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ANIMAL WELFARE AMENDMENT BILL 2017 

Committee 

The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Robin Chapple) in the chair; Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for 
Agriculture and Food) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Today, I will be moving a series of amendments that are set out in issue 6 of 
the supplementary notice paper. I ask everyone to check that they have issue 6 of the supplementary notice paper. 
I have said individually to the team—the crossbench and the opposition—that we will be substantially moving 
amendments in line with the Standing Committee on Legislation’s recommendations and, fundamentally, moving 
back to providing the regulatory power to enshrine the national standards. A few consequential amendments are 
necessary to make sense of that. There will be changes to some of the early clauses because we are no longer 
proceeding with the introduction of a compliance regime. In light of those changes, the drafting of some provisions 
will need clarification. That is how we are proceeding. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Minister, this has obviously been quite a protracted process. The Animal Welfare 
Amendment Bill 2017 was I think first read in on 10 November 2017 and here we are just nine days short of 
10 November 2018 with a fair way to go before the finish line, as such. The Standing Committee on Legislation 
spent two months on its deliberations and, as the minister said in her opening statement, the government is prepared 
to adopt the committee’s recommendations. Obviously, the minister and the government did not perceive any 
urgency in having the amendments to the act passed, hence the long delay from the bill’s introduction to where we 
are today. Would that be a fair assumption? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No, it is not. That is not true. Indeed, this has been a complex situation because 
of considerable opposition from not only the opposition but also parts of the industry that are happy to have the 
standards but do not appear to have reconciled the idea of compliance. We brought this bill forward in the first 
year of government. We did not make election commitments around this issue, but when we saw the nature of the 
problem, we sought to get this done. We have a very big legislative agenda, as Hon Jim Chown would be aware, 
and many competing interests, but we do see this as a priority, which is why we are trying to ensure that debate on 
this bill is completed by the end of the year. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: It is a bit unusual for a bill to take 12 months. That is a lengthy process, even with two 
months of committee deliberations to clarify a number of matters that, as the minister expressed in her opening 
statement, the government is prepared to let go. The committee received a number of submissions from 
stakeholders who were concerned about the amendments, but in reality the industry at large was pursuing a full 
review of the Animal Welfare Act. There has been a number of reports since 2015, including the Easton report 
and the report of the Select Committee into the Operations of the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals Western Australia (Inc), which was chaired by Hon Rick Mazza. The Standing Committee on Legislation 
report suggested we pursue a full review of the act, at the very least, if the amendments proposed by the government 
moved forward. I note that in response to a question asked by Hon Colin de Grussa, the minister stated that 
a review of the whole act has commenced. Could the minister please explain to the chamber why these amendments 
are being put forward now, as opposed to having them encompassed in a full review of the act? As the minister 
stated in her response to Hon Colin de Grussa’s question, it is her belief that such a review would be complete in 
a couple of years. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Unfortunately, no action was taken under the previous government to give 
effect to the national standards and guidelines that emerged from 2012 as the preferred regime for regulating the 
livestock industry. Although WA entered into negotiations, starting, I think, around 2009, to quite rightly 
participate in the development and approval of national standards and guidelines, unfortunately no action was 
taken to provide the regulatory power for the introduction of those standards and guidelines in WA. We had, 
I think, quite an unacceptable situation in which notionally we had signed off on the standards and guidelines and 
said that as a state we would be governed by them, but, in fact, we had no way of incorporating them into 
a regulatory regime. In my view, that shortcoming needed to be addressed in advance of a broader review of the 
legislation that will deal with a whole raft of things, including the treatment of companion animals. It seemed to 
me that this really needed more urgent attention, hence, as I think I explained when I introduced the amendments, 
we have brought this portion of it forward while awaiting the larger review. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: So is the minister pursuing a review of the whole act in regard to animal welfare per se from 
a commercial and companion basis? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes. 
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Hon JIM CHOWN: That is what I gleaned from the minister’s statement. I am unaware of any state that has made 
