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Tragedy in Whitton

9 January, 2009: Three year old Ruby-Lea Burke and her 15-month old sister Lilly
were at the home of babysitter Lorraine O’Donnell (45) in Whitton! when they were
set upon by her four large dogs. Ruby was killed in the attack while her sister was
injured. O’Donnell also sustained injuries and suffered a heart-attack in an attempt to
save the girls. Hearing the commotion, two neighbours eventually drove the dogs
away with a crowbar. The dogs, identified as bull mastiff cross-breeds, were later
found and sedated on site before being transported to a nearby pound. Three of the
dogs died as a consequence of sedation; the remaining dog was destroyed shortly
afterwards. While Ruby’s father described the tragic events of 9 January as an
“accident” that no one should be blamed for, others called for immediate action to
prevent similar incidents.>

The fatal mauling shared some similarities with the death of Robyn Gordon (61) in
Sydney in June 2007. She was discovered, mortally wounded, in the backyard where
she kept her fourteen dogs — mostly mastiff, wolfhound and greyhound cross-breeds.
Eleven of her dogs were seized and put-down. Neighbours noted that the animals
were frequently heard growling and fighting but no one had noticed anything out of
the ordinary the day that Gordon died.® A few months before Ruby’s death, a nine-

This case was written by Marinella Padula, Australia and New Zealand School of Government for
Professor John Alford as a basis for class discussion rather than to illustrate either effective or ineffective
handling of a managerial situation.

Cases are not necessarily intended as a complete account of the events described. While every reasonable
effort has been made to ensure accuracy at the time of publication, subsequent developments may mean
that certain details have since changed. This work is licensed under Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International Licence, except for logos, trademarks, photographs and
other content marked as supplied by third parties. No licence is given in relation to third party material.
Version 22-06-2009. Distributed by the Case Program, The Australia and New Zealand School of
Government, www.anzsog.edu.au.

@080

EY HMC KD

! Whitton is located near Griffith in south-western New South Wales.
2 ““Tough” NSW dog laws failed little Ruby-Lea’ Daily Telegraph, 9 January 2009.
% Gibson, J. ‘Good Samaritan dies in dog attack’ Sydney Morning Herald, 14 June 2007.


http://www.anzsog.edu.au/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

year-old central coast girl lost part of her lip in an incident with a “Rottweiler-type”
dog.* And just weeks after the Whitton incident, a two-year- old girl sustained severe
facial injuries from a German Shepherd-Husky cross at a house in Western Sydney.®

Regulating dangerous dogs

In 2006, the NSW parliament passed changes to the Companion Animals Act 1998
and the Companion Animals Regulation 1999, which introduced greater respon-
sibilities for owners of restricted or dangerous dogs. It also gave councils increased
powers to seize such dogs if compliance standards were not met. Restricted dogs
referred to those breeds banned from importation under Australian customs law. Since
2002, it was illegal to bring any of the following breeds into the country: Dogo
Argentino; Fila Brasileiro; Japanese Tosa; American Pit Bull Terrier or Pit Bull
Terrier; Perro de Presa Canario or Presa Canario. Selling or breeding any existing
banned dogs was also prohibited. Of the breeds listed, only Pit Bull Terriers were
found in Australia in any significant quantities.

A “dangerous dog” was defined as any type of dog which had, without provocation,
attacked or killed another person or animal. The definition also applied to dogs which
displayed aggressive behaviours. Under the Companion Animals legislation, any
dangerous or restricted dog (including cross-bred offspring) had to be registered with
the local council, microchipped and desexed. Owners also had to ensure that these
dogs were kept in special reinforced enclosures while at home and muzzled at all
times in public (Exhibit A). A dangerous or restricted dog declaration could be made
by a council or court, although the dog’s owner had the right to appeal the decision
and submit the animal for professional assessment. Penalties for non-compliance
ranged from fines to dog destruction and imprisonment. Restricted breeds could also
be seized and destroyed irrespective of whether legislative requirements were met.

