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DOG AMENDMENT (STOP PUPPY FARMING) BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
MR J.N. CAREY (Perth — Minister for Local Government) [2.53 pm] — in reply: I would also like to acknowledge 
all government colleagues who spoke on this topic—the members for Burns Beach, Southern River, Cockburn, 
Belmont, Forrestfield, Thornlie, Bicton, Hillarys, Riverton, Scarborough, Kalgoorlie and Victoria Park. I note there 
were multiple dog names. I did ask my staff to record them; unfortunately, they did not! 
Several members interjected. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I know! I specifically asked my adviser, Sam—I am publicly shaming him—to record every dog’s 
name mentioned. I remember the breeds. I think the member for Cockburn had a bichon-something-something. 
What was it? 
Ms M.M. Quirk: Frisé. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: Bichon Frisé? It sounds like an aftershave! I want to say that I love all dogs. 
Last night, the member for Moore set out several questions. I acknowledge that many members made valuable 
contributions and I think all sides of politics—even the effervescent and spirited member for Moore last night—
acknowledge the importance of dogs and the incredible capacity for wellbeing and mental and physical health, the 
role of working dogs on farms, and also the advocacy groups that have done so much to save animals and dogs in 
our community. I listened intently to the member for Moore—you had to! However, on a serious note, I wanted to 
address some of the issues that he raised and I will go through them. 
Members may remember that last night the member for Moore was adamant that the opposition did not oppose the 
legislation. Other than asking why the Minister for Transport was represented by a tulip, he was adamant — 
Mr R.S. Love: It was a very prominent tulip. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: That is true—and I do not know why it was sitting there! 
Very clear references were made in Hansard. I will read them out. The former member for Nedlands, the then 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition, said at the time — 

I advise the minister that we will not be supporting the bill in its current form. 
The member for Moore said — 

I … say at the outset that the Nationals WA will not support the bill in its current form. 
The member for Cottesloe said — 

