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VETERINARY PRACTICE BILL 2021 
Committee 

Resumed from 19 August. The Chair of Committees (Hon Martin Aldridge) in the chair; Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
(Minister for Regional Development) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 109: Designation of inspectors — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

The CHAIR: Minister, are you taking advice or am I putting the question? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: No, I think we have had the discussion about clause 109. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 110 to 112 put and passed.  

Clause 113: Entry powers — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The amendment on the supplementary notice paper has been revised to deal 
more comprehensively with the concerns members of the opposition and members of the profession had, and to 
think more broadly about where precisely the broader right of entry should be. Under the current regime, the bill 
as printed would have provided six different classes of actions that constitute investigative purposes. The idea was 
that for each of those purposes, an inspector would be able to enter premises at a reasonable time without permission 
or a warrant. Originally, I reduced that to four circumstances, but now, on further reflection and discussion, I believe 
that that can be changed. The two things that are critical for an inspector be able to enter a premises without a warrant 
or without permission for are to investigate a suspected contravention of the act and to investigate a complaint. 
I am advised that this general right exists in most other jurisdictions; in fact, the bill as it was originally printed 
more broadly reflected that of many other jurisdictions. I am cognisant of the fact that—for example, with registration 
or reregistration—if a veterinarian does not give consent for someone to enter their premises, it is quite possible 
that the board will be unable to satisfy themselves that they are a fit and proper person. There is an inbuilt incentive 
for consent to be given so we did not need to provide this additional power to inspectors. 

I have listened to the profession and tried to make sure that there is an ability to act properly and swiftly when an 
issue arises but not to create an environment or climate that is oppressive for veterinarians. We are mindful, for all 
the reasons that Hon Dr Steve Thomas set out, that it is a challenging profession. We do not want to create a culture 
in the Veterinary Practice Board that is seen to be oppressive. We are also conscious of the concerns raised by 
Hon Dr Brian Walker about some of the things that are experienced with the medical practice board. We are trying 
to pare this back so that critical stuff—that is, the investigations of a complaint or suspected contravention—can be 
acted upon swiftly without creating an oppressive environment more generally. 

I have an amendment on supplementary notice paper issue 3. I move — 

Page 79, lines 21 to 26 — To delete the lines and insert — 

(1)  An inspector may, for either or both of the purposes referred to in section 112(d) and (e), 
enter veterinary premises at any reasonable time. 

(1A) An inspector may, for investigative purposes, enter veterinary premises or other premises if — 

(a) the occupier of the premises gives informed consent to the entry; or 

(b) the entry is authorised under an entry warrant. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: On the face of it, this looks like a good amendment. The opposition was relatively pleased 
with the original amendment on supplementary notice paper issue 2, which sought to limit these powers a little. 
This goes a bit further by making them applicable only in the case of a suspected contravention of the act or when 
investigating a complaint. That is a good outcome because it certainly was an issue raised with us by industry and 
others. The opposition will support this amendment. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: Excuse my ignorance if this is a common phrase in these sorts of bills, but what exactly 
might be a “reasonable time”? What might be an unreasonable time? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: This term was suggested by the profession. The original terminology in the 
bill was “during usual hours of business”. Concern was expressed about that because it could see someone come 
in while they were in the middle of an operation. The outcome was negotiated in discussion with the industry. This 
picked up the phrase that is in line with other jurisdictions. I imagine that what it means is if an inspector rocks up 
at a vet practice and the vet has taken the scalpel to a dog’s stomach and is beavering away inside, it might not be 
considered to be a reasonable time and one could reasonably ask the inspector to hold off until the animal has been 
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sewn back up again, so it is to take that sort of circumstance into account. It is because concern was expressed about 
the term “during usual business hours” that we changed that to “reasonable time”. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I thank the minister for that explanation and for the amendment. Does it mean that the 
vet has to be on the premises at the time of the inspection? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I thank Hon Steve Martin for raising that almost Dorothy Dixer. The Leader of 
the Opposition has been running around telling the media that this legislation will have incredible impacts on regional 
vet practices because the government is proposing that a vet has to be on the premises at all times. I made it clear 
in the second reading debate that the way this was framed meant that if a vet was on duty but was called and had 
to zap out to see a dying horse, for example, they were still considered to be in the practice. I urge the profession to 
note, and particularly anyone who might seriously want to encourage people into the profession and make sure that 
jobs are available for them, that we are going to move towards deregulation to allow non-vets to own vet practices. 
When a similar move was made for pharmacies, it was considered very important for the protection of pharmacists 
and the profession to ensure that a pharmacist was required to be on the premises. The bill requires that, but there is 
recognition that a vet may be on duty and if they are called out to attend to an animal, they will not be there. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 114: Powers after entering premises — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 80, after line 9 — To insert — 
(1A) In this section — 

