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ANIMAL WELFARE AND TRESPASS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 14: Section 35 amended — 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 15 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
[Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Third Reading 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [2.55 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [2.55 pm]: I would like to briefly summarise a few things as we wrap up debate on this 
bill. The Attorney General said this was groundhog day, and to be honest he is exactly right. We really have the 
same bill that we saw two or three years ago. The Attorney General is a self-professed bushie because he takes his 
Land Rover up to Fraser’s in Kings Park every now and then; he mentioned that in debate on the previous version 
of this bill. The disappointment for me is basically in the way that almost exactly the same bill was introduced 
a second time. It is disappointing because the Attorney General came out strongly saying that he was going to deal 
with trespass within two or three weeks; that was in early 2019, and here we are at the end of November 2022, putting 
together a blended bill of animal welfare and trespass. It is almost as though we are saying to farmers and various 
other operators, “If you behave and do the right thing with animal welfare, we’ll protect you with our trespass 
legislation.” That is really how this bill could be interpreted. I certainly support — 
Ms J.J. Shaw: What’s wrong with that? 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: There is absolutely no reason why two totally separate issues need to be blended into one bill. 
Ms J.J. Shaw interjected. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: They are; they are two totally separate issues. 
Ms J.J. Shaw: They’re two sides of the same coin! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I will not be seeking interjections on my contribution to the third reading debate, Madam Acting 
Speaker (Mrs L.A. Munday). 
I will say that it is disappointing that this is such a narrow bill on the matter of trespass. There is no protection in 
this bill for people who transport livestock in trucks, utes or other vehicles. We have agricultural shows; we saw what 
happened at the Royal Show. We have agricultural colleges and saleyards. The Attorney General could have included 
any number of locations in this bill; he has had more than two years to protect people involved with livestock. I do 
not see how that is so hard and why this legislation should have such a narrow scope. 
I do agree with some of the comments made by members opposite. I agreed with the member for Maylands when 
she said that if we look after our stock, they will look after us. I certainly do that on my farm. Pretty well every farmer 
I know does the same thing. I know the member for Moore is in the same boat. We know that probably 99.5 per cent 
of farmers do the right thing. I know the standards of our abattoirs, knackeries and other similar places have really 
improved over the last 10 to 20 years. They all need to keep those standards to keep their licences. It is the same thing 
with farming, to be honest. The majority of farmers who are not up to scratch have been weeded out over the years, 
as occurs in other industries. That is the way it goes, whether it is grain farming, livestock farming or whatever. 
In general terms, the principle is if you look after your stock, they will look after you. I do not think there is any 
disagreement there. I acknowledge the member for Maylands’ passion about looking after animals and agree with 
many aspects that she brought up.  
I am concerned with the comments of the member for Forrestfield and, to a lesser extent, the member for Belmont. 
I note their comments on live shipping. I agree with one thing that the member for Forrestfield said, which is that 
the footage we all saw brought things further to light. None of us would agree that those practices are acceptable. 
I agree with the member for Forrestfield on that. I encourage the member for Forrestfield and the member for Belmont 
to take advantage of the readily available tours on the live export ships in Fremantle. We have some quality people 
in the Livestock Collective who are very comfortable with promoting their tours to people. I recommend that the 
members for Forrestfield and Belmont avail themselves of that opportunity. 
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The other thing that concerns me is that their stance is opposite to that of the Premier. I have asked the Premier in 
question time several times about his support of live exports and he has said that he thinks that appropriate steps 
have been taken for live exports. That is encouraging, because it is an industry that employs 3 500 people and is 
worth well over $100 million to the state. The Premier has said that he is supportive of it. Unfortunately, the federal 
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry and federal Labor do not seem to agree at this time. I look forward 
to the support of the Premier over the next couple of years to make sure that he puts the best foot forward for 
Western Australia. From that perspective, I wanted to put that in there for the benefit of the members for Forrestfield 
and Belmont, because I think they are on slightly different ground from the Premier at the moment. I ask them to 
take that opportunity to go and have a look. The other thing that worries me about the live export industry is that 
if Australia steps out of the space, as our federal Labor colleagues want us to do, the trade will be left with African 
countries, such as South Sudan and Ethiopia, that have very mediocre animal welfare abilities. We need to remember 
that it might make us feel better, but it would make the worldwide animal welfare situation worse. 