I indicate at the outset that I will not be supporting this bill. 
Now, am I confusing things? Maybe not supporting the bill really is supporting the bill; I do not know. Maybe it 
is just difficult to concentrate. Maybe the member for Roe was getting his words mixed up. However, the reality 
is that the opposition has been trying to hound these reforms away. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: That is thanks again to Sam McLeod in my office! 
Mr R.S. Love: I think you should leave out the puns. Government members took all of them last night. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I know we did. But give me one—I listened attentively to the member for Moore’s speech last night. 
I urge opposition members to vote for the bill, but I think it is crystal clear that the opposition did not support it. The bill 
was delayed because we knew that if we took it to the upper house, it would gut it, and gut the clear intention of the bill. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: There was negotiation on which bills would be allowed to pass and the opposition said this 
would not be a bill that it would allow to pass. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: Thank you, minister. 
The SPEAKER: Minister, can I just clarify: you are not quoting from uncorrected Hansard, are you? 
Mr J.N. CAREY: No, I am not. 
The SPEAKER: Excellent. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: No, it is just my own memory—my personal notes. 
I also note the member for Moore taking credit for the government’s work to exempt working dogs. I have to say 
this: it was on the record from the previous minister that it was always an intention to provide an exemption for 
working dogs, so that was not a change. We were very open about that. We made that very explicit. However, we 
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have now moved it from regulations into the amendment bill. The government did not accept the wisdom of the 
Nationals WA. I am glad the member has noticed a change. However, as the new minister, I listened to the farming 
sector and wanted to provide greater certainty. We included it in the legislation, and I think it is welcomed. 
The member for Moore distinguishes between the farming industry and dog breeders. However, this bill distinguishes 
between ethical dog breeding by dog owners, whether they be farmers, dog breeders, operators of kennel establishments 
or community members, and individuals who breed without regard for the welfare of dogs. Puppy farming is an 
industry that involves the exploitation of dogs and the exploitation of systems to make money. Puppy farmers will 
always be scanning systems to try to find loopholes—we know that—but the government has set a very clear 
requirement to apply to local government for an approval to breed, so we are not exempting any dog owner. That 
is very clear and will ensure that there is strong, sound regulation. Unlike the opposition, we do not want to introduce 
a watered-down system that means that puppy farmers will continue their operations by exploiting loopholes because 
of narrowed definitions. The more exemptions we make, the more opportunities there are to exploit loopholes. I think 
that is fair. This should not be taken as a criticism of the standards of breeding associations, but a testament to the 
lengths to which puppy farms can go to profit from dog breeding without regard for the dogs or the reputations of 
ethical breeders. I think that is a really important point to make. The bill provides that anyone seeking to breed dogs 
must apply to their local government for an approval to breed, which will be a one-off approval, unless it is cancelled 
based on criteria outlined in the bill or the person moves to another local government district. 
Last night, the member for Moore provided some new ideas about non-government agencies and regulation. He raised 
the example of Uber and the five-star rating system. I found this very interesting, because the problem with this 
approach is that dogs cannot give their breeders a star rating. It is slightly different, I might suggest. Dogs do not 
get popped out and say, “I’m going to give my breeder a five-star rating!” 
Ms S. Winton interjected. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: That is right. A dog that has been abused by a puppy farmer cannot swipe left on an app or 
leave a one-star review. They cannot leave an angry comment on a Facebook group or a Google review, so we cannot 
compare the Uber industry with dog breeding. I do not know how the member made that jump. I do not get it, I do 
not understand it, and, to be honest, I do not think that anyone in the community could effectively say that we should 
regulate dogs like we do with reviewing Uber and the taxi industry. I am sorry but that just does not make sense. 
The member for Cockburn made an excellent speech in support of the bill, detailing how the constitution of 
Dogs West does not establish itself as an agency that acts to implement state laws. This is not an attack on Dogs West. 
I have met with Dogs West, I respect the work and the advocacy it does, but as the member for Cockburn clearly 
outlined, the objectives of Dogs West are defined in its constitution. As the member articulated, nowhere in these 
objectives is a reference to Dogs West policing breeders, enforcing legislation or regulations, or seeking penalties 
or other sanctions in court, because the simple truth is that Dogs West is not a regulator. It does not have the 
characteristics of a regulator. I do not think we actually want that organisation to be the ultimate state regulator. 
That is not its core business. It does many things well. Its core business is to represent the community of dog owners 
and professional dog breeders in Western Australia. I have to say, and this is genuine and honest and sincere: when 
I met Dogs West and had a discussion with its president and CEO, they told me that they had a part-time enforcement 
officer. I recall that perhaps they were going to hire another. In all, if I get this right, Dogs West was going to have 
two full-time staff members. Let us compare that with the current regulator under the Dog Act, which is local 
government. There are 139 local governments across Western Australia. Of course, many of those have professional 
rangers who are already out and about on the streets. That is two enforcement officers versus the officers of 139 local 
governments. Dogs West does not have the statutory powers that local governments already routinely use. The 
simple reality is that it does not have the powers for compliance. The only penalty that Dogs West can impose is to 
discontinue a membership of Dogs West. 
The member for Cockburn also made the very good point that there would be a reputational risk to Dogs West if 
it were to become the regulator. I think that is a critical point. Dogs West exists to represent breeders, not to enforce 
the state’s laws. I want to be very clear that this is not a slight on Dogs West, but the sad reality is that kennel club 
members in other states have been prosecuted for puppy farming and animal cruelty offences, and I do not think we 
should put that burden on Dogs West. The reason for this bill is that the public overwhelmingly believes in greater 
accountability for dog breeding in Western Australia. A kennel club cannot deliver the same level of accountability 
as local government. 
The member for Moore raised concerns about the cost of the legislation for local government. He implied that it is 
already difficult for local governments and dog owners to deal with the Dog Act. I want to be really clear: the Dog Act 
has been in place since 1976. I was born in 1974. I know, I look younger; I try to tell my staff that! The facials are 
not working! But I want to say this: the Dog Act has been in place since 1976. The core work of local government 
is roads, rates, rubbish and Rover! We cannot say that somehow local governments are already overwhelmed, because 
this is their bread and butter. 
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The member also raised the Western Australian Local Government Association’s previous positions on the bill, 
particularly its views on how the costs and fees are set and managed. The government has been working proactively 
with WALGA, and I want to give a big shout-out again to Darrelle and Dee. We have been working through this 
with them. My predecessor, David Templeman, wrote to WALGA in March last year and said in that letter that 
the minister is committed to engaging with WALGA to provide a confidential briefing on the cost modelling. He 
also committed to consultation involving the sector on decisions on how registration fees would be set, and I am 
committed to continuing this work, member for Moore. I will consult and involve WALGA and the local government 
sector in the process of implementing this bill, including undertaking a review of registration fees, and I will ensure 
that WALGA is fully briefed on the modelling that the department has done on potential cost implications. 

