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DOG AMENDMENT (STOP PUPPY FARMING) BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 August. 
HON JAMES HAYWARD (South West) [3.26 pm]: I am the lead speaker on behalf of the opposition for the 
Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2021 and I indicate at this early stage that the opposition will not oppose 
this legislation. However, we will propose what we think are some commonsense amendments in the interests of 
making the legislation work a bit better for all of the community. The reason we will not oppose the legislation is 
that we understand this was a Labor Party election commitment, and we acknowledge that. There are some positive 
steps forward in this legislation, and we support and commend those. The development of a statewide central register, 
the prevention of pet shops from selling puppies into the future and the de-muzzling of greyhounds are great strengths 
of this legislation and we support those provisions.  
However, the legislation has some shortcomings and I will talk about those. In some ways the bill has let down the 
community by focusing its effort on the compliance of people who in the vast majority are doing the right thing. 
There is almost no focus in this legislation on those who are abusing animals through the abhorrent practice of puppy 
farming. It fails to acknowledge the good work of the peak body, Dogs West, and its members in animal welfare 
in the state and it unintentionally creates an environment in which puppy farming and backyard breeders could thrive. 
It will create a red-tape nightmare for local government to manage without regard to its resourcing, effectively 
cost-shifting the state’s responsibility onto local government. It will create also a confusing and onerous set of 
red-tape rules for dog owners. Finally, it will do nothing to prevent or regulate “Postpak puppies”—puppies that 
are ordered on the internet from another state. The owner of a Postpak puppy, or what I call a mystery puppy, is 
someone who rocks up at the shire and says, “Here is my puppy. I would like to register it.” The bill does not address 
that; it is silent about those things. 
When I say the legislation has let down the community, there is a great opportunity to do something really powerful 
here. I applaud the members of the Labor Party and other members in this house who took this issue to an election 
and got the community excited about addressing this. What has happened in the past and what has slipped through 
the cracks is abhorrent behaviour. The challenge we have with this legislation is that I am not sure it will address 
those concerns. The Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals defines puppy farming as the intensive 
breeding of dogs under inadequate conditions that fail to meet the dog’s behavioural, social and physiological 
needs. The Australian Veterinary Association states — 

Puppy farming refers to the intensive over-breeding of dogs under inappropriate conditions which fail to 
meet the animals’ behavioural, social and physiological needs. Puppy farms may contain large numbers of 
breeding animals confined in overcrowded and unhygienic conditions that lead to health and psychological 
problems in breeding animals and their offspring. They are usually large-scale commercial operations, 
but similarly inadequate conditions may also exist in small volume breeding establishments which may 
or may not be run for profit. 

It is basically the practice of keeping a dog pregnant, breeding it too young, breeding it too often and breeding it 
when it is too old.  
There is absolutely no question that that is abuse of these animals. Puppy farming is the practice of people using dogs 
to create an income without regard for their health and wellbeing. This legislation should have been designed specifically 
to identify and stamp that out, but it does not do that. In Western Australia, there have been three prosecutions 
against puppy farming–related activities in the past 11 years. I want to refer to a couple of news articles to give 
members a snapshot of what we are dealing with when we talk about some of the worst circumstances in which dogs 
have been found. An article in The West Australian of Tuesday, 27 November 2012 refers to a woman who had 
been fined $34 000 after being — 

… convicted of 17 animal welfare charges in the Perth Magistrate’s Court, with prosecutors outlining how 
searches of two properties owned by her had found eight dogs in stinking and disgusting conditions. 
Some of the dogs were emaciated and dehydrated. 
Six dogs were found at Armstrong’s Spearwood home in a rear bedroom. They were kept inside pet travel 
crates stacked on top of one another. 
Some dogs had muscle wastage and one lost the sight in its eye as a result of an untreated eye infection … 
The room had no airflow and was dark. 

The prosecutor said the woman — 
… had been breeding puppies for sale and that the conditions could in some instances be described as 
‘disgusting’ and that her offences had involved bad neglect. 
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… 
Two dogs were found at a property she owned in Wyalkatchem, with one kept in a cage with no food and 
only polluted water. The other was in a paddock with no food or water. 

I am sure that all members agree that that is an absolutely disgraceful circumstance. 
