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ANIMAL RESOURCES AUTHORITY AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 15 March. 
HON STEVE MARTIN (Agricultural) [8.23 pm]: I indicate that I am the lead speaker for the opposition on the 
Animal Resources Authority Amendment and Repeal Bill 2021. Before I get to the technicalities of the bill, it is 
late on a Tuesday. I have not been in the house all day, but on post-derby Tuesday I need to point out that there is 
some purple in the room, which is not surprising, but there is one surprising person who is wearing purple, and it is 
good to see that the Leader of the House — 
Several members interjected. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: It is close enough. The Leader of the House has come over to the purple army. 
Congratulations, Leader of the House. That is the biggest news of the day as far as I am concerned. 
We will move on to the Animal Resources Authority Amendment and Repeal Bill 2021. I will outline the basis of 
the bill. In layman’s terms, we have gone from talking about the funding of RATs to the defunding of rats and mice. 
It is late on a Tuesday, members, so I will take some liberties. This is actually an important piece of legislation. 
I will let the minister know that it is for process purposes rather than ideological purposes that we will not be 
supporting the bill, but it is a significant piece of legislation, surrounding a significant organisation, which is the 
Animal Resources Centre. 
I will outline what will bill intends to do. It will provide for the government to exit the ownership of the 
Animal Resources Centre and operational control, in effect, and set up the sale of whatever assets are remaining 
from that important authority. It puts a deadline on the state’s ownership of the Animal Resources Authority and 
the Animal Resources Centre. That is the part of the bill that we have some concerns with. We received a very 
useful briefing from some advisers yesterday and they assured us that processes are in place. There are purchasers, 
if you like, waiting in the wings and discussions have been taking place with the government, which is appropriate. 
However, none of that is guaranteed. It is likely, but it is not guaranteed, and for those reasons we will not be 
supporting the bill. 
I thought it might be useful to outline some of the great work that bodies like this one do. This is a major centre in 
Australia. It is based here, obviously, and is funded by the state government, but it exports animals for medical 
research all over the country. I thought I might spend a little time explaining some of the great work that has happened 
because of organisations like the one we are discussing. 
An American organisation, the Foundation for Biomedical Research, explains that research into cows helped create 
the world’s first vaccine. Vaccines have been extremely topical of late. The first vaccine was to end smallpox, 
which was a scourge for hundreds of years. Studies with monkeys, dogs and mice led to the polio vaccine. Drugs 
used to combat cancer, HIV/AIDS, Alzheimer’s disease, hepatitis and malaria would not have been possible without 
animal research. I do not think anyone is particularly comfortable looking behind the scenes at animal research, but 
it is necessary and has been extremely valuable in many fields. For example, cancer deaths have been on a continuous 
decline in the world since the 1990s. Some of that work, again, has been around research done with rodents and 
other species. That good work is lowering the mortality rate in some important areas. Many of the cancer-fighting 
drugs would not be possible without the use of mice in that research. For example, chemotherapy was first developed 
by using modified mustard gas to reduce tumours in mice, and that has led to important developments in the vital 
fight against cancer. 
The bill does a number of things. Effectively, it winds-up ARC. The reason for the bill given by speakers in the 
other place and in the briefing was that ARC is, effectively, not making a return and needs a top-up from the 
government on a regular basis. I will, in a very brief committee process, be inquiring about how much and for how 
long and whether it is unusual for government-owned entities to not make a return. I will talk more broadly about 
animal research. I might talk about some of the good work that ARC has done. That good work was highlighted 
when, in the middle of last year, there was some media speculation that ARC was going to be wound-up. Obviously, 
the research sector caught wind of that. Just some of the remarks that were made when that news became public 
include those made by Malcolm France, who is the former president of the Australian and New Zealand Laboratory 
Animal Association. He is reported to have said that the imminent closure of the Animal Resources Centre — 

“obviously is going to leave a huge gap in the supply of animals to many universities and medical-research 
institutes” … 

He is also reported to have said that the facility is — 
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… “the only major producer of animals specially for sale” to Australia’s 43 universities, more than 50 medical 
research institutes, and other government and commercial research organizations, so the “overall reliance 
on ARC is very high”, and the loss of these animals is likely to be very problematic, says France.  

This institute is held in enormously high regard right around the country. He went on — 
Closure of ARC would not just affect the many medical research programs that depend on these specialised 
strains of mice and rats, there is also the potential loss of the technical expertise required to breed them. 
Breeding the highly specialised strains of mice and rats required for medical research is very demanding. 
Of course, animal welfare should be top priority but to ensure that research data are reliable, a huge amount 
of effort also has to go into other aspects of their breeding, especially the genetics. 