The reality is that local government will benefit from the introduction of a centralised registration system. We 
have already heard that from many members; in fact, the member for Belmont raised that. This is a cost that local 
governments will no longer have to budget for. There will be significant savings for ratepayers, who will have 
a streamlined and consistent way to register their dogs. The cost modelling work cannot be publicly released in 
advance of the procurement process for the central registration system, of course; that makes obvious sense. 

This has been an ongoing theme. Some of the member for Moore’s criticisms date back to the debate on the original 
bill, and I think he actually read this from the original quotes, but he was concerned about the fact that there is no 
absolute one definition. However, I think many members made this point, as I said in my second reading speech, and 
that is because we want to encompass a variety of dog breeding practices that can affect the health and wellbeing 
of dogs. “Puppy farming” used in the media and in the community makes sense. It is not one particular offence; it 
is a range of practices that result in cruelty to animals. That is why we decided instead to provide flexibility in the 
legislation to address large and small breeding situations. We listened to feedback, but what is different from the 
original legislation is that a range of objectives were included in the bill to spell out the potential range of areas 
we are looking at that ultimately result in cruelty to animals. 

The member for Moore also asked me to address the process for a person seeking approval to breed, and what local 
governments will take into consideration. He raised concerns that applicants would all be treated as though they were 
running a kennel. An application for approval to breed is different from a licence to establish a kennel. A person 
will make an application to their local government for approval to breed, which can be done online or in person. 
I have to note that local governments already do this for the cat breeding approvals under the Cat Act 2011, which 
was introduced under the former Liberal–National government. Ultimately—this is a really important point to 
make—if an application is refused, the applicant can lodge an objection with the local government or, alternatively, 
seek a review of the decision with the State Administrative Tribunal, so it will not end-all—cut-off; it is all over and 
out. There will be an opportunity to appeal to ensure fairness in the process. I think everyone will be supportive of 
that appeal process. The criteria that local governments will consider and that appeals will be assessed against are 
contained in the bill. I direct the member to part 2, division 2, of the bill for that criteria, which are on the record. 

A local government can refuse an application to breed dogs only on the following grounds: the applicant has been 
convicted of an offence against the Animal Welfare Act 2002, the Dog Act 1976 or the Cat Act 2011 within the 
last five years; the applicant is aged under 18 years of age; the applicant does not have access to any or sufficient 
facilities to breed dogs in accordance with the requirements of any law such as the Animal Welfare Act; the applicant 
is not a fit or proper person to breed dogs—for example, they have previously been issued with a court order banning 
them from owning animals; and if an applicant does not comply with a request for further information within the 
specified time. For any reasonable person or decision-maker, that is entirely reasonable criteria by which refusal 
can be made, particularly in reference to conviction of an offence against the Animal Welfare Act, the Dog Act or 
the Cat Act so that repeat offenders will be unable to continue to breed. That will assist. We know that puppy breeders 
and farmers consistently do it, so we can regulate centrally the system and have it as a very clear reason for refusal 
so that we can knock them out. 

Another issue the member for Moore raised—I think this is really important—was about designer dogs, and I think 
he referred to designer dogs worth $6 000. I have a dog that I bought from Dogs West; I paid $1 500 to a Dogs West 
breeder. For my first dog, I paid $500 to a dog breeder. We all agree with the member for Moore’s concern. We want 
everyone to have the opportunity to own a dog; it is an incredible experience. However, we do not want to see—
I think the member for Maylands detailed the only statistics available—the horrific number of dogs impounded, 
rehomed, or, worse still, euthanised. They are statistics that we do not want to see. We want to get those figures 
down. We want to reduce the number of dogs that are “unwantingly loved” and put down. I think we all agree that 
that is shocking. 
I want to be clear about this idea of—I think the member for Moore suggested it—the average dog costing $6 000. 
Yes, designer dogs can cost $6 000, but plenty of dogs cost $500 if you want to rehome or adopt. As Minister for 
Local Government, I follow the Facebook groups of all the incredible adoptions from the Dogs’ Refuge Home. If 
members wake up in the morning and want to feel good, go to one of those pages. Seriously, if you have had a bad 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 18 August 2021] 