In the aftermath of the Whitton case, questions were raised about the adequacy of
existing regulations. Dog experts claimed that many restricted cross-breed dogs were
slipping under the radar because of a loophole in the law. For example, a half Pit
Bull/half-Labrador could simply be registered as a Labrador-cross. Wayne Asplet,
animal controller with the St George Rescue Service, explained: “What the smarties
do is they just go in to have [the dog] microchipped by a vet and they only mention
the non-banned breed; they don’t say it’s part pit bull or whatever the banned breed is
and no one says anything.”®

Cross-breed dogs could be very difficult to identify, even for experts, and there was
no definitive, objective test to distinguish Pit Bull terriers, for example, from related
but legal breeds like the Staffordshire Terrier. Indeed, there was continuing debate
about whether Pit Bulls actually constituted a distinct breed. Moreover, some owners
simply did not register their dogs while others neglected to update their details when
they moved to other areas. Some owners deliberately moved to other regions to evade
restrictions or sanctions imposed by a particular council. There was also concern that
councils lacked the rangers and resources to adequately enforce existing regulations.

4 Morello, V. ‘Girl's lip found in yard after dog attack: Police’ AAP, 11 November 2008,
5 Sikora, K. “‘Girl suffers severe facial injuries in dog attack’ The Daily Telegraph, 18 February, 2009.
6 Tadros, E. ‘Online register for dog attacks welcome’ Sydney Morning Herald, 25 January 2009.
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Dog attacks in NSW

Dog bites were a common form of injury in Australia, accounting for thousands of
hospital/doctor visits annually. Almost 40 percent of Australian households included a
dog and over 60 percent of those dogs were medium-sized or larger.” Approximately
80 percent of attacks occurred in or around the home and in most cases, the dog was
known to the victim.® Children were particularly vulnerable: partly due to their small
stature, partly due to their limited capacity to understand aggression cues or triggers.
Boys under ten years of age were bitten more frequently than any other group. The
elderly were also at elevated risk of serious harm, while the likelihood and severity of
attacks increased with the number of dogs on the premises.

A NSW Department of Local Government report examining dog attacks during 2004-
2005 revealed that there were just over 963,000 dogs listed on the Companion
Animals Register with almost 52 percent aged between two and five years. Almost 70
percent were pure-bred dogs, 44.6 percent of which were de-sexed. Fewer than 15
percent of cross-bred dogs were reported as de-sexed. The reproductive status of
around one-third of all dogs was unknown. The most popular pure-breeds included
the Labrador, Maltese Terrier and Staffordshire Bull Terrier, whilst the most popular
cross-breed dogs were Maltese Terriers, Border Collies and Labradors (Exhibit B).

The report revealed that during 2004-2005, NSW councils reported 873 dog attacks
involving 1179 dogs. However, only 49 percent of councils submitted attack data and
not all participating councils submitted complete data.® Furthermore, victims were not
obliged to report attacks to their local council. Experts contended that reported attacks
were merely the tip of the iceberg, especially as most incidents involved the family
pet in a private setting. Patchy data collection in previous years also made it difficult
to make historical comparisons.

In NSW, the majority of reported attacks occurred in a public place (59.6 percent)
whilst only 11.7 percent of incidents involved children. In almost 80 percent of
reports, the owner was allegedly in control of the dog at the time of the attack (Exhibit
C). Close to 30 different types of pure breeds and 20 types of cross-breed dogs were
involved in attacks. German Shepherds, Australian Cattle Dogs and Rottweilers were
the most frequently reported purebreds. Meanwhile, Australian Cattle and Pit Bull
crosses were amongst the most commonly identified cross-breds. However, 59 cross-
breed dogs involved in attacks were not identified (Exhibit D). In nearly 28 percent of
cases it was not known whether dogs were registered or microchipped and just over
40 percent of reported dogs were male (gender was unknown in close to 30 percent of
cases). Only 15 percent of dogs involved in attacks were definitely de-sexed; the
reproductive status of almost 50 percent was unknown.°

" Headey, B. ‘National People and Pets Survey’ Melbourne Institute of Applied Economic and Social
Research, Melbourne University, 2006, p.10.

