being detected. Let us not kid ourselves 
about it. It is about being able to speed without being detected.  

I commend the members who attended the briefing that was held earlier in the week and heard from representatives 
of Injury Matters Western Australia and from people whose children had been killed because of someone speeding. 
We have to do something about it. Having the attitude that people should be able to speed and not be detected 
should have gone from this state a long time ago, so I am delighted with the outcome and cannot wait to make it law. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
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RESIDENTIAL PARKS (LONG-STAY TENANTS) AMENDMENT BILL 2018 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 
Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows — 
No 1 

Clause 2, page 2, after line 8 — To insert — 
(aa) sections 3, 79 and 84 — on the day after that day; 

No 2 
Clause 2, page 2, after line 10 — To insert — 

(2) However — 
(a) if no day is fixed under subsection (1)(b) before the end of the period of 10 years beginning 

on the day on which this Act receives the Royal Assent, this Act is repealed on the day after 
that period ends; or 

(b) if paragraph (a) does not apply, and a provision of this Act does not come into operation 
before the end of the period of 10 years beginning on the day on which this Act receives the 
Royal Assent, the provision is repealed on the day after that period ends. 

No 3 
Clause 4, page 5, after line 10 — To insert — 

DVO has the meaning given under the Domestic Violence Orders (National Recognition) Act 2017 
section 4(1); 

No 4 
Clause 4, page 5, after line 13 — To insert — 

Family Court injunction means an injunction under the Family Court Act 1997 section 235 or 235A 
or the Family Law Act 1975 (Commonwealth) section 68B or 114; 
family violence has the meaning given in the Restraining Orders Act 1997 section 5A(1); 

No.5 
Clause 4, page 5, line 25 — To delete “agreement” and substitute — 

agreement, or an interest in the agreement, 
No 6 

Clause 4, page 7, lines 1 to 14 — To delete the lines and substitute — 
residential park has the meaning given in section 5B; 

No 7 
Clause 5, page 10, after line 20 — To insert — 

(3A) An agreement or class of agreement cannot be prescribed under subsection (2)(d) unless the 
Minister is satisfied that — 
(a) the agreement or class of agreement to be prescribed is sufficiently regulated by another 

Act; or 
(b) the accommodation provided under the agreement is not accommodation that should 

be regulated by the Act. 
No 8 

New Clause 5A, page 11, after line 20 — To insert — 
5A. Section 5B inserted 

Before section 6 insert: 
5B. Residential parks 

(1) A residential park is a place, including a caravan park, where there are — 
(a) sites on which relocatable homes may be parked, assembled or erected in accordance 

with a tenancy; and 
(b) shared premises for the use of long-stay tenants in accordance with a tenancy. 
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(2) However, a residential park is not one of the following — 
(a) a place established as a retirement village under the Retirement Villages Act 1992; 
(b) a prescribed place or class of place. 

(3) A place or class of place cannot be prescribed under subsection (2)(b) unless the 
Minister is satisfied that — 
(a) the place or class of place to be prescribed is sufficiently regulated by another Act; or 
(b) it is not appropriate for the Act to regulate the accommodation provided by the 

place or class of place. 
No 9 

Clause 10, page 12, lines 13 to 19 — To delete the lines and substitute — 
9A. Exemption from provision of Act by regulations 

(1) Regulations may be made exempting any of the following from a provision of this Act — 
(a) a long-stay agreement or class of long-stay agreement; 
(b) a residential park or class of residential park. 

(2) The regulations may provide for conditions and restrictions subject to which an exemption 
is to apply. 

(3) However, regulations cannot be made under this section unless the Commissioner has 
consulted with, and invited submissions from, persons the Commissioner considers has an 
interest in — 
(a) for regulations made in relation to a long-stay agreement or class of long-stay 

agreement — the agreement or class of agreement to be prescribed; or 
(b) for regulations made in relation to a residential park or class of residential park — the 

residential park or class of residential park to be prescribed. 
No 10 

Clause 19, page 24, line 26 — To insert after “that” — 
is reasonably likely to occur and 

No 11 
Clause 29, page 38, after line 27 — To insert — 

(4) When a charge of an offence under subsection (2) relates to a failure by the park operator to give 
the long-stay tenant a copy of a key to the premises, it is a defence to the charge to prove that — 
(a) the copy of the key had been given to the park operator under section 32H(9)(b); and 
(b) the tenant was a person to whom the park operator was instructed not to give the copy of 

the key under section 32H(9)(c)(ii). 
No 12 

Clause 29, page 40, after line 26 — To insert — 
(h) for the purpose of inspecting the agreed premises and assessing any damage after the 

termination of a tenant’s interest under — 
(i) section 33(2A) or (2B); or 
(ii) section 74B. 

(4) It is a term of every long-stay agreement that the park operator may enter the agreed premises 
under subsection (3)(h)(i) — 
(a) not more than 7 days after receiving notice of termination under section 45A(1) or 45B(4); and 
(b) not less than 3 days after giving notice to the long-stay tenant of the park operator’s intention 

to enter the agreed premises. 
(5) It is a term of every long-stay agreement that the park operator may enter the agreed premises 

under subsection (3)(h)(ii) — 
(a) not more than 10 days before the hearing of the application under section 74B; and 
(b) not less than 3 days after giving notice to each long-stay tenant of the park operator’s intention 

to enter the agreed premises. 
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No 13 

Clause 29, page 42, line 14 — To delete “It” and substitute — 
Except as provided in subsection (9), it 

No 14 
Clause 29, page 43, after line 6 — To insert — 

(6A) A park operator who alters, removes or adds a lock or similar device to the shared premises 
other than in accordance with subsection (4) — 
(a) does not breach the term referred to in subsection (4) if the park operator alters, removes 

or adds the lock or device for the health and safety of persons who may use the shared 
premises; and 

(b) does not commit an offence under subsection (6) related to a breach of the term referred 
to in subsection (4) if the park operator alters, removes or adds the lock or device for 
the health and safety of persons who may use the shared premises. 

No 15 

Clause 29, page 43, after line 24 — To insert — 
(9) It is a term of every on-site home agreement — 

(a) that a long-stay tenant may alter or add any lock or similar device to the agreed premises — 
(i) after the termination of an excluded tenant’s interest in a long-stay agreement under 

section 74B; or 
(ii) in any event, if it is necessary to prevent the commission of family violence that the 

tenant suspects, on reasonable grounds, is likely to be committed against the tenant or 
a dependant of the tenant; 

and 

(b) that the tenant must give to the park operator a copy of the key to any lock or similar device 
altered or added under paragraph (a) as soon as practicable, and in any event within 7 days, 
after the lock or similar device has been altered or added; and 

(c) that the park operator must not give a copy of a key referred to in paragraph (b) — 
(i) to an excluded tenant whose interest in the long-stay agreement has been terminated 

under section 74B; or 
(ii) in any event, to a person who the tenant has instructed the park operator in writing not 

to give the copy of the key. 
(10) A long-stay tenant who breaches a term referred to in subsection (9)(b) without reasonable 

excuse, in addition to any civil liability that the tenant might incur, commits an offence. 
Penalty for this subsection: a fine of $5 000. 

(11) Subsection (9)(b) does not apply if the park operator is a person reasonably suspected of being 
likely to commit the family violence referred to in subsection (9)(a)(ii). 

(12) A park operator who breaches a term referred to in subsection (9)(c) without reasonable excuse, 
in addition to any civil liability that the park operator might incur, commits an offence. 
Penalty for this subsection: a fine of $20 000. 

No 16 
Clause 29, page 43, after line 25 — To insert — 

(1AA) In this section — 
disability means a disability — 

(a) which is attributable to an intellectual, psychiatric, cognitive, neurological, sensory, or 
physical impairment or a combination of those impairments; and 

(b) which is permanent or likely to be permanent; and 
(c) which may or may not be of a chronic or episodic nature; and 
(d) which results in a substantially reduced capacity of the person for communication, 

social interaction, learning or mobility. 
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No 17 
Clause 29, page 43, line 26 — To delete “A” and substitute — 

Subject to subsection (1A) and except as provided in subsection (5), a 
No 18 

Clause 29, page 44, after line 3 — To insert — 
(1A) It is a term of an on-site home agreement that — 

(a) a long-stay tenant may affix either or both of the following items to a wall of the on-site 
home the subject of the agreement for the purpose of ensuring the safety of a child or 
a person with a disability, but only with the park operator’s consent — 
(i) furniture; 
(ii) a thing to affix the furniture to the wall; 
and 

(b) the park operator may only refuse consent — 
(i) if affixing the item to the wall would disturb material containing asbestos; or 
(ii) for a prescribed reason; 
and 

(c) unless the park operator agrees otherwise in writing, the tenant must remove the item 
from the wall when the tenant vacates the on-site home and either — 
(i) restore the wall to its original condition; or 
(ii) compensate the park operator for any reasonable expenses incurred by the park 

operator in doing that restoration; 
and 

(d) the cost of affixing the item to the wall, removing it and restoring the wall to its original 
condition must be borne by the tenant; and 

(e) if the tenant causes damage to the on-site home when affixing or removing the item or 
restoring the wall to its original condition — 
(i) the tenant must notify the park operator in writing that damage has been caused to 

the on-site home; and 
(ii) the park operator may require the tenant to repair the damage and restore the on-site 

home to its original condition or compensate the park operator for the reasonable 
expenses incurred in doing the repair and restoration. 