There is a lot at stake here. From the briefing and the discussion of this bill in the other place, we heard that 
negotiations are in train and we have an expected purchaser to take on this facility, but this bill will put in place 
a cliff face and if that purchase does not take place, this research—this data—will be gone and lost. 
I have talked about the great work that ARC does. Hopefully, during the minister’s reply and in the committee 
stage, we will tease out whether the 30 June 2023 date is actually a cliff face. From my reading of the explanatory 
memorandum, if this legislation is put in place, the authority will be abolished after 30 June 2023 and the necessary 
administrative steps will be taken to formalise the resolution of matters. There are some concerns around that. 
I turn back to the discussion about whether the authority needs to be self-funding. In his second reading speech, 
the Minister for Emergency Services said — 

Critically, section 16(1) of the Animal Resources Authority Act states that the authority must be self-funding. 
Clearly, the authority has not been self-funding. I am not sure for how long, but it has not been self-funding, so 
evidently it can survive being topped up and propped up by Treasury. Therefore, either it has been acting in 
contradiction of the act or it is possible that it is self-funding. Obviously, that leads to the point that was raised in 
the briefing we received from the CEO of ARC that one of the outcomes of this decision will almost certainly be 
a rise in prices by the commercial operator. In effect, we are talking about privatisation. We are going from 
a government-controlled entity to what will be a private something. One of the results, according to the CEO, is likely 
to be a rise in the price of these animals for medical research. I am keen to know: did the government consider 
putting that price rise in place? I believe ARC is losing a small amount of money every year, so did the government 
consider keeping ARC in government hands and putting up the price? I would appreciate some detail around that. 
There are a number of issues concerning the jobs at ARC. There are 64 staff in the current organisation, and from the 
briefing that we received, it was quite clear that that model is not sustainable, so there is some doubt about the jobs 
of those 64 staff. Hopefully, some staff will be picked up by the new organisation, providing, of course, it stays in 
Western Australia. Again, I am keen to hear from the minister during the second reading reply or during the committee 
stage whether there are any guarantees that this organisation will not be sold interstate or to an international purchaser. 
I would also like to address some of the concerns raised in the other place in response to the contribution of 
Minister Cook. Only 16 per cent of the animals that ARC supplies to the research community are used in 
Western Australia. We send animals to other parts of Australia and possibly overseas. This is apparently a concern 
because the government is funding that, and I would like to know whether it considered a price rise to try to break 
even or get close to breaking even. 
There is the issue of the lease at Murdoch University where this facility is housed. The lease is due to expire and 
I believe Murdoch wants to take back that building to repurpose it for other uses. Was that a contributing factor in 
the decision to wind-up government involvement in this organisation? Minister Cook said — 

We do not want to see this facility wound up, but at the end of the day, it is not the role of the state 
government to continue to prop it up when there are other, more appropriate models of governance and 
resourcing that can be brought to bear. 

