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DOG AMENDMENT (STOP PUPPY FARMING) BILL 2020 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 June. 
MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [3.03 pm]: I rise today to join the opposition in noting that we will not be 
supporting this legislation. Before I go on, I put on the record that just because the WA Liberal opposition does 
not support this bill, that does not in any way mean that it condones animal cruelty. The fact is that the government, 
the Minister for Local Government and backbenchers have carried out a fearmongering campaign by saying 
that all WA opposition members support animal cruelty. That is a disgrace to this place and this government. It is 
false, misleading and wrong. Putting that fear amongst the community shows the worst type of leadership of any 
government or individual. It is disgraceful to lead by fear. 
Several members interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I will not be bullied by anyone on the government side. Government members stood in here 
and said that we believe in animal cruelty, but they cannot sit and listen to my contribution to this debate that we 
do not condone animal cruelty — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I want to put on the record that this bill will not stop the puppy farming that the government 
alleges happens. It will not stop animal cruelty. That already is happening under the Animal Welfare Act. That 
is where animal cruelty lies—under the Animal Welfare Act. The Animal Welfare Act needs tweaking and 
strengthening to improve the power of local governments and the RSPCA to stop people being cruel to animals. 
We should focus on that and not on a pretend bill called “stop puppy farming”, and we should stop the fear 
campaign. Whipping up fear in the community is a sign of weak leadership and is just an attempt to win political 
votes. It is a little like the federal Labor Party’s “Mediscare” campaign from a few elections ago. It ran that campaign 
to scare people into voting for it. Members should know that the majority of Western Australians are smarter than 
that. Every Western Australian, bar a minority of sick people, is not cruel to animals. Every Western Australian 
would always protect and stand up for the welfare of any kind of animal. To come in here and spread mistruths is 
very unfitting of this government. 
I have taken the time to meet with Dogs West and with a number of constituents on this matter. A number of dog 
breeders and animal lovers raised this matter of animal cruelty with me during the Darling Range by-election 
campaign, which occurred two years ago yesterday. Therefore, it is fitting that this bill was debated yesterday and 
continues today. Just because someone is a dog breeder does not mean they do not love animals. In fact, all dog 
breeders I have met look after their pets better than anyone else. They care for their animals and for their animals’ 
welfare. During the Darling Range by-election, the member for Riverton, the Leader of the Opposition at the time, 
and I went along to a consultation program at Dogs West run by the member for Maylands and, I believe, the 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries. We listened. There was a huge crowd there and they 
were not happy with the way that the government was handling this legislation. They tried to express their concerns. 
It is true that the government has consulted with and listened to the public, but it has not acted on all the concerns 
of those people it consulted. It certainly has not acted in the best interests of the main stakeholders—Dogs West 
and the Western Australian Local Government Association. I will come to WALGA in a moment. The concerns 
of the two main stakeholders—WALGA and Dogs West—have been completely ignored by this government. 
I want to put it on the record that I grew up with dogs. My dad was a breeder of Dobermans and greyhounds. I grew 
up with litters of dogs around me. My dad also had kennels for large dogs. A number of dogs would come to stay 
with us while people went on their holidays because they had nowhere to board their big dogs—their Pyrenean 
mountain dogs, German shepherds and the like. I am a true animal and dog lover and I hate to see anyone mistreat 
any animal. 
As I grew up, I learnt that breeders put more time, effort and care into where their puppies ended up. Sometimes 
I saw my father turn away people who wanted to buy his puppies because he believed that they would not be going 
to a safe home or that the type of home they would be going to was not conducive for Dobermans. They need 
exercise and space. If he thought that a person who wanted to buy one of his puppies could not provide the best 
home possible for that puppy, he would not sell it to them. To ignore the breeders who care about their breed, their 
industry and their animals is a major misstep of this government. I hope it leads the minister to making an amendment 
to rectify that mistake. During consideration in detail, I will move an amendment to have the registered dogs of 
Dogs West members exempted from sterilisation and for members to be exempt from the need for local government 
approval for breeding. I will touch more on that a little later. 
I want to start off by talking for just a moment about the fearmongering that has occurred. During question time, 
the Minister for Racing and Gaming was asked about greyhound muzzling and how it will improve the welfare of 
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greyhounds. Not one word in his answer answered that question—not one word. He did not even touch on the fact 
that this bill is better for the welfare of greyhounds because the need for muzzling will be removed. Not once did 
he raise that in his answer. I am totally perplexed about why. Does he not believe that it is in the best interests of 
greyhounds? I do not know, but he did not answer the question. Instead, he chose to further spread fear amongst 
the community. As I said, there is no bar low enough for this government. 
Today, the Minister for Local Government released a media statement. The very minister in control of this legislation 
released a media statement in the middle of the debate, before a vote and before consideration in detail. He said — 