(1B) The park operator is taken to have consented to affixing the furniture or thing to the wall of 
the on-site home under subsection (1A)(a) if, and only if — 
(a) the long-stay tenant has given the park operator a request, in the approved form, seeking 

the park operator’s consent to affix the item to the wall; and 
(b) the park operator has not refused consent under subsection (1A)(b) within 14 days after 

the day on which the park operator receives the request. 
No 19 

Clause 29, page 44, line 4 — To delete “A” and substitute — 
Except as provided in subsection (5), a 

No 20 
Clause 29, page 45, after line 10 — To insert — 

(5) It is a term of every long-stay agreement that a long-stay tenant may affix any prescribed fixture, 
or make any prescribed renovation, alteration or addition to the agreed premises (the prescribed 
alterations), necessary to prevent entry onto the agreed premises of a person — 
(a) if the person is an excluded tenant whose interest in a long-stay agreement has been 

terminated under section 74B; or 
(b) in any event, if it is necessary to prevent the commission of family violence that the tenant 

suspects, on reasonable grounds, is likely to be committed by the person against the tenant 
or a dependant of the tenant. 
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(6) For the purposes of subsection (5) — 
(a) the cost of making the prescribed alterations must be borne by the long-stay tenant; and 
(b) the long-stay tenant must give written notice to the park operator of the tenant’s intention 

to make the prescribed alterations; and 
(c) work on the prescribed alterations must be undertaken by a qualified tradesperson, a copy 

of whose invoice the long-stay tenant must provide to the park operator within 14 days of 
the alterations being completed; and 

(d) the prescribed alterations must be effected having regard to the age and character of the 
property and any applicable strata company by-laws; and 

(e) the long-stay tenant must restore the agreed premises to their original condition at the end 
of the long-stay agreement if the park operator requires the tenant to do so and, where 
restoration work has been undertaken by a tradesperson, must provide to the park operator 
a copy of that tradesperson’s invoice within 14 days of that work being performed. 

No 21 
Clause 29, page 49, line 6 — To delete “It” and substitute — 

(1) It 
No 22 

Clause 29, page 49, lines 8 to 10 — To delete the lines and substitute — 
(a) if a contribution is levied under the Strata Titles Act 1985 or the Community Titles Act 2018 — 

the contribution; and 
No 23 

Clause 29, page 49, after line 18 — To insert — 
(2) Despite subsection (1), a term of a long-stay agreement or another written contract, agreement, 

scheme, deed or other written arrangement between a long-stay tenant and the park operator may 
provide that the long-stay tenant indirectly pays, as a component of rent paid under the long-stay 
agreement, a prescribed charge as defined in the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) 
Act 1992 section 3(1). 

No 24 
Clause 35, page 54, line 14 — To delete “section 38:” and substitute — 

section 38(1): 
No.25 

Clause 65, page 102, lines 3 to 5 — To delete the lines and substitute — 
(2) If the State Administrative Tribunal is satisfied that the long-stay tenant has abandoned the 

agreed premises, the tribunal — 
No 26 

Clause 66, page 102, line 23 to page 103, line 28 — To delete the lines and substitute — 
71A. Orders to terminate agreement for repeated interference with quiet enjoyment or 

threats or abuse 
(1) In this section, a long-stay tenant, or the tenant’s guest, engages in serious misconduct 

when the tenant or the tenant’s guest — 
(a) repeatedly interferes, or has repeatedly interfered, with another tenant’s quiet 

enjoyment of the residential park; or 
(b) seriously or persistently threatens or abuses, or has seriously or persistently 

threatened or abused, the park operator or the park operator’s employee. 
(2) A park operator may apply to the State Administrative Tribunal to terminate a long-stay 

agreement because the long-stay tenant, or the tenant’s guest, has engaged in serious 
misconduct. 

(3) The State Administrative Tribunal may make an order terminating the long-stay 
agreement if the tribunal is satisfied of all of the following — 
(a) the long-stay tenant, or the tenant’s guest, has engaged in serious misconduct; 
(b) the park operator has given a notice to the long-stay tenant in an approved form that 

asks the tenant, or the tenant’s guest, to stop engaging in the serious misconduct; 



4474 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 June 2020] 

 

(c) despite being asked to stop engaging in the serious misconduct, the long-stay 
tenant or the tenant’s guest has not stopped engaging in the serious misconduct; 

(d) terminating the agreement is justified in all the circumstances. 
(4) However, the State Administrative Tribunal may refuse to make an order if satisfied 

that the park operator was wholly or partly motivated to give the notice by the fact that 
the long-stay tenant had complained to a public authority about the park operator’s 
conduct in relation to the long-stay agreement, or taken steps to secure or enforce the 
tenant’s rights under the agreement. 

(5) If the State Administrative Tribunal makes the order, it must also order the long-stay 
tenant to give vacant possession of the agreed premises to the park operator when the 
tribunal orders. 

No 27 
Clause 79, page 110, line 6 — To delete “prepared.” and substitute — 

prepared, but not later than 12 months after the 5th anniversary. 
No 28 

Clause 79, page 110 after line 6 — To insert — 
(3) The Minister must transmit a copy of the report to the Clerk of a House of Parliament if — 

(a) the report has been prepared; and 
(b) the Minister is of the opinion that the House will not sit during the period of 21 days after 

the finalisation of the report. 
(4) A copy of the report transmitted to the Clerk of a House is taken to have been laid before that House. 
(5) The laying of a copy of a report that is taken to have occurred under subsection (4) must be 

recorded in the Minutes, or Votes and Proceedings, of the House on the first sitting day of the 
House after the receipt of the copy by the Clerk. 

No 29 
New Clause 80A, page 110, after line 14 — To insert — 

80A. Section 98 deleted 
Delete section 98. 

No 30 
New Clause 80B, page 110, after line 14 — To insert — 

80B. Part 7 Division 1A inserted 
After section 97 insert: 

Division 1A — Transitional provisions about residential parks — Residential Parks 
(Long-stay Tenants) Amendment Act 2018 

98. Places before commencement day taken to be residential parks and lifestyle villages 
(1) In this section — 

application period means the period beginning on 3 August 2007 and ending on 
the day before commencement day; 
caravan has the meaning given in Caravan Parks and Camping Grounds Act 1995 
section 5(1); 
commencement day means the day on which the Residential Parks (Long-stay 
Tenants) Amendment Act 2018 section 80B comes into operation. 

(2) For the purposes of an act or omission under this Act before, on or after 
commencement day — 
(a) a place is taken to have been a residential park on each day during the application 

period that the place — 
(i) had long-stay sites; and 
(ii) did not have caravans situated for habitation; and 
(iii) had relocatable homes other than caravans situated for habitation; and 
(iv) was held out as a residential park or a place that had long-stay sites; 
and 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 June 2020] 4475 

 

(b) a place, or a part of a place, is taken to have been a lifestyle village on each 
day that — 
(i) the place is taken to have been a residential park under paragraph (a); and 
(ii) the place, or part of the place, included long-stay sites that were occupied, 

or intended to be occupied, solely or principally by individuals having 
a particular interest or quality in common. 

(3) However, a place is not taken to have been a residential park if the regulations 
provide that the place is not a residential park. 

No 31 
Clause 81, page 110, line 16 — To delete “section 97” and substitute — 

section 98 
No 32 

Clause 81, page 118, lines 9 to 13 — To delete the lines and substitute — 
111.  Site-only agreements entered into before commencement day cannot be terminated 

without grounds 
A site-only agreement entered into before commencement day cannot be terminated under 
former section 42 after commencement day. 

No 33 
Clause 81, page 119, after line 10 — To insert — 

114A. Validation of voluntary sharing arrangements entered into before commencement day 
Despite section 13A, if a pre-commencement long-stay agreement includes a voluntary 
sharing arrangement, the arrangement continues to have effect even if the park operator, 
the long-stay agreement or the voluntary sharing arrangement fails to comply with the 
requirements of section 13A. 

No 34 
Clause 81, page 119, lines 20 to 24 — To delete the lines. 

No 35 
Clause 81, page 119, line 25 — To delete “(1) or (2)” and substitute — 

(1) 
No 36 

New Clause 82A, page 120, after line 16 — To insert — 
82A. Glossary amended 

(1) In the Glossary Clause 1 delete the definition of residential park and insert: 
residential park has the meaning given in section 5B; 

(2) In the Glossary Clause 1: 
(a) in the definition of caravan park delete “park (including a lifestyle village) —” 

and insert: 
park — 

(b) in the definition of lifestyle village delete “a caravan park, or an area within 
a caravan park,” and insert: 
a residential park, or an area within a residential park, 

No 37 
New Part 4, page 121, after line 12 — To insert — 

Part 4 — Residential Tenancies (COVID-19 Response) Act 2020 amended 
86. Act amended 

This Part amends the Residential Tenancies (COVID-19 Response) Act 2020. 
87. Section 8 amended 

In section 8(1) in the definition of notice of increase of rent delete paragraph (b) and insert: 
(b) for a long-stay agreement — a written notice given under the Residential Parks 

(Long-stay Tenants) Act 2006 section 30 or 107. 
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88. Section 11 amended 
(1) In section 11(1) in the definition of maintenance term delete paragraph (b) and insert: 

(b) for a long-stay agreement — the term referred to in the Residential Parks (Long-stay 
Tenants) Act 2006 section 32L(1)(c). 