 p3029b-3036a 
Mr John Carey; Mr Shane Love 

 [4] 

day or, like the member for Moore, a bad night—that was a joke, member—look at the Dogs’ Refuge Home pages 
in the morning for dogs that are being adopted out. Beautiful dogs for about $500 or $600 are being adopted out; 
they are entirely affordable. I want to put this on the record, and it has been in numerous media. We have seen a huge 
escalation in the price of designer dogs or dogs in high demand during the COVID pandemic. People cannot travel, 
so they are spending their money on their homes. We cannot buy a car. As the ABC, I think, reported, it is very 
difficult to buy a designer dog. They are not even proper breeds, so to speak; I am thinking of cavoodles and all 
those beautiful dogs. 
Mr P. Papalia: They are beautiful dogs. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: They are beautiful dogs. I love all dogs! But my point is that the market is heated and there is 
a huge demand for dogs, so it cannot be claimed that this legislation will fuel an increase in dog prices when we 
know we can look at the Dogs’ Refuge Home or go to Greyhound Adoptions WA to get beautiful greyhound dogs. 
The point I want to make is that the dog market has gone through the roof not because of any legislative changes 
or policy, but because of demand and outside external market conditions—which is COVID. In fact, plenty of 
dogs are available. Not all of us need a little Chihuahua to put in our handbag like Paris Hilton does. There are lots 
of beautiful dogs at refuges. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: Not that there is anything wrong with it. I dress up my dog on a regular basis, and I am very proud 
of that. He has attended a few pride dog marches; I have dressed him up in rainbows. He is a proud, proud dog. 
Dr A.D. Buti: Proud pride dog. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: Proud pride dog. 
The transition of pet shops to adoption centres will be a mechanism to make dogs more affordable. This is part of the 
challenge. I do not think everyone in the community at the moment is aware of the incredible dogs we can get from 
adoption dogs or refuges or from Greyhound Adoptions WA. A lot of work is being done right now to promote dogs 
coming through that system. This new legislation will embrace that. I note that some pet shops have already established 
agreements with shelters to re-home dogs, and I commend those pet shops that are already looking in advance. 
I know that I am addressing the questions asked by the member for Moore but he asked me to do something. I took 
all his issues seriously, but he also asked whether an imported dog would have to be put down. I want to be very 
clear—this is very important because we do not want any fear campaigns—that there is nothing in this bill that 
will require any dog to be euthanised. This legislation is about protecting the welfare of animals and making sure, 
through the adoption pet shops, that we get unwanted and unloved dogs into the hands of those who will love them. 
The centralised registration system will include information about a dog that has come from another state or overseas. 
In fact, the bill will ultimately prevent dogs having to be euthanised because it will stop the reckless and random 
breeding of dogs that should have been sterilised at an appropriate age. That is the key essence of the bill. We will 
save dogs’ lives. We will better ensure that dogs are not needlessly euthanised. I believe that addresses all the critical 
issues raised by the member for Moore. I appreciate that we will go into those issues during consideration in detail. 
The other area that I did not cover, which many members mentioned and clearly is one of the most popular parts 
of the bill, is the de-muzzling of greyhounds. I admit that through my contact with greyhound owners in my electorate, 
it has become very clear what a beautiful placid dog they are. I will not call them lazy. It was fantastic to see so many 
members in this chamber say they were proud greyhound owners or passionate supporters or advocates of greyhounds. 
I have been struck by the number of petitions and the overwhelming public support. Every time a member puts this 
on social media, I am reminded of the number of greyhound owners who are waiting for this legislation to pass so 
that they can de-muzzle these beautiful dogs. I really think that is another critical part of the reform. 
I want to come back to the beginning before we go into consideration in detail. I say this genuinely: we took this 
commitment to the election in 2017. We saw the member for Maylands do extraordinary work with a range of 
stakeholders, including engaging with Dogs West. Under the leadership of the former Minister for Local Government, 
David Templeman, the member for Maylands and those stakeholders worked extremely hard. There was significant 
engagement. I understand that Dogs West does not agree with all elements of this bill. I respect that. My commitment 
to Dogs West—I am sure the member for Maylands agrees—is that I will continue to be open, to engage Dogs West, 
to listen to its concerns and to look at the practicalities of how the legislation is introduced. We did listen. There 