• The WA Liberals are ignoring the overwhelming community support for the State Government 
Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020 to end puppy farming in WA and ensure 
responsible pet ownership 

That is false. The bill will not stop cruelty to animals; the bill will not stop puppy farming. If the minister were outside 
this chamber, he would be able to admit that to himself. The bill will not stop it; nothing in the legislation will stop 
it. I would like to see where we have this overwhelming underground puppy farming industry. Where do we have 
this overwhelming underground puppy farming industry? I have spoken to people who say they get the puppies from 
New South Wales—they get the puppies from over east. If we have this overwhelming, growing, underground 
industry of puppy farming, show us. Make it stop in the act that can stop it, which is the Animal Welfare Act. It is 
under the Animal Welfare Act. This bill is not worth the paper it is written on without the Animal Welfare Act 
being amended. If the government is unable to shut someone down because of cruelty right now, how does it think 
this piece of paper will stop puppy farming? I will be very interested to hear how the minister can see that happening.  
I understand that two cases have been prosecuted in the last 10 years. If there is a reason that other cases have not 
been prosecuted, fix up why they have not been prosecuted. The government should tell us which cases, and how 
many, have come forward and not been able to be prosecuted because the government was unable to do so due to 
the Animal Welfare Act. Do not just say they are out there with no real proof that we have a growing, underground 
puppy farming market. If the puppies are coming from farms in New South Wales, how does this legislation stop that? 
Other jurisdictions have said laws against cruelty to animals will stop this, not stop puppy farming legislation. We 
are a little lost on why this bill is meant to be the be-all and end-all, and I cannot see how it will fix things in any way. 
The member for Maylands posted on Facebook  earlier this week that  it would be a big week in Parliament. The 
post says — 

… eight years of blood, sweat and tears — 
The government has not been doing this for eight years — 
Several members interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I am not taking interjections, because I do not have a lot of time. 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I cannot hear the member, and I do not think she is taking interjections. She only has 
30 minutes to speak, and government members are deliberately interrupting her to cut her time. 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Thank you, members! The member has indicated that she is not 
taking interjections, so I will have to call people if they interject. 

Debate Resumed 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Thank you, Acting Speaker, I appreciate your support. 
Let us move on to the Western Australian Local Government Association, which is the organisation that will be 
responsible for implementing all the changes that this legislation, if passed, will put forward. WALGA does not 
support this legislation. The very body that will be responsible for policing this bill, the very body that will be 
policing upholding it in the community, does not support it. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: It will be the local councils, not the local governments. You are not even on the right page. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: The WA local governments do not have — 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I think the minister can respond to any questions or concerns he has when he delivers his 
second reading reply. 
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Mr T. Healy interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River! 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River, I am calling you for the first time. 

Debate Resumed 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I know what WALGA is and I know what local government is, but the peak body for local 
government authorities disagrees with this legislation. It represents all the local governments. The fact that the 
minister does not think it is a problem shows how little government members know. If the government does not have 
the support of the WA local government organisation of authority, it does not have the support of local government, 
and how can the government breach its own agreements with local governments and not give them warning? 
I believe the member for Moore raised this last night. I was not here last night, but I have read everyone’s second 
reading contribution in the uncorrected Hansard. I have to say that the member for Southern River’s constituents 
are not happy with him. I have already had phone calls to my office, and we will not talk about other members 
who had hair in their food! We will go to the executive summary of the minutes of a WALGA stop farming puppy 
meeting held in March 2020. It states — 

• No opportunity was provided under the State and Local Government Partnership Agreement for 
sector consultation prior to the Bill’s introduction to Parliament. 

The secretariat comment stated —  
There are some understandable and arguably foreseeable concerns with some aspects of the Dog Amendment 
(Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020 … from the perspective of the Local Government sector. 
The Bill was introduced to Parliament prior to consultation with the Local Government sector under the State 
and Local Government Partnership Agreement, where a 12-week consultation period is considered appropriate 
if new legislation or amendments to existing legislation are likely to have a significant impact on the sector. 