I want to mention another couple of things. I still worry about our inexperienced biosecurity inspectors, especially 
in the context of foot-and-mouth disease and lumpy skin disease that we have heard mentioned copious times over 
the last few months. Biosecurity is a real concern for our farmers. I still worry about broadacre farmers who have, 
let us say, 5 000 hectares with 10 000 sheep and they live on the property. That is not covered in the scope of this 
legislation. What is covered is an intensive farming area. We still have a lack of clarity there. If someone has 
a feedlot on their broadacre farm—the member for Moore knows all about this—when they have that break of the 
season, they have to bring their sheep into a feedlot to let the grass establish itself out in the paddock. We still face 
the prospect, potentially, if a designated inspector sees fit to inspect that particular feedlot down in the back paddock, 
that they can come in and drive past someone’s house on Sunday morning and inspect that without any notice. 
They are the sorts of things that concern us. 
There is the worry that we have had hardly any changes over the past two years. Initially, it was all about 
trespass and the government sorting this out in three or four weeks—yet here we are, three and a half years later. 
Once again, it will not go to the Legislative Council until next year. We certainly feel it should be referred to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation. Then we had Hon Alannah MacTiernan come out yesterday and say how the 
animal welfare bill will be brought in during the third quarter of 2023. We had a similar bill two years ago and we 
spoke about it copiously two years ago, but it was left sitting in the Legislative Council. Here we are again—in the 
last week of the parliamentary year—and, sure enough, the bill will arrive in the Legislative Council early next year, 
and in the third quarter next year the bill will come up again. I really do scratch my head sometimes when I look 
at the agenda, I suppose I could call it, of the government. 
I will wrap it up there. I could go on, but in light of today’s activities, I want to say that we are not opposing the bill. 
We still feel it deals with two unrelated issues, and the bill should have been split and sent to the Standing Committee 
on Legislation in the upper house. 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [3.07 pm] — in reply: Just briefly, I did mention Bill Murray’s 
wonderful movie Groundhog Day in which things just keep on coming back, as occurred in so much of the first 
term of this parliamentary session. That is because so many bills got held up by the opposition towards the end of 
the last Parliament. We all know about the urgent list that never got attended to, and other bills came back here. 
That is politics. The opposition decided to be obstructionist in the upper house in the last Parliament and forced us 
into this situation. 
As far as the narrowness of the bill goes, we reject that. As we said in consideration in detail, the trespass provisions 
are not related only to intensive agriculture; it can be anywhere that agriculture is taking place. As far as saying 
that this deals with two separate issues, no, it does not. As we explained in the second reading speech and repeatedly 
elsewhere, what has brought about the trespasses is people going onto properties to video unsafe and abhorrent animal 
husbandry practices. It is not acceptable that they go onto these properties. The evidence they collect is inadmissible 
because it is the result of a crime, but there have to be inspections. We will ban the trespasses and permit the 
inspections lawfully. That is considered balance. If people do not want to be held accountable or transparent, too 
bad! We are all held accountable by the Corruption and Crime Commission and other measures of transparency, 
which includes bringing your case to this chamber publicly. People want to avoid transparency and accountability 
but that is too bad. We have a balanced system here: aggravated penalties for trespassing on farmers’ lands and 
lawful inspections by designated inspectors. As for livestock and transport, there is the Road Traffic Act 1974, the 
Animal Welfare Act 2002 and other acts that can protect them in those circumstances. There is no more to say on 
this bill; we have had two runs at it. 

I commend this bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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