I am interested in the governance point. Was there an issue with the governance that is currently in play? Is a more 
suitable form of governance required? I am unaware of that. It was not raised in the briefing, but it was raised by 
the minister in the other place. One other issue that we need to discuss is that if the research does go international, 
what will be the impact of importing research animals into this country? 
I would like to mention some of the good work done by this body. There is an organisation called the Jain Foundation 
and it was created to find a cure for—I will certainly mispronounce this—dysferlinopathy, which is a group of muscle 
diseases that have a slow progression of muscle weakness and wasting and can affect multiple parts of the body. The 
foundation’s focused strategy includes funding and actively monitoring the progress of scientific research projects 
and key pathways to find a cure. The Jain Foundation is a very strong supporter of the lab rats distributed by ARC. 
That is just one of a number of examples in which ARC does some great work. 
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To recap—this will be a brief speech in the second reading debate, and we can get through this quite quickly—we 
are talking about the privatisation of a government asset. Members would expect me, as a conservative, to support 
that and I do, but it is about the timing and the process. The briefing was quite clear that that is in hand, but I do 
not know why this could not have been done in another way that guaranteed that the bid was accepted, if you like, 
and then we could have wrapped this up. I am sure the minister will explain exactly why that model  was chosen. 
This is an important piece of legislation because it affects a very important organisation that does really important 
scientific work in this country. I hope that risk of June 2023 does not eventuate. From the briefing, we were told that 
a suitable suitor might be found for the ARC assets in the middle of this year. Talking about assets, I inquired in the 
briefing about the actual assets and liabilities of ARC but was not able to get an answer. It is clearly not the building 
at Murdoch—that is owned by the university. Therefore, could the minister outline what is actually for sale. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It’s that minister. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I apologise! 
Hon Stephen Dawson: We’ve had a change. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: My apologies. Could the Minister for Regional Development outline what in fact the 
assets and liabilities are of the organisation? That will be the conclusion of my remarks. I look forward to a fairly 
brief committee process, minister.  
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [8.39 pm]: I will make a few comments 
on the Animal Resources Authority Amendment and Repeal Bill 2021. It may come as no surprise to members 
that I have a little experience with rats and mice. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Well, you are in the Liberal Party! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I was just waiting for that! Members will have noticed that I was looking across the 
chamber when I said that! There are rats and mice on one side; snakes on the other. That is probably enough of 
Noah’s ark for today, Mr Acting President. I was egged on by the Minister for Regional Development, who not 
infrequently leads me astray as she sits there quietly—I do not think she ever sits there quietly! 
Obviously, I have had some experience with animals. I have been in a couple of different laboratory animal facilities 
over a great number of years—more years than I care to remember at this point—and there are a couple of things 
I would like to suggest. As part of my course, I spent some time working in the equivalent production centre in 
Brisbane. It has been said on a number of occasions that this unit in Perth is special and that it exports around the 
country. I am interested to know how many of these facilities still exist. I have been to the ones in Queensland and 
Melbourne, and I would be surprised if they had all disappeared. The first thing we should think about is how many 
of these facilities exist around Australia. A suggestion has been put—not tonight but at other times—that this might 
be the only one. My suspicion is that there might be others around the place. 
Having some experience of this, I will relate some stories. When people work in these facilities for a while, the general 
rule is that if they did not like rats, they learn that they are actually not bad creatures, and if they thought they were 
going to like mice, they are quickly disabused of that. The reality is that rats are much easier to work with and 
generally better tempered than mice. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That’s a really interesting observation. Why is it so? What has a rat got over a mouse? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: They might feel less threatened because they are that bit bigger, but the number of 
vet students who walked out of that building eventually — 
A government member interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I missed that. If we are going to start doing jokes about that, lawyer jokes might 
have to come into it, and then I will be in all sorts of strife. Let us steer clear of that as well. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I wouldn’t have thought that you would think that size is everything! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Maybe we will get to lawyer jokes! Maybe we will have to. The minister graduated 
as a lawyer, did she not? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: But I don’t feel defined by it. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Okay. Perhaps we will leave it at that. There are other legal professionals in the house, 
if not necessarily in the chamber at the moment.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Hon Michael Mischin has done very well for himself. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We had better be cautious about what we say about being able to extrapolate the 
results on experimenting with lawyers instead of rats! That is why we did not go there, Hon Pierre Yang. Interestingly, 
the number of times that a vet student walked out — 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I think you would also acknowledge that your particular profession is one that has 
had probably the most challenges in terms of personalities. You have acknowledged that. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Every profession has. Certainly, the veterinary profession has plenty. Do not worry; 
there are some unusual characters. I do not have time to go through anecdotes about all the vets I have known over 
the years; if I did, we would be here for a long time. 
The point I was going to make is that lots of vet students walked away with a pet rat after those months of training, 
but nobody that I am aware of walked away with a pet mouse. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I had a pet rat, which my poor departed mother ultimately inherited as I moved on and 
did other things. She said it passed from natural causes, but I was not entirely convinced. Like most pet rats, it was 
called Basil, because that is the first name one goes to. They are remarkably good animals to have as pets. These 
were laboratory rats, so they had to be kept separate. That is very different from what goes on in the wild, but they 
do make reasonable pets. 
I go back to the point of the bill. My first question is: how many other facilities exist? If the worst-case scenario 
happened and this facility was privatised and for some reason it fell over, burnt down, exploded or whatever else, 
apart from barbecued rats and mice, what would the result be? My question was: what other capacity exists around 
Australia? I think that is the bit that has been missing in the debate. Perhaps the facilities that I knew and worked 
in many years ago no longer exist, but I would have thought it likely that a number of other capital cities have 
laboratory rodent-breeding facilities, and I would be interested to know how many of those still exist. Obviously, 
if it is possible to export those animals to other states and probably overseas, by definition we are capable of 
importing them as well. Those animals are bred in very hygienic conditions to make sure there is no contamination 
from other diseases. One would assume that other facilities exist, so under a worst-case scenario, we could find 
this resource. The Perth centre may be of the view that its animals are of a particularly high quality or that it 
breeds specific strains that are of particular use. I certainly know that the Brisbane centre felt exactly the same 
way. There was not really a reflection of what else is out in the marketplace in either the second reading speech or 
the explanatory memorandum. 
I am obviously fully supportive of this Labor government’s privatisation agenda. I think it is great. I think the 
privatisation agenda of the Labor Party should be encouraged. 