standards and guidelines and incorporated them into legislation. Am I wrong in that assumption? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes, you are. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Which states have embraced standards and guidelines, and on a state-by-state basis which 
standards and guidelines are currently part of their regulatory requirements? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There was a chart that showed that. We will look for that. The current standards 
are land transport of livestock, and livestock at saleyards and depots. Four national standards and guidelines have 
been embraced, and I understand other states have the power within their legislation to incorporate them. The 
Animal Welfare Amendment Bill 2017 will simply give us the power to introduce the regulations—a power I am 
advised that every other state already has in their legislation. For each of those standards a set of regulations will 
need to be introduced. I understand that to date all states have introduced regulations in respect of land transport. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Supplementary notice paper 33 shows that a substantial number of the bill’s clauses are not 
to be proceeded with; the minister will proceed with clauses 1 to 8. I compliment the minister on her good 
judgement and consistency with the committee report. There has obviously been a fair amount of pushback from 
industry on clauses past clause 8, but what level of consultation was undertaken with industry prior to this bill 
being read into the house? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There was consultation of a general nature. It is important to understand that 
there was very extensive consultation with industry in the development of all the national standards and guidelines. 
I think there was perhaps a lack of awareness that we did not have the power in Western Australia to implement 
this. We need to learn a lesson from what happened with live export; the member would have read the Moss review 
that came out yesterday and absolutely comprehensively demolished the performance of the federal government 
in regulating this area. We know that let bad behaviour thrive, causing parts of the industry to now be in peril. It 
is really important for us and industry to understand that having signed up to national standards, we actually need 
a mechanism for their implementation. I must admit that I just presumed that was a no-brainer, but obviously this 
discussion needs to be taken forward. 
The original bill sought to implement a compliance mechanism. Look, I acknowledge that we did not necessarily 
have the soundest advice to base some of our decisions on, and we would possibly do it differently next time 
around. I am happy to acknowledge that, but I think we need to move on. Today we hope to achieve the capability 
of regulating, and then we will go back to it over the first half of next year when we will take part in the broader 
review. But in that broader review we need to prioritise how we can implement a compliance mechanism that is 
workable and credible. I am happy for any member here to be involved in coming up with a credible compliance 
regime, but it has to be able to underpin these regulations. I say again—I have spoken to many members 
individually—that this is about moving away from a model based on responding to reports on active cruelty, and 
towards establishing a set of standards, in conjunction with the industry, that sets out acceptable practice, and then 
ensuring people comply with it; not a system of waiting for someone to dob in someone who might have been 
cruel. It is really putting this on a more modern basis of compliance. 
We want to work with all members, and we are happy for the industry to come up with some proposals on how it 
might be done. But as I explained to some members, including Hon Colin de Grussa yesterday, some of the 
industry wants to move down a path of self-regulation; I really think it is pretty evident from the way the 
community is moving and, unfortunately, the whole debacle around live exports, that a self-regulatory model is 
not really going to cut the mustard with the public. I repeat that I honestly do not believe that good animal welfare 
is in any way incompatible with good agriculture. I am sure the standards we develop will be realistic and able to 
be adopted and embraced by farmers. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I will follow up on my previous question about standards and guidelines. Could the minister 
clarify the states that have standards and guidelines that have been approved into operational regulations? 
I understand that only the Australian Capital Territory has done that, and the rest of the states are in the process of 
looking at and possibly adopting them. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is certainly not the advice I have been given by our officers. We have 
unfortunately lost one of the advisers, but I would like to see the chart that sets that out. The advice is that all the 
other states have the capability to do that, and each one needs to. I have not explored exactly which of the particular 
regulations each state has put in place, but I certainly know that the other states—that is our advice—have those 
powers, but we will get back to the member when we locate our adviser. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I thank the minister. That is the gist of my question. I agree with the minister that the other 
states do have the ability to implement the standard guidelines by regulatory requirements. My question was: how 
many have implemented them to the point of being operational? It goes back to my previous query about the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 1 November 2018] 