A 2014 ABC online news article states — 

RSPCA inspectors, police and rangers searched King’s property in Kellerberrin and found 50 dogs, 12 of 
which were being kept in an underground bunker, accessed through a small hole covered by a metal lid. 
… the RSPCA said “the most shocking thing was the underground bunker”. 
“We were pretty horrified when we lifted the lid and saw the puppies there.” 

I am sure that all members agree that that kind of treatment of dogs is absolutely disgraceful and should be 
stamped out. Unfortunately, the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2021 will not do that because it uses 
a compliance model that is basically aimed at people who generally do the right thing. I will explain a bit more 
about what I mean. 
In terms of what members have just heard, in my view, the government should specifically aim all its resources—
I understand that its resources are limited—effort and energy into stamping out the kind of behaviour reported in 
those news articles. The legislation will rely on people coming forward to register their dog and apply for approval 
to breed. The vast majority of people who do the right thing will comply with these new laws. But the reality is that 
the people who do the wrong thing will continue to do the wrong thing. I will describe it like this: if a person has an 
old car that is rusting, there is value in them using all their energy to polish and buff the good parts of the paintwork 
to make sure that those parts do not rust, but the real value would be to cut out the rust and deal with the damage 
that it has caused, and that should have been the aim of this legislation. 
It creates a bit of a red-tape nightmare for local governments to try to manage without regard to resourcing. It will 
effectively cost shift the state’s responsibility to local government. It will regulate a bureaucratic system to manage 
dog ownership and those who could potentially breed dogs. Every dog needs to be registered. That is the case 
today; that is fine. There will now be a central register; that makes perfect sense. It calls on owners to sterilise their 
dogs by the age of two. In fact, sterilisation is insisted by the age of two. If the owner does not do that, they must 
apply for approval to breed. When they apply for approval to breed, it does not matter whether they intend to breed 
the dog; they need to apply for approval to breed if they want to keep their dog whole. There may be reasons 
why people want to keep their dog whole that are not related to breeding, but they have to fill out an application 
for approval to breed at their local government. At that point, the local government will have to decide whether 
this person is a fit and proper person to breed a dog, even if they have no intention of breeding the dog. The local 
government must determine whether they have a premises suitable for breeding animals, even if they are not going 
to breed, and the local government can impose conditions as well. Local governments will be looking into people’s 
suitability, making sure they are a fit and proper person under the legislation and making sure they have premises 
that are suitable for breeding. 
I asked my friends at the City of Bunbury to provide me with a snapshot of how many dogs are in that city. One 
of the problems is that the state does not know how many dogs are in Western Australia because there is no central 
register. Again, it makes perfect sense for a central register to be put in place. The number of dogs currently in 
Bunbury, which has approximately 21 000 houses, is 7 401. Out of that number of dogs, 2 061 are unsterilised. That 
is a lot of dogs. 
I now turn to resources. Imagine this circumstance: an owner might have a male show dog, or a dog whose testosterone 
levels they want to retain, even though they do not intend to breed it. Being a male, it cannot have pups anyway. 
Potentially, the owner may be investigated by the local government about whether they are a fit and proper person 
and whether they have a home or a facility that is appropriate for the housing of that dog. The local government 
would only do that because of this new law, but it will not do a thing to stop puppy farming. The male dog cannot 
have pups anyway. It can contribute to the process, as we all know, but it cannot have pups! No pups will be born at 
the house in which the owner resides with their dog, but they will have to go through this process.  
The new legislation will not affect dogs that are currently registered for a lifetime. The owners who have an existing 
three-year permit for their dogs will not be immediately captured by this legislation. There are still a lot of dogs. 
There are 2 000-odd dogs in the City of Bunbury, which is a small area compared with metropolitan centres. 
The city needs to assess those 2 000 dog owners. I want members to imagine how much time and energy that local 
government needs to undertake to ensure that the person, and their premises, is suitable. Think about that same 
level of energy and imagine if it were directed at trying to identify people who are doing the wrong thing with puppies. 
This compliance regime will basically be aimed at people who are doing the right thing—mums and dads who have 
Fido at home—and no real focus on identifying those people who are doing the wrong thing.  