8 ‘Dog attacks on children - experts respond’ Australian Science Media Centre, 19 January 2009,
WWW.aussmc.org , accessed February 2009.

% “Council reports of dog attacks in NSW July 2004 — June 2005° Department of Local Government,
May 2007, p.6.

10 jbid, p.10.
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With regard to outcomes, 4.6 percent of reported attacks required some form of
medical treatment or hospitalisation. However, in 95 percent of incidents it was not
known whether an injury had occurred or the nature of that injury.! In terms of action
taken, just under 9 percent of attacks resulted in dog destruction; penalties or
warnings were issued in almost 47 percent of cases (Exhibit E).

Breed Specific Legislation

As NSW’s dangerous dog laws came under closer scrutiny, there were calls to extend
restrictions to Bull Mastiffs and mastiff crosses. Asplet believed that there were a
number of other breeds that should be added to the list but claimed that the
Government wasn’t sufficiently motivated to act:

“We’ve been pointing it out for years, but unfortunately the welfare-orientated people
and the people with interests have got in the ear of the minister and the Department of
Local Government. People don’t get this. This is a law enforcement Act, not welfare,
so why welfare has got so much say in this Act when it’s a local government
minister’s portfolio has always stunned us people at the coal face and it’s quite
dangerous sometimes. I’ve been talking about this since 1983. I’ve been through
seven or eight ministers and no one has tightened it until two years ago, but (the
changes are) still not enough.”*2

Lawyer Basil Stafford had prosecuted a number of dog attack cases in Victoria. He
believed that ownership of certain breeds should be heavily restricted in line with
their potential to inflict serious damage: “At the moment, any idiot can have a dog
such as a Rottweiler,” he said. “It would be better if nobody could have a Rottweiler
unless they could show why they should have one.” Instead, he suggested a tiered
system where breeds like pugs or spaniels were open to general ownership. “Then
there would be dogs for which you would need a permit and you'd have to show a
need for them - dogs such as Rottweilers, Dobermans or [Rhodesian] Ridgebacks,”
Stafford said.*3

Breed Specific Legislation (BSL) referred to laws that singled out particular dog
breeds for differential treatment and took a variety of different forms around the
world. Many states and provinces in the USA had enacted Pit Bull bans. Germany had
also introduced a ban on Pit Bulls, Staffordshire Bull Terriers and American
Staffordshire Terriers and imposed restrictions on Rottweiler ownership. Similarly, in
2003 Italy placed 92 breeds on a restricted list which not only included Pit Bulls,
Dobermans and German Shepherds but breeds such as Corgis, Collies and St
Bernards. Under the legislation, children and convicted criminals were prevented
from owning restricted dogs, whilst approved owners had to take out compulsory
insurance.*

Proponents of BSL pointed to research into serious dog attacks as justification for
bans on Pit Bulls and other restricted breeds. A US Health Department study of 238
dog bite-related fatalities in America during 1979-1998 identified 25 different breeds

1 ibid, p.9

2 Gee, S. ‘Dog laws a mongrel mix.” Daily Telegraph, 9 January 2009.

13 “‘When man’s best friend becomes the enemy’ Herald-Sun, 20 January 2008.
14 “Ttaly restricts 92 dog breeds’ United Press International, 15 September 2003.
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involved in fatal attacks. However, Pit Bulls and Rottweilers accounted for more than
100 of those deaths. Pit Bull-related deaths peaked from 1983-1992 whilst the
majority of Rottweiler attacks were recorded during 1993-1998.%° Most of the victims
were children. A later survey by magazine Animal People News looked at dog-related
fatalities and maimings in the USA and Canada from 1982-2007. Again most victims
were children or elderly people. This survey identified close to 100 different pure
breeds and cross breeds involved in serious and fatal attacks, however Pit Bulls and
Rottweilers accounted for more than 50 percent of cases (Table 1).