I will not read it all out, because I believe the member for Moore went through the discussion, but I will read out 
the motion that was moved and carried. It stated — 

That WALGA write to the Minister and request that he withdraw the Stop Puppy Farming Bill 
and more appropriately consult with the sector, traditional custodians and the wider community, 
or failing that, that he remove any reference to Local Government in the bill as the sector does not 
endorse it in its current form. 

The local government sector does not endorse this bill, yet it will have to be responsible for delivering its policies. 
We are in a COVID-19 pandemic and are asking local governments to dig deep in support of the community, which 
is in crisis. We are asking local government to freeze its rates. We are asking local government to look after any 
tenants in their properties. We are asking local government to remove any fees and charges for community sports. 
Local governments have already taken a massive hit with reduced income and have to foot the bill for promoting and 
supporting small business in their regions, and here we have the state government in the middle of this COVID-19 
crisis putting another impost on them. It is going to take manpower, resources and money to set this all up, yet the 
local government minister did not even consult under his own agreement with the local government authority and 
make sure local government supported this bill. Do members know what? Even if he had, local governments do 
not support this bill and the minister is just ignoring them. He is totally ignoring the sector that needs to deliver on 
the bill. It is shameful, and I do not know how the minister thinks it will work. The fact is that every local government 
authority can make their own planning laws and say they will not allow breeding in their areas. If the local 
governments do not allow breeding, what happens to all the dog owners currently living in their local districts who 
can no longer keep their dogs? What does the minister say about that? To me that is animal cruelty. It is cruel to the 
families, the children and the lovers of this animal who have been able to operate when their local authorities suddenly 
tell them they will no longer allow breeding. They may not be breeding, but under this legislation, if they do not desex 
their dog, they will have to become a breeder registered by the local government authority. If the local government 
authority does not allow breeding, what will happen to that dog? Does the minister expect these people to give up 
their dog? Does the minister expect them to pick up their homes and move to another area where they may be allowed 
to get breeding approval? Right now, in the electorate of Darling Range, hundreds of dog lovers, breeders and 
members of Dogs West are scared that they will no longer be able to keep their dog on their property as a whole. 
Many of them enjoy showing. It is a great hobby, and the dogs, families and dog owners love it. This government 
is going to tell them that if their shire does not allow breeding they must either get rid of their dog or move home. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Guess what! The people of Darling Range are already in a cost-of-living crisis. Most of them 
have debts on their homes that are more than they can sell them for. What will they do? They cannot just pick up 
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and move home. They love their animal and they love their hobby, and the government is forcing them to decide 
whether to neuter their dog, get rid of their dog or to move home. That is cruelty! That is not fair to the animal, the 
families, the owners or the breeders. 
I will move on to Dogs West. Dogs West engaged with the government, thinking that it was going to get a good 
hearing. It wanted to make this legislation as positive as possible. I want to thank all the people at Dogs West, in 
particular, the president, Pam Campbell; the vice president, Des Kehoe; and the CEO, Ann Rushby. They have been 
great supporters of trying to make sure that members of Parliament on all sides of politics understood their argument. 
That is all that they were asking—that everyone understand where they were coming from. Dogs West’s code of 
ethics and rules and regulations are second to none. If the government were to pick up its code of ethics and rules and 
regulations and put them into the Animal Welfare Act, we would not need this bill, because that would stop breeding 
being misused, stop dogs being abused and weed out those who are not doing the right thing. But the government has 
decided not to listen to the members of Dogs West, who are experts in this field, have a longstanding practice and are 
highly regarded. The biggest issue is, of course, the desexing. Their whole being is connected with making sure that 
they have a good pure breed, protecting the line, developing it and getting a good strong bloodline for any breed that 
they work with. They do not want to see that diluted. They also do not want to see cruelty to animals. These people 
have all the answers that this government needs to get rid of inappropriate breeders in our society. 
No-one supports people mistreating dogs. That is why we get emotional when our words are twisted and falsehoods 
are put out there. We all love our dogs. We all love our animals, whether they are cats, dogs, birds or rabbits. We do 
not want to see harm come to them and neither does Dogs West. I am asking for the minister to consider exempting 
Dogs West members from having to desex their dogs and having to go to the local government authority to apply 
to be a breeder. I will move that amendment during consideration in detail. I hope that the Minister for Local 
Government will look at that favourably—that he will not worry about political pointscoring and will do the right 
thing by the hundreds and thousands of Dogs West owners and dogs. We need to make sure that these dogs are 
protected in the long run. The best way to do that is to make sure that the people who know the best way to breed 
and can teach breeders — 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I cannot hear the member. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): We were going very well. If you want to stay and listen, that is 
very good, but if you make interjections, as I said before, I will have to call you. 