An opposition member interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is only little rat steps, in fact—little, tiny, scuttling steps—but every bit down the 
path of economic conservatism is to be absolutely welcomed. I do not want to get in the way of that or discourage the 
government from going down the privatisation path, because the government has been going in the opposite direction. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You are going to support the legislation, are you? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am going to let the minister walk it through unabridged and unattacked, because 
I like to see — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: These rifts between the seats — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No, there is not a deep rift at all. As I said, we are brothers in arms. Obviously, we 
are keen to see the government embrace privatisation. The more it does that, the more we should encourage it. 
I just wanted to ask those fairly simple questions—that is, who else is out there in the marketplace, and what is 
the comparison? 
I understand that universities obviously do not like losing a facility. Universities are a bit like government departments; 
no government department likes to lose assets. As Sir Humphrey said, the minister is out there to garner the budget 
for departments to look after—a bigger budget is better and all those things. I understand that the university does 
not want to lose an asset. It will obviously promote the facility that it has, and that is completely understandable. 
But because we are effectively debating privatisation, we should be having a really good review of precisely what 
the government is proposing to market and privatise. That is the bit that I think has been missing in the debate so 
far. It is like putting up a business case before one invests; we want to know precisely what the asset looks like. 
Hon Steve Martin quite rightly asked for a list of the assets. That was a very sensible, business-like position to take. 
The next step is in terms of what else is in the marketplace and what this centre is competing with, both in Australia 
and overseas. There is obviously a significant production of laboratory animals all around the world. It is not that 
complicated a procedure. There are obviously facilities out there. I am interested to see what other major centres 
there are in the Australian scenario. In an ideal world, the Animal Resources Authority Amendment and Repeal 
Bill 2021 will pass and the government will privatise the service. Hopefully, it does so within a situation of some 
competition. When the tender documents go out and we start down the process, I will be interested to see whether 
the ownership shifts to other existing centres around Australia, which might see an economy of scale, for example. 
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There might be a value in that. I doubt that we are in a position to know any of those things at the moment, but in 
time I would be interested to know precisely what the options look like for alternative ownership.  
It is a pretty specialist field, members. It is probably not the sort of investment that people would make with their 
superannuation, for example, or if they were looking to invest their retirement funds in something. It is a field that 
requires a fair bit of specialised knowledge so I would have thought that there are probably a limited number of 
highly professional organisations that would be interested in this type of investment. Some universities might be, 
for example, but I would have thought in particular other laboratory animal centres around Australia might be the 
prime target for this sort of thing. I am interested in who else is out there in terms of those organisations and whether 
the government is suggesting that there is a definitive difference between the animals that are produced in this centre 
versus animals that are produced elsewhere. I guess most centres have their own specific strains but in my view 
there are lots of similarities—they are based or designed to be as uniform as possible, because it is the lack of 
uniformity that interferes with scientific results. We are basically looking at a line to the point in the early days when 
there was probably a significant amount of in-breeding of laboratory animals just to get those very uniform lines 
of genetics. I believe we called it line breeding at the time and in the breeding of some other animals they still call 
it line breeding, but there was certainly in-breeding to try to get these very fine lines. Hopefully, there is enough line 
development going on that we do not have to have those anymore. Other centres that I worked in had their specific 
lines as well and different lines within the centres for different targets of research. I am assuming that all that still 
exists around Australia. The government is going out to the marketplace with this privatisation to market this thing 
and I will be interested to see what the government thinks its market advantage might be and why this line of 
animals is of significant value or of greater value than a line of animals being developed elsewhere.  
Obviously, there is the cost of transport. Again, I am going back a long time but my memory is that the cost of an 
appropriate packaged box of rats or mice was not that great. We wanted them pretty quickly. We wanted them in 
air transport if possible and delivered quickly but, from memory, I do not think transport was a huge cost. I do not 
think that the issue is getting them there quickly. I am interested in whether the minister can give us some advice 
on what the market advantage is, how that looks different and why this is a good purchase for another company.  
Without going into the gory details of my life in those environments—I do not think that will necessarily help, 
despite the fun we had a bit earlier—those are the critical questions for me. If I run through them, it is the other 
facilities that exist in Australia, their product versus the product that comes out of the centre in Western Australia and 
what market advantage this line might have. Those are good and critical questions and if we do not quite get it right, 
when we go into the committee stage—Hon Steve Martin wants to ask a few quick questions—I might jump in 
and try to refine that a bit. I think those are the critical questions.  
I encourage the government to continue down the privatisation path. If it wants a few suggestions about what else 
it can look at, I am more than happy to provide them. By the way, just before I finish, I am absolutely with the 
Leader of the House—that is not purple. Hon Steve Martin made an outrageous comment about the football and 
he will be severely chastised in the fullness of time.  
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [8.55 pm]: I have to say in advance that from a clinical point 
of view, I agree with everything that Hon Dr Steve Thomas mentioned, although I am going to disagree with him 
and I will explain why in a short while. The scientific points he made were quite correct. I tell the house in advance 
that I will be supporting the Animal Resources Authority Amendment and Repeal Bill 2021.  
I suspect that it is fair to say that no one individual could possibly know all the details of all the statutory bodies 
that exist in the state. I am not overly embarrassed to say that I knew nothing about this excellent facility that will 
soon cease to exist. Hearing about its excellent work has made me think that the facility is worth a great deal of 
money because it is certainly a business that is viable throughout the world, providing reliable high-quality animal 
research models here in Western Australia for more than 40 years. Fine. In that sense, I could be sorry to see it go—
but I am not. Animal research is an emotive subject. I had a look at the history of animal research. The Leader of the 
Opposition mentioned the gory details that he would spare us and I am very glad that he did so because they are 
gory indeed. Even now dealing with animals is really quite an emotive subject.  
My brother-in-law qualified as a surgeon in Beijing. When he emigrated to the United States, he was not able to 
work as a doctor because of the differences in law and education—he was an excellent cardiac surgeon—so he 
went to work in a facility in Washington where he operated on rats by performing cardiac surgery and measuring 
the effects of the drug-eluting stents in the hope that they would save people who were having a heart attack rather 
than performing coronary artery bypass grafting. The stents are very complex, very small and very technical and 
he performed this surgery to understand how well they would function in animals—would they have clots with the 
blood flowing and would people who have these stents be subject to an early death because of stuff that was not 
discovered in the animal experimentation? It is highly specialised work with highly specialised animals. Each one 
of those animals died as a result of that test. I could say that, yes, it is understandable because it was for the greater 
good of mankind. I understand that—I just do not like it. My personal view is of horror.  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 5 April 2022] 