relevant purposes means — 
(a) in the case of an entry under section 113(1) — either or both of the purposes referred 

to in section 112(d) and (e); or 
(b) in the case of an entry under section 113(1A) — investigative purposes. 

These changes are not substantive but entirely consequential on the changes to clause 113. They are necessary to 
line up the powers that one has upon entry with the structure of the new rights of entry. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 80, lines 10 and 11 — To delete “section 113(1) may, for investigative purposes,” and insert — 
section 113(1) or (1A) may, for relevant purposes, 

I understand that this is also a consequential amendment after the amendments to clause 113. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 115: Powers to obtain information — 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: Clause 115 refers to powers to obtain information. Concern has been expressed—we 
discussed this during debate on the second reading and clause 1—about some of the information that may be held 
by a veterinarian in the course of their business that may not be related to the veterinary services they provide. For 
example, it may relate to a WorkSafe Western Australia investigation into an incident in a shearing shed. I think 
we discussed this a little earlier. If some of these documents are not relevant to the investigation and perhaps 
contain sensitive information about a third party, will the veterinarian have a right to redact or refuse to provide 
those documents? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: As far as I am aware, there is no power of redaction. It is important to understand 
that these inspectors are bound by confidentiality provisions. The member’s idea was pretty remote: a vet called to 
a scene of a shearing accident. Say the vet is there and there has been a shearing accident — 
Hon Colin de Grussa interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I know; I am trying to think of how it might play out. Maybe it would be 
something more like the vet comes to investigate an accident involving a horse and a person—they are both injured 
at the same time. The vet writes a report, or he may even have been contracted by WorkSafe to provide advice on 
the reasonable way this matter could have been handled. A report may have reflected in some way the possible 
criminality of someone in terms of the set-up of a workplace. There is no prohibition on them taking that information, 
but I think it is really important to understand that we do have clause 137. Clause 137 prohibits a person recording, 
disclosing or using any information that he or she has obtained because of the person’s office, position, employment 
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or engagement under or for the purposes of the bill unless it is so authorised under clause 138, or if the information 
is of a statistical or non-personal nature. This prohibition would apply to members of the board, the tribunal, 
inspectors, medical practitioners or psychologists who conduct health assessments, and persons nominated by the 
board to discuss health assessments with practitioners. 
That is the protection. The examples are rather attenuated but it may well be that occasionally something could arise. 
The protection arises out of that provision in clause 137. Clause 138 outlines the only ways that information can be 
recorded. I think it will be very important to have within the board a culture of absolutely respecting that the 
information it has is obtained by legislative fiat and it is not its information to play with. It certainly is my view that 
any inspector who dealt with that information in an unauthorised way should be penalised, if not the entire position 
of that person reconsidered. It is important, but I think we have the appropriate protections in clauses 137 and 138. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 116 to 128 put and passed. 