 p7649c-7661a 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan; Hon James Chown; Hon Rick Mazza; Hon Colin Tincknell; Hon Colin De Grussa; 

Hon Diane Evers; Hon Dr Steve Thomas 

 [3] 

urgency of this matter in light of a full review of the act in a couple of years, which the minister has stated should 
be completed by then. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Sorry, what was the last point you made? 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Do you want me to start again, minister? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: No, I heard the first part. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: It goes back to my previous question about the full review of the act, which the minister 
stated should be completed in a couple of years, and whether there is any urgency in regard to the adoption of 
these standards and guidelines as proposed today. The minister is correct in that the other states do have the 
regulatory ability to do so, but how many have actually implemented them to a workable degree through those 
regulatory requirements? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We understand that several have. Again, I will certainly seek that advice and 
get back to the member. As the member has acknowledged, each state does have that power. I am advised that we 
were the only state that lacked that power. We have got to a point at which industry has said that it is happy to 
move forward on having that regulatory capability. I think it is important that we move forward on it. It is important 
that we have a credible animal welfare regime. I really urge the member to read the Moss review and to understand 
the message coming out of that—that if we do not have a credible regulatory regime, we then have a situation in 
which poor behaviour can emerge and the whole credibility of the sector is undermined. I am not sure what the 
member is arguing here. I am not sure whether he is suggesting that we should not have the capability to be able 
to regulate in this area. I am very disappointed if that is what he is arguing. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I am not arguing anything; I am actually asking a reasonable question in the discussion of 
clause 1 of the bill. It is normal process in this chamber. Anybody can ask a question in clause 1 on this matter. 
I am a little disappointed that the minister thought I was arguing a case. I make it very clear that that is not the fact. 

What consultation took place with the key stakeholders in this state prior to these amendments being proposed? 
I note that there was a stakeholder event in November 2017 to set some of the scene. My questions are: What 
stakeholders have been consulted? Who were they? Who attended the stakeholder event in November 2017? Just 
as importantly, what members of Parliament received an invitation to it? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I think I have tabled in Parliament before the information about the stakeholder 
event. I am happy to get a copy of that later in the day. If the member consults Hansard, he will note that I have 
produced that list in the past. I think I possibly even produced it last year. That was a broad, conceptual framework. 
Industry players and animal advocate groups came together to work out a general set of values and some broad 
thinking about where we should be going in terms of animal welfare and what would be the conceptual framework 
of a new Animal Welfare Act. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: If the minister could read the list into Hansard later today, I would appreciate that. I am not 
going to go back through Hansard while we are in the committee stage and have a look for it myself. The minister 
talked about animal advocate groups being part of this consultative event. What commercial producer 
representative bodies were part of the event? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: This particular set of amendments was not discussed at the event. I do not have 
that list with me, but all the usual suspects were there. We had the Pastoralists and Graziers Association, the 
Western Australian Farmers Federation and, I think, the Kimberley Pilbara Cattlemen’s Association—I cannot 
recall precisely. When I get that list, I will share it with the member. That event was not focusing on these 
amendments; it was a broad discussion about where we should be going with animal welfare and what a new 
animal welfare legislative regime might look like. In that process there was discussion about moving away from 
the focus on acts of cruelty to other principles based on setting standards and regulating against it. There was also 
discussion of standards or concepts that are emerging in the EU and in other pieces of legislation, such as how the 
welfare of the animal is assessed—that is, the extent to which the innate behaviours of an animal are important, 
rather than just a pure physical health regime being the way to assess the wellbeing of an animal. There were 
discussions of that nature; there were not discussions about the specific regulations. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I will go back to my question again. What consultation took place with the minister or 
through her department or office with key stakeholders on the proposed amendments prior to 10 November 2017, 
when the bill was read into the house by the minister? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We had had some general discussions with the industry about the need to move 
forward. The member can keep making the point. We have got to this stage. We are 12 months on. This matter has 
been thoroughly discussed within the industry and with crossbenchers. We have come to a position that industry 
representatives are prepared to support. I think it is important that we are able to move on. 
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Hon JIM CHOWN: I will keep hammering this point, minister. I am concerned that these proposed 
amendments were read in by the minister on 10 November 2017 without any consultation with key stakeholder 
groups. Those stakeholder groups had great concerns with what was initially proposed. We are on 
supplementary notice paper issue 6. Why was consultation not put in place prior to the minister’s proposal on 
10 November? If it had been, these amendments would without doubt have gone through this place in a faster 
manner and without all the stakeholder groups being very concerned about a number of issues, which, granted, 
the minister has decided not to support. I will repeat: why was due consultation not put in place prior to this bill 
coming forward to this house? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I have given my explanation. Obviously, the member wants to keep asking 
that question. He can keep asking it. I certainly had discussions with the industry. Look, I think there are parts 
of industry that have yet to come to terms with the fact that it is actually in the interest of their industry to have 
a proper and credible animal welfare regime. I am pleased to say that I see signs in some of the groups that this 
is appreciated. We certainly had discussions about it. Did people want to have all these provisions? Were a lot 
of the industry activists wanting it? Probably not. But the point is that we have now got to a position where we 
have a pared back piece of legislation, which I know from extensive discussions the major groups are prepared 
to support. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I agree with the minister. We have eventually landed at a point that is acceptable to the 
commercial animal industry at large. My concern is that without this consultation and without the concerns from 
this side of the house, the minister’s initial proposed amendments would have gone through this place. All I am 
asking is that if a full review of the act is done at some stage in the future, these people who actually produce the 
animals are consulted and their concerns are listened to about what they want with regard to animal welfare. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  
Hon RICK MAZZA: I have a couple of questions on the regulations. Essentially, we are looking at clauses 1 to 8, 
as amended, and also clauses 18 and 19, which provide some administrative changes to complement clauses 1 to 8. 
Heads of power will be created for the regulations for the standards and guidelines. I note, from some explanatory 
notes given to me in a briefing, that the national standards endorsed to date are for the land transport of livestock, 
2012; for sheep, January 2016; for cattle, January 2016; and for livestock at saleyards and depots, February 2018. 
Is it the minister’s intention to also include standards and guidelines that are not Australian standards and 
guidelines and have state-based specific standards and guidelines? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is certainly not our intention at this point. The body of work that we have 
to prepare for the regulations is going to take some time. There is no intention at this point to do that. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: If it is not the minister’s intention to do that, will the bill enable the minister to make 
regulations other than those that are related strictly to the national standards and guidelines? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Technically, we could introduce regulations, for example, to enshrine one of 
the Western Australian codes of practice. It is not our intention to do that at this stage, and of course anything that 
we do in that regard is a disallowable instrument. These are fairly lengthy processes; we will have more than 
enough work on our hands in dealing with the federal codes. 