 p1525b-1534a 
Hon Steve Martin; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Dr Brian Walker; Hon Alannah MacTiernan 

 [6] 

Looking at what happened in the not-too-distant past, I wonder whether we should really be doing this. At 
a philosophical level, I discussed this with one of my sons just a few months ago. We have a sorry history in Australia 
of doing the same thing on humans with the experimentations that were done on Indigenous people in the 1920s 
and 1930s to help us understand how the human body reacts to pain. It was thought to be okay in those not-too-distant 
times. Were they ethical experiments? Of course they were not. But could we then ask whether, given that those 
experiments had taken place and the genie had been released from the bottle, we are allowed to use the results of 
those experiments to carry on with medical research elsewhere and develop products? Can we use the products 
of such experimentation to make further advances in medicine? The question then becomes much less clear. It is 
not that easy to decide whether or not it is ethically based. I think we would move forward, certainly, but the nasty 
questions would remain. The same could be said, I would think, for animals. We can perhaps all agree that 
experiments should not have happened in the first place, but society has moved on and we no longer seek to justify 
those other treatments so, yes, we will use the research findings and move on.  

Also, I have to confess that I am a hypocrite—I have discussed this with my boys—because I happily eat meat 
but I will not and could not kill a cow to provide myself with beef. This is stupid; I know it is stupid, but it is the 
way I am, and I suspect many people are like this. If I can name the cow, if I can stroke the cow and if I can say, 
“How are you doing today, happy cow?”, I am not going to put a bullet in its brain or slit its throat. It is like my pet 
dog; I am not going to harm my pet dog, and I am much the same with most animals. I make a few exceptions, but 
I would not do that to the animals that we like to eat. From that philosophical standpoint, I am not opposed to animal 
studies in general. 

It could well be that with our recent scientific advances, having based our science on hundreds of years of 
experimentation on animals, are we now in a position to create the modelling that will, at a molecular level, allow 
us to do simulated experimentation on a computer in an artificial intelligence environment? Could we then dispense 
with animal experiments in the first place? The answer is, to some degree, yes, but not for everything. 

I think we are reaching a stage now at which our reliance on animals is a lot less. Breeding animals with dementia 
or with specific cancers is all very well and good; we have the expertise to do that, but it just does not sit well with 
me. Again, this is my hypocrisy. As a medic, I will use the medications that we need, based on the animal studies, 
but it does not sit well with me. There are benefits from that, but I am just not comfortable with it. 

In that sense, I welcome the Animal Resources Authority Amendment and Repeal Bill 2021 because it soothes my 
conscience a little to know that less of this will happen in WA. But there is another problem, and that is that we are 
exporting 80 per cent of these animals to other parts of Australia for very good purposes, but other parts of Australia 
are not helping with the funding of the organisation here, and I think that is a little unfair. I do not think it is right. 
This is being done because it is losing a lot of money, and that is another very good example. If we are going to 
lose a large amount of money for a service that other people want but are not prepared to pay for, the question is: 
why should we take the financial hit? I would very much welcome an answer to that question. Could it be that with 
this impending closure, other organisations could look at the potential and take it over? I think they could. Would 
they do so without this bill going forward? Possibly not. If we are going to pay for it, they are going to sit back and 
say, “Well, keep on paying for it.” 

In a sense, the practical and the philosophical align here for me, in that it is a financial consideration, but it also aligns 
with my desire to not hurt animals. The member for Wanneroo also made a valid point, observing the 80 per cent. 
That is really a situation that was made by the other place and cannot be allowed to continue. I believe the state 
government approached the commonwealth government to see whether more equitable funding could be found, and 
it was rebuffed. I think the right answer is that if that is the case, we will simply close the business. 

I have concerns about the remaining 20 per cent of animals that are used here. Are we going to be suffering? Are 
we going to lose essential components of research in Western Australia? That is a very valid question and I would 
very much like to hear the minister’s opinion on that in Committee of the Whole to see whether that question could 
be happily resolved. I expect to be able to support this bill despite the answer that I expect to receive in that process. 

I believe negotiations are currently underway but are very much commercial-in-confidence, so I do not expect to 
hear any information about that in this house yet. That will be plan B. It could be that the government is confident 
that it has progressed things to such a point that the provider in the future will say, “Yes, okay. We’ll take this on.” 
I am not expecting to hear about that; that is not something that would be in the remit of the debate on this bill. 