Clause 129: Health assessments — 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: I raised some of the concerns around health assessments in my contribution to the second 
reading debate and I would like to touch upon a few specific clauses. Clause 129 states — 

(2) A requirement under subsection (1) must — 

… 

(c) specify the basis for the Board’s belief that the veterinary practitioner has, or may have, an 
impairment; and 

There are a few things after that. Given there will be no general practitioner on that board, can the minister please 
explain how that board will come to an assessment of whether that vet has an impairment that would then trigger 
the assessment? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: A health assessment is used to determine whether a person has an impairment. 
One further moment; I need to clarify this. I think simply having a GP on the board will not help because, ultimately, 
at the end of the day, the majority of board members will make that decision and they will have to satisfy themselves. 
The member will note that the board will overwhelmingly consist of veterinarians. The board will make a preliminary 
decision that it reasonably believes that the veterinary practitioner has, or may have, an impairment. 

It will form an opinion on the basis of evidence before it and, as I said, overwhelmingly, it will be professional 
people who will be on the board. The board may then require the person to have a health assessment, which will 
then be undertaken by a health practitioner. It will also be open to the board, in coming to that prima facie decision, 
to seek some expert advice. The bill does not require it to seek expert advice in order to make the prima facie decision. 
Once that decision has been made, it will bring into play a health professional who will make that assessment. 
It is important to understand why this clause has been inserted and to get back to the basic principle. This is to 
allow some issues to be dealt with in a way that is not structured as a complaint or a disciplinary matter. I think 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas outlined all the vulnerabilities of vets and the very high frequency of mental impairment that 
is seen to occur within the profession. I understand the member’s concerns. We do not want the Veterinary Practice 
Board to make unreasonable prima facie determinations. They are only prima facie determinations because, at the 
end of the day, a health assessment needs to be made. The whole idea is for this to be dealt with confidentially, 
not as a complaint that would become a public matter. 

We see this power being there to create a better environment for dealing with these impairment issues rather than 
having a full-on disciplinary procedure. Of course, I understand that under clause 129(1), a prima facie decision 
would be reviewable, so if a determination is made—we are talking about a prima facie determination—the vet in 
question would have the capacity to seek a judicial review if they felt that it was unfair and improper and did not 
want to go down that path. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: Thank you for that explanation, minister. The minister raised a point concerning what 
the board may do in an initial assessment of the prima facie case. She suggested the board may consider the evidence 
before it. The clauses do not mention how that evidence can be collected. Is that something the minister can give 
a quick explanation on, please? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Bearing in mind that this is not about making a final determination, we need to 
allow the board to act on advice it may get from fellow practitioners, staff or the owners of the animals they treat. 
The information could come to them in a variety of ways. I guess the availability of judicial review is probably the 
controlling mechanism. Bear in mind this whole impairment provision is to enable an early alert to things that are 
giving rise to concern about the behaviour of a vet without it becoming a full-on disciplinary matter. Anyone in 
the practice who has looked at the board and reflected deeply will understand—I think this may have come out in 
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the 2009 report—that the practice in the past of everything having to go to the State Administrative Tribunal made 
this a very legalistic requirement. This provision is there to provide the option for an early intervention—one that 
is dealt with between the board and the practitioner. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 130 put and passed. 
Clause 131: Appointment of assessor — 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Under the various subclauses of clause 131, does the vet have the option of suggesting 
their personal doctor as the assessor? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am advised that the board currently has a list of medical practitioners that it 
has used in the past. These people have relevant experience, such as psychiatrists, psychologists and occupational 
physicians. The practitioners are generally recommended through various avenues. The board may obtain 
recommendations or a list from entities such as the Australian Medical Association or other relevant agencies. 
The board could obtain expressions of interest to add to its current list of practitioners. This determination is on 
a case-by-case basis and could include using the respondent’s own health professional to provide treatment, if 
that is appropriate. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 132: Report on health assessment — 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Again, I draw on some concerns raised in the Australian Veterinary Association’s 
submission to the inquiry on the bill about the detail of the assessment that is presented to the board. Clause 132 
does not quite suggest that it will pertain only to issues that would affect impairment; for example, if a blood test 
uncovers all sorts of nasty things, would that be available to the board and/or the vet? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We need to go back to clause 3 to look at the definition of “impairment”. This 
was very deliberately done to capture some of these concerns. Impairment is narrowly defined under clause 3 to 
capture only mental or physical impairment that detrimentally affects the person’s ability to practise veterinary 
medicine. The definition includes substance abuse or dependence, but only to the extent that that would be something 
that might affect their ability to practice. Harking back to an earlier debate today—I note Hon Sophia Moermond 
in the chamber—one might, for example, find some residual THC in the blood, but that in itself is not evidence of 
impairment. We were very cognisant of those concerns, hence the narrow definition of “impairment” under clause 3.  