(2) Delete section 11(3)(b) and insert: 
(b) for a long-stay agreement — the term referred to in the Residential Parks (Long-stay 

Tenants) Act 2006 section 32M. 
89. Other provisions amended 

Amend the provisions listed in the Table as set out in the Table. 
Table 

Provision Delete Insert 
s. 3(1) def. of tenant 
par. (a) 

Glossary Clause 1 section 3 

s. 13(1)(b) section 33(3)(c) section 109 
s. 21(2)(b) section 33(3)(d) or (e) section 33(3)(e) or 44B 
s. 72(3) section 33(3)(c) section 109 

No 38 
Long Title, Page 1 — To delete “2006 and the Residential Tenancies Act 1987.” and substitute — 

2006, the Residential Tenancies Act 1987 and the Residential Tenancies (COVID 19 Response) 
Act 2020. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY — by leave: I move — 
That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I will try to be as brief as possible. When the Legislative Assembly first started 
considering the Residential Parks (Long-stay Tenants) Amendment Bill 2018—yes, it was read in two years ago—
the minister now in charge of the bill, he will correct me if I am wrong, was not the Minister for Commerce. When 
the bill reached the consideration in detail stage, the minister was the Minister for Commerce. We finished with 
the bill in this place and sent it to the other place, and it has been, let us say, up hill and down dale. Debate in the 
Legislative Council on the previous bill we dealt with, the Road Traffic Amendment (Impaired Driving and 
Penalties) Bill, started only yesterday, but debate on this bill started some time ago. We received 38 amendments 
to the bill earlier today and we have not had too much of an opportunity to assess them. Both the original and the 
current shadow Minister for Commerce are in the other place. We have had a change of minister and a change of 
shadow minister; the only office that has not changed in that time is the Liberal Party representative in the 
Legislative Assembly, and that is me. Irrespective of that, those members heavily scrutinised this legislation. The 
Legislative Council came up with a series of amendments that I believe were passed unanimously, so there was 
no particular issue in the end. I am not sure which amendments were moved by the opposition and which ones 
were moved by the government or which are hybrid amendments that had their genesis in the opposition and were 
tweaked slightly by the government. The upper house has sent us 39 amendments that it thinks will improve the 
bill. The Liberal Party in this place does not have any issue with that, but just for completeness I seek from the 
minister a brief—I stress brief—summary of the substantive changes made by these amendments so that it is on the 
record and the public who come to use this legislation are aware of those changes. Let us be frank, we are dealing 
with long-stay tenants in residential parks and this sort of legislation has a real impact on segments of that community. 
There is always heightened interest—I stress heightened—in any legislation that deals with long-stay tenants in 
residential parks from the perspective of both landlords and tenants, and that is why I think it is important that the 
minister spend a few minutes outlining the substantive changes that will be made by the Legislative Council’s 
amendments, and then we can all indicate our affirmation for those amendments. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I thank the member for Hillarys for his contribution. I would like to draw the chamber’s 
attention to the Standing Committee on Legislation’s report of March 2019. The committee examined the bill in 
detail and submissions were taken from stakeholders and people in residential parks. The amendments, in essence, 
incorporate a lot of the suggestions that came out of the report. 
The amendments are required because, as the member for Hillarys pointed out, the cake has been in the making 
for some little while, and whilst it was in the oven, other things happened in the kitchen, so to speak. I will just go 
through those changes because other laws that impact upon this legislation have passed through the Parliament. 
I will outline the three principal areas. First, the Residential Tenancies Legislation Amendment (Family Violence) 
Act 2019, which was assented to on 26 February 2019, amends the Residential Parks (Long-stay Tenants) Act 2006 
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to provide for the termination of a tenant’s interests on the ground of family violence and to include additional 
mechanisms to protect tenants who are the subject of family violence. The sections are amended by the family 
violence act. Amendments to the bill are required in order to incorporate the family violence act amendments into 
updated provisions. That is one area of the law in which other laws had been passed, with which the original bill had 
to be updated and brought into alignment. Second, is the Community Titles Act 2018, which was assented to after 
this bill had left this place, on 19 November 2018. Amendments to the bill are required to include references to the 
Community Titles Act. Third, the Consumer Protection Legislation Act 2019 amended the Residential Tenancies 
Act 1987 to allow for the affixing of furniture to walls in rental premises for the purposes of child safety. It is proposed 
that the bill be amended to include equivalent provisions for dwellings in residential parks where a person—that 
is, the tenant—rents the site and the dwelling. As I said, the committee’s recommendations, which are available to 
the public online, explain the act in detail. I encourage people who are interested in the legislation to read it. 
Those three areas of law reform, plus the committee’s findings and suggestions as set out in its lengthy report led 
to these rather numerous but minor amendments. I will pick one out at random. Amendment 22 amends proposed 
section 32N, “Levies, rates, taxes and charges to be paid by the park operator”, to include a reference to the 
Community Titles Act. All these minor amendments are necessary because of advances in the law in those three 
areas to which I have already referred. I thank the member for granting leave to move these 38 amendments as 
a bloc and I seek that they be put. 
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
The Council acquainted accordingly. 

HIGH RISK OFFENDERS BILL 2019 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 
Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows — 
No 1 

Clause 1, page 2, line 3 — To delete “High Risk Offenders Act 2019” and substitute —  
High Risk Serious Offenders Act 2019 

No 2 
Clause 2, page 2, after line 7 — to insert — 

(ab)  section 90A — on the day after that day; 
No 3 

Clause 2, page 2, after line 9 — To insert — 
(2) However — 

(a) if no day is fixed under subsection (1)(b) before the end of the period of 10 years beginning 
on the day on which this Act receives the Royal Assent, this Act is repealed on the day after 
that period ends; or 

(b) if paragraph (a) does not apply, and a provision of this Act does not come into operation 
before the end of the period of 10 years beginning on the day on which this Act receives the 
Royal Assent, the provision is repealed on the day after that period ends. 

No 4 
Clause 3, page 2, line 12 — To delete “(Sexual and Violent)” and substitute — 

Serious 
No 5 

Clause 3, page 2, line 26 — To delete “high risk offender” and substitute — 
high risk serious offender 

No 6 
Clause 6, page 6, line 26 — To insert after “found” — 

not 
No 7 

Clause 7, page 6, line 30 — To delete “high risk offender” and substitute — 
high risk serious offender 
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No 8 
Clause 8, page 8, line 11 — To delete “persons of a particular class” and substitute — 

high risk serious offenders 
No 9 

Clause 8, page 8, line 15 — To delete “persons of a particular class” and substitute — 
high risk serious offenders 

No 10 
Clause 14, page 11, line 1 — To delete “(Sexual and Violent)” and substitute — 

Serious 
No 11 

Clause 14, page 11, line 5 — To delete “(Sexual and Violent)” and substitute — 
Serious 

No 12 
Clause 33, page 25, lines 18 to 20 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

(3) A person must not without reasonable excuse remove, or interfere with, or interfere with the 
operation of, an electronic monitoring device required to be worn or installed under section 31(3) 
in such a way as to prevent or impede monitoring of the offender’s location. 

No 13 
Clause 33, page 25, line 22 — To delete “If” and substitute — 

Except as provided in subsection (4A), if 
No 14 

Clause 33, page 25, after line 28 — To insert — 
(4A) If a term of imprisonment of at least 12 months would be clearly unjust given the 

circumstances of the offence and the person, the court may decide — 
(a) to sentence the person to a term of imprisonment of less than 12 months; or 
(b) not to sentence the person to a term of imprisonment. 

No 15 
Clause 46, page 34, line 26 — To insert after “high risk” — 

serious 
No 16 

Clause 48, page 36, line 9 — To insert after “high risk” — 
serious 

No 17 
Clause 62, page 44, line 21 — To delete “may” and substitute — 

must 
No 18 

Clause 62, page 44, line 26 — To delete the line and substitute — 
(b) that is withdrawn; or 
(c) to the extent that it contains material not relating to the need to ensure adequate protection of the victim. 

No 19 
Clause 68, page 46, line 28 — To insert after “high risk” — 

serious 
No 20 

Clause 68, page 47, line 1 — To insert after “high risk” — 
serious 

No 21 
Clause 80, page 54, line 16 — To delete “If” and substitute — 

Except as provided in subsection (2A), if 
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No 22 
Clause 80, page 54, after line 22 — To insert — 

(2A) If a term of imprisonment of at least 12 months would be clearly unjust given the circumstances 
of the offence and the person, the court may decide — 

(a) to sentence the person to a term of imprisonment of less than 12 months; or 
(b) not to sentence the person to a term of imprisonment. 

No 23 
New Clause 90A, page 60, after line 24 — To insert — 

90A  Review of this Act 
(1) The Minister must review the operation and effectiveness of this Act, and prepare a report 

based on the review — 
(a) as soon as practicable after the 5th anniversary of the day on which this section 

comes into operation; and 
(b) after that, at intervals of not more than 5 years. 

(2) The Minister must cause the report to be laid before each House of Parliament as soon as 
practicable after it is prepared, but not later than 12 months after the 5th anniversary or the 
expiry of the period of 5 years, as the case may be. 

(3) The Minister must transmit a copy of the report to the Clerk of a House of Parliament if — 
(a) the report has been prepared; and 
(b) the Minister is of the opinion that the House will not sit during the period of 21 days 

after the finalisation of the report. 
(4) A copy of the report transmitted to the Clerk of a House is taken to have been laid before 

that House. 
(5) The laying of a copy of a report that is taken to have occurred under subsection (4) must be 

recorded in the Minutes, or Votes and Proceedings, of the House on the first sitting day of 
the House after the receipt of the copy by the Clerk. 

No 24 
Clause 92, page 61, line 12 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 
No 25 

Clause 92, page 61, line 14 — To insert after “High Risk” — 
Serious 

No 26 
Clause 97, page 63, line 25 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 
No 27 

Clause 100, page 64, line 15 — To delete “(Sexual and Violent)” and substitute — 
Serious 

No 28 
Clause 100, page 64, line 21 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 
No 29 

Clause 101, page 64, line 27 — To insert after “High Risk” — 
Serious 

No 30 
Clause 101, page 65, line 4 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 
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No 31 
New Clause 102A, page 65, after line 10 — To insert — 

102A. Section 4 amended 
(1) In section 4(2) insert in alphabetical order: 

community has a meaning affected by subsection (4); 
(2) After section 4(3) insert — 

(4) A reference in this Act to the community includes any community and is not 
limited to the community of Western Australia or Australia. 

No 32 
Clause 103, page 65, line 15 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 
No 33 

Clause 104, page 65, lines 17 to 26 — To delete the clause. 
No 34 

New Clause 104, page 65, after line 26 — To insert — 
104.  Section 74A amended 

(1) In section 74A delete the definitions of prisoner and serious violent offence. 
(2) In section 74A insert in alphabetical order: 

prisoner means a person — 
(a) who is serving a fixed term for a serious offence; or 
(b) who — 

(i) is serving a fixed term for an offence or offences other than a serious 
offence; and 

(ii) has been serving that term at all times since completing a fixed term for 
a serious offence; 

serious offence has the meaning given in the High Risk Serious Offenders Act 2019 section 5; 
serious offender under restriction has the meaning given in the High Risk Serious Offenders 
Act 2019 section 3. 