Hon COLIN TINCKNELL: I have some concerns. I applaud the minister for the changes made and the 
amendments. Without seeing the draft regulations, this is difficult, but my concerns are mainly to do with whether 
people who have abided by the code of practice will have proper defence in a court of law. I know it is unorthodox, 
but is there any way that we can get an idea of what the draft regulations will be like? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The member can have an extremely clear idea of what the regulations will be 
like, because they will enshrine the agreed national standards. The member could look at the national standards 
for livestock, saleyards, sheep and cattle, and that will tell the member precisely what the regulations will look like. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: I firstly want to thank the minister for acknowledging the shortcomings in the process 
of producing this legislation, and also for the amendments, which go a long way to satisfying industry’s concerns 
at the minute. I again want to focus on the regulation-making powers under clauses 1 to 8. If someone is in breach 
of those proposed regulations, does that become a criminal or regulatory offence? What is the result of that? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The proposition would be a regulatory offence. All the cruelty to animal 
offences will still exist, but then there will be these other regulatory offences. This is the work that we will be 
doing to determine the nature of those breaches. We have some broad descriptors of the penalties—we have an 
upper limit, I believe, set in the bill—but the breaches will be regulatory breaches; they are not criminal. There 
may be some times, for example, when a person has breached a regulation but also what would constitute cruelty 
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to animals. There might be a simultaneous prosecution for a criminal offence on the basis of cruelty to animals, 
and a regulatory breach. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: The Greens are very disappointed that this bill will not proceed at this time with the 
introduction of designated general inspectors and powers of entry for the purpose of compliance monitoring. 
I cannot express how strongly we feel that compliance monitoring is necessary in this bill. We acknowledge that 
the minister’s second reading speech said that this bill is just a stopgap until the review is completed, and that is 
what we are focusing on now. When will that review happen? We hope to see compliance monitoring brought in 
as part of the review of the act. In the meantime, as stated in the committee report at paragraph 7.2, public and 
animal welfare organisations very strongly support designated general inspectors and compliance monitoring, so 
we know that that is a strong part of what we need. Although the committee report stated at paragraph 7.3 that 
agricultural and transport industries do not support these proposals, the Kalgoorlie Miner on 11 October 2017 
reported that Meat and Livestock Australia, which identified consumer and animal welfare concerns, said — 

The second biggest risk was “losing community support” through a reduction in red meat consumption 
because of animal welfare concerns. 