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 133 to 149 put and passed. 
Clause 150: Review of certain decisions — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 105, lines 3 to 6 — To delete the lines. 
If it is okay, I will speak to this amendment, the next amendment and the proposed new clause, as they all form a set. 
This amendment is about the review of certain decisions and corrects a drafting error that restricts the applications 
to the State Administrative Tribunal to only those whose registration is affected by a reviewable decision of the 
board. Instead, anyone against whom a finding is made will be permitted to seek a review in the tribunal, even if 
their registration is not affected. A drafting error meant that someone could seek a review in the State Administrative 
Tribunal only if the decision made against the person affected their registration, but not if it was a reprimand or 
a fine. This amendment corrects that error. 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: To be clear, this amendment will delete lines 3 to 6 on page 105 of the bill. Effectively, 
it deletes subclause (1) of the review of certain decisions and the definition of “person aggrieved” because, as 
I understand it, that definition is too narrow. Essentially, it would have meant that only someone whose registration 
was affected could take a complaint to SAT. Clause 150(2) refers to a person aggrieved. Is the definition of 
“person aggrieved” found anywhere else in the bill, and is it necessary to have the definition in the bill or is what 
that implies well enough understood? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The advice that I have been given is that the definition is relevant only to this 
review right and therefore does not need to appear elsewhere in the legislation. It is used just for the purposes of 
this particular provision. 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: Again, to be clear, is the minister saying that a person aggrieved is simply, as it is set 
out in this clause, someone who is not happy with a reviewable decision, essentially? 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is right. This clause gives standing. It permits a right of review, but 
obviously it limits that right of review to the person concerned. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed.  
Clause 151: Board established — 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: A number of amendments on the supplementary notice paper relate to clause 152 and 
beyond. I am standing at this point to ask about those. These amendments and the consequential amendments 
basically change the membership of the board from what is set out in the original legislation. As far as I can 
see, the new clause will be a much better outcome from the perspective of industry in terms of the membership 
of that board. Perhaps the minister could explain the various amendments all at once rather than doing them one 
at a time. 

The CHAIR: Members, we are dealing with clause 151 for which there are no amendments on the supplementary 
notice paper. Members will see on the supplementary notice paper that it is the government’s intention to oppose 
clause 152 and then insert a new clause 152. I think that consideration is better dealt with when the amendment is 
moved by the minister. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 152: Membership of Board — 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I will address Hon Colin de Grussa’s questions now. We have the amendment 
at 7/152 on the supplementary notice paper. The subsequent new clause and the amendments to clause 153 and 
a number of other clauses are consequential on the changes that the government is proposing. Fundamentally, the bill 
as printed had all the members appointed by the minister. There were provisions for some of those appointments—
probably about half of those appointments—and consultation in some instances with the Western Australian 
divisions of the Australian Veterinary Association and the Veterinary Nurses Council of Australia, but any direct 
representation of the profession had been taken out of the bill. On reflection, after listening to debate and talking 
to veterinarians and reading their submissions and going back to first principles, it was my view that I wanted to 
see that direct election provision reintroduced. A reasonable percentage of the profession will participate in the 
ballot—I think it is around one-third. Anyhow, I thought I had received some information on that. I thought it was 
important to give the profession an opportunity to be elected members.  