Debate Resumed 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I note that when government members were speaking last night and making silly comments, 
our side stayed quiet. We showed respect. We do not get respect from this government. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: The Acting Speaker is on his feet! Member for Belmont, I am calling you for the first time. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: This government keeps showing its lack of respect for debate, honesty and its role as 
a government. As I said, leadership by fear is the worst type of leadership and, unfortunately, that is what this state 
is operating under. 
Noting the time, I wanted to quickly touch on some of the emails I received, but before I do, I want to talk about 
my biggest concern. It is the same concern that Dogs West has. There are 138 local government authorities. Can 
the minister explain how the government is going to make this system consistent? How can it be consistent when 
each local government has the right to change its own planning rules and block breeding totally? That is one of the 
biggest concerns that local government authorities have, but it is also a concern of dog owners and Dogs West. I have 
been told that Dogs West members have contacted a couple of shires and have already been told that they will be 
banning breeding because it will be too hard to manage. I would hate to see that happen. To be honest, I got quite 
a few emails that were all in support of including Dogs West in the legislation and exempting its members’ dogs from 
being sterilised. I do not have time to read them all in, but I would like to make a few comments. The recurring 
thing in all of them is their disappointment. An email from a Doberman owner stated — 

We are extremely disappointed that we have not been recognised in The Bill after being told by Lisa Baker 
MLA that we are the Gold Standard and would not be affected by The Bill. 

That has been repeated in just about every piece of correspondence or conversation that I have had with dog breeders. 
When they were at the consultation with the member for Maylands, she told them that they were the gold standard. 
If they were the gold standard, why have they been excluded from this legislation? If they are good at what they 
do, and the government recognises that, why have they not been recognised in this piece of legislation? I believe 
that email went to all members of Parliament—it was not sent just to me—so all members should be well aware 
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of that one. I have also had emails from people in Kelmscott, Oakford, Keysbrook, Serpentine, Darling Downs, 
Roleystone and Bedfordale. The biggest issue that has been raised is a fear of their local government shutting them 
down. One email states — 

I am a member of Dogs West and actively participate in Conformation showing and Dockdogs with my 
dogs. I actively show every weekend at the Canine Grounds in Southern River and also support the country 
dog shows in Geraldton and Albany. 
I own and breed Bernese Mountain Dogs which are a large breed dog and quite rare still in Australia. 
… 
Mr McGowan quoted that currently dog breeding is totally unregulated and that there are not any minimum 
standards for keeping a dog. 
Well I beg to differ, as I am a registered breeder who is: 

•  A member of the ANKC — 
Which is the Australian and New Zealand kennel club — 
Mr T.J. Healy: National! 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: No, kennel club — 

and its affiliation in the west being Dogs West: 
• I had to pass a breeding examination before I could even become a ‘Registered Breeder’: 
… 
• I agree and am bound in accordance with the Dogs West Regulations and Code of Ethics. 

When we say that there is no regulation around breeding, there is a massive code of ethics, and rules and regulations 
under the Dogs West breeding code of ethics. That is why we need to ensure that we include them. 
I noted an interjection that was made last night when a member said that Dogs West would not take on registration — 
Several members interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Will you just shoosh and stop harping! Seriously, you members are just disgraceful. Just shoosh! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members. I see that the member has five minutes left. I would appreciate 
it if we could hear her out in silence. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: The problem is that this government does not listen. Its members say that they doorknock and 
they know their constituency. They know that their constituents do not want this legislation, yet members are ignoring 
it. They have rose-coloured glasses on. They have blinkers on. They are only listening to their own little collective; 
they are not listening to the other people out there. 
Member for Southern River, honestly, you are in big trouble, mate, because you got up in your electorate and told the 
same story for a couple of months now about a breeder who did not look after an animal well. Why was the RSPCA 
not called? Why have you not acted on this? You keep getting up and telling the same story. Do you have no more 
stories than that one little story that you keep grasping at and do not fix? Stand up and fix the issue and it will not 
be a problem anymore. Shut them down now. This legislation will not fix the problem. The Animal Welfare Act will 
fix it, not this legislation. I do not know how thick everyone is on the other side, but they do not understand — 
Mr T.J. Healy: Mr Acting Speaker. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: The member finds “thick” offensive, yet he tells us that we believe in animal cruelty. Please! 
Animal cruelty is the lowest of lows, and you guys find that bar every time and go to rock bottom. 
In closing, we support stopping animal cruelty. Bring in the right legislation that will enable that to happen, and 
we will support the government at 100 miles an hour. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Try to be a minister for once and be responsible! 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, I will have to call you if you keep — 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Chuck him out. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: It is not within my powers to chuck him out. 