I will simply take a moment to commend the Animal Resources Authority on the work it has undertaken for the 
past 40 years and its staff of 65 individuals. I wonder what will happen to their jobs, by the way. I wish them every 
success under new ownership and new governance, which I anticipate will be coming. I think the proposition the 
government has made is actually valid, so we will see what happens. In the hope of getting some clarification about 
this, the identification of a service provider in the course of the minister’s reply and the time frame so that it all 
falls into place, I anticipate that we will be supporting this bill. 
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HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [9.04 pm] — in reply: 
I thank members for their contributions. Some very interesting topics have been raised. In particular, Hon Dr Steve 
Thomas’s love for rats is noted and we will follow his progress on that! Some very valid points have been made about 
this facility. I want to start by acknowledging the great work of the Animal Resources Centre’s team. Kirsty Moynihan 
and the 65 personnel who work at ARC have really done outstanding work, but we know that we are at a point when 
change is required. It is not just because we are no longer prepared to subsidise all these research institutions in 
the eastern states. As has been said, around 80 to 85 per cent of the product is going east and the cost to the state over 
the last five years has been about $5 million. That is a little over $1 million a year that we are subsidising the centre, 
mainly for the research effort in the eastern states. The critical thing that has led to having to act now is that the 
lease at Murdoch is about to expire and the need for a new and modern facility is present. This is the time when 
we need to put this operation on a more secure footing. 
We are very confident in the process that has begun. It began in December and it has seen three very serious 
proponents come forward and there will not be an issue about the ARC as an entity surviving in terms of its skill 
set because of the strength of the people in the particular product. Hon Dr Steve Thomas asked what asset we have 
here. I guess the real guts of the asset is the live biological stock and the genetic strains that have been developed 
to specifically be useful in the research that has been undertaken. As Hon Steve Martin said, that research has been 
really important in treating many diseases. The genetic stock really is the guts of the value in this asset, plus the 
people and their expertise. 
We are confident, from the expressions we have had to date, that there will be very serious and important players 
who want this. We are also confident that there is a very strong argument that this should remain in Western Australia. 
That is one of the problems we have had with some of the federal approaches to various issues—for example, plant 
quarantine. They want all major, serious plant quarantine to be based in one facility in Victoria. That will lead to 
a particular vulnerability. If there is a problem in that facility, there is no redundancy in the system, so we have argued 
very strongly, in terms of plant quarantine, that it is unwise to concentrate all the efforts in one facility. I think there 
is an even stronger argument not to put all our eggs in one basket because biosecurity risks can occur and compromise 
the research endeavour. There have been some very constructive conversations with the National Collaborative 
Research Infrastructure Strategy, the federal body that invests in research infrastructure, which recognise the need 
from a national point of view to preserve that capability and not just to have Western Australia fund it exclusively, 
which also recognises the very real benefit of this facility not being concentrated in one part of Australia. There 
are very, very strong reasons pointing to the maintenance of this facility here in Western Australia, but with a better 
balance of funding, recognising that this facility will provide a resource for the whole nation and not to expect 
Western Australia to fund it. I think the process that has commenced will begin to engage federal entities like NCRIS 
to come to the party and work out how to make sure that that happens. 
I must say that I would have taken Hon Steve Martin’s concerns a little more seriously had it not been for the 
performance of the Liberal and National Parties on InterGrain. When I became the Minister for Agriculture and Food, 
one of the first things that was on my desk was a request for me to sign-off on the sale of InterGrain, which is 
50 per cent owned by the state government, to an eastern states entity. It was an unbelievable decision, particularly 
because we wanted to make sure there was a grain breeder in Western Australia that was seriously focused on 
Western Australian conditions. The biology of Western Australian conditions is not different from the eastern states. 
Its grain growing environment is different and WA has very different soil types and climatic conditions from the 
eastern states. But there was this proposal to sell-off InterGrain. I have to say that one important thing that we have 
been able to achieve in the agricultural world is to stop the sale of InterGrain, to restore faith in InterGrain and to 
build it up so that it is now an absolutely thriving and expanding entity in a grain industry that is worth in the order 
of $10 billion per annum. I have to say that I find that opposition to the rationalisation of a much smaller entity 
that serves the whole nation is perhaps a little bit of opposition for opposition’s sake. 
But the member did talk about some interesting things. He talked about research on animals that led to the smallpox 
vaccine. But it was not research on animals; it was research on milkmaids. As a little informative aside, the developers 
of the smallpox vaccine noticed that milkmaids who got cowpox did not get smallpox, so it was the experiments 
on humans rather than on animals that led to that, quite rightly, very early vaccine wherein one would be scratched 
and a bit of cowpox would be rubbed onto the skin. Interestingly, one of the first anti-vax regimes was during the 
American War of Independence when George Washington demanded that all his troops have the cowpox treatment 
and the anti-vaxxers were around even then, opposing that. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas wanted to know what was the guts of the asset. As I said, it really is the intellectual property 
over biological stock and genetic strains and the expertise of personnel. 
Hon Dr Brian Walker raised some very interesting issues. He talked about the moral dilemma of research and that 
it might be unethical. This was a big issue after the Second World War with both the Japanese experimentation in 
