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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 
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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. 

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 
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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 
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.] 
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