Point of Order 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Acting Speaker, I cannot hear the speaker. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): We have three minutes to go. Please, can we hear the member for 
Darling Range out. 

Debate Resumed 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: In summary, this legislation will not put a stop to animal cruelty. We all know that it comes 
under the Animal Welfare Act. The government should fix that legislation. This bill will not put a stop to puppy 
mills over east. Puppies will still come into WA. When the government stops the number of proper breeders, it will 
create more demand. There will be less supply and more demand. When there is less supply and more demand, it 
goes underground. If the government wants to force breeding underground and make puppies harder to get, that is 
what it will be doing with this legislation. It should include Dogs West in the exemptions. It should allow Dogs West 
to help it make this bill work. It should allow Dogs West to help the government to stamp out anybody who is 
doing it wrong. 
Everyone is struggling in WA right now as a result of COVID-19. We are here talking about a piece of legislation 
that will not fix anything that the title says it will. Stop leading by fear and stand up for what is real in this state. 
Right now, if someone is being cruel to an animal, stop them. With COVID-19, we have seen issues relating to 
the cost of living and unemployment. Stop putting more burden on our local government that is trying hard to keep 
up with the struggles right now, and listen to it as it has told the government that it does not support this legislation. 
The government should stop ignoring its stakeholders. For a government that has only been in for three years, the 
arrogance that is coming out is second to none. Its members have come in believing their own rubbish. They spin 
their own rubbish. They will do whatever it takes to politically pointscore instead of doing what is right by the 
community. The government and the minister have sworn an oath to do right by the community of Western Australia. 
It is about time you all started doing your job and started leading this state the way the state actually deserves. 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [3.34 pm] — in reply: I would like to respond. We 
will not get to consideration in detail today. I will speak until 4.00 pm, when we will adjourn the debate for private 
members’ business. 
Once again, we were forced to listen to a contribution by the member for Darling Range that was quite unremarkable. 
The simple fact is that this government is implementing an election commitment, which members opposite did not do 
in eight and a half years. With reviews to the Animal Welfare Act 2002 or work for the protection of animals, the 
previous government did nothing. That is its history. If members opposite care so much about the protection of animals 
in Western Australia, where was their legislation? There was nil. We saw not a skerrick of legislation from the member 
for Darling Range. She does nothing. All she does is get up and bellyache and billow on, but does absolutely nothing. 
History shows very clearly in this state that the McGowan government believes in the protection of what are very 
much loved pets in Western Australia. We heard the statistics from many members about the number of dog lovers 
and the percentages et cetera. The member for Maylands highlighted that very clearly. It is a pity the member for 
Darling Range was not here last night. We allowed her to come back and speak today. I was going to finish the second 
reading debate last night. I said that if the member for Darling Range could not be here yesterday, she could speak 
today. Goodness me; I made a mistake last night because the contribution that we waited for was pathetic! It was 
a pathetic performance by the member for Darling Range. She came into this place and talked about a range of matters 
that I will highlight demonstrate how out of touch not only she is with her electorate, but also how out of touch the 
Liberal Party is with the general public’s understanding and support for this legislation. 
The member for Darling Range said that she read the second reading contributions. She obviously did not read the 
speech made by the member for Maylands. The member for Darling Range and a number of other members talked 
about lack of consultation, saying that no-one knew what this legislation meant and no-one was consulted. What 
a load of balderdash! The simple fact is—the member for Maylands made it very clear—that the issue of puppy 
farming and the need for the government to do something about it goes back many years. In her second reading 
contribution, the member for Maylands highlighted that back in 2014, there were non-political discussions—across 
party and political lines—with key stakeholders about the issues relating to puppy farming and the abhorrent 
practice of puppy farming and cruelty to dogs that puppy farming is renowned for. That is the point of this legislation. 
Before 2014, a number of research papers came out of the United Kingdom and other parts of the world. As a result 
of that consultation, in the lead-up to the 2017 election, in 2016, the Labor Party, with great leadership and pressure 
from the member for Maylands, said, “If we want to be elected to government, we need to address this issue.” That 
included a range of consultations. 
Then we came to the election commitment. In 2016, going into the 2017 election, we said very specifically that, if 
elected, we would introduce legislation to Parliament to stop puppy farming. That is why it is in the title of the bill 