Pit Bull terriers, argued author Merritt Clifton, were different to other breeds in that
they had a tendency to attack adults almost as often as children. Moreover, they often
failed to display the standard warning signals prior to attack (e.g. staring, snarling) or
respond to capitulation. Bred for fighting, Pit Bulls were notorious for their fearless
nature, high pain threshold and powerful jaws that could inflict damage dispro-
portionate to their size. Rottweilers (often used as guard dogs) followed normal attack
patterns but their large size and strength made these dogs difficult to restrain and their
bites were more likely to cause serious damage. While other breeds might have a high
or even higher propensity to bite (e.g. some herding dogs), their attacks were less apt
to be the kind of sustained assaults that usually caused fatalities. Another problem,
noted Clifton, was the fact that around two-third of the dogs in the survey were not
known to have attacked previously. He continued:

“...it is sheer foolishness to encourage people to regard pit bull terriers and
Rottweilers as just dogs like any other, no matter how much they may behave like
other dogs under ordinary circumstances... If almost any other dog has a bad moment,
someone may get bitten, but will not be maimed for life or killed, and the actuarial
risk is accordingly reasonable. If a pit bull terrier or a Rottweiler has a bad moment,
often someone is maimed or killed--and that has now created off-the-chart actuarial
risk, for which the dogs as well as their victims are paying the price. Pit bulls and
Rottweilers are accordingly dogs who not only must be handled with special
precautions, but also must be regulated with special requirements appropriate to the
risk they may pose to the public and other animals, if they are to be kept at all.”®

However, Clifton was not convinced that BSL could be implemented successfully:

“Truthfully speaking, | do not know how an effective, fair, enforceable, humane
dangerous dog law could be constructed. Any law strong enough and directed enough
to prevent the majority of life threatening dog attacks must discriminate heavily
against pit bulls, Rottweilers, wolf hybrids, and perhaps Akitas and chows, who are
not common breeds but do seem to be involved in disproportionate numbers of life-
threatening attacks. Such discrimination will never be popular with the owners of
these breeds, especially those who believe their dogs are neither dangerous nor likely
to turn dangerous without strong provocation.

“Neither will breed discrimination ever be acceptable to those who hold out for an
interpretation of animal rights philosophy which holds that all breeds are created

15 Sacks, J. Et al ‘Breeds of dogs involved in fatal human attacks in the United States between 1979 and
1998 Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association, Vol 217, No. 6, September 15, 2000,
p.837.

16 Clifton, M. ‘Dog Attack Deaths and Maimings, US & Canada September 1982 - November 7, 2007,
Animal People News, 2007



equal. One might hope that educating the public against the acquisition of dangerous
dogs would help; but the very traits that make certain breeds dangerous also appeal to
a certain class of dog owner. Thus publicizing their potentially hazardous nature has
tended to increase these breeds’ popularity.”*’

Table 1: USA/Canada fatalities and serious injuries by breed (1982-2007)*8

Breed Bodily Child Adult Deaths Maimings
harm Victims | Victims

Pit bulls 1194 528 424 116 654

Rottweiler 427 243 113 63 232

Wolf-dog hybrid 79 65 4 19 43

German Shepherd | 70 45 19 9 42

Chow 51 34 14 6 34

Akita 48 32 14 1 39

All breeds 2363 1203 707 293 1389

Meanwhile, the US Health Department study concluded that: “Although fatal attacks
on humans appear to be a breed-specific problem (pit bull-type dogs and Rottweilers),
other breeds may bite and cause fatalities at higher rates. Because of difficulties
inherent in determining a dog’s breed with certainty, enforcement of breed-specific
ordinances raises constitutional and practical issues. Fatal attacks represent a small
proportion of dog bite injuries to humans and, therefore, should not be the primary
factor driving public policy concerning dangerous dogs.”*°