“Losing the community support for the industry because of animal welfare just keeps getting bigger and 
bigger,” … 

We know that we need that community support; we have already talked about how we have to do that, and adequate 
compliance monitoring is the way of addressing these concerns. We talk about compliance monitoring and hear 
from some of our colleagues how terrible it will be for the industry, yet it is a normal part of work life. Surely 
many of us know people in industries that have compliance monitoring. There are examples in the food industry, 
the liquor industry, child care and education. In fact, there was a story in the news yesterday about a childcare 
centre where the compliance monitor noticed that the centre had not been running properly, and they were able to 
reinforce the regulations that should have been in place. It is a necessary part of what we do. Just this week, the 
news has been full of the Moss live export review, saying that the focus on trade facilitation and industry 
deregulation appears to have had a negative impact on the department’s culture as a regulator. We know that things 
introduced by Barnaby Joyce—scrapping the work on establishing national animal welfare standards, getting rid 
of the committee overseeing the standards, and abolishing the department’s animal welfare branch—have led to 
a situation in which the social licence has been lost with regard to animal export. That is why we need compliance 
monitoring—so that we can get in there and keep track of this and not have things getting to such a state that 
people have to stand up and say, “Look, this is no good. This is not what we want any longer.” 

Over the years this place has passed many laws containing compliance monitoring provisions, for a wide variety 
of industries. From a quick search of our legislation, this includes auction sales, architecture, betting and gaming, 
building, film and game classification, gene technology, health, human reproductive technology, surveying, 
mining, pawnbroking, second-hand dealing, ports, rail safety, tobacco and taxis. I understand that vets, too, are 
subject to compliance monitoring in respect of their schedule 4 and schedule 8 drugs. The Workers’ Compensation 
and Injury Management Act contains powers of entry for compliance monitoring, as does the Fair Trading Act and 
the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act, as mentioned in the report. We know that this is a part of how 
we have to do things and how things are regulated. Why are we looking at the Animal Welfare Act separately and 
saying it is not important there? It is beyond belief; it just does not make sense why this one industry should be 
treated differently from so many others.  

Although the Greens will not stand in the way of the committee’s and the government’s intention to sever clauses 9 
onwards from the bill, I must reiterate how very disappointed we are. Given that so much of the original bill has 
been withdrawn, can the minister outline the process from here with regard to review of the act and the introduction 
of necessary compliance monitoring? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I thank the member for her comments and I share much of her concern. 
However, I think it is important that we make progress. Once this legislation is passed, it is our intention to draft 
regulations to do with some of the standards. Then, when the regulations have gone through, we will talk to the 
industry about the development of compliance. In fact, we will have ongoing dialogues about a compliance model. 
I urge people who have farming experience, like Hon Colin de Grussa, to work with the industry to get something 
that is credible. I do not know whether the member was here earlier when I commented that we really have to learn 
the lesson from the live export industry, which is that a lack of oversight and capacity to ensure compliance has 
resulted in the industry being brought to its knees, with great ramifications. It is not in the interest of our agricultural 
community for there not to be good and reasonable standards, backed up by a proper, modern compliance system. 

In some respects this is a big change in the way we view how animal welfare is dealt with—moving away from 
the cruelty model to the compliance model—but it is a shift that we have to make. The member very rightly pointed 
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out—as many people, including Andrew Forrest, have pointed out—that, in a sense, the biggest threat to the 
livestock industry is not animal welfare laws but the disenchantment of members of the public, particularly younger 
people, with the treatment of animals. Every time there is an exposé such as the one we saw on 60 Minutes, it 
undermines the future of the industry. There are farmers out there who really understand that. Hopefully, we will 
get some of our industry leaders to appreciate that as well. 