and that is why this bill outlined very clearly the points that we said we would address in the legislation, including 
a centralised registration system. I want to talk about the centralised registration system and explain the issues around 
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Dogs West. We are not attacking Dogs West. We want to explain very clearly why a centralised registration system 
is one of the pivotal points to ensuring that we have a strong piece of legislation that deals with puppy farming.  
The issues that the Labor Party put to the election were very clear—a centralised registration system. We said we 
would define breeding and how that can happen, and how that can continue so that people who have a dog they wish 
to breed can continue to do so, but they will simply have to have a one-off registration. What is wrong with that? 
There is nothing wrong with that. 
The member for Cottesloe really needs to buy a cardigan and a pipe because he belongs in the 1950s! One of the 
contributions that he made yesterday was, “How do we know how many dogs there are?” That is the point of 
a centralised registration system! Central to that is we will be able to trace a dog’s life from its birth through to its 
end of life. That is the point. We will have a centralised system that is transportable. Take, for example, a dog owner 
who lives in Yokine who is registered to breed their dog. If they move to another local government area, the data 
is transportable. The data is centralised. That is what we will do with regard to that. 
Some members opposite made some embarrassing contributions. I am sorry, member for Nedlands: last week during 
private members’ business it was embarrassing because it took the member for Nedlands 47 minutes out of 60 to 
get to his first point. Last night, there was no point to the member’s argument. The member for Nedlands clearly has 
not read the bill and he clearly only focused on some emails and some highlighted bits of paper that he had earmarked 
probably some months ago. There was no structure to his criticism of this bill. 
A number of other members opposite simply raised a number of matters that clearly they did not understand. The 
member for Dawesville, who reluctantly got up to speak, could not even bring himself to say whether he would vote 
against the bill. When we asked, “Are you voting against it?” he could not even say he was not going to vote against 
it. All he said was, “I’m supporting what my shadow is proposing.” This is pathetic politics by the Liberal Party. It is 
appalling politics by the Liberal Party. It has not analysed the intention of the bill, nor has it looked at the 
protections in it. We recognise that Dogs West is a reputable organisation. No-one is denying that. It has to be 
understood that Dogs West is a private membership–based organisation and that it does not capture all breeding 
dogs in Western Australia. That is the point. Yes, it does a magnificent job, but it is an independent organisation. 
It does not capture all breeding dogs in Western Australia, like those people who want to cross-breed dogs, which 
was an issue raised by an opposition member. We have heavily consulted on the proposed legislation. It was very 
interesting when some members opposite claimed that Dogs West was not consulted, that WALGA was not 
consulted, and other key parties were not consulted. What a lot of rubbish! They were right there at the beginning. 
When we established the working group under the magnificent leadership of the member for Maylands, they were 
front and centre of it, including members like the WA Rangers Association; the very people in local governments 
throughout Western Australia who do on-the-ground work with regard to cats, dogs and other important matters. 
The member for Moore attacked me and said we were not going by the agreement signed between this government, 
Local Government Professionals Australia WA and the Western Australian Local Government Association. The 
member for Maylands put down the member for Moore beautifully last night when she highlighted that there is 
a difference between consultation, determination and participation. We have made it very clear to WALGA, as it has 
to us, that we are not going to agree on everything. The partnership agreement is focused on a relationship; talking 
about what policy matters we may introduce. It knew about that before the election of 2017 because we were 
consulting with it! We told WALGA we were going to introduce this policy and that these were the key factors 
that underpinned that policy. Through the leadership of the member for Maylands, we worked through the paper and 
how those key factors would work. We then went to the broader public and said this is how we think we will be able 
to stop puppy farming in Western Australia. This is how we believe that we are going to bring an end to this abhorrent 
practice. It is going to involve a centralised registration system. It is going to involve mandatory standards. It is 
going to involve making sure that there is a simple one-off process. I want to underpin that: a one-off process of 
registration. If people want to breed dogs, they can; they simply have to submit a one-off application. Do people 
have to do it every year? No. It does not have to be renewed every year. That is the point of these matters. 
No secrets were kept from the stakeholders that I just highlighted, as well as a number of others. We consulted with 
the broader public. I have to say that this is where the Liberal members of Parliament are so off bar: they are on 
another planet with regard to this. Not only do people in Western Australia understand the wonderful relationship 
they can have with their pets and their mutual love of them, particularly dogs—the loyalty and all those things—