Opponents of BSL concurred, arguing that Pit Bull bans and similar restrictions did
nothing to prevent attacks whilst they unfairly punished innocent dogs and respon-
sible owners and breeders. They contended that attack data was often inaccurate,
creating a climate of hysteria about any vaguely Pit Bull-like dog. For instance, some
attacks were mistakenly pinned on Pit Bulls or Rottweilers in situations where the
offending dog had escaped because they had a dangerous reputation. Furthermore,
focusing on “dangerous” breeds distracted attention from the fact that any dog, no
matter how small or innocuous looking, could inflict serious injury. “I’ve seen
virtually every breed involved in fatalities, including Pomeranians,” remarked Randall
Lockwood, a senior vice-president of the A.S.P.C.A?° and one of the authors of the
US Health Department study, “And there’s always one or two deaths attributable to
malamutes or huskies, although you never hear people clamouring for a ban on those
breeds.”?! He continued:

“When I first started looking at fatal dog attacks, they largely involved dogs like
German shepherds and shepherd mixes and St. Bernards—which is probably why

7 ibid.

18 Adapted from Clifton, M. ‘Dog Attack Deaths and Maimings, US & Canada September 1982 -
November 7, 2007, Animal People News, 2007.

19 Sacks, J. Et al ‘Breeds of dogs involved in fatal human attacks in the United States between 1979 and
1998’ Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association, Vol 217, No. 6, September 15, 2000,
p.837

20 American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals

21 Gladwell, M. ‘Troublemakers: What pitbulls can teach us about profiling” The New Yorker, 6
February 2006



Stephen King chose to make Cujo a St. Bernard, not a pit bull. I haven’t seen a
fatality involving a Doberman for decades, whereas in the nineteen-seventies they
were quite common. If you wanted a mean dog, back then, you got a Doberman. |
don’t think I even saw my first pit-bull case until the middle to late nineteen-eighties,
and I didn’t start seeing Rottweilers until I’d already looked at a few hundred fatal
dog attacks. Now those dogs make up the preponderance of fatalities. The point is
that it changes over time. It’s a reflection of what the dog of choice is among people
who want to own an aggressive dog.”?

“A fatal dog attack is not just a dog bite by a big or aggressive dog,” added
Lockwood. “It is usually a perfect storm of bad human-canine interactions—the
wrong dog, the wrong background, the wrong history in the hands of the wrong
person in the wrong environmental situation. I’ve been involved in many legal cases
involving fatal dog attacks, and, certainly, it’s my impression that these are generally
cases where everyone is to blame. You’ve got the unsupervised three-year-old child
wandering in the neighbourhood killed by a starved, abused dog owned by the dog-
fighting boyfriend of some woman who doesn’t know where her child is. It’s not old
Shep sleeping by the fire who suddenly goes bonkers. Usually there are all kinds of
other warning signs.”? Lockwood’s observations were reflected in research which
found that dogs involved in serious attacks were more likely to be:

male;

un-desexed;

kept specifically for the purposes of guarding, hunting or fighting;
kept chained up for significant periods of time; and

poorly socialised.?*

Dangerous dogs or bad owners?

Anti-BSL campaigners (such as the Endangered Dog Breeds Association of Australia
which represented Pit Bull enthusiasts) believed that a dog’s individual disposition
and handling experiences were more reliable indicators of aggressive tendencies than
its breed. While acknowledging that Pit Bulls and similar dogs were originally
developed for fighting, campaigners asserted that they were developed for fighting
other animals — not humans. Traditionally, fighting dogs that displayed aggression
towards their handlers were soon culled.

“Killer” Pit Bulls, they argued, were dogs that had been maltreated or selectively bred
to be human-aggressive but had now come to represent the entire breed. They cited
the work of the American Temperament Test Society — a not-for-profit organisation
which had been assessing different breeds since 1977. Dogs were exposed to a variety
of neutral and threatening stimuli to gauge their reactions. Just under 82 percent of all
dogs passed the test: American Pit Bull Terriers had an above-average pass rate of
84.3 percent, whilst 82.6 percent of Rottweilers and close to 89 percent of
Staffordshire Terriers also passed.?