The process will be to get some regulations in on some of these standards and then work with the industry to 
develop a compliance model. We were approached by a person from the industry who said that they were going 
to put a monitoring regime in place—some form of accreditation—and, although that is good and we want to work 
cooperatively with the National Farmers’ Federation or whichever group wants to put this in, in this day and age 
we cannot plausibly have a model of animal welfare that is based on self-regulation. That is simply not going to 
cut the mustard. We have made it clear that we do not have hordes of inspectors waiting to go out and terrorise the 
farming community; we want this to be done in a way that rewards good practice and commercially supports those 
farmers who are doing the right thing. There is nothing more unfair in the industry than situations in which people 
are complying with the standards but are being undercut by others who are not complying with the standards. We 
often hear stories about that; indeed, we heard one from Hon Rick Mazza in respect of the poultry industry. It is 
in everyone’s interests that there be a level playing field. We support the agriculture industry and we want it to 
thrive, but we have to have monitoring in order to maintain credibility within the community. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: Just on the point the minister made earlier about many farmers understanding the need for 
strong animal welfare legislation, I would argue that in fact most, if not all, farmers certainly understand the concept 
of social licence and how important it is in the current world, and they are looking to find ways to maintain that. 

To go back to the regulations, I refer to my earlier question. I want to know how the regulations will interact with the 
existing defences for animal cruelty, what the interaction might be there, and when we are likely to see those regulations. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The defences to animal cruelty are quite distinct. In fact, one of the 
consequential amendments we have to change later on relates to the defence that it can be taken into consideration 
what was permitted under a code of practice when making a determination on a cruelty matter. We have to make 
an amendment to make it clear that that really is just for cruelty. All the defences that are in there now will apply 
just to cruelty. This is going to be a separate issue. The regulatory breaches are to an agreed standard; it is 
a question of whether someone has breached the standard or not. With regard to the range of penalties, some might 
just be improvement notices. An inspector might go out there and notice that they do not have quite the right water 
system, or whatever, and just as we do with occupational health and safety, they might give them an improvement 
notice. Some will be infringements and some will be fines, depending on the severity. It basically takes each of 
the standards and then provides a range of responses, but it recognises that some might be quite minor and technical 
and result in just an improvement notice. To a large extent, there will be two separate systems. There will be what 
one might call “criminal actions in relation to cruelty for animals” and their penalties, and there will be a separate 
regime, including a separate maximum fine, but each regulation will specify the range of penalties. Our new 
director has started. Dr Katherine Clift is relatively new to the department, but I hope that we will have one or 
two of those national standards ready for regulation by February next year. 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: If the improvement notices, as referred to by the minister, entail a major economic 
cost to the individual, such as the requirement for the replacement of a piece of equipment that is very expensive, 
has any consideration be given to how long a person may have to do that job? Has any consideration been given 
to the overall cost and is there a maximum cost? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There will be periods of education in the process, but I make the point that in 
the livestock transport industry this standard has been in place since 2012. There must be some point at which 
a person is required to meet the standard that has been agreed upon. I also make the point that it is not fair to those 
operators who have invested and put in place the infrastructure that might be required to comply, if they have to 
compete with others who are not doing this. The member has to understand that we are not trying to close down 
this industry. We are not trying to be heavy-handed here, as is witnessed by the fact that we have stepped back and 
just gone along with this, but there is a demand out there that we put in place something that is reasonable. There 
must be a point at which these standards actually start to take effect; it cannot be a process of infinite delay. We 
will work through those specifics with the industry. If we have a standard, we have to apply it; there cannot be 
endless concession. Our aim is not to say, “Gotcha! You’ve got a problem and we’re going to fine you.” That is 
not going to be the aim. We aim to bring people along with us in this regard. If we believe that the act is not 
deliberate, our first call will be to issue an infringement notice. 
Hon RICK MAZZA: My understanding from what I have heard this afternoon is that we have acts of cruelty and 
codes of practice that may provide a defence for that which is currently in the act. This heads of power provision 
will provide regulations for the standards and guidelines, and that may entail infringements in the form of an 
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educational order or a monetary penalty. Can the minister give us some indication of the range of financial 
penalties that may apply? If a financial penalty is applied through an infringement notice and it is unpaid, what 
will the department do to recover that money? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Regarding the recovery of that money, the farming community will be treated 
like any other citizen: the normal apparatus of the state that is invoked when a person does not pay a fine will be 
applied; there will be no differentiation. The maximum penalty is $20 000, but we anticipate the range would 
probably go from some hundreds of dollars up to the maximum of $20 000. We will obviously look at what regimes 
have been put in place in other states. 
Hon RICK MAZZA: I have one more question on clause 1. Thank you, minister. I spoke earlier about the national 
standards and guidelines for the transport of sheep and goats et cetera. I understand the poultry industry has drafted 
some standards and guidelines that are still being developed. I think the industry is considering that (c) is probably 
the best option — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Which one is that, sorry? 
Hon RICK MAZZA: This is for poultry and egg production. Once those Australian standards are agreed to, is it 
the minister’s intention to accept and adopt them as they are or will she make adjustments to them specific to 
Western Australia? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: In the poultry — 
Hon RICK MAZZA: I am just considering some of the comments the minister has made in the past with regard 
to cages et cetera. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I could not possibly take a theoretical position on that matter. It would totally 
depend on what comes forward. As the member might be aware, 167 000 submissions were made on this 
nationally. It is extraordinary. I say to the member: we have to wrap our head around this issue, we cannot be 
cavalier about it, and we have to work with the industry to get a resolution. 
Hon RICK MAZZA: Yes, a substantial number of submissions were made, but if the intention of this bill is to 
adopt the national standards, then, surely, once those national standards have been developed for egg and poultry 
producers, they should be adopted as they are rather than have state adjustments made to them. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is a very interesting proposition because the reverse proposition is 
being argued by some farming communities who say that they would like to see some Western Australian 
variations to some of the other livestock provisions. I do not think that we can make general comments about 
this. Each of those cases will have to be considered on their merits. I also make the point that all the regulations 
are disallowable instruments. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I follow on from the question put forward by Hon Rick Mazza. As we are now aware, the 
national standards and guidelines have been approved for transport of cattle and sheep and for livestock at 
saleyards, but I am focusing on the regional variations to those requirements. Would the minister commit today in 
Hansard to consulting with those various industries about regional variations from a Western Australian 
perspective prior to regulating those particular standards? The “Australian Animal Welfare Standards and 
Guidelines for Cattle” states — 