No 35 
Clause 113, page 70, line 4 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 
No 36 

Clause 115, page 70, line 15 — To insert after “High Risk” — 
Serious 

No 37 
Clause 115, page 70, line 23 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 
No 38 

Clause 115, page 71, line 16 — To insert after “High Risk” — 
Serious 

No 39 
Clause 116, page 71, line 22 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 
No 40 

Clause 116, page 71, line 25 — To insert after “Risk” — 
Serious 
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No 41 

Clause 116, page 71, line 28 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 

No 42 

Clause 117, page 72, line 7 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 

No 43 

Clause 118, page 72, line 15 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 

No 44 

Clause 118, page 73, line 6 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 

No 45 

Clause 119, page 73, line 15 — To insert after “High Risk” — 

Serious 

No 46 

Schedule 1, Division 2, Subdivision 1, page 80, after line 4, the Table after the 1st row before item 1 — 
To insert — 

1A. s. 401 Burglary If within s. 401(1)(a) or (ba) or (2)(a) or (ba) 
(aggravated home burglary or aggravated 
burglary) and if the circumstances of 
aggravation are not merely being in company 
with another person or other persons 

No 47 

Long Title, page 1 — To delete “persons of a particular class,” and substitute — 

high risk serious offenders, 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: — by leave: I move — 

That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: We live in interesting times. I was a member of another Parliament in another state for 
practically seven years. I was a member of the Western Australian upper house for four years and I have been in this 
place for three years and some months, and until today I have never seen a bill leave this place with one name and come 
back to us with another. We sent the High Risk Offenders Bill 2019 to the Legislative Council some time ago, and we 
have been sent back the High Risk Serious Offenders Bill, or the High Risk Serious Offenders Act, as it will be called 
when it becomes an act of Parliament. The name of the bill has changed, amongst the 47 amended clauses we have been 
sent. In common with the bill we considered a few minutes ago, the Residential Parks (Long-stay Tenants) Amendment 
Bill 2018, this bill has been considered by the Legislative Council at significant length, over a long period. The Council 
has determined 47 amendments. Again, some of those amendments are opposition-led amendments, some of them are 
government-led amendments, and some of them are hybrids in the sense that one of the non-government parties proposed 
the amendment and eventually the government thought the concept was good but did not like the words and proposed 
its own amendment. Regardless, we have 47 amendments here that, again, passed the other place without too much 
consternation; I think most of them were supported unanimously, if not all of them. This bill has been heavily scrutinised 
by the other place and the government has indicated that it supports these 47 amendments that have been put before us 
from the other place. We, as the opposition, also support them. Again, if the Attorney General wants to take a few 
minutes to explain any of the substantive changes, he is free to do so, but as I said, these amendments and the bill itself 
have been heavily scrutinised in the other place. We received these amendments only about an hour or two ago. I have 
had a look through them, and none of them seem to be overly controversial. The opposition indicates that, based on the 
will of the other place and of the government, the opposition will also accept passage of the amendments and the bill. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I thank the member for Hillarys, who raised the fact that the name of the bill has changed. 
This is of no consequence to the government. What is in the bill, and the import of the bill, is the capacity now for 
the Director of Public Prosecutions and the State Solicitor’s Office to bring applications in respect of a range of 
offenders who upon release present a risk to the community. As I have said before from this very spot at the minister’s 
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table and when interviewed on radio about the release of dangerous sex offenders under the Dangerous Sexual 
Offenders Act 2006, which was initiated by Hon Jim McGinty when he was Attorney General in Dr Gallop’s 
Labor government back in 2004, it applied to serious sex offenders. Whenever I am on the radio and I am being 
interviewed about an imminent release on supervision of serious sex offenders, there are callers who ring in to say, 
“What about other violent people who are being let out and are attacking us in the community?” It was to offer 
wider protection to the community that we decided to introduce the High Risk Offenders Bill. I think, from memory, 
we borrowed the name from a New South Wales bill. 

In one of his more disgraceful efforts in the other place, my shadow argued up hill and down dale, for hours, on 
the name of the bill. He insisted that the title be not just “High Risk Offenders Bill” but “High Risk Serious 
Offenders Bill”, so we have added the word “serious”—you know? Really! I said when standing here and debating 
other matters not that long ago, “This bill has been parked in the Council for months and months because the 
government doesn’t have the numbers there. It was bogged down on the title of the bill.” There is no-one in 
Western Australia who cares a rat’s tail about the title of it; what they want is the government to have the powers 
contained therein to offer them protection against some of these maniacs who have served their full sentence but 
present a real risk, a high risk, to the community upon release, so that we can have some further control over them. 

So, yes, the name was changed, the commencement date was changed, the review clauses were changed and there 
were some other matters relating to interference with electronic monitoring devices and the presumption that there 
could be a term of imprisonment for interference with the same. There was also an amendment requiring the court 
to have regard to victim impact statements lest the submission was not available at the hearing. A further amendment 
was made to provide that the court is not to have regard to matters not relating to the need to ensure adequate 
protection of the victim, so the victim impact statement has to be pointed at the continuing protection of the victim. 
Another significant change is the review of the act, which is at new clause 90A. 

Mr S.J. PRICE: I would like to hear more from the Attorney General. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I thank the member; I am very pleased that he finds my speech so gripping that it should be longer. 

In all seriousness, there are a few more things to explain. One amendment was to amend the term “community” to 
ensure that it includes any community’s safety, not just the Western Australian community. This relates to situations 
in which if a person has ended their prison term and we are looking at community safety, it is not limited to the 
safety of Western Australians. What happens if we have someone who is a real maniac but is not a citizen of Australia 
and at the end of their term is to be released and deported? We sometimes deport them back to the United Kingdom 
or wherever, where they can commit further violent offences, so the word “community” now has a more global 
capture. There were a number of other amendments, such as those to clauses 116, 117, 118 et al, where after the 
words “High Risk” the word “Serious” was inserted. As I said, there was a lengthy, lengthy, drawn-out debate to 
include the word “Serious”, so then there had to be consequential amendments throughout the bill. 

An amendment was made to schedule 1, division 2, subdivision 1, and that was to include the offence of aggravated 
burglary. Let me explain. It was not included in the first iteration of the bill because when someone burgles 
a residence, that is not necessarily a violent offence. Once in the premises, they can commit a violent offence, like 
injuring the inhabitant of the premises, but in all those cases, the person is charged with two offences—burglary and 
assault occasioning bodily harm or grievous bodily harm or unlawful wounding or whatever—and the offence would 
have fallen within the ambit of the legislation by reason of the violent offence that is assault occasioning bodily 
harm, grievous bodily harm or whatever. The Legislative Council decided in its wisdom that aggravated burglary 
should be included. I have to say, this was of some concern to the State Solicitor and the Director of Public 
Prosecutions, because that can bring in so many people who have not committed an actual violent offence. This was 
talked about the other evening. I thought that all members of the chamber contributed to the third reading speech in 
a most positive way on the reduction of Indigenous prisoner rates. We know that a lot of burglaries are committed by 
young Indigenous people who have fled their home because it is too violent at night. They wander the streets of 
some of our regional towns like Kununurra, Halls Creek, Fitzroy, Kalgoorlie and other towns, enter homes and 
steal for food. We did not want to capture all these people in this; we would never reduce the Indigenous prisoner 
rate. Do not forget that these people have served the actual term for their offence. So, aggravated burglary was 
eventually included, but not if the only circumstance of aggravation was being in company. Burglary with a weapon 
or burglary and injuring someone is now in, but if the circumstance of aggravation is merely that it happened in 
company—two offenders entered the property—that is excluded under the Legislative Council’s amendment. 

I think I have given an overview of the amendments that are before the Parliament, and I ask that the amendments 
be put en bloc. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 

Sitting suspended from 9.32 pm to 12.27 am (Friday) 
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FAMILY VIOLENCE LEGISLATION REFORM BILL 2019 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 
Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows — 
No 1 

Clause 2, page 2, after line 7 — To insert — 
(aa)  sections 12, 37 and 118 — on the day after that day; 

No 2 
Clause 2, page 2, after line 9 — To insert — 

(2) However — 
(a) if no day is fixed under subsection (1)(b) before the end of the period of 10 years 

beginning on the day on which this Act receives the Royal Assent, this Act is repealed 
on the day after that period ends; or 

(b) if paragraph (a) does not apply, and a provision of this Act does not come into operation 
before the end of the period of 10 years beginning on the day on which this Act receives 
the Royal Assent, the provision is repealed on the day after that period ends. 

No 3 
Clause 14, page 14, lines 7 to 11 — To delete the lines. 

No 4 
Clause 16, page 16, lines 13 to 24 — To delete the clause. 

No 5 
Clause 23, page 20, lines 19 to 28 — To delete the clause. 

No 6 
Clause 24, page 21, lines 1 to 10 — To delete the clause. 

No 7 
Clause 25, page 21, line 12 to page 22, line 16 — To delete the clause. 

No 8 
New Clause 25, page 22, after line 17 — To insert — 

25. Section 76A amended 
After section 76A(1) insert: 
(1A) Where an offence in respect of which an ISO may apply is a family violence offence 

and the offender is a serial family violence offender, the court must consider whether 
to require electronic monitoring under this section. 

No 9 
Clause 26, page 22, lines 18 to 27 — To delete the clause. 

No 10 
Clause 27, page 23, lines 1 to 10 — To delete the clause. 

No 11 
Clause 28, page 23, line 12 to page 24, line 15 — To delete the clause. 

No 12 
New Clause 28, page 24, after line 16 — To insert — 

28. Section 84CA amended 
After section 84CA(1) insert: 
(1A) Where an offence in respect of which CSI may apply is a family violence offence and 

the offender is a serial family violence offender, the court must consider whether to 
require electronic monitoring under this section. 
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No 13 

Clause 36, page 31, lines 9 to 22 — To delete the clause. 