they also want to protect them. This policy also makes sure that a person buying a dog knows what they are buying. 
How many times have we heard of people spending a lot of money purchasing a dog but not getting what they 
thought they were getting? Sadly, history is littered with sad cases of people buying dogs that, unfortunately, have 
been very cruelly bred and raised, and it has ended in tragedy. Not only has the dog lost its life, but it also impacts 
on the family. Kids see a pet that they thought they would have for 10 to 15 years—or however long the normal 
lifespan is for that dog’s breed—die within months because of a terrible genetic disorder or whatever. It happens. 
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We were challenged about this. We were told that puppy farming does not happen. Last night, the cardigan-wearing, 
pipe-smoking member for Cottesloe bellowed, “Give us the proof!” Two days ago, the RSPCA raided a place in the 
northern suburbs of Perth. Over 20 pups and dogs were seized, with alleged—there will be court action so I cannot 
say any more—cruelty to these animals. In the last two years, the RSPCA has been involved in a dozen cases of 
the authorised seizure of pups. We all saw some of the more graphic examples of that in Gingin earlier this year 
or late last year. The member for Cottesloe has to get out of his happy coat! He has to understand that this is an 
issue that so many people in Western Australia support; that is, we want to stop puppy farming. After consultation, 
we received the biggest number of responses that I remember in my 19 years in Parliament—certainly in my portfolio 
area. We received nearly 5 000 responses. A whole range of people put in writing that they want to see puppy farming 
stopped. They want to be able to buy a pet—absolutely. People will still be able to buy a pet. We want them to. 
But we want to make sure we can trace that pet’s life from birth to death—a centralised registration system. We 
want to ensure that we know where those pups are being bred and that they are being bred in appropriate 
circumstances. What is wrong with that? The member for Darling Range wonders why we get angry and say that 
she does not get it and that she does not care, which she demonstrated in her response last night. I appreciated the 
member for Moore’s approach to the debate because he put an argument. But no-one else on that side of the chamber 
did. The member for Dawesville did not. Come on! He should not put his hands up like that. He could not even 
demonstrate that he was saying no. Do not do that, member for Dawesville. I asked him, “Do you know how you’re 
going to vote?”. The member for Dawesville replied, “Oh, I’m with the shadow minister’s view.” The member for 
Dawesville knows it is wrong. He knows that many of the people who live in Dawesville are older people who 
have pets. They want to ensure that when they get a pet, they know what they have paid for and they want to know 
that that pet has been bred appropriately and looked after before they received it as a puppy or a dog. 
One aspect of this bill that the opposition forgets entirely is the statistics that show how many dogs in Western Australia 
have traditionally ended up in a haven. Down my way, we have the magnificent organisation K9 Dog Rescue, 
which is run by volunteers. Yesterday, the member for Belmont and I went to the animal haven in the member 
for Forrestfield’s electorate. It is run by Sylvia and Clare, who are brilliant people. They are magnificent 
Western Australians. They are passionate people. They love their dogs and want to protect them. What do they see 
all the time? What have they seen over the last 30 or 40 years? They have seen cruelty. Pups have been delivered by 
owners who have discarded them. They have seen a whole range of things happen. What do they do? They rehabilitate 
them, find new owners and rehome them. They are magnificent Western Australians—brilliant. The Clares and 
Sylvias of the world are magnificent and they are replicated in a number of dog haven and dog rescue groups 
throughout Western Australia, including those at the K9 Rescue Group in Nambeelup. 
One of the planks of this legislation is to highlight that we want to move people to genuinely consider adopting a dog 
that finds its way, for a variety of reasons, into a refuge. Not every dog that goes to a refuge has been mistreated. 
Sometimes people’s circumstances change. Yesterday, I was talking to a fellow who volunteers. He is a fly in, fly out 
worker. He said that a couple of dogs have found their way to the animal haven because people have had to move 
north or whatever for work and they cannot take the dog. They go to places such as the animal haven, K9 Rescue, 
the Dogs’ Refuge Home in Shenton Park et cetera and the people there find those beautiful animals a home. That 
plank is about addressing and encouraging adoption. 
One of the other fundamental things that is forgotten by members opposite, because they have not read the bill and 
have not understood the consultation and what we are attempting to do, is the issue of education. This is all predicated 
on making sure that we continue to educate pet owners about their responsibilities. It is an important responsibility 
to take on a pet, no matter what it is. It is important that people understand what they are taking on and that a pet 
requires protection, safety, love—all those things. As we have said, we want to include proper education in this 
policy directive. 
I want to address the issue of Dogs West Canine Association of WA. I mentioned that Dogs West is a private 
membership-based organisation. We have no argument with Dogs West. But, as I said, it does not capture all dog 