Nanjing and Dr Mengele and company’s research in Germany. Notwithstanding the fact that people said that research 
would not be used, we all know that it was used in subsequent medical developments. But there is a moral dilemma 
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and we cannot paper over it. In fact, today I was in Broome announcing some very interesting funding packages, 
including one to an extraordinary company, Marine Biomedical, that will be making human bone repair materials 
from pearl shell nacre. The idea is to use pearl shell, which is far superior to any other artificial bone substrates. 
This firm, in partnership with UWA and Willie Creek Pearls, will be setting up a laboratory with the assistance of 
a regional economic development grant. The CEO of that company spoke today about the issue of the ethical 
challenges of animal research and even human trials and the movement away from animal experimentation. I do 
not think that we have got to a point at which we necessarily will be able to do that and make the progress that people 
perhaps want, but it is a very valid issue and it is one that I am sure will engage the minds of many biology researchers. 
Even just from a timeliness point of view, in terms of vaccine trials and some of the newest vaccines that are being 
developed, shortcuts are being sought to some of the lengthy and very large-scale human trials by the use of digital 
modelling. There is change afoot, but I certainly think that at this point in time, within all the acknowledged ethical 
dilemma, which is the same ethical dilemma that the member observed when we eat meat—although I guess I am 
one of those people who is more realistic about the chain of life; things eat other things and that is just how biology 
works and we just have to do it as humanely as we can—that is the very essence of the nature of biological existence. 
With that, I appreciate the concerns and the interest of members. I think this is the right time to put ARC onto 
a new and firm setting. I am optimistic that with a federal government that is perhaps not so busy finding possies 
for its former colleagues to fund, it can spend a bit more time on the important scientific infrastructure that we as 
a nation need funded, and we will be engaged with the federal government and get proper National Collaborative 
Research Infrastructure Strategy support for this facility as it goes forward into its next phase.  
But again, I say to Kirsty and the team that we really do appreciate the skill and the work of the 65 people at the 
Animal Resources Centre, and we will make sure that it has a very positive pathway going forward. I thank members 
for their support and I thank even those who do not support the bill for their comments. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Peter Foster) in the chair; Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Agriculture 
and Food) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: The minister raised a number of issues in her second reading reply that I would like to 
get to. This will not be a long committee process. The bill is fairly limited in its clauses. I understand the negotiations 
are ongoing and there are some commercial-in-confidence matters that I do not need to know about, but will the 
minister tell us about some of the negotiations, if she can? Will something in the negotiations guarantee that the 
facility, or what is left of the facility, will stay in Western Australia? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, a clear provision in the proposed contract will require the facility to 
remain in Western Australia. When we think through the logic of it, it makes sense from that quarantine position 
to have a diversity of centres and also the expertise that is available, because a lot of the capability is obviously with 
the people. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: That is good news. The minister mentioned the InterGrain model; I agree that the minister 
made the right call on that. That is a partnership model between the state and some other entity. Is that a part of the 
negotiations or is that being considered in this instance? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No, that model is not being contemplated here. As I said, it is important to 
understand that this product goes all around Australia. In fact, 85 per cent of it goes over east. There has been a lot of 
engagement, shall I say, with the National Collaborative Research Infrastructure Strategy entity and with universities. 
I am confident from what I have seen that entities with the right qualities are interested in taking over this facility. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Could I inquire about the comment—the minister emphasised it less than was the case 
in the other place—that this organisation has needed a top-up. The minister said $5 million over five years, so it 
would be approximately $1 million a year. That was the reason or some of the reason given for the decision. I talked 
a little bit about how section 16(1) of the act indicates that the authority has to break even or better. Can I get an 
indication of how many other organisations of this nature do not meet this obligation? Is the provision in this act 
unusual? Let us pick another one, such as the Forest Products Commission, for example, which we have discussed 
recently. Is it common across those types of organisations or is it unique to this authority? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I think what is unique to this authority is that it provides a national service. 
The majority of what it provides is for a national research endeavour. I think it is important to understand—I think 
we have made this point—that it is not only about the ongoing financial assistance that has catalysed this decision 
to move forward here. A big decision has to be made because we are coming to the end of the lease term at Murdoch, 
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and we have to look at the development of a new facility because, even if we were able to extend the lease on the 
facility at Murdoch, as I understand it, it is really subpar for what we need going forward. This is a time when all 
these issues have catalysed and we need to work out a path to go forward. Through the science portfolio, we have 
developed a view that the right partners will be available, and given that it currently provides a national service, 
we will find the right funding vehicle to deliver a new facility that will enable the organisation to go forward for 
the next 25 years. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: The minister mentioned a federal organisation in her second reading reply. I did not catch 
it; I think she used an acronym.  