were differences. We can engage and then we can disagree. That is okay; that is part of a respectful policy debate. 
That is not disregard, as the opposition claims. We can seriously engage but come to a point of difference. Ultimately, 
our point of difference is that we believe we need a central registration system and the approval of all dog breeders 
by local government. There cannot be a system for exemptions. A centralised system, with all breeders approved 
through their local governments, will ensure traceability. It will ensure that we can enact the best standards for 
animal welfare. That is the critical difference between where we sit with the opposition and where we sit with 
Dogs West. That is okay. I respect that there are differences, but we took this clear commitment to the 2021 election. 
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We were re-elected. We included the objectives in the amendment bill and now we have brought the bill back to 
this Parliament. It is essential that we pass this legislation in honour of that clear commitment that we took in 2017 
and 2021, but also in honour of all the stakeholders, advocacy groups and dog welfare groups that are overwhelmingly 
supportive of this reform. We understand, critically, that at the end of the day this is about protecting and enhancing 
the welfare of dogs in our community. I look forward to consideration in detail. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
[Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Consideration in Detail 
Clauses 1 to 6 put and passed. 
Clause 7: Section 2A inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am looking at the objects of the act. They refer to a range of matters, such as promoting responsible 
breeding, ownership, effective management, and regulating the supply of dogs to and by relevant pet shop businesses 
et cetera. They do not refer to puppy farming as such. I am wondering why that is not mentioned in that clause, 
considering that the bill is subtitled “stop puppy farming”. Why is it not one of the objects of the legislation? 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I respectfully say that this is a point of difference. Our view is that the objects cover a scope of 
practices rather than providing one particular definition. I have already covered that. The objectives clearly state 
all the intentions to try to wrap up all elements of what we believe could tackle puppy farming. That is the reason. 
Irresponsible breeding can occur on a small or large scale. There could be a multitude of different definitions. We 
listened. The member may remember from the debate that there were no objectives in the previous bill. We did 
listen and that is why we spelt out a large number of objectives to provide greater clarity about the scope of the 
area that we were seeking to regulate.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: I thank the minister for the answer. I appreciate that the objects of the act will now be inserted in 
the legislation. We discussed previously that without a definition of puppy farming, the bill will look somewhat 
unrelated to its title. We are not debating the short title of the bill, but this is relevant. I thank the minister for 
improving the bill by including this list of objects in the bill. I think that it is now much clearer than it was before 
and I am happy to move on. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 8: Section 3 amended — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: This is the same dog with different spots! 
Mr J.N. Carey: You told me not to do puns. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I did not do that deliberately. 
Can the minister explain why a definition of puppy farming is not included in this clause and why the practice of 
puppy farming is not explicitly defined anywhere in a bill that seeks to regulate that activity? The bill contains 
objects that outline what the bill is all about, but puppy farming is not mentioned anywhere in the bill except the 
title. This clause contains no definition of puppy, so if we want to talk about puppy farming, we will have to rely 
on a definition based on a collection of objects and someone else’s definition—I am not sure whose. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: The fear was that if a very tight definition of puppy farming was put in the bill, it would be narrow 
and make the enforcement of some practices very difficult. In a sense, this is the flip side of that. A clear set of 
objectives outline all the areas that the bill will regulate. Because puppy farming practices can be varied and there 
are very different approaches, we have done the flip side of that. We did not want any loopholes in the legislation 
or to have a definition that was so narrow that it would not assist us with enforcement or in the legislation’s effective 
regulation. Instead, we have flipped it and said that this is the whole scope of the areas that we wish to regulate. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 9 to 22 put and passed. 
Clause 23: Part IV inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Clause 23 inserts proposed part IV, which states — 