breeds in Western Australia. The member for Nedlands asked how a person can buy a crossbred dog. He talked 
about his dog breeding experiences. Many people still want to breed dogs and it is not prohibited in the bill—it is 
not—which is what the member for Darling Range has tried to make out. The member for Darling Range talked 
about scare tactics. That was her scare tactic: “You’re not going to be able to do it anymore.” That is rubbish—
absolute rubbish. Many people do not want to sterilise their dogs. That is okay in this bill, too. That was another scare 
tactic from the other side. It is not going to happen. The bill does not intend to change that. The member for Nedlands 
will still be able to get a crossbreed. Although Dogs West can cancel a member from its organisation, it does not have 
the power to prevent that person from continuing to breed. That is a key point and a difference—it is the difference—
and why a centralised registration system is required. It is not about having a go at the arrangements with Dogs West. 
We are saying that it is not the be-all and end-all, and that is why we need a centralised registration system. 
Another claim made by members on the other side is that Dogs West was not consulted. The president of Dogs West 
was a member of the Stop Puppy Farming Implementation Working Group. I do not how it can be conceived or 
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perceived that we were not inclusive of Dogs West when its president was part of the working group. I admire the 
president. I have the greatest respect for the president of Dogs West. Members on the other side said that Dogs West 
was not part of the process and was not consulted, but that is not true—it is rubbish! The member for Nedlands 
has gone down the wrong track with this issue. If he is the shadow spokesperson, it surprises me that he has led the 
puppies in his team down this path, because it is the wrong path. I think he knows it. If he does not know it, I would 
like to say something, but I will not. 
I turn to working dogs. A representative of the Australian Federation for Livestock Working Dogs was on the 
implementation group. Again, I am sorry, but how can someone say that it was not consulted when it had 
a representative on the implementation group? They were there. The policy that we took to the election was there 
in black and white, but we wanted to include that group. As a result of agitation from the group representing working 
dogs, we agreed to give them an exemption under the regulations. 
Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am sorry to keep the old hound over there up! 
We agreed to that. In fact, livestock working dogs—I say this very clearly—have been granted an exemption from 
mandatory sterilisation and it is the only group to be granted such an exemption under this legislation. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member should read the second reading speech. We made it very clear that that 
group would be the only one given an exemption. 
I have mentioned the Western Australian Local Government Association, which has been right there. There are 
a number of things on which WALGA and I do not agree, such as the gross rental value issue. On that, we do not 
agree, but that does not mean that we do not have a good relationship. Members opposite think that the agreement 
means that if we do not agree, we tear up the agreement. It has not happened and it is not going to happen because 
we have the type of relationship in which we are constantly talking. WALGA was right there from the very beginning. 
I finish by thanking all the members who spoke and acknowledge their contributions, but it is very clear that members 
opposite have not read the bill and have not looked at the government’s record in putting this forward as important 
legislation. I am sorry; COVID-19 or not, this is the right time for this legislation because it is about protecting one 
of the most loved animals on earth. It is the time to do it. We did not bring it on in the last couple of months because 
of the COVID-19 crisis but, as members know, through the Premier’s leadership, we are the safest place in 
Australia and, indeed, the world and this is the time to do it. Let us go into consideration in detail. We will answer 
members’ questions, but I call on the Liberal Party to reverse its steadfast decision to say no to this. Without even 
waiting for the debate, without even questioning during consideration in detail, it came to a no. I would like to 
know who really influenced the member for Nedlands, because I do not think it is anybody who has any brain, quite 
frankly—they do not! 
I want to finish with this. I want to talk very briefly about the member for Maylands. Some members have attacked 
her or used some terms that have been inappropriate and quoted her in some forums that she has been in. I want to 
tell members that there is no better member in this Parliament, for as long as I can remember, who has been steadfastly 
supportive of the protection and welfare of animals. That is why I asked her to be the chair of the task force. She did 
a brilliant job—a magnificent job. Yes, she gets criticism every now and again, but she is tough. Why is she tough? 
She understands that the people of Western Australia also understand the importance of this legislation. I want to 
thank the member for Maylands for her tremendous leadership in this, for her advocacy and for her stoic passion. 
I am proud of this legislation. Let us vote for it. Let us vote yes, and send it off to the upper house and pass this bill. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
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