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The City of Bunbury collected $37 848 in dog fees over 12 months, from 1 November 2019 to 31 October 2020. 
We also need to remember when we are talking about dog fees that people pay a higher fee for a dog that is whole 
and has not been sterilised. The new legislation will enforce sterilisation, so presumably we can expect a reduction 
in income for shires through this process. The council got about $38 000 from fees over that 12-month period. 
I am told that the cost of having a ranger in his or her vehicle and the ongoing costs are probably $120 000 a year. 
That is not a lot of income for the costs that the local government needs to deal with. Currently, it does not enforce 
any of the legislation that is before us, obviously, because it has not passed the house. No doubt it certainly will, 
but at the moment the council deals with some matters. It keeps a register, so it does some work there. It deals with 
problem dogs, such as stray dogs that are running around the streets or dogs barking excessively. We know rangers 
are already working on some of the problems. Councils are already doing all those jobs, but now they will have to 
enforce the new act and, ultimately, the regulations that are coming. Local governments will have a significant 
workload. They certainly will do the heavy lifting. 
The focus of those local governments, as I said, will be entirely around the compliance issues relating to the law 
that is being debated now. A lot of energy will be focused, generally, on the people who are doing the right thing, 
and no energy will be focused on those people who are doing the wrong thing, which is really where I believe the 
legislation should have gone. For instance, if we outlawed the sale of puppies in Western Australia and said people 
cannot sell a puppy in Western Australia unless they have a permit, that would mean all the enforcement activity, 
all the compliance activity, would be on the ground where the rubber hits the road, dealing with puppies. It would 
also have been a method of making it likely that we could uncover these people who are doing the wrong thing, 
because all the compliance work would have been aimed at that spot—where the puppies are coming from and how 
they are made.  
I raised those questions in a briefing and the answer was: the government decided that it wants to get involved 
before that. I understand that. I do not have a problem with it. But I point out that the reality is that with the legislation 
as it stands now, all the compliance work will be with people who do the right thing. It is interesting to note those 
two examples I gave members. Does anyone honestly think that the ladies who were puppy farming in Kellerberrin 
and Forrestfield had registered their dogs? I think we all know the answer. We will be using a system of compliance 
that will take the community to, effectively, an involuntary system, because they will have to comply, and we will be 
relying on people who will do the right thing to register. If we use that process to try to identify those people who 
are doing the wrong thing, frankly, I think it is destined to fail. 
The Western Australian Local Government Association is not keen on this bill either. I know that the minister has 
had some discussions with WALGA about it. That is purely based on the dollars and cents value of it. There is no 
question that WALGA and local government and others support stamping out puppy farming. However, the reality 
is that the costs that will be imposed on local government are a worry. It will also be a worry for dog owners 
ultimately because one of the things the government said to stakeholders along the way is, “We’ll make sure that 
the fees and charges reflect the cost of delivery.” I do not know how that will be possible because I think the costs 
will be significant. The only way to recoup them generally will be through charges that people already pay for 
their dog. There is a limit to what we can charge people for registering their dog. Keep in mind that many dogs 
will already be registered for life and owners will not pay that fee again, so there will be some challenges in that 
space as well. 
One of the other challenges for local government, of course, is that it will be responsible also for the enforcement 
of these laws. If someone is doing the wrong thing—the wrong thing under this legislation is not about the abuse 
of animals through puppy farming but the specific details of compliance around whether a dog is registered, whether 
approval has been given to breed or whether puppies have been born without approval to breed—the fines are 
reasonably significant. I think they are about $5 000 in each case and maybe up to $10 000 for some others. They 
are reasonably significant. Local governments will have to undertake prosecutions and wear the responsibility and 
risk of prosecutions. One of the problems is that it will require each local government to create its own local law 
around how these things are managed. That will be a requirement. People have put forward that under this legislation, 
if individuals do not agree with a local government decision or do not agree that they have done the wrong thing, 
they will have the right to take their complaint to the State Administrative Tribunal. When they get to SAT, SAT will 
say to the local government, “What local law are you using to enforce these rules?” If they do not have a local law, 
they will look silly and not be successful. All local governments will have to rewrite local laws to facilitate the 
prosecution process of this legislation.  