2 |bid.
2 ibid.
2 ibid.
%5 ¢ATTS Breed Statistics: December 2007°, www.atts.org, Accessed March 2009.
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BSL opponents claimed that attacks were largely the fault of ignorant, irresponsible or
badly-intentioned owners. But criminally negligent types or young men looking for
dogs to project a “tough” image were only part of the problem. Many people simply
did not recognise the kind of behaviours that foreshadowed trouble, or dismissed them
as trivial. For instance, dogs that perpetually jumped on visitors were not “being
friendly” but instead were asserting their dominance. Dogs, campaigners explained,
are pack animals that follow a strict hierarchy: dogs with serious dominance issues
believe that they are “leader of the pack” and therefore entitled to act aggressively
towards humans.

Training, they asserted, could prevent or correct these problems in the vast majority of
dogs but it took time, money and dedication to do so. Training was also valuable in
helping adults and children to modify their behaviour around animals and thereby
avoid attacks, e.g. not disturbing an eating dog. But owners could be surprisingly
reluctant to admit that the family pet was a potential killer, even when it had already
acted menacingly towards their own children.

Early and adequate socialisation of dogs was another important factor in creating
good canine citizens. The first 16 weeks of a dog’s life were the most crucial in
establishing positive patterns of relating to other animals and people. Puppies needed
to be exposed to a wide variety of places and situations and learn what was expected
of them. But some problems stemmed from the fact that many people bought a puppy
without giving due consideration to the amount of attention it required or the adult
dog it would become. Said Australian RSPCA?® President Hugh Wirth:

“Dogs were bred for a particular purpose such as hunting and working. Genetically,
that’s how they are still programmed. But many people today . . . don't understand
dogs and they choose an animal because of its looks. Is a Rottweiler really the
appropriate dog to buy when you are newly married and contemplating a family?
Alaskan malamutes-- hardly domesticated from the wolf - are popular with young,
20-something women who can’t control them. We have to choose our dogs much
better - dogs we can live with, educate, train and control.”?’

“The RSPCA does not support the banning of breeds to prevent attacks, with the sole
exception of the American Pit Bull Terrier - deliberately created for fighting,” noted
Wirth, “But we think the old British system of registering dogs should be abandoned
in favour of registering people to own dogs. Owning a dog is not a right, it’s a
privilege, and | would like to see the Government license people as competent to own
dogs. Those who want to own a dog should pass a multi-question test to prove they
understand something about dogs.”?

However, the Australian Veterinary Association (AVA), the professional organisation
representing veterinarians across Australia, did not support breed-specific legislation
for dog bite prevention, “because experience in other countries has shown that such

% Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals - Australia’s peak animal welfare body
27 “‘When man's best friend becomes the enemy’ Herald-Sun, 20 January 2008.
2 jbid.



legislation has failed to reduce the frequency of dog bites.”?® Campaigners also noted
that in some jurisdictions where it had been introduced, BSL resulted in increased
numbers of abandoned dogs and even assaults on suspected pit-bull owners. Said
AVA President Dr Mark Lawrie: “Despite the calls for drastic measures we’re hearing
in the media at the moment, educating people about responsible pet ownership is the
most effective way of stopping these incidents.”®® He noted that it was especially
important for parents in particular to realise that young children should never be left
unsupervised with any dog.

Regulations under review

By early 2009, NSW was averaging one serious dog bite incident per week.3! Injuries
were most frequently sustained on the arms and face and could require extensive
reconstructive surgery. The day after the attack in Whitton, NSW’s Acting Local
Government Minister Michael Daley claimed that although the state had the “toughest
dangerous dog laws in Australia”, there would be a review of the legislation. “After
we receive the police report and the council report into the matter, we’ll have another
look at those laws and see, after we receive advice from the experts, whether there
might be some additional measures that the Government can take to try and make sure
that these things don't happen again,” he said.?

2 “policies: Companion Animals’ Australian Veterinary Association, www.ava.com.au Accessed
March 2009.