After section 26D insert: 
Part IV — Sterilisation and breeding of dogs 

Part IV lists the requirements for sterilisation, the conditions under which dogs must be kept when they are sterilised 
and which dogs will be exempt. It is lengthy and complex. I do not intend to go through the bill in great detail—we did 
that during the last term—but I want to go through a couple of the differences between the previous bill and this bill. 
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Proposed section 26E(3) states — 
A dog is exempt from sterilisation if any of the following applies — 

This is the list that we saw before. Proposed section 26E(3)(e) then states — 
the dog is primarily kept to be used in the droving or tending of stock; 

I note that this provision is similar to an opposition amendment moved in the last Parliament—in fact, by me—
but rejected by the government. Can the minister explain the processes that led to the insertion of this paragraph 
in this bill? Does the government now accept the wisdom of our amendment, which was one reason we could not 
support the bill in its entirety last time? Now that the government has included this very worthwhile amendment, 
the bill is much more acceptable to members of my group. It certainly makes us more willing to support the bill. 
Can the minister explain why, initially, this provision could not be inserted into the legislation? That appeared to 
be the case. A commitment was given in the media and in some rhetoric that the regulations could be changed. 
Although we did not doubt the word of the then minister, we did not understand why this could not have been 
included in the legislation when there was an opportunity to do that. We were here in the Parliament, in the place 
where legislation is made, putting forward a pretty simple amendment. Of course, I note that my colleague in the 
other place, Hon Martin Aldridge, also proposed an amendment to bring about a similar result. Being an upper house 
member, he was much more nuanced about what needed to be done and his amendment was probably much more 
legally authoritative than the amendment that I tried to get through, but it went to the heart of the same matter—that 
is, the exemption of dogs that are used for farming, droving or tending of stock. What advice precluded that from 
the legislation last time around and what has changed so it is no longer problematic? 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I thank the member for the question. I want to provide clarity on this. As I said in my reply to 
the second reading debate, it was always the intention to include working dogs in this regard. The previous minister 
gave a very clear public commitment on that. I am also looking at local government reforms. There is a tendency—
I believe this was the advice at that time—to believe that regulations are more flexible and can change and that it 
is easier to introduce regulations rather than come back to Parliament. Saying that, I have been out to the regions, 
as the member knows, and have been making a ferocious effort to reach out to regional communities and regional 
local governments. It was decided, although it was not necessary for the effect of the outcome—that is, whether 
it was going to be via regulation or legislation—that working dogs would be exempt. But to reassure the farming 
community and regional communities, it was decided to put it squarely in the legislation so that it could be absolutely 
seen. I understand there is always a fear that because regulations come afterwards, things will not be done. But 
the previous minister made a strong commitment. I believe I have strengthened that commitment by putting it into 
the legislation. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Thank you for the response, minister. I think that including it in the bill has reassured the farming 
community. It seemed strange that it was not included. At one point I mentioned that dogs in the greyhound 
industry, which are regulated under the Racing and Wagering Western Australia Act, are exempt animals, yet farm 
animals that carry out very productive and worthwhile activities as working animals and have economic value were 
not exempt. Members of the farming community took that as though their industry was considered to be somewhat 
second place to the greyhound racing industry. That caused affront to people involved in farming, especially those 
people who are interested in training and particularly love working dogs. They came to me to talk about the need 
for that to be included in this legislation. That is part of the reason I think it is very important that the government 
has taken this step. I suspect that this would have been the point at which I would have moved an amendment, if 
I were going to, but I am not; I will leave that to my colleagues in the other place, if they want to go ahead with it. 
I note that in consideration in detail of the previous bill, an amendment was moved at this point to include Dogs West 
or the Canine Association of Western Australia Inc as bodies the membership of which would lead to an exemption 
for the owner. It may be that such an amendment will still be moved in the other place. I will leave that for those 
members to determine, bearing in mind that I am not the shadow Minister for Local Government or the lead speaker 
on this legislation; that is now a member in the upper house, and they will determine what should or should not 
happen in terms of any amendments. I assume that if the government agrees to any amendments, the bill will come 
back here and sail through anyway. That will be a discussion for the other place, if it is to take place. But this is the 
point at which we would have moved something along the lines that if the dog is registered with the Canine Association 
of Western Australia and the owner is a member, that exemption could go into a new proposed paragraph. Can the 
minister, for the record, explain why the request that was made in the previous Parliament for the insertion of farm 
working dogs was included, but the request for the insertion of the Canine Association was not? 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I understand that the member is doing this for the public record, but I will respectfully say that 
this is the key point of difference between our parties. We believe we need one effective law for all, whereby there 
is one regulation for all, and that there is no exemption of such a significant number of breeders that it could allow 
for further loopholes and would not make for effective regulation. I also want to say—and I say this respectfully, 
member for Moore—that I respect the work of Dogs West; I just believe that if we were to give it that exemption, 
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we would in effect be making it an additional regulator for its own membership. It would not have the same 
penalties and enforcements in place that we would have in one centralised, overarching system. This is, in essence, 
a philosophical difference between us. We believe that there should be one set of key regulations, rather than exemptions 
for a quite significant number of dog breeders through a body that does not have the capacity for the same degree 
of effective regulation that is proposed under our system. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 24: Sections 26L and 26M inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Clause 24 provides for the insertion of proposed section 26L, “Only holder of approval may 
breed dogs”, and 26M. Proposed section 26L lists a number of defences. Proposed section 26L(1) states, in part — 