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It is NCRIS. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: That is the one. It coordinates a federal response in this sector. Will the transfer of ownership 
from a state entity to private organisation, for example, affect the relationship between the federal body and the new 
form of ARC? Is that a state government to federal government relationship or can a private body seek or leverage 
federal funding through that organisation? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: NCRIS’s capacity is for not-for-profit generally, but it can obviously work 
with universities. One of the things that became very evident to me when I was in federal Parliament is that the 
WA government had—not exclusively during that time, but particularly under the Mr Barnett years—gone it alone 
and had not been out there in the face of the federal government to get our fair share of federal infrastructure, 
including the NCRIS infrastructure, which is really important. The data supply lines and the fibre cable that it 
provides across the nation into universities are well in advance of anything that the national broadband network 
provided. The sort of research infrastructure that this organisation can provide is really important, so I think that 
however this plays out in the negotiations that go on, there definitely is a role for some federal assistance in getting 
the project underway.  

I know that the member was talking about the time, but, as I said, the lease is expiring. We are going to get the 
problem resolved. We are not just going to kick the can down the road. This has been talked about and contemplated 
for a while. We have to act and we have started the process under the minister, Roger Cook. The process has been 
started. We have serious expressions of interest. We are negotiating with those proponents. We are absolutely 
confident that we can have this underway and in place within the time frames that are set out in the legislation. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: On the expiration of the lease for the Murdoch facility—again, I do not need to know the 
details, if, in fact, it is taking place—are any of the negotiations about the state providing a home for the new version 
of the Animal Resources Centre? Is that being considered? That would be a one-off capital spend. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Sorry. What was that? 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: Do any of the discussions that are taking place around the transfer of the ownership of 
ARC involve the provision of a facility—a home—for ARC that the state provides? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Just to clarify, the lease with Murdoch expires on 31 December, 2023. I understand 
that it might be open to a short extension of that time, but the three proponents have all been required to submit 
what their plans would be for a facility. That is all now under negotiation. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Can I just check, because I do not think the minister was here to supply the information 
in the second reading response, what other laboratory animal producing facilities exist around Australia? What else 
is out there in the marketplace? We are exporting 84 per cent of our product, or whatever it is. Is Western Australia 
importing other lines as well? How big is this marketplace? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There are a number of smaller facilities around Australia that are considerably 
smaller than the ones that we have here. Perhaps the most prominent of those is the one in Sydney, which is the 
Garvan Institute of Medical Research, but they are all considerably smaller than the facility that we have here in 
Western Australia. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: Are there biosecurity concerns? The best case would be that it stays here, which would 
be great, but the worst case would be that it moves east or overseas. Is the minister aware of biosecurity issues 
about importing animals for animal research? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: As I said, a provision is built into the contract that this facility is to stay in 
Western Australia. I do not think anyone is suggesting that we would not have a facility here. Of course, I think I set 
out the risks of just having one facility and that we, in fact, need to have facilities at a number of locations because 
if we have a single facility, we have a vulnerability. In terms of imports, there is always a problem with importing 
animals or animal products into Australia. We have seen this with some of our recent problems with the importation 
of even bee semen. One of the current issues we are dealing with is whether we should import the lumpy skin 
disease cow virus into Australia for experimentation. There are a range of views about whether we should allow 
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the lumpy skin disease virus to enter Australia for research or whether it will it have an alleged “Trumpy” Wuhan 
effect! Of course there is an issue. There is no argument here that Western Australia should have an animal research 
centre; the issue is what is the appropriate vehicle for that and how we ensure this facility that has been providing 
animals around Australia is best funded and how we best build a new facility so that it can be functional over the 
next couple of decades. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: I have only a few more questions. The minister in his contribution in the other place 
mentioned a review that was undertaken before this legislation was put together. Can the minister give us some details 
about that review? Was it an internal review? Was some external work done? Was it done by the organisation itself? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I understand there have been a number of reviews over quite a number of years, 
all of which have pretty much come to the same solution. The last review was completed in 2018 and was undertaken 
by Treasury and Deloitte Australia, which provided some advice. As I said, I am advised that there has been quite 
a number of reviews but the last one was completed in 2018. It went to the Expenditure Review Committee and 
a decision was made to go down this path. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: I might be reading too much into it, but I just want to touch on the point I raised about 
the minister’s comments on governance and resourcing. Clearly resourcing is an issue, at $1 million a year over the 
last five years. The minister referenced appropriate models of governance. That review was done by Treasury so 
that was about the dollars, quite clearly. Have there been other concerns around governance or am I reading too much 
into that comment from the minister? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The governance issues raised were never of a non-financial nature. The reference 
to governance was about the ability of the entity to right its ship economically. There has not been any suggestion 
of any lack of control over the ethical side of the operations. ON My understanding is that animals are provided 
only if there has been a proper ethics process that the purchasing entity can show that they have appropriate ethical 
sign-off for. There has been nothing in those findings that in any way challenges the efficacy in that regard, so the 
reference to governance is the ability for the organisation to financially right the ship. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: Minister, I certainly was not casting any aspersions on the government; I was following 
up on that quick comment from the minister. I have a couple of last questions about the 64 staff who are currently 
employed at Murdoch University in the ARC organisation. There are a couple of clauses in the bill, which I will 
not go through individually, that deal with the 64 staff. Obviously, if this is going to a private/university-based model, 
one of the ways to make it pay its way is to cut some staff. Can the minister briefly outline the provisions that deal 
with the retention or otherwise of those staff and what arrangements might be in place, please? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, thanks, member; this is an important consideration. There has been 
a number of steering committee meetings and a summary of options is available to ARC staff. One option is 
redeployment within the public sector. A second option is for staff to be offered a voluntary severance scheme. 
The third option is for staff to apply for a transition payment following an offer of employment with the new entity, 
taking on the assets of ARC. The fourth option is for residual staff to be transferred to a nominated agency. We 
certainly see that a significant number of the staff will be offered employment with the new entity. Some people 
will want to transfer elsewhere in the public sector and others will take the voluntary severance scheme, so there 
are four options available to any existing staff. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 16 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Agriculture and Food), and passed.  
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