My advice is that the quality of the persons who have been elected is generally good. Sometimes, other mechanisms 
have not necessarily produced such a positive result. Having looked at that, I thought we should have a directly 
elected representative from the pool of registered veterinarians and another from the pool of veterinary nurses. 
I guess the other thing about having a direct election is that it is a mechanism for enlivening interest within those 
groups about the activities of the board and developing a sense of engagement. I thought that was an important 
amendment to make. 

We have kept the other provisions that we had introduced in the bill, such as there needing to be at least one legal 
practitioner and one person representing the interests of consumers, but it struck me that it was inappropriate not 
to appoint a chair but to ask for a chair to be elected. In those circumstances, we often find that someone who is 
perhaps a bit more aggressive and assertive in the first instance will push themselves forward to be the chair. I think 
the role of chair is very special and quite different, and requires some special skill sets. Any minister who establishes 
a board must be very mindful of the nature of the chair, as that will be critical to the success of the outfit. There was 
a degree of randomness in leaving that position to the election of the newly constituted board. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank the minister for this amendment. This came about from a conversation between 
the opposition—Hon Colin de Grussa and me—and the minister. I know that we enjoy the occasional fractious 
interchange, but the minister is usually open to a commonsense discussion, and I think that is what occurred. I think 
this is a reasonably good outcome. It is appropriate that the veterinary profession is represented on its representative 
body. I mean, they will be one vote in eight, so they are obviously not going to be a deciding factor. It is not as though 
they will get 51 per cent of the vote, as it were. It is absolutely the case that a lot of veterinarians are not members 
of the Australian Veterinary Association, and I am one of them. I do not intend doing a 15-minute speech on why 
I was aggrieved by the AVA and why I have not maintained membership. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You don’t have a collective sentiment. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I have a very limited collective sentiment, perhaps. I tend to be a bit to the right of 
Attila the Hun, but there is a little bit in there. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Just enough for “The Clan”? 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No. It is absolutely the case that there should be some representative of the group. It 
is open to every registered veterinarian to be a member of the AVA. If more than half choose not to be members, 
that is their individual choice. I think the vote on who might be involved—I was part of those votes in the years 
I was an AVA member—is done by a pretty small proportion. That is why we perhaps would not want 51 per cent 
of board members to be elected under that model. To have a representative elected will enable feedback to the 
profession through the established representative body, even if it has not always been as representative as it should 
have been. This is a very welcome amendment. 

I also agree with the minister that the appointment of the chair of the board will be more appropriately done by making 
sure that somebody with the skills and skill level needed is available and present. Personally, I have no objection 
to the chair of the board being appointed by the minister as opposed to being elected by the board. To be honest, I do 
not think that that will make a significant difference. In reality and practicality, if the minister is appointing the 
majority of the board but is not getting the chair that they think should be the chair, there is something wrong with 
the way board members are being appointed. 

I think this is a reasonable outcome as well. I support it; it would be an appropriate outcome for the board. I think this 
amendment will be an improvement to the bill, so I thank the minister for that on behalf of the veterinary profession. 
It is important that even if someone is not represented, or chooses not to be represented, there is an opportunity for 
those who do choose to at least have a say on the board, and a one-in-eight vote is a reasonable outcome. I support 
the amendment and I thank the minister for her convivial cooperation in achieving it. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I thank the member. It is good that these issues are raised. Just to understand 
it, now that the board’s ambit will be a bit larger in that veterinary nurses will also be registered, there will be 
a directly elected veterinary nurse. We looked at a number of different models. Should the person nominated by 
the Australian Veterinary Association be a member of the board? I think there could be concerns about that. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: There is no perfect system, so this is as good as any. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There is no perfect system. Nevertheless, we encourage collective activity, 
because we are Labor people. That is why we have made special reference to both the WA division of the AVA and 
the WA division of the Veterinary Nurses Council of Australia, and those two entities will have the opportunity to 
nominate people. We certainly do not want to discourage people from being an active member of their professional 
board. Even if these people are annoying from time to time, at some point the profession has to take responsibility 
and have a voice. We thought that we would probably get something that was more reflective of the general profession 
if we went for a direct vote, while also recognising the value of those entities that operate by giving them the 
opportunity to nominate people. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: I just want to clarify a couple of things. New clause 152(4)(b) refers to “a WA veterinarian 
who is elected by WA veterinarians in accordance with the regulations”. Does the minister have any insight into 
the regulatory framework that will surround that? What will that specify? How will that specify the election? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: They are regulations. We chose this path because there is already a regulatory 
mechanism for veterinarians. In fact, as I understand it, a ballot will soon go out under the existing legislation. 
A regulatory regime is in place. Regulation 6 of the Veterinary Surgeons Regulations 1979 sets out all the provisions 
for the conduct of the election. It will not necessarily be exactly the same as that, but there may be some provisions, 
for example, that allow for an update with electronic voting or whatever—get Dominion in there and get a good 
result! Fundamentally, we went down that path because there is already a regulatory regime in place. 