If the owner of a dog does not hold an approval to breed granted by the local government … 
At this point, again, we see that there are defences under proposed section 26L(3)(a), if the dog is a greyhound 
that is registered, and 26L(3)(b), if the dog belongs to a class of dogs prescribed for the purposes of the proposed 
subsection. In consideration of the previous bill, at this point we tried to move an amendment to include an exemption, 
or rather a defence, for farm dogs, to make it a defence if a person bred from a dog that was a farm working dog. I am 
wondering why, if the minister agreed to the inclusion of the amendment around sterilisation, he has not considered 
the breeding of farm dogs as a defence under this legislation. I will leave it at that for now, and come back. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I understand the point that the member for Moore is trying to propose, but relating back to my 
previous answer, I think it is a significant jump. Just as with an exemption for breeders with Dogs West, to make farmers 
with working dogs exempt from approval to breed is a step too far. We are saying that we want to try to keep consistency 
in the mechanism for breeding practices, and approval to breed is one of those critical measures. I accept the arguments 
made about the sterilisation of working dogs—that message has been received loud and clear—but I think it would 
start to create potential loopholes. In essence, one of the most critical mechanisms for this regulation is that owners need 
an approval to breed. That is what helps us regulate breeding practices. I also note that they only have to do the approval 
to breed once. I understand the farming community’s concern that this could be complex or an unnecessary burden, 
but it is only once. Overall, I do not think the system is going to be too punitive or create too much red tape for farmers. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: That could have consequences for the owners of unsterilised female farm dogs. Let us face it, we 
cannot watch our dogs all the time. Female farm dogs getting pregnant and giving birth could potentially result in 
the farmer being fined $5 000 for what is basically a force of nature at work. The farmer may not have set out to 
breed from the dog, but if we are allowing farmers to have unsterilised dogs, especially female dogs, the farmer will 
be left holding the baby, so to speak. The truck driver’s dog is long gone; it has gone up the road, but the farmer’s 
dog is still there, with a litter of pups. I actually had a dog once that gave birth to pups and I did not even know it was 
pregnant. These things happen from time to time. In that situation, because I had been allowed to keep an unsterilised 
animal, although I had not intended to breed from it, I would find myself potentially liable to a $5 000 fine. Can 
the minister outline whether there is any defence for, shall we say, accidental birth, or will that otherwise render 
the permission to keep an unsterilised dog quite unworkable for those who might wish to have a female unsterilised 
dog, bearing in mind that it is the female that is left holding the baby?  
Mr J.N. CAREY: If anyone had said that in my political career I would be talking about dogs mysteriously giving 
birth and pregnancies! Mum and dad up in heaven, I hope you are proud of this! I will be remembered! 
First of all, having mentioned my mum, my mum came from a farming family in Perenjori. I know accidents 
happen sometimes, although I have to say that my experience of people in the farming sector in general is that they 
love their dogs. For the majority of farmers I have come across and those from my own family history, dogs are 
a central element of farm life. They are almost like gods, and they are looked after and loved. I do not think it will 
happen much, but there are always cases when it can happen. An approval to breed can cover multiple dogs. That 
is the first thing to point out. It is not for each dog. I do not want people walking away thinking that if their second 
dog gives birth, they will not have breeding approval for that. It will cover them all. There will be no offence provided 
to the owner of a bitch if approval is applied for within seven days of birth. I understand that a person needs to get 
approval within seven days. I am just clarifying that. If the dog gives birth, a person has to go along to the local 
government and get approval. To be frank, I do not think that is the most complex system. Unless the dog has given 
birth and a person does not know where the dog is, there is a time frame to go to the local government for approval. 
The owner can also apply for approval as soon they become aware that the dog is pregnant. There will be protection 
mechanisms so it will not just be a gotcha moment for the farmer. There will be an allocated time frame. The average 
gestation period for a dog of 63 days plus seven days from the birth of the puppies is considered a reasonable time 
for a dog owner to apply for approval to breed. I think there is a reasonable time frame in place and it is not too 
complex for farmers. I thank the member for getting me on to that. It was a good question. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I appreciate the answer. I wonder whether seven days is really practical in a farming sense. Sometimes 
it is pretty hard to get to a local government or even to understand that there is a process that has to be launched. We 
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have to remember that this is a new piece of legislation that will be out in the public arena. The nuances of some 