That will mean that, potentially, someone will have to do the work, whether it be the Western Australian Local 
Government Association or one of the large shires in Perth, to come up with a set of model local laws. They will have 
to be adopted in our 140 local governments. If there is a problem and they do not win at SAT for whatever reason, 
they will have to cover their own legal fees, which could be quite exorbitant—$15 000, $25 000 or more at a time—
to run a process through SAT. Local governments are therefore reluctant to get involved in those things because 
of the risk it poses to them. 
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Phil Blight, the shire president of Wagin, said that the enforcement of this current administration of the Dog Act 
is two per cent of revenue of the Shire of Wagin. The president of the Shire of Moora said that the shire spends 
1.7 per cent of rate revenue on enforcement of the current Dog Act. Local governments are concerned that with no 
figures or costs listed for access to the new centralised registration system and additional administration for approvals 
to breed, those amounts could possibly double. Under the new act, unsterilised dogs will be able to be registered 
for only 12 months. That means that all the dogs that are unsterilised—in the City of Bunbury’s example, a couple 
of thousand—at some time in the future will come back every year to renew their registration. 
There are some challenges in the local government space with how this will be managed. If local governments do 
not have enough resources to do the job properly, it will mean one of the following three possibilities: they will 
not do it, which will obviously be a problem; they will do it but at the cost of some other service that it is currently 
providing—in other words, local governments will have to manage their rangers’ activities and spend more time 
doing this, which means it will spend less time doing something else; or local governments will have to spend more 
money on their FTEs and their rangers, which will ultimately mean a rise in rates. That pretty well outlines the 
situation for local governments. 
We have proposed some amendments to the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2021. I have indicated 
that we will not be opposing the bill, for the reasons we have outlined. The minister’s office is considering our 
amendments. We are seeking, through our amendments, to make this a fairer process. Everyone will still be required 
to fulfil the same level of obligations, but they will make it a little better. 
The bill does not acknowledge the good work that Dogs West has done as the peak body for breeders in 
Western Australia. Dogs West has around 2 500 members and 700 breeders. In order to be registered with Dogs West, 
breeders must meet a 700-point vet check to ensure quality bloodlines, identify health issues and ensure that litters 
are healthy. Dogs West breeders operate under standards, including both commonwealth and state regulations; the 
Australian National Kennel Council Ltd’s standards; and the Canine Association of WA Inc’s code of ethics and 
rules and regulations. 
The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development has a consultation draft document, “Health and 
Welfare of Dogs in Western Australia: Standards and Guidelines”, which is coming soon. I understand that changes 
to the Animal Welfare Act will basically make these guidelines into regulations. I might say that although I am 
a bit disappointed with where the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2021 is going, the recommendations 
in this draft document are simply outstanding, and I congratulate the government and the department for putting it 
together. I look forward to it coming before this house, and I hope it comes as soon as possible, because it is all 
about the welfare of dogs. I think that is fantastic. There are many things included in the document that are not yet 
law but will be in the future, and we hope that happens sooner rather than later. 
Dogs West has its own regulations that in many ways mirror the provisions in this draft document. In fact, in some 
cases the Canine Association’s rules exceed the proposed provisions of the animal welfare legislation. People who 
wish to join Dogs West have to sign an acknowledgement of membership, and one of the membership requirements 
is that they allow the inspection of their premises for the purposes of investigating compliance with the organisation’s 
regulations and code of ethics. In other words, they voluntarily acknowledge that they can be inspected by the 
organisation’s compliance officers, of which I understand there are two. In the other house, the minister pointed 
out that Dogs West is not a compliance body and that it is not its job to be a policeman, and I totally agree with 
that. The minister is absolutely right about that, but the point he missed is that there are two compliance officers 
for 700 breeders and 2 500 members. The minister also mentioned that rangers with 140 local governments will 
undertake this compliance work; that is absolutely right. In the City of Bunbury, for instance, there are more than 
8 000 dogs. However we crunch the numbers, we will find that the potential scrutiny of Dogs West members will 
certainly stack up against what will be provided by the state through local governments, and I think that is worth 
taking on board.  