No 14 

Clause 39, page 33, lines 7 to 11 — To delete the lines. 
No 15 

Clause 40, page 34, line 27 to page 35, line 19 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

(1) In section 30 delete “A parole” and insert: 
(1) A parole 

No 16 

Clause 41, page 36, lines 2 to 13 — To delete the lines. 
No 17 

Clause 42, page 36, line 24 to page 37, line 19 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

(1) In section 74G delete “A PSSO” and insert: 
(1) A PSSO 

No 18 

Clause 43, page 38, line 1 to page 39, line 28 — To delete the clause. 
No 19 

Clause 44, page 40, lines 1 to 4 — To delete the clause. 
No 20 

Clause 47, page 41, lines 7 to 11 — To delete the lines. 

No 21 
Clause 51, page 43, lines 23 and 24 — To delete the clause. 

No 22 

Clause 52, page 44, lines 1 to 15 — To delete the clause. 
No 23 

Clause 56, page 46, lines 20 and 21 — To oppose the clause. 

No 24 
Clause 57, page 46, line 22 to page 47, line 4— To delete the clause. 

No 25 

Clause 58, page 47, lines 6 to 15 — To delete the clause. 
No 26 

Clause 63, page 50, line 5 to page 51, line 11 — To delete the clause. 

No 27 
Clause 64, page 51, after line 15 — To insert — 

(2) In Schedule 2 item 2b delete the row relating to s. 61(1) and insert: 

s. 61(1)     Breach of a family violence restraining order 

s. 61(1A)    Breach of a violence restraining order 

No 28 
Clause 66, page 52, lines 7 to 8 — To delete the lines. 

No 29 

Clause 66, page 52, lines 18 to 20 — To delete the lines. 
No 30 

Clause 71, page 54, lines 14 to 26 — To delete the clause. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 June 2020] 4485 

 

No 31 
Clause 72, page 55, lines 1 to 32 — To delete the clause. 

No 32 
Clause 76, page 59, lines 4 to 7 — To delete the clause. 

No 33 
Clause 78, page 59, line 15 to page 60, line 27 — To delete the clause. 

No 34 
Clause 79, page 60, line 29 to page 61, line 5 — To delete the clause. 

No 35 
Clause 80, page 61, lines 7 to 18 — To delete the clause. 

No 36 
Clause 93, page 74, lines 15 to 17 — To delete the lines. 

No 37 
Clause 94, page 75, lines 1 to 16 — To delete the clause. 

No 38 
Clause 95, page 75, line 18 to page 76, line 27 — To delete the clause. 

No 39 
Clause 96, page 77, lines 1 to 22 — To delete the clause. 

No 40 
Clause 100, page 81, lines 9 to 22 — To delete the lines. 

No 41 
Clause 100, page 81, line 27 to page 82, line 19 — To delete the lines. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY — by leave: I have been invited by the opposition to move the amendments en bloc, so 
I move — 

That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to. 
In moving the amendments, I was asked to give a brief explanation. As members can see from the notice paper, most 
of the amendments seek to extract the provisions of the Family Violence Legislation Reform (COVID-19 Response) 
Bill 2020 from this bill because the advice from the Clerk in the other place originally was not to split the bill, but 
then it was thought that it would be better to pass the COVID-19 bill and then extract those provisions from this 
bill at the appropriate time. Three of the amendments do not relate to the COVID bill. The first amendment deals 
with the commencement day. The government accepts the amendment that the time for the review period will start 
from after the day of assent, rather than from the operation of particular areas. The second amendment provides 
that any part of the legislation that has not come into operation within 10 years will automatically become defunct 
and have no further operation. The third amendment, amendment 27, is required because there was an omission in 
the COVID bill of reference to a breach of section 61(1A) of the Restraining Orders Act, which provides that a breach 
of a violence restraining order is a serious offence, so that has been fixed now by this government amendment to put 
that provision in the bill. Otherwise, all the other amendments seek to extract the provisions of the COVID bill from 
this bill. That is my short explanation to the chamber. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The Liberal Party accepts the explanation of the Attorney General. Again, this bill 
has a very interesting history. It was introduced as the Family Violence Legislation Reform Bill 2019 in this place, 
and it was debated and passed in that form, and then it went to the other place. When the COVID-19 pandemic 
commenced and we went into a period in which life was very different, the government thought it wise that some 
of the provisions in that bill be brought forward immediately, partially because there was a concern that the 
lockdown and the stress related to the lockdown may lead to an increase in family violence. I think provisions that 
could be implemented quickly were chosen, because some provisions could have been useful, but they required 
a gestation period to be implemented. Nevertheless, the Liberal Party thought it was a good idea to expedite those 
provisions, so they were extracted from the bill and converted into the COVID response bill that we passed in 
early April, from memory. We did that as a Parliament in unanimity to ensure that it was expedited. 
The bill in its original form was essentially emasculated while it was in the other place. The government, on advice, 
has chosen to go down the path of working through the original bill that we debated and passed in this place and 
extracting all the clauses that had been put into the COVID response bill. My personal opinion, and I think 
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I expressed it when we debated the COVID-19 response bill, is that that is a second-best outcome. It probably 
would have been just as easy to withdraw the bill in the upper house and draft a new bill. The government could 
have introduced that bill in the upper house if it had to, and get it passed in that place and then sent here. We have 
already debated all the operative provisions. Anyway, this is how it has been done. At the end of the day, we will 
end up with an act that will be useful. 

The government supports the legislation, as does the Liberal Party, and I think I can speak for the Nationals WA—
the member for Roe is here at this late hour—in saying that they support the passage of the bill. We all support the 
aims and objectives of the bill. We all want family and domestic violence incidents to be reduced and, hopefully 
one day, eliminated from society. When we passed the original bill, and again when we passed the COVID bill, 
I expressed my sentiment—I think it is a sentiment that everyone shares—that we need to ensure that all the 
services that underpin our response as a community to family and domestic violence, from the courts right through 
to all the non-government organisations that provide services, are properly resourced. I hope that the government 
will ensure, as we progress and as we approach budget time, that all those services are properly resourced so that 
we can have a very successful response to family and domestic violence throughout our society. I will not repeat 
the points I made last time we debated the legislation, but it is important to put on the record that we can pass lots 
of legislation, but especially in this area, we have learnt that we need appropriate resources to be committed to make 
a real difference, and I think we are doing that as a society. Again, it has the unanimous support of this Parliament—
we want to properly respond to family and domestic violence. We want to stop perpetrators from committing 
offences; and, if they do, we want to punish them appropriately and, hopefully, get them to change their ways. We 
want to send that strong message that family and domestic violence has zero place in our society. We welcome the 
passage of this bill, even though it is in this rather different form from the bill that we considered and debated in 
this place earlier this year. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
The Council acquainted accordingly. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.37 am] — without notice: I move — 

That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 11 August 2020, at 2.00 pm. 

I will very quickly speak to this motion. I thank all members for their forbearance this evening to ensure that we 
dealt with the messages from the other place. I appreciate those members who were able to stay behind to do that. 

I also reflect on the past six months, which have been a remarkable six months in the history of Parliament and in 
the history of the nation with regard to COVID-19. I appreciate the support and the work of the staff of Parliament 
and, of course, members. I wish all members a safe winter’s break with their families and we will see them back 
here in August. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [12.38 am]: Obviously, on behalf of the Liberal Party and the Nationals WA, 
I, too, wish to join the government in recognising the exceptional contribution of the chamber staff in particular. 
The autumn session has been a most remarkable time and one that I hope we will not see again. I appreciate the 
continued effort by, and the relationship with, the Leader of the House, who has been negotiating with us on these 
important pieces of legislation in response to these extraordinary times. I wish all members a safe winter break. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 12.38 am (Friday) 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

ROADS — MARMION AVENUE–SEACREST DRIVE INTERSECTION 
6107. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
I refer to the intersection of Marmion Avenue and Seacrest Drive, Sorrento, and ask: 
(a) How many vehicle crashes, including fatalities, has there been at this intersection in the past five years; and 
(b) Has there been any upgrade works at this intersection in the past five years; 
(c) Are there any upgrade works planned for this intersection in short to medium term? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) For the last 5 years ending the 31 December 2019, there have been 31 crashes with no fatalities. 
(b)–(c) No. 

MAIN ROADS WA — DONGARA–NORTHAMPTON COASTAL ROUTE STUDY 
6112. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the Dongara to Northampton Coastal Route Corridor Alignment Selection Study, and ask: 
(a) When will the study be complete; 
(b) When will a preferred alignment be selected; and 
(c) What is the anticipated timeframe to then seek endorsement of a preferred alignment from the 

Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC); 
(d) With regards to the six feasible route options identified in the study, what is the estimated cost of each option? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a)–(d) The planning study for the Dongara–Northampton route is expected to be completed in the coming weeks. 

Further details will be available following the completion of the study. 
MINISTER FOR HEALTH — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 

6133. Ms M.J. Davies to the Deputy Premier; Minister for Health; Mental Health: 
(1) For the date 13 March 2017, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 

the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; and 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(2) For the date 13 March 2018, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; and 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(3) For the date 13 March 2019, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; and 
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(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(4) For the date 13 March 2020, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; and 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

Mr R.H. Cook replied: 
Department of Health and health service providers advise: 
(1) (a) 35,549.2 FTE 

(b) 7,148 FTE 
(c)–(f) [See tabled paper no 3482.] 

(2) (a) 36,411.5 FTE 
(b) 7,227 FTE 
(c)–(f) [See tabled paper no 3482.] 

(3) (a) 37,025.2 FTE 
(b) 7,467 FTE 
(c)–(f) [See tabled paper no 3482.] 

(4) (a) 37,960.1 FTE 
(b) 7,669 FTE 
(c)–(f) [See tabled paper no 3482.] 