Clause put and negatived. 

New clause 152 — 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 107, after line 19 — To insert — 

152. Membership of Board 

(1) In this section — 

professional body means each of the following — 

(a) the Western Australian Division of the Australian Veterinary Association Ltd or 
another body prescribed for the purposes of this paragraph; 

(b) the Western Australian Division of the Veterinary Nurses Council of Australia Inc. 
or another body prescribed for the purposes of this paragraph. 

(2) The Board consists of 8 members appointed by the Minister. 
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(3) A person is eligible to be appointed to the Board only if the person’s principal place of 
residence is in this State. 

(4) Of the Board members — 

(a) 3 must be WA veterinarians who between them have the experience, skills or 
qualifications the Minister considers appropriate to effectively carry out the functions 
of the Board under this Act; and 

(b) 1 must be a WA veterinarian who is elected by WA veterinarians in accordance 
with the regulations; and 

(c) 1 must be a veterinary nurse who is elected by veterinary nurses in accordance with 
the regulations; and 

(d) 1 must be a person who is both — 
(i) a WA veterinarian; and 
(ii) an officer of the department of the Public Service principally assisting in the 

administration of the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007; 
and 

(e) 1 must be a person who has knowledge of and experience in representing the interests 
of consumers; and 

(f) 1 must be a legal practitioner. 
(5) Before making an appointment for the purposes of subsection (4)(a), the Minister must invite 

each professional body to recommend to the Minister persons the professional body considers 
suitable for appointment. 

(6) The Minister must consider any recommendation made in response to an invitation under 
subsection (5), but may appoint a person for the purposes of subsection (4)(a) whether or 
not the person is recommended by a professional body. 

(7) Subsection (4)(b) and (c) are subject to section 165A. 
(8) The regulations may provide for and regulate the conduct of elections for the purposes of 

subsection (4)(b) and (c). 
New clause put and passed. 
Clause 153: Chairperson of Board — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 107, line 21 — To delete “Board members must elect” and insert — 
Minister must appoint 

This goes to the matter that we discussed before, whereby instead of allowing the board to elect the chair, the 
minister must appoint the chair. It is very important, particularly with an inaugural board, that we get a person who 
is able to establish the character of the board. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 154: Deputy members — 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: Before the minister moves the amendment, I will just ask a question, which the minister 
will probably answer when she moves the amendment. My understanding of proposed subclause (3A) is that if 
a board member were to appoint a proxy, that person would not have to be elected by the Australian Veterinary 
Association or the Veterinary Nurses Council of Australia. To clarify, I think what we are talking about here is not 
the deputy chair of the board, but a deputy of a member of the board, so essentially a proxy. Is that correct? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Are you talking about the deputy board members? 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: Yes. Proposed subclause (3A) refers to a person appointed as a deputy of a board 
member. My understanding is that they are essentially a proxy for that board member if they are not able to be 
there. Is that correct? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is correct. I move — 