What sort of information is in here? I do not know whether members have looked at the Canine Association of 
Western Australia regulations. I am certainly happy to provide them to members who have not seen them. There 
are a whole pile of rules and regulations around breeding, many of which are mirrored in our guidelines, but those 
guidelines are not law yet. The regulations say that a member shall breed for the purpose of improving the quality 
and/or working ability of the breed in accordance with the breed standard, and not specifically for the pet or 
commercial markets. I am sure members will agree that that is great. The regulations talk about how a member of 
the association cannot breed a female dog until it has reached maturity of at least the age of 12 months. It goes on 
to say that a dog can be mated only five times. There is a pile of other requirements that certainly are reflected in the 
new standards that the state wishes to implement. The regulations also talk about the fact that a female dog over the 
age of seven cannot be mated without a vet’s approval, and a few other bits and pieces. It talks about the fact that 
first-generation daughters, sons and brothers and sisters cannot be mated. Again, we would all certainly support that. 
It talks about a whole pile of other responsibilities, including genetic responsibilities such as being responsible to take 
action to reduce the incidence of hereditary diseases in animal breeds. It talks about the responsibility to microchip, 
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to vaccinate and to not ship puppies via Postpak, to not sell puppies to pet shops and to stay in contact with the owner 
and make sure that the person to whom the dog is sold is an appropriate person to have the dog. Dogs West has been 
out there doing this already. I know that some people have said that it is not the job of Dogs West to be the police, 
and I agree. It is not being the police, but it has done an exceptionally good job of coming up with these standards 
and promoting the health and wellbeing of dogs in Western Australia. 
One of the criticisms of this legislation is that when Barry and Betty from Balga, Belmont or Bunbury decide that 
they will buy themselves a female dog to breed — 
Hon Darren West: Or Bencubbin. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Absolutely—Bart and Barbara from Bencubbin. 
Let us say that they decide to get themselves a female dog and they get a permit to breed. I cannot remember the exact 
wording in the legislation, but it gives them the right to breed the dog. When they get that permit, it is a one-off 
requirement through the local government. They will apply to their local government and get the permit to breed 
dogs and they will be given a compliance number, or a breeder’s number. Those people may be very well intentioned 
but they may or may not have had experience rearing puppies. They will be able to advertise on Gumtree and 
in the newspaper and say that they are a registered breeder, because technically that will be correct under this 
new legislation.  
The problem is that they will be a backyard breeder and they will not have the expertise that potentially a member 
of Dogs West has. A Dogs West member, who may have been breeding dogs for 20 years and is an absolute expert 
at it, will also be required to apply for a permit and will be given a compliance number. The ads in the newspaper 
or on Gumtree will look identical but the consumer will not know the difference between the association member 
and Barry and Betty. The consumer can do some research—most of us do when looking to find a dog for the family—
but the reality is that it is not comparing apples with apples. The problem in many ways is that what is being proposed 
will legitimise backyard breeders. Potentially—I will talk more about this later—that will create an environment 
in which it is more attractive for people to engage in underground activity than it is today. There is some work to be 
done there. As I said, I have proposed some amendments in that space and I certainly hope that we can manage our 
way through those. The amendments basically do not give an exemption to Dogs West members but will recognise 
the work that Dogs West does and its breeder number and breeder prefix programs. 
Into the future there will be no difference between backyard breeders and people who are experts in the field; 
people will be left to do their own homework. I think the playing field will be a bit more even once this legislation 
has passed Parliament. Once the guidelines and standards become law, it will balance things up a bit. Certainly in the 
preceding space—I do not know when this legislation is due to come on—there is a situation whereby Dogs West 
breeders are held to an exceptionally high standard through its processes and backyard breeders are asked to do 
the right thing but there is no legal requirement. Of course, they can still be prosecuted if they are caught harming 
animals, and that should absolutely happen. My concern is that most of the rangers and local governments will be 
busy doing compliance with people who are doing the right thing and will not be able to get to those people who 
are not, although I am sure that if situations of abuse are reported to a local government or the RSPCA, they will 
do everything within their power to act as quickly as they can to alleviate the situation. 