Mental Health Commission advises: 
Outlined below are the full time equivalent number of employees for the Mental Health Commission and the three 
independent bodies for which the Mental Health Commission is the employing authority. 
(1) (a) As at 13 March 2017: 

Agency Number of Staff (FTE) 
Mental Health Commission 275.8 
Mental Health Advocacy Service 4.8 plus mental health advocates working 

differing hours as contractors for service 
Mental Health Tribunal 6.8 plus sessional members working 

differing hours appointed by the Minister 
Office of the Chief Psychiatrist 10.9 

(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(2) (a) As at 13 March 2018: 

Agency Number of Staff (FTE) 
Mental Health Commission 260.1 
Mental Health Advocacy Service 5.9 plus mental health advocates working 

differing hours as contractors for service 
Mental Health Tribunal 7.8 plus sessional members working 

differing hours appointed by the Minister 
Office of the Chief Psychiatrist 15.9 

(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013482a3d248657466d1b1d48258593000b220f/$file/3482.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013482a3d248657466d1b1d48258593000b220f/$file/3482.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013482a3d248657466d1b1d48258593000b220f/$file/3482.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013482a3d248657466d1b1d48258593000b220f/$file/3482.pdf
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(3) (a) As at 13 March 2019: 

Agency Number of Staff (FTE) 
Mental Health Commission 269.2 

Mental Health Advocacy Service 3.6 plus mental health advocates working 
differing hours as contractors for service 

Mental Health Tribunal 6.8 plus sessional members working 
differing hours appointed by the Minister 

Office of the Chief Psychiatrist 17.2 

(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(4) (a) As at 13 March 2020: 

Agency Number of Staff (FTE) 
Mental Health Commission 256.2 

Mental Health Advocacy Service 7 plus mental health advocates working 
differing hours as contractors for service 

Mental Health Tribunal 7.7 plus sessional members working 
differing hours appointed by the Minister 

Office of the Chief Psychiatrist 13.6 

(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

Health and Disability Services Complaints Office advises: 
(1) (a) 15.6 

(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(2) (a) 13.9 
(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(3) (a) 15.0 
(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(4) (a) 19.2 
(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

Healthway advises: 
(1) (a) 19 

(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(2) (a) 19 
(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(3) (a) Nil. (all staff transferred to Lotterywest from January 2019) 
(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(4) (a)–(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 
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Animal Resources Authority advises: 
(1) (a) 56.78 

(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(2) (a) 57.27 
(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(3) (a) 58.72 
(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

(4) (a) 50.11 
(b) Nil. 
(c)–(f) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 
6145. Ms M.J. Davies to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
(1) For the date 13 March 2017, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 

the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; and 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(2) For the date 13 March 2018, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; and 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(3) For the date 13 March 2019, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; and 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(4) For the date 13 March 2020, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; and 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 
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Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
Department of Planning 

(1) (a) 472 FTE 

(b) 29.63 FTE 

(c) Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; 
Planning Manager; Regional Planning Support Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Principal 
Planning Officer; Senior Administration Officer; Project Officer; Planning Manager; Planning 
Manager; Planning Support Officer; Geospatial Systems Officer; Senior Planning Officer; 
Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Planning Manager; 
Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; 
Senior Planning Officer; Planning Director; Senior Planning Officer; Planning Officer; Regional 
Planning Support Officer; Principal Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Regional 
Planning Support Officer; Planning Support Assistant 

(d) SCL3; SCL2; SCL1; SCL2; SCL4; L2; SCL2; SCL4; L3; L4; SCL4; SCL4; L2; L5; SCL2; 
SCL3; SCL3; SCL2; SCL4; SCL2; SCL2; SCL1; SCL2; SCL3; SCL6; SCL2; SCL1; L2; SCL4; 
SCL2; L3; L1 

(e) 1.00; 0.60; 0.60; 1.00; 1.00; 0.80; 0.90; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.33; 
0.40; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00 

(f) Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great 
Southern; Great Southern; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South 
West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; 
South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South 
West; Kimberley; Mid West; Mid West; Mid West 

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 

(2) (a) 710.5 FTE 

(b) 49.53 FTE 

(c) Planning Manager; Regional Planning Support Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior 
Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Team Leader Regions; 
Senior Heritage Officer Regions; Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning 
Officer; Planning Officer; Senior State Land Officer; Assistant Manager; State Land Officer; 
Planning Manager; Planning Director; Planning Manager; Project Officer; Planning Manager; 
Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning 
Officer; Regional Planning Support Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; 
Planning Support Officer; State Land Officer; Senior State Land Officer; Planning Officer; 
Principal Planning Officer; Geospatial Systems Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior 
Planning Officer; Senior Administration Officer; Planning Officer; State Land Officer; Project 
Officer; Senior Land Officer; Senior Heritage Officer Regions; Pastoral Liaison Officer; Senior 
Planning Officer; Senior Heritage Officer Regions; Project Officer Land; Project Officer; Senior 
Heritage Officer Regions; Assistant Manager; State Land Officer; Project Officer; Assistant 
State Land Officer; Senior Heritage Officer Regions 

(d) SCL4; L2; SCL2; SCL2; SCL3; SCL3; L6; L5; SCL1; SCL2; SCL2; SCL1; L4; L6; L3; SCL4; 
SCL6; SCL4; L4; SCL4; SCL3; SCL2; SCL2; SCL2; L2; SCL2; SCL2; L2; L3; L4; SCL1; 
SCL4; L5; SCL3; SCL2; L3; SCL1; L3; L5; L6; L5; L6; SCL2; L5; L4; L5; L5; L6; L3; L5; L2; 
L5 

(e) 1.00; 0.80; 1.00; 0.80; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.80; 0.90; 0.70; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 
1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.33; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.40; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 
1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.80; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 
1.00 

(f) Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great 
Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; 
Great Southern; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; 
South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South 
West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; 
South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; Kimberley; Kimberley; 
Kimberley; Kimberley; Mid West; Mid West; Mid West; Pilbara; Goldfields–Esperance; 
Kimberley; Kimberley; Kimberley; Kimberley; Pilbara 
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(3) (a) 770.86 

(b) 43.73 

(c) Senior Heritage Officer Regions; Principal Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior 
Planning Officer; Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Regional Planning Support Officer; 
Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Principal Planning Officer; Senior 
Administration Officer; Planning Manager; Assistant Manager; State Land Officer; Planning 
Manager; Senior State Land Officer; Planning Officer; Geospatial Systems Officer; Senior 
Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; State Land Officer; 
Principal Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; 
Senior Planning Officer; Planning Director; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; 
Planning Support Officer; Regional Planning Support Officer; Senior Heritage Officer Regions; 
Project Officer; Project Officer; Pastoral Liaison Officer; Project Officer Land; Senior Heritage 
Officer Regions; Senior Heritage Officer Regions; Senior State Land Officer; State Land 
Officer; Project Support Officer; Assistant State Land Officer; Assistant Manager; Senior State 
Land Officer; Regional Lands Officer; Senior Heritage Officer Regions 

(d) L5; SCL4; SCL3; SCL2; SCL1; SCL2; L2; SCL2; SCL2; SCL4; L3; SCL4; L6; L3; SCL4; L4; 
SCL1; L5; SCL3; SCL3; SCL2; L3; SCL4; SCL2; SCL1; SCL2; SCL3; SCL6; SCL2; SCL2; 
L2; L2; L5; L5; L6; L6; L4; L5; L5; L4; L3; L3; L2; L6; L4; L5; L5 

(e) 1.00; 1.00; 0.80; 0.70; 0.80; 0.52; 0.80; 0.40; 0.80; 1.00; 1.00 ;1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 
1.00; 1.00; 0.33; 0.67; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 
1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.92; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00 

(f) Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great 
Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; South West; South West; South 
West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; 
South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South 
West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; Kimberley; Kimberley; 
Kimberley; Kimberley; Mid West; Mid West; Goldfields–Esperance; Kimberley; Kimberley; 
Kimberley; Kimberley; Kimberley; South West; Pilbara; Pilbara 

(4) (a) 813.77 FTE 

(b) 46.04 FTE 

(c) Regional Planning Support Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior 
Planning Officer; Planning Manager; Senior Heritage Officer Regions; Planning Officer; Senior 
Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Planning Officer; Planning 
Officer; Senior State Land Officer; State Land Officer; Planning Manager; Planning Director; 
Planning Manager; Principal Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning 
Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Regional Planning Support Officer; Senior Planning Officer; 
Senior Planning Officer; State Land Officer; Assistant Manager; Planning Officer; Principal 
Planning Officer; Geospatial Systems Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Senior Planning Officer; 
Senior Administration Officer; Senior Planning Officer; Planning Support Officer; Project 
Manager; Project Officer; Assistant Manager; Senior Heritage Officer Regions; Senior Heritage 
Officer Regions; Senior State Land Officer; Senior Heritage Officer Regions; State Land 
Officer; Assistant Manager; Assistant State Land Officer; State Land Officer; Assistant State 
Land Officer; Senior State Land Officer; Project Officer; Senior Heritage Officer Regions 

(d) L2; SCL2; SCL3; SCL3; SCL4; L5; SCL1; SCL2; SCL2; SCL2; SCL1; SCL1; L4; L3; SCL4; 
SCL6; SCL4; SCL4; SCL3; SCL2; SCL2; L2; SCL2; SCL2; L3; L6; SCL1; SCL4; L5; SCL3; 
SCL3; L3; SCL2; L2; L7; L5; L6; L5; L5; L4; L5; L3; L6; L2; L3; L2; L4; L5; L5 

(e) 0.80; 0.52; 0.72; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.60; 1.00; 0.40; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 
1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.67; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 
0.93; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 0.40; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00; 1.00 

(f) Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great 
Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; Great Southern; 
Great Southern; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; 
South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South 
West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; South West; 
South West; South West; Kimberley; Kimberley; Kimberley; Mid West; Mid West;  
Goldfields–Esperance; Kimberley; Kimberley; Kimberley; Kimberley; Kimberley; South West; 
Pilbara; Pilbara 
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Department of Transport 
(1) (a) 1,483 

(b) 135 
(c) 31 x Senior Regional Officer; 93 x Regional Officer; 1 x Regional Director Southern; 1 x 

Regional Director Northern; 1 x Regional Director Central; 6 x Operations Manager; 1 x Marine 
Surveyor; 1 x Manager Northern Facilities Operations 

(d) 60 x Level 2; 33 x Level 3; 31 x Level 4; 7 x Level 6; 1 x Level 7; 3 x Level 8 
(e) 2 x 0.40 FTE; 11 x 0.50 FTE; 10 x 0.60 FTE; 1 x 0.67 FTE; 1 x 0.69 FTE; 110 x 1 FTE 
(f) 18 x Great Southern; 15 x Kimberley; 28 x South West; 9 x Gascoyne; 26 x Mid West; 17 x 

