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ANIMAL WELFARE AND TRESPASS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.09 pm]: Before questions without notice, I posed a number 
of questions to the hardworking parliamentary secretary to help me land on a position whether to support or vote 
against the passage of this bill. The questions I posed were in relation to the timing of this bill: why has it taken 
so long for this bill to come before us and why not wait until more substantive reform has occurred under the 
Animal Welfare Act 2002 as opposed to this first version that we are dealing with now? Obviously, a resourcing 
cost is associated with the passage of this bill and any bill that we deal with. The question is: if we have not seen 
cases of trespass in the past four years and it is not deemed urgent, why not just wait until we see the larger reform 
of the Animal Welfare Act? 
The last question I will pose is around the “how” aspect of the bill. As mentioned, I am not against the intention 
of this bill but I am curious as to how the government has arrived on the position to increase the enforcement 
provisions against farmers to protect animal welfare and against the activists to provide more security for these 
farmers. The bill will effectively give more powers to a group in WA ahead of another group. If we extrapolate that, 
we will end up in a more militant police state—to an extent. That is obviously an exaggeration, but whenever we 
talk about providing more powers to any group in WA against another group, it can be a slippery slope. I am curious 
whether the government has investigated other ways of handling, and potentially de-escalating, this situation in 
which we find ourselves. Doing so through community consultation with the activists and farmers is something that 
comes to mind. Rather than going through this escalation of providing more powers, has the government looked 
at other models to potentially de-escalate the situation? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Member, do you think that the activists who are most prominent can possibly be 
placated at all? They fundamentally disagree—these are the extreme militant activists—with the whole activity of 
animal-based farming. I am not sure I can see—maybe you can tell me—how farmers going about their lawful 
business, raising, rearing and producing animals for consumption, could possibly come to some sort of meeting of 
minds with people who are fundamentally opposed to that kind of activity. 
The PRESIDENT: Before you answer that, honourable member, can I just remind members that the member on 
his feet is making his contribution to the second reading debate; we are not in committee. The opportunity for those 
more detailed discussions is limited, really, to committee. However, if the honourable member wishes to respond 
to the rather long interjection, I will give him the opportunity to do so and then encourage him to continue his second 
reading contribution. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: Thank you, President. 
In this case I do welcome the interjection. I think it is a fair question. To answer the parliamentary secretary’s 
question, maybe not; maybe there is no logical way of de-escalating it and finding common ground between these 
two groups. That is where using additional force to protect the welfare of farmers is appropriate. Potentially not, 
but I wonder whether the government has looked at other jurisdictions to see how they would handle this and ways 
of de-escalating the situation and, I guess, the “sausage making” behind the scenes to arrive at the position of 
greater enforcement powers to protect animals and farmers. 
I will leave it there. As I said, as of now I remain on the fence on the passage of this bill. I welcome any further 
insight from the parliamentary secretary to help me arrive at a position. I look forward to Committee of the Whole 
as we get into the weeds and mechanics of this bill. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.15 pm]: I had no intention of making 
a contribution today, but I thought in the last few minutes before we rise for the day, it might be good to bring a bit 
of perspective from someone who raises and cares for livestock. I have no concerns about this bill because I know 
that it will not apply to me. I know that we will treat the animals fairly, humanely and justly, as the community 
expects. This bill is good old-fashioned common sense, and that is why I support it.  

We have to strike a balance between farming and militant activists who I think go too far, and I think the community 
thinks that, too. People make a conscious choice about whether they consume meat; that is their choice to make. 
They also make a conscious choice not to consume meat; that is also their choice to make. Whatever they want to 
eat that is lawful, they can eat. We need the meat industry because people want to eat meat, so we need to manage 
that. It goes all the way through—as people have touched on before—processing, inspectors, how meat is handled 
as a food product, right down the supply chain to how abattoirs are operated and how animals are transported, farmed 
and raised. This bill is across much of that supply chain. I think that makes some level of sense. 

I note Hon Dr Steve Thomas made a few comments that I thought were a bit unusual in that there seemed to be 
this reluctance. I note that the opposition is not opposed to the bill and I acknowledge the opposition and thank it 
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for that, but there seems to be a reluctance to have oversight. I do not know why the industry has a fear of oversight 
because we will find that 99.9 per cent of the industry do the right thing. This 0.01 per cent is a very small cohort. 
It is not only our industry; every industry has people who do the wrong thing. They make life hard for everybody 
else. We want that small cohort who do not humanely care for their animals outed and charged, and hopefully they 
will never get the opportunity to raise animals again because it gives the rest of us a bad name and it gives fodder 
for these activists to come out onto farms and get footage. 

There is a need to strengthen the government’s right to inspect premises, especially feedlots, piggeries, chicken farms 
and the like. Most of the footage we have seen that has horrified us was of live export vessels or abattoirs in 
Indonesia. As a farmer, I am happy to say here now that I have concerns about the future of live export. I agree 
with Hon Dr Steve Thomas that its days are limited. The economics will determine that this industry will not be 
around much longer. The numbers are so small; the industry has to be viable. I think as a government, we should look 
at a way to transition. We know that is coming. The federal government has a view on this and I agree. I hate the 
thought that some of our sheep could have been on that boat in the footage we saw on that 60 Minutes episode. 
We have seen Indonesian abattoirs, animal cruelty and live baiting of the greyhound industry caught on phone footage 
by trespassers and activists. That is not an ideal situation or an ideal use of police on the beat. As farmers, that is 
not what we want. We want people who are lawfully allowed to come onto our property to inspect and see that 
there is nothing to see here. It is like when a police car is behind us and we get a little bit nervous. But I think the 
whole livestock sector would benefit from this bill. 

I think the fact that activists will have a greater deterrent from going onto our properties to inspect and take footage, 
even when it is not warranted—sometimes in the past it has proven to be somewhat warranted—strikes a good 
level of common sense. I think that those who are wondering about whether to support this bill should do so 
because the farmer in the house believes they should. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  
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