of its aspects will not be known to everybody immediately. I wonder whether there could not be more leniency to 
allow a longer time or some other consideration to be given when there is genuine situation of ignorance either of 
the impending birth or the requirement to rush off in seven days to get an approval. I am not talking about people 
being caught out for doing some sort of commercial activity. We are talking about people who quite innocently 
find themselves potentially fined $5 000 for something that has been happening since time began, and they probably 
had no idea that they would need to act with that degree of speed. It will be pretty hard to get the average person 
to understand all of the implications of this immediately. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I want to address three things. I deeply respect the farming community. I do not believe 
many farmers would not realise that their dog was pregnant. Maybe I am wrong. I understand it could happen in 
particular circumstances. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I am not having a go. 
My mother’s side of the family was a farming family and my grandfather was a farmer in Perenjori. They know 
the bush; they know their dogs. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Some of your best friends are farmers! 
Mr J.N. CAREY: That is right! I am in inner-city hipster, but I do my best! 
The point I am making is that I think most farmers would know that their dogs were pregnant. It is just a hunch. 
The member is right. I believe an education program will be needed across the state, and we will not roll out this 
legislation without a very strong education program. Also, this will be an online system, so a person can apply online. 
I appreciate that I said a person would have to go off to the local government, but they can also apply online. Overall, 
I agree with the member’s assessment that we will have to do a strong education campaign, but remember that people 
only have to apply once. If they apply once, they get the approval to breed. Let us say that in the future a person’s 
third dog mysteriously becomes pregnant but they are not aware it is carrying a litter and the dogs are born; that 
person already has approval to breed. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 25 to 41 put and passed. 
Clause 42: Part X Division 2 inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I know that other clauses deal with approvals to breed, but I have chosen this point to talk about 
it. The minister mentioned in his second reading reply some of the concerns that constituents have raised with me, 
particularly in the earlier round of the legislation when a lot more consultation went on about it, of the prospect of 
some local governments viewing this as more akin to a home occupation, business or some such. I think we use 
the term “breeding kennel”. It was specifically said to some people in the peri-urban shires that they would need 
to get such approval. Can we have an assurance that local government will be somewhat uniform in its application 
of these approval processes so there is an understanding across the sector? It is probably easier to educate local 
governments than everybody out there. Can the local governments have a uniform approach to the approval process? 
I understand there will be differences in geography and types of applications et cetera, but if they used the same lens 
to view what was going on in this legislation, I think it would be very helpful. If the Minister for Local Government 
could give some assurance that he will do what he can to assure that the industry has a fairly uniform approach, it 
would be greatly appreciated. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: I want to address this. I understand that with any changes to legislation—I know this and the member 
knows this—in local government there can be some fears about implementation. I will say a couple of things. The 
legislation first stipulates the criteria for refusal, and I think that is really important. The legislation states the grounds on 
which a person can refuse. Another thing is that there will be an appeals process to the State Administrative Tribunal, 
and that is critical. If there were not an appeals process in place, I would have greater concern, but the SAT can be 
appealed to. In my experience of going to small regional, local governments, a lot of them are doing ripper stuff. They 
are already managing the Cat Act, which is very similar. Remember, the Cat Act that the former government brought 
in, which was supported, requires a consistent approach in the management of cats and the approval to breed cats. I am 
confident that overall we will see consistency in the local government sector. I promise that I will work as hard as I can 
to ensure that we get clear guidelines and very clear benchmarks about how we expect local government to operate. 
I have confidence in the local government sector, given the way it has been managing the Cat Act and those new reforms. 
There will be, like the member has identified before, the need for education, particularly of local government. The 
department will provide regular advice, guidelines and so forth about the implementation of the legislation. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 43 to 62 put and passed. 
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Title put and passed. 
[Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr J.N. Carey (Minister for Local Government), and transmitted to the Council. 
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