Goldfields–Esperance; 22 x Pilbara 
(2) (a) 1,435 

(b) 130 
(c) 27 x Senior Regional Officer; 92 x Regional Officer; 1 x Regional Director Southern; 1 x 

Regional Director Northern; 1 x Regional Director Central; 6 x Operations Manager; 1 x Marine 
Surveyor; 1 x Manager Northern Facilities Operations 

(d) 59 x Level 2; 33 x Level 3; 27 x Level 4; 7 x Level 6; 1 x Level 7; 3 x Level 8 
(e) 3 x 0.40 FTE; 9 x 0.50 FTE; 1 x 0.56 FTE; 10 x 0.60 FTE; 1 x 0.67 FTE; 1 x 0.69 FTE; 1 x 

0.70 FTE; 1 x 0.80 FTE; 103 x 1 FTE 
(f) 17 x Great Southern; 14 x Kimberley; 28 x South West; 9 x Gascoyne; 25 x Mid West; 16 x 

Goldfields–Esperance; 21 x Pilbara 
(3) (a) 1,445 

(b) 128 
(c) 1 x Trainee; 20 x Senior Regional Officer; 90 x Regional Officer; 1 x Regional Director 

Southern; 1 x Regional Director Northern; 1 x Regional Director Central; 7 x Operations 
Manager; 1 x Manager Operations and Project; 6 x Customer Services Manager 

(d) 57 x Level 2; 34 x Level 3; 25 x Level 4; 7 x Level 6; 1 x Level 7; 3 x Level 8; 1 x TO21 
(e) 1 x 0.32 FTE; 2 x 0.40 FTE; 5 x 0.50 FTE; 1 x 0.56 FTE; 7 x 0.60 FTE; 1 x 0.67 FTE; 5 x 

0.80 FTE; 1 x 0.89 FTE; 1 x 0.96 FTE; 1 x 0.97 FTE; 103 x 1 FTE 
(f) 16 x Great Southern; 16 x Kimberley; 29 x South West; 9 x Gascoyne; 24 x Mid West; 16 x 

Goldfields–Esperance; 18 x Pilbara 
(4) (a) 1,450 

(b) 122 
(c) 19 x Senior Regional Officer; 88 x Regional Officer; 2 x Project Manager; 6 x Operations 

Manager; 1 x Manager Operations and Projects; 6 x Customer Services Manager 
(d) 53 x Level 2; 36 x Level 3; 23 x Level 4; 1 x Level 5; 6 x Level 6; 1 x Level 7; 2 x Level 8 
(e) 1 x 0.32 FTE; 3 x 0.40 FTE; 6 x 0.50 FTE; 1 x 0.56 FTE; 6 x 0.60 FTE; 1 x 0.67 FTE; 3 x 0.80 

FTE; 1 x 0.90 FTE; 1 x 0.95 FTE; 1 x 0.97 FTE; 98 x 1 FTE 
(f) 17 x Great Southern; 14 x Kimberley; 29 x South West; 8 x Gascoyne; 23 x Mid West; 14 x 

Goldfields–Esperance; 17 x Pilbara 
Main Roads 
(1) (a) 1,076 

(b) 248 
(c) 19 x Asset Management Officer; 3 x Asset Management Officer Structures; 8 x Asset Manager; 

2 x Asset Manager Structures; 8 x Bridge Maintenance Officer; 7 x Business Manager; 6 x 
Business Services Coordinator; 2 x Business Services Officer; 19 x Business Support Officer; 
2 x Clerical Trainee; 1 x Contract Coordinator (Roads); 7 x Customer Services Manager; 5 x 
Delivery Manager; 1 x Delivery Manager Roads; 1 x Delivery Manager Structures; 1 x Director 
South West Operations; 1 x Drafting Officer; 4 x Engineer; 7 x Engineering Associate; 6 x 
Graduate Engineer; 1 x Local Government Interface Manager; 1 x Maintenance Coordinator; 
1 x Maintenance Planning Manager; 2 x Maintenance Supervisor; 1 x Manager Project Delivery; 
5 x Materials Manager; 2 x Network Inspector; 6 x Network Manager; 2 x Network Operations 
Co-Ordinator; 3 x Network Operations Manager; 7 x Network Operations Officer; 3 x 
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Operations Manager; 1 x Planning Officer; 1 x Plant and Depot Officer; 1 x Plant and Fleet 
Manager; 2 x Program Coordinator; 1 x Program Manager Structures; 2 x Project Contract 
Manager Structures; 2 x Project Development Manager; 1 x Project Director; 1 x Project 
Manager; 3 x Project Manager Development; 1 x Project Manager Land; 1 x Project Manager 
Structures; 18 x Project/Contract Manager; 1 x Project/Contract Manager – Structures; 1 x 
Project/Maintenance Manager; 6 x Regional Manager; 3 x Regional Materials Manager; 1 x 
Road Corridor Planning Manager; 2 x Safety Health and Wellbeing Officer; 7 x Senior Network 
Inspector; 3 x Senior Surveillance Officer Roads; 2 x Senior Surveillance Officer Structure; 1 x 
Stakeholder Engagement Manager; 2 x Surveillance Officer (Roads); 4 x Technical Officer; 22 x 
Technical Officer – Materials; 2 x Technical Officer Traffic; 2 x Technical Trainee; 1 x Traffic 
Services Manager; 1 x Traffic Services Officer; 1 x Works Manager; 7 x Works Supervisor 

(d) 1 x AWU2; 4 x AWU3; 4 x AWU4; 11 x AWU5; 8 x Level 1; 29 x Level 2; 34 x Level 3; 45 x 
Level 4; 44 x Level 5; 27 x Level 6; 20 x Level 7; 8 x Level 8; 1 x Level 9; 10 x SC1;2 x Trainee 

(e) 245.17 total FTE 
(f) 15 x Goldfields –Esperance; 32 x Great Southern; 31 x Kimberley; 45 x Mid-West Gascoyne; 

23 x Pilbara; 61 x Southwest; 41 x Wheatbelt 
(2) (a) 1,081 

(b) 254 
(c) 21 x Asset Management Officer; 3 x Asset Management Officer Structures; 7 x Asset Manager; 

2 x Asset Manager Structures; 5 x Bridge Maintenance Officer; 7 x Business Manager; 7 x 
Business Services Coordinator; 6 x Business Services Officer; 16 x Business Support Officer; 
1 x Clerical Trainee; 1 x Contract Coordinator (Roads); 6 x Customer Services Manager; 1 x 
Customer Services Officer; 6 x Delivery Manager; 1 x Delivery Manager Roads; 1 x Delivery 
Manager Structures; 1 x Drafting Officer; 1 x Engineer; 4 x Engineering Associate; 1 x 
Environment Officer; 9 x Graduate Engineer; 4 x Maintenance Coordinator; 2 x Maintenance 
Manager; 1 x Maintenance Planning Manager; 3 x Maintenance Supervisor; 1 x Manager 
Integrated Services Arrangements; 1 x Manager Project Delivery; 5 x Materials Manager; 3 x 
Network Inspector; 7 x Network Manager; 2 x Network Operations Coordinator; 6 x Network 
Operations Manager; 7 x Network Operations Officer; 3 x Operations Manager; 1 x Planning 
Officer; 1 x Plant and Depot Officer; 1 x Plant and Fleet Manager; 1 x Program Coordinator; 1 x 
Program Co-Ordinator Floods; 1 x Program Manager Structures; 1 x Project Contract Manager; 
1 x Project Contract Manager Structures; 1 x Project Development Manager; 1 x Project 
Manager; 4 x Project Manager Development; 1 x Project Manager Structures; 24 x 
Project/Contract Manager; 2 x Project/Contract Manager Structures; 1 x Project/Maintenance 
Manager; 5 x Regional Manager; 3 x Regional Materials Manager; 1x Road Asset Data Officer; 
1 x Road Corridor Planning Manager; 1 x Road Transport Compliance Coordinator; 2 x Safety 
Health and Wellbeing Officer; 2 x Senior Bridge Maintenance Officer; 1 x Senior Environment 
Officer; 6 x Senior Network Inspector; 1 x Senior Contract Surveillance Officer (Roads); 1 x 
Senior Contract Surveillance Officer (Structures); 2 x Senior Surveillance Officer Roads; 1 x 
Senior Surveillance Officer Structure; 1 x Stakeholder Engagement Manager; 2 x Surveillance 
Officer (Roads); 2 x Technical Officer; 17 x Technical Officer Materials; 2 x Technical Officer 
Traffic ; 2 x Technical Trainee; 1 x Works Manager; 6 x Works Supervisor 

(d) 1 x AWU3; 5 x AWU4; 12 x AWU5; 7 x Level 1; 23 x Level 2; 37 x Level 3; 42 x Level 4; 56 x 
Level 5; 31 x Level 6; 20 x Level 7; 7 x Level 8; 10 x SC1; 1 x SC2; 1 x SC3; 1 x Trainee 

(e) 252.40 total FTE 
(f) 20 x Goldfields –Esperance; 32 x Great Southern; 30 x Kimberley; 46 x Mid-West Gascoyne; 

29 x Pilbara; 62 x Southwest; 35 x Wheatbelt 
(3) (a) 1,088 

(b) 260 
(c) 1 x Asset and Network Operations Co-ordinator; 18 x Asset Management Officer; 3 x Asset 