30 “The answer to dog bites is education, not banning breeds’ Cowra Guardian, 18 February, 2009.
31 Tadros, E. ‘Online register for dog attacks welcome’ Sydney Morning Herald, 25 January 2009.
32 ‘Deadly dog attack nobody's fault, father says’ ABC News, www.abc.net.au 8 January 2009.
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Exhibit B: Twenty most popular dog breeds — NSW (2004-
2005)

Purebreed Number | Crossbreed** Number
1.Labrador 43,325 Maltese 49,366
2.Maltese 42,829 Border Collie 21,835
3.Staffordshire Bull Terrier 40,776 Labrador 16,917
4.Jack Russell Terrier 40,178 Australian Cattle Dog” (includes | 15,344
Heeler and Smithfield cattle dog)
5.German Shepherd Dog 35,711 Staffordshire Bull Terrier 13,201
6.Border Collie 32,647 Jack Russell Terrier 12,721
7.Australian Cattle dog” (includes | 28,850 Australian Kelpie 12,460
Heeler and Smithfield cattle dog)
8.Rottweiler 23,735 Fox Terrier 11,110
9.Fox Terrier (smooth) 23,092 German Shepherd Dog 11,078
10.Golden Retriever 20,397 Rottweiler 7.521
11.Australian Kelpie 16,532 Australian Silky Terrier 6,002
12.Tenterfield Terrier 16,488 Australian Terrier 5,181
13.Cavelier King Charles Spaniel | 15,072 Mastiff 4,229
14.Boxer 14,561 Shih Tzu 4,161
15.5hih Tzu 13,026 Chihuahua 4127
16.Australian Silky Terrier 11,816 Rhodesian Ridgebhack 2,337
17.Cocker Spaniel 11,786 Bull Terrier 2,178
18.Chihuahua 10,290 Tenterfield Terrier 2,091
19.Beagle 9,483 Pomeranian 1,428
20.Pomeranian 7,969 Boxer 1,385

* These ‘breeds’ also include dogs that are similar or the same but identified as different breeds i.e.;
Cattle Dog (Heeler, Smithfield), Pitbull Terrier (American Pitbull Terrier), Mastiff (Bull Mastiff).

** To determine the ‘breed’ of those described as crosshreed dogs, the first breed listed in the
Register in the animal’s record determined the category in which it was placed.

Source: ‘Council reports of dog attacks in NSW July 2004 — June 2005’ Department of Local
Government, May 2007, p.5.
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Exhibit C: Types of attacks — NSW (2004-2005)

Description Number Percentage of
total attacks
Total number of reported attacks 873
Number of attacks inveolving children 102 11.7%
Number of attacks involving adults 377 43.2%
Number of attacks inveolving animals 336 38.5%
Number of attacks involving livestock 84 9.6%
Number of attacks occurring in a public place 520 59.6%
Number of attacks occurring on private property 258 29.5%
Number of attacks where it was unknown where it ook place 95 10.9%
Number of attacks where dog was not under control of owner 121 13.9%
Number of attacks where dog was allegedly under control 687 78.9%
Attacks where unknown if owner was present or in control 65 7.4%

Source: ‘Council reports of dog attacks in NSW July 2004 — June 2005’ Department of Local
Government, May 2007, p.8.
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Exhibit D: Attacks by breed — NSW (2004-2005)

Pure breeds

Number of Number of % of breed
Breed attacks breed breed on the reported
was involved in | Register as having
attacked™™
1. German Shepherd Dog 63 35,711 0.2%
2. Australian Cattle Dog” 59 28,850 0.1%
3. Rottweiler 58 23,735 0.2%
4. Bull Terrier (Staffordshire) 41 40,776 0.1%
5. American Pitbull Terrier and Pitbull 33 3,244 1.0%
Terrier
6. Bull Mastiff and Mastiff 24 5,602 0.4%
7. Bull Terrier 23 4145 0.6%
8. Australian Kelpie 16 16,532 0.09%
9. Labrador 15 43,325 0.03%
10. Border Collie 15 32,647 0.04%
11. Maltese 15 42,829 0.03%
12. Siberian Husky 14 6,683 0.2%
13. American Staffordshire Bull Terrier 13 5137 0.3%
14. Terrier (unknown what type of 13 8,983 0.1%
Terrier)*"
15. Jack Russell Terrier 11 40,178 0.03%
16. Boxer 8 14,561 0.05%
17. Alaskan Malamute 7 5,814 0.1%
18. Rhodesian Ridgeback 6 5,511 0.1%
19. Doberman 5 5,311 0.09%
20. Chihuahua 6 10,290 0.06%
21. Greyhound 4 519 0.8%
22. Dalmatian 3 6,030 0.05%
23. German Shorthaired Pointer 3 2,452 0.1%
24. Australian Silky Terrier 2 11,816 0.02%
25. Australian Dingo 1 376 0.3%
26. Collie 1 4,448 0.02%
27. Fox Terrier 1 23,092 < 0.01%
28. Maremma Sheepdog 1 1,456 0.07%
29. Great Dane 1 3,068 0.03