Another challenge is that the legislation will create a bit of a minefield for people trying to work out how to comply 
with all these rules. I sense it will be a bit of a red-tape nightmare. I have a letter from the Shire of Mundaring that 
has been provided to me—I have removed the person’s name. This person wanted to keep, I think, three dogs on 
their property. Under the local law, they could keep only two dogs. They went to the shire and said that they are 
a breeder of dogs and had to keep an extra dog. They asked whether they could apply for a permit or what they needed 
to do to get approval to have more than two dogs. The approval was given, which is terrific, but it came with this 
letter. This letter is an example of some of the dramas that we are potentially releasing by opening the Pandora’s box 
of this legislation. It says — 

Thank you for your multi-dog application lodged with the Shire on the 28 July 2020. 
I … wish to inform you that your multi-dog application has been approved and there were no objections 
from any surrounding properties. 
However, I need to address one matter with you in regards to the breeding. Whilst I appreciate your 
honesty and being forthcoming in providing the information about your breeding of dogs, I am obligated 
to advise the Shires planning department due to the fact, that breeding of dogs cannot occur in a rural 
residential zoning area within the shire. This can only occur in area’s zoned as rural small holdings, and 
with planning approval. 
I understand that there is a breeding/kennel facility not far from where you live. However, this has only 
been permitted due to it being approved before these zone restrictions were implemented. There is also 
conditions on surrounding land titles in relation to the acceptance of living nearby this establishment. 
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As recent as last year the Shire prosecuted a land owner for breeding puppy’s in an incorrectly zoned area. 
This resulted in a financial penalty being handed down by the courts to this landowner. To avoid you 
having to go through something similar I have passed on this information to our Planning compliance officer 
and will request that they call you to further discuss your situation. 

There we go! The local government is obligated to issue an approval to breed—those are the words I was looking 
for—but it may be in contravention of its planning law. We are going to put this on people all over the state. Members 
can see that there will be some challenges in how we deal with that.  
I understand that the WA legislation is based on the Victorian model. It is interesting to see how things are working 
over there. I have a report from Animal Care Australia, which has some information that I would like to share with 
members. I will be honest and say that I do not know anything about this organisation and I cannot speak to its 
credibility. I do not mean any disrespect at all to the organisation by saying that. When we were doing our research, 
we came across these documents. We have spoken to the organisation and it seems to be legitimate. Given the 
quality of the presentation and the data in here, I certainly believe that it is a credible source. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Member, just for Hansard and me in the future, would you like to name the document—the title—
and when it was published and stuff like that? 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Absolutely. The group is called Animal Care Australia and it describes itself as 
“Animal welfare by the experts—those who keep, care for, and breed animals”. I am happy to table the document. 
[Leave granted. See paper 508.] 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: ACA president Michael Donnelly told us that the Victorian puppy farming legislation 
has greatly decreased puppy stock from registered breeders and driven up prices. He said that since the introduction 
of puppy farming legislation in Victoria, which I think was in 2017, breeder numbers have decreased by five per cent. 
We were told that some breeds are now at risk in Australia and vulnerable to no longer being on the market. Prices 
have skyrocketed in Victoria, with one example being of a Jack Russell puppy starting at $5 000. 
Hon Darren West: Don’t buy that one. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: That is right; do not buy that one. The ABC did a story on this Jack Russell on 
10 May 2021. Jackson Peck was the journalist. The article talked a bit about some of the challenges with backyard 
breeders and a dearth of dogs with significant health problems. Although those breeders may be well meaning, 
they presumably do not have the expertise to be able to — 
Hon Sandra Carr: Dearth means a lack of. Do you mean a lack of or an abundance of? 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: No, I did not mean that; I meant an abundance of health problems. I thank the member 
very much. There are a lot of dogs with problems. The article goes on to say—I apologise; I had the wrong article. 
I will come to that one next. 
Another article posted on ABC online news was written by Elise Kinsella and is headed “Pandemic puppies selling 
for exorbitant prices as demand soars in lockdown-hit Victoria”. It states — 

Ms Traeger initially looked for a Jack Russell puppy online but the cheapest puppy she could find was 
selling for $5,000. 

That is an expensive Jack Russell! The journalist asked professional breeders about this. The article states — 
The Australian Association of Pet Dog Breeders president Tracee Rushton said there had been an incredible 
jump in demand particularly for small, apartment-friendly dogs, and oodles—dogs that are crossed with 
a poodle. 