Management Officer Structures; 7 x Asset Manager; 3 x Asset Manager Structures; 5 x Bridge 
Maintenance Officer; 7 x Business Manager; 6 x Business Services Coordinator; 9 x Business 
Services Officer; 9 x Business Support Officer; 4 x Clerical Trainee; 1 x Contract Management 
Officer Roads and Structures; 7 x Customer Services Manager; 6 x Delivery Manager; 1 x 
Delivery Manager Roads; 1 x Delivery Manager Structures; 1 x Drafting Officer; 5 x Engineer; 
3 x Engineering Associate; 1 x Environment Officer; 9 x Graduate Engineer; 1 x Information 
Technology Customer Consultant; 1 x Local Government Interface Manager; 5 x Maintenance 
Coordinator; 4 x Maintenance Manager; 1 x Maintenance Planning Manager; 3 x Maintenance 
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Supervisor; 1 x Manager Integrated Services Arrangements; 1 x Manager Project Delivery; 6 x 
Materials Manager; 3 x Network Inspector; 6 x Network Manager; 4 x Network Operations 
Coordinator; 6 x Network Operations Manager; 8 x Network Operations Officer; 3 x Operations 
Manager; 1 x Plant and Depot Officer; 1 x Program Coordinator; 1 x Program Co-Ordinator 
Floods; 2 x Project Contract Manager; 2 x Project Development Manager; 1 x Project Manager; 
5 x Project Manager Development; 1 x Project Manager Structures; 22 x Project/Contract 
Manager; 1 x Project/Contract Manager Structures; 6 x Regional Manager; 2 x Regional Materials 
Manager; 1 x Road Asset Data Officer; 1 x Road Corridor Planning Manager; 1 x Route Planning 
Officer; 2 x Safety Health and Wellbeing Officer; 2 x Senior Bridge Maintenance Officer; 1 x 
Senior Contract Surveillance Officer (Roads); 1 x Senior Contract Surveillance Officer (Structures); 
1 x Senior Environment Officer; 7 x Senior Network Inspector; 2 x Snr Surveillance Officer 
Roads; 1 x Stakeholder Engagement Manager; 1 x Structural Engineer; 2 x Technical Officer; 
17 x Technical Officer – Materials; 4 x Technical Officer – Materials (Trainee); 2 x Technical 
Trainee; 1 x Waterways Engineering Officer; 1 x Works Manager; 7 x Works Supervisor 

(d) 1 x AWU3; 5 x AWU4; 11 x AWU5; 7 x Level 1; 20 x Level 2; 32 x Level 3; 46 x Level 4; 52 x 
Level 5; 35 x Level 6; 21 x Level 7; 8 x Level 8; 14 x SC1; 2 x SC2; 1x SC3; 5 x Trainee 

(e) 2578.19 total FTE 
(f) 20 x Goldfields –Esperance; 30 x Great Southern; 30 x Kimberley; 44 x Mid-West Gascoyne; 

32 x Pilbara; 67 x Southwest; 37 x Wheatbelt 
(4) (a) 1,148 

(b) 263 
(c) 1 x Asset and Network Operations Co-ordinator; 18 x Asset Management Officer; 2 x Asset 

Management Officer Structures; 5 x Asset Manager; 2 x Asset Manager Structures; 10 x Bridge 
Maintenance Officer; 6 x Business Manager; 7 x Business Services Coordinator; 10 x Business 
Services Officer; 7 x Business Support Officer; 1 x Clerical Trainee; 1 x Contract Management 
Officer Roads and Structures; 7 x Customer Services Manager; 1 x Customer Services Officer; 
6 x Delivery Manager; 1 x Delivery Manager Roads; 1 x Delivery Manager Structures; 1 x 
Director South West Operations; 1 x Drafting Officer; 6 x Engineer; 6 x Engineering Associate; 
2 x Environment Officer; 4 x Graduate Engineer; 1 x Local Government Interface Manager; 4 x 
Maintenance Coordinator; 6 x Maintenance Manager; 1 x Maintenance Planning Manager; 3 x 
Maintenance Supervisor; 1 x Manager Contracts; 1 x Manager Project Delivery; 5 x Materials 
Manager; 3 x Network Inspector; 9 x Network Manager; 1 x Network Operations Advisor; 4 x 
Network Operations Coordinator; 5 x Network Operations Manager; 9 x Network Operations 
Officer; 1 x Operations Manager Carnarvon; 1 x Plant and Depot Officer; 1 x Principal Road 
Planning Manager; 1 x Program Coordinator; 1 x Program Co-Ordinator Floods; 2 x Project 
Contract Manager; 2 x Project Development Manager; 1 x Project Manager; 3 x Project Manager 
Development; 1 x Project Manager Structures; 31 x Project/Contract Manager; 2 x 
Project/Contract Manager Structures; 1 x Regional Design Drafting Manager; 6 x Regional 
Manager; 2 x Regional Materials Manager; 1 x Road Asset Data Officer; 1 x Road Corridor 
Planning Manager; 1 x Route Planning Officer; 2 x Safety Health and Wellbeing Officer; 1 x 
Senior Bridge Maintenance Officer; 1 x Senior Contract Surveillance Officer (Roads); 1 x Senior 
Contract Surveillance Officer (Structures); 1 x Senior Environment Officer; 6 x Senior Network 
Inspector; 1 x Senior Surveillance Officer; 2 x Snr Surveillance Officer Roads; 1 x Stakeholder 
Engagement Manager; 1 x Technical Officer; 3 x Technical Officer Materials (Trainee); 15 x 
Technical Officer Materials; 1 x Technical Trainee; 1 x Works Manager; 7 x Works Supervisor; 
1 x Works Supervisor Structures 

(d) 1 x AWU3; 10 x AWU4; 9 x AWU5; 6 x Level 1; 22 x Level 2; 33 x Level 3; 44 x Level 4; 56 x 
Level 5; 33 x Level 6; 25 x Level 7; 8 x Level 8; 1 x Level 9; 10 x SC1; 2 x SC2; 1 x SC3; 2 x Trainee 

(e) 260.51 total FTE 
(f) 20 x Goldfields–Esperance; 34 x Great Southern; 31 x Kimberley; 46 x Mid-West Gascoyne; 

30 x Pilbara; 71 x Southwest; 31 x Wheatbelt 
Public Transport Authority 
(1) (a) 1,714 

(b) 38 
(c) 1 x Terminal Manager; 1 x Assistant Team Leader; 8 x Senior Customer Service Officer; 3 x 

Senior Passenger Assistant; 4 x Customer Service Officer; 7 x Passenger Assistant; 1 x Station 
Attendant; 3 x Rail Car Driver; 10 x Road Coach Operator 



4496 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 June 2020] 

 

(d) 4 x Level 1; 8 x Level 2; 1 x Level 3; 1 x Level 5; 24 x Wages 
(e) 24 x 80 hour fortnight; 4 x 74.4 hour fortnight; 1 x 69.6 hour fortnight; 5 x 64 hour fortnight; 

1 x 60 hour fortnight; 1 x 53.6 hour fortnightl 1 x 51.2 hour fortnight; 1 x casual RCO 
(f) 5 x Albany; 24 x Bunbury; 1 x Esperance; 6 x Geraldton; 2 x Kalgoorlie 

(2) (a) 1,847 
(b) 38 
(c) 1 x Terminal Manager; 1 x Assistant Team Leader; 8 x Senior Customer Service Officer; 3 x 

Senior Passenger Assistant; 4 x Customer Service Officer; 7 x Passenger Assistant; 1 x Station 
Attendant; 3 x Rail Car Driver; 10 x Road Coach Operator 

(d) 4 x Level 1; 8 x Level 2; 1 x Level 3; 1 x Level 5; 24 x Wages 
(e) 25 x 80 hour fortnight; 3 x 74.4 hour fortnight; 1 x 69.6 hour fortnight; 5 x 64 hour fortnight; 

1 x 60 hour fortnight; 1 x 53.6 hour fortnight; 1 x 51.2 hour fortnight; 1 x 32 hour fortnight 
(f) 5 x Albany; 24 x Bunbury; 1 x Esperance; 6 x Geraldton; 2 x Kalgoorlie 

(3) (a) 2,006 
(b) 37 
(c) 1 x Terminal Manager; 1 x Assistant Team Leader; 7 x Senior Customer Service Officer; 3 x 

Senior Passenger Assistant; 4 x Customer Service Officer; 7 x Passenger Assistant; 1 x Station 
Attendant; 3 x Rail Car Driver; 10 x Road Coach Operator 

(d) 4 x Level 1; 7 x Level 2; 1 x Level 3; 1 x Level 5; 24 x Wages 
(e) 22 x 80 hour fortnight; 3 x 74.4 hour fortnight; 2 x 68 hour fortnight; 5 x 64 hour fortnight; 1 x 

60 hour fortnight; 1 x 53.6 hour fortnight; 2 x 32 hour fortnight; 1 x Casual RCO 
(f) 5 x Albany; 24 x Bunbury; 1 x Esperance; 6 x Geraldton; 1 x Kalgoorlie 

(4) (a) 2,123 
(b) 38 
(c) 1 x Terminal Manager; 1 x Assistant Team Leader; 8 x Senior Customer Service Officer; 3 x 

Senior Passenger Assistant; 4 x Customer Service Officer; 6 x Passenger Assistant; 1 x Station 
Attendant; 3 x Rail Car Driver; 11 x Road Coach Operator 

(d) 4 x Level 1; 8 x Level 2; 1 x Level 3; 1 x Level 5; 24 x Wages 
(e) 25 x 80 hour fortnight; 4 x 74.4 hour fortnight; 1 x 68 hour fortnight; 5 x 64 hour fortnight; 1 x 

60 hour fortnight; 1 x 53.6 hour fortnight; 1 x 51.2 hour fortnight 
(f) 5 x Albany; 23 x Bunbury; 1 x Esperance; 7 x Geraldton; 2 x Kalgoorlie 

TRANSPORT — WILUNA–MEEKATHARRA ROAD 
6156. Mr V.A. Catania to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
I refer to the Minister’s media release dated 16 May 2019, announcing a funding allocation of $1m for the  
Wiluna–Meekatharra road program, and I ask: 
(a) What stage is the project at; 
(b) If the project has not been completed, what is the time-frame for completion; 
(c) Is the project on budget; 
(d) Is the project to become a rolling program to ensure the remainder of the Wiluna–Meekatharra road is 

sealed; and 
(e) If not, why not? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a)–(b) Works are currently underway. 
(c) Yes. 
(d) Refer to Legislative Council Question without Notice 405. 
(e) Not applicable. 

__________ 
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