Page 107, after line 30 — To insert — 
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(3A) However, subsection (3) does not require — 
(a) a person appointed as a deputy of a Board member referred to in section 152(4)(b) 

to be elected as provided for in that paragraph; or 
(b) a person appointed as a deputy of a Board member referred to in section 152(4)(c) 

to be elected as provided for in that paragraph. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am a bit surprised by this, but I am advised that we have just got the mark-up 
from parliamentary counsel and it says that new clause 165A comes before clause 165, so I think we need to move 
to clause 164 and then to new clause 165A. 
Clauses 155 to 164 put and passed. 
Clause 165: Vacancy in office — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Deputy Chair, is the advice that new clause 165A should go after clause 165? 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Yes, the advice is that we deal with clause 165 and then move to 
new clause 165A. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We will go with that, and if we can get parliamentary counsel to explain this, 
the change can be made in the other place. 
Clause put and passed. 
New clause 165A — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 115, after line 8 — To insert — 
165A. Minister may fill vacancy in office of elected member in certain circumstances 

(1) In this section — 
elected member means a Board member appointed for the purposes of a relevant provision; 
relevant provision means section 152(4)(b) or (c). 

(2) If the office of an elected member becomes vacant under section 165(2), the Minister may 
appoint a person, being a person who is eligible to be elected, as a Board member for the 
balance of the term of the elected member. 

(3) Subsection (4) applies if at the time an election is due to be held for the purposes of a relevant 
provision — 

(a) no election is held; or 
(b) no candidates are nominated for the election. 

(4) The Minister may appoint a person, being a person who is eligible to be elected, as a Board 
member for the purposes of the relevant provision. 

This relates to advice from parliamentary counsel about introducing elected members. The original formulation of 
the bill did not have elected members, but this bill does. This new clause is designed to provide a mechanism to 
deal with that. Basically, if the office of an elected member becomes vacant, the minister may appoint a person who 
is eligible to be elected as a board member for the balance of the term. Then new subclause (4) will apply at the time 
an election is due to be held. So, if no election is held or no nomination is made, the minister may appoint a person 
who is eligible to be elected. 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: The opposition is supportive of this amendment. It logically follows on from the changes 
to the construction of the board. I have a question about subclause (4). Essentially, we are saying that if no-one is 
elected to either the veterinarian or the vet nurse position or no election is held for those positions for some reason, 
the minister will appoint someone at their discretion. That is a sensible amendment to allow for that circumstance, 
should it arise. 
New clause put and passed. 
Clauses 166 to 213 put and passed. 
Clause 214: First appointments to new Board — 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We are proposing to delete the existing clause and insert a new clause. An 
election is already underway. For members who are interested, apparently, around 25 per cent of the profession 
votes in the election. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: I am surprised it is that high, honestly. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is the advice I have received. It is a bit disappointing. I will make sure that 
the regulations are contemporaneous and that they provide a mechanism under which it is relatively easy for people 
to participate. I understand that we want to cater for the transition. An election will take place in the next few months. 
Rather than stop the election for a veterinarian taking place, we will allow that to proceed. Sorry, two people will 
be elected. I will seek clarification on how people are chosen. 
Two people have been elected under the current regime. Once the new board is constituted, one of those people 
will become the member and the other will become the deputy. It is certainly my intention that the person who 
received the most votes would become the member and the person who received the second most votes would become 
the deputy. 
Clause put and negatived. 
New clause 214 — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 137, after line 24 — to insert — 
214. Initial membership of new Board 
(1) In this section — 

former elected member means a person who, immediately before transition day, held office as 
a member of the former Board under section 5(1)(b) of the repealed Act; 
transition period means the period beginning on transition day and ending on the day before the 
day on which the Minister appoints a Board member for the purposes of section 152(4)(c). 

(2) Despite section 152(2) and (4)(c), during the transition period the new Board consists of 7 members 
appointed by the Minister. 

(3) Those Board members are — 
(a) the Board members appointed for the purposes of section 152(4)(a), (d), (e) and (f); and 
(b) the Board member appointed under subsection (4)(a). 