Ms Rushton said registered breeders had to match market rates, to avoid creating a secondary puppy 
market. 
“The problem is if we don’t price our puppies in accordance with the current market rate, what we have 
found is that we get people purchasing puppies for a cheap price, then turning around and immediately 
reselling those puppies for a greater amount,” she said. 

Again, I do not think that would be a desirable thing for us to have here in WA. Lockdown has been blamed for that 
increase, but the registration numbers show a decrease in the number of registered breeders available and puppy 
stock is decreasing, further exacerbating the problem. The drop in the number of registered breeders has been 
accommodated by an increase in the number of dodgy breeders. It has had the opposite effect that the puppy farming 
legislation was supposed to bring about. 
The report refers to the numbers of the drop. In 2017, there was a grand total of 70 524 registered dog breeders. 
In 2018, it dropped to 69 335 and in 2019, it was 66 999. That is a loss of 3 525 registered dog breeders in just 
two years. It has had a fairly significant effect over there. The report also says that the same breeders are now 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110508c642554802e2353bb48258745000abfc4/$file/tp-508.pdf
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producing fewer dogs due to restricted numbers in available breeding mates. Obviously, if all the dogs are to be 
mandatorily sterilised at two years of age, the future gene pool for puppies will potentially be reduced. 
The experience in Victoria seems to be that this has driven up the cost of puppies. As much as I will get into trouble, 
that is probably not a completely bad thing. I think that people value what they pay for; if they pay for something, 
they value it. I have a two-year-old husky. I think we paid $2 500 for the dog. When people make that investment 
in an animal, they will make sure that it is being looked after. That is just common sense. Nobody buys expensive 
property, whether it be an animal or other property, and mistreats it. If someone gets a dog for 30 bucks out of the 
boot of a car, perhaps that may not be the owner’s commitment. I am not saying that it is not; I am just saying that 
it may not be. When the price of a dog goes up to the point at which it might potentially cost $5 000, that is a tinderbox 
of a problem. That makes getting involved in these black market puppy scams really attractive. If someone can go 
underground and produce a load of puppies and then sell them out of the boot of a car at the markets for half the 
price of others, it starts to look attractive. One of the challenges with this legislation is that it does not really deal 
with that issue. 
I referred earlier to the mystery puppy. I asked the question at the briefing: what if I turn up at the shire with my 
mystery puppy and I say, “Here is a puppy”? The shire will ask me where I got him from and I will say that I just 
found him—he was lost. I asked whether he could be registered and the answer was yes, I could register him. I have 
to ask: where is the commitment to tracking down these people who are doing the wrong thing? There is nothing 
to stop people from importing post-pack puppies from the eastern states with no real focus on the people who are 
doing the wrong thing. The vast majority of this legislation is about the people who are doing the right thing, and we 
are relying on them to continue to do the right thing. In my view, we are bringing in a bunch of fairly onerous rules 
and regulations—on radio I called it the G2G PASS for dogs, in that it is a bureaucracy.  
With this system, we are saying that it will be easy and it will all go well. The problem is that these things do not 
go well, as we know. Every day we deal with issues, and ministers on the other side pull their hair out and deal with 
things that we all think would be common sense for people to work out are not what is intended. But the reality is 
that sometimes these things are challenging. Having a system that relies on a whole pile of rules and regulations 
means that inevitably the efforts of authorities will be in applying those rules and regulations. In this case, I think the 
legislation has missed the boat and should have been directed far more at dealing with and capturing those people 
who are doing the wrong thing. 
Having said that, we are not going to oppose the bill, because there are some really good things in it and we need 
some forward movement in this space. As I have said, I congratulate the government for bringing it forward. Some 
of the elements will bring some good, positive things. It is certainly an area that we need to work on. After this bill is 
passed, I certainly encourage the minister responsible to keep an eye on it and work out what things might be able 
to be changed in the future to meet the needs of the community and to stamp out this disgraceful activity. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [4.15 pm]: I am happy to seek the call 
and then for you to note the time, Acting President, whichever way you would like to do it. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): I am happy to give you the call, Hon Dr Steve Thomas. Noting 
the time, I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 3331.] 
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