* Includes Red/Blue Heeler, Smithfield Cattle Dog

** Terrier was used where it was unknown what type of terrier was responsible for the attack

*** This represents the percentage of the breed that has been reported to have attacked. Please
note that this information is only indicative of reported attacks and may not accurately reflect the
total number of attacks that have occurred in this period.
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Cross breeds

Number of attacks

Number of breed

% of breed

Crossbreed breed was on Register reported as

involved in having
attacked™™”

1. Unknown 59 N/A N/A

2. Australian Cattle Dog 40 15,344 0.3%

3. American Pitbull Terrier and Pitbull | 31 2093 1.5%

Terrier

4. Bull Terrier (Staffordshire) 30 13,201 0.2%

5. Australian Kelpie 25 12,460 0.2%

6. Bull Terrier 24 2,178 1.0%

7. Rottweiler 22 7.521 0.3%

8. Rhodesian Ridgeback 19 2,337 0.8%

9. German Shepherd Dog 16 11,078 0.1%

10. Border Collie 12 21,835 0.05%

11. Labrador Retriever 11 16,917 0.06%

12. Terrier 11 Less than 300 N/A

13. Jack Russell Terrier 8 12,721 0.06%

14. Maltese B 49,366 0.01%

15. American Staffordshire Terrier 4 683 0.6%

16. Doberman 3 579 0.5%

17. Siberian Husky 3 Less than 300 N/A

18. Dalmatian 3 Less than 300 N/A

19. Alaskan Malamute 2 Less than 300 N/A

20. Australian Dingo 2 Less than 300 N/A

Note: To determine the ‘breed’ of those described as crossbreed dogs, the first breed identified in

the animal’'s record determined the category in which it was placed.

Source: ‘Council reports of dog attacks in NSW July 2004 — June 2005’ Department of Local

Government, May 2007, pp.7-8.
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Exhibit E: Attack Outcomes

4.5 Dog Attacks on animals — Known outcomes

Number of reported attacks 873

% of attacks resulting in death of animal 305 34.9%
% of attacks resulting in hospitalisation of animal or veterinary | 262 30.0%
treatment

% of attacks where unknown if there was an injury 218 25.0%
4.6 Dog Attacks on people — Known outcomes

% of attacks where hospitalisation was required 38 4.4%
% of attacks where medical treatment was required 2 0.2%
% of attacks where no injury was recorded 2 0.2%
% of attacks where its unknown if an injury or what injury was 829 95.0%

Dog attacks may involve more than one person/child and/or animal, therefore the numbers and

percentages may not add up to 100%.

Victims are not compelled to report attacks. Injury data is based on information provided by those

people who did report to councils.

Please note that although a physical injury may have been reported, psychological injuries may not

have been.

4.7. Action taken

Action taken Number Percentage
Reported attacks 873

Dangerous Dog Declaration made 97 11.1%
Court action taken 29 3.3%
Penalties issued 142 16.3%
Warnings issued 267 30.6%
Destruction of dog 77 8.8%

No action taken 52 6.0%
Other/unknown 209 23.9%

Note: Where no action was taken, notes accompanying the dog attack reports indicate that in the
majority of cases, the attacking dog/s or their owners could not be located.

Source: ‘Council reports of dog attacks in NSW July 2004 — June 2005’ Department of Local

Government, May 2007, p.9.
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