(4) The Minister must appoint — 
(a) a former elected member as a Board member; and 
(b) a former elected member as a deputy of the Board member referred to in paragraph (a). 

(5) The former elected member appointed under subsection (4)(a) is taken to be the Board member 
appointed for the purposes of section 152(4)(b). 

(6) The former elected member appointed under subsection (4)(b) is taken to be a deputy appointed 
under section 154(1). 

(7) An election for the purposes of section 152(4)(c) must be held as soon as practicable after 
transition day. 

New clause put and passed.  
Clauses 215 to 236 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, with amendments, and, by leave, the report adopted. 

As to Third Reading — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 
On motion without notice by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Agriculture and Food), resolved with 
an absolute majority — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended so as to enable the bill to be read a third time forthwith. 
Third Reading 
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HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [3.17 pm]: I move — 
That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [3.17 pm]: The veterinary profession 
is very dear to my heart. The changes that the Veterinary Practice Bill 2021 makes to the Veterinary Surgeons Act 
will not fix all the issues with the profession. I doubt that anything would do so in a single hit. I am confident that 
the bill contains some good provisions that will improve the act, but other things still need to be addressed. I urge 
the minister to look at the way in which the Veterinary Surgeons’ Board and, ultimately, the group that prosecutes 
through the State Administrative Tribunal implement these principles. Generally speaking, the outcomes are worse 
when the process is adversarial. In my contribution to the second reading debate, I addressed the way in which 
Dr Andy Keefe managed that process as a registrar versus those who came after him and, indeed, those who preceded 
him. The way to do this and to get the best outcome is to engage with the profession. I suspect that how these personnel 
undertake their roles will ultimately determine how the changes to the act are judged. That is unfortunate because 
it is not necessarily the fault of the legislation, but the way in which it is enforced.  
I certainly intend to keep a running brief on how the board functions and how well it goes. I encourage the minister 
to do that as well, because that will make for a harmonious regulatory process rather than one that is steeped in dissent. 
I am sure that we are capable of having something that is better than we have had—we have had better before. 
Hopefully, the legislation before the house will continue to improve that. 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [3.20 pm] — in reply: 
I thank the opposition for the very collegiate way in which it has taken on the Veterinary Practice Bill 2021. 
I acknowledge in particular the role the Leader of the Opposition played as an experienced veterinarian and for 
his insight into the profession. I have been working on this legislation for four years and I cannot tell members 
how pleasing it is to have it finally pass through this house. But I know that many people have been working 
on it for much longer—indeed, certainly since 2007 and even as far back as 2003. There have been many false 
dawns on the modernisation of this legislation, but, hopefully, what we have achieved here today will be a very 
real step forward. 
I very much agree with the observations of the Leader of the Opposition. Indeed, some of the amendments that were 
added to today were based upon an understanding that we wanted to create the right culture in this organisation. 
We wanted proper and rigorous compliance, but we did not want something like a Gestapo running around making 
life difficult for people who just want to get on with the business of a very complex profession. A number of the 
changes, including the direct appointment of the chair of the board, are absolutely aimed at doing just that. My 
aim now is to find someone who can set up a good culture with strong compliance but who is also very professional, 
collegiate and non-adversarial. Compliance with the new impairment provision is designed to dial down some of 
the adversarial approaches. 
I thank the advisers and the people from the Veterinary Practice Board for their efforts over many years. I also 
thank Miriam Sauley, the senior legal person at the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development 
who, unfortunately, was unable to be here with us today, and the DPIRD team who had input into the legislation. 
It was a huge drafting effort that went on for four years. There had been something like 23 drafts of the legislation 
under the previous government before it was finally abandoned. We have made progress, but no doubt amendments 
will be made in the future because we must have a culture of continuous improvement. Again, I thank all the team 
of the vet practice board and the DPIRD staff, led by Miriam Sauley. I appreciate their efforts. We will do our best 
to make sure that the board is as strong and non-adversarial as it can be. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Assembly. 
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