These Australian standards and guidelines do not endeavour to describe ‘best practice’ because it is often 
too difficult to reflect known regional variation. There are other industry and government documents to 
better communicate these industry practices that also consider regional variations. 

Firstly, will the minister consult before she regulates? She stated that regulations can be disallowed in this house, 
so consultation with industry would be a good endeavour prior to the regulation coming forward so that it goes 
through with the blessing of the industry. Secondly, would the minister commit today to take into consideration 
any regional variations when she adopts the national standards and guidelines? Hon Dr Steve Thomas in his second 
reading address gave the very good example of the weaning of dairy cattle; it is best practice in this state to wean 
them after 24 hours, I think, and best practice in Victoria, for example, to wean them after three days. That is just 
one variation that I believe should be taken into consideration for the standards and guidelines. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Of course we will discuss this with all the stakeholders. It is important to 
understand that there is a broad range of stakeholders, but of course we will put these out to comment. Indeed, in 
relation to the compliance regime, I am putting to the industry that it should come up with a compliance regime 
that it thinks it can live with. We are happy to consider that. The various farm advocacy groups should try to get 
together to put forward a regime that they want to consider. Certainly, when we start going down the path of 
developing the regulations, we will be discussing those with the industry. No-one is suggesting that we are 
enshrining best practice in any of these standards. My understanding is that it is more the minimal practice; it is 
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the stuff that is the basics that we have to deal with to deliver any form of animal welfare. I do not think the 
member will find that the bar in the national standards and guidelines is set terribly high. 
Hon Jim Chown: That’s what I just said. It doesn’t endeavour to count as best practice. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It does not endeavour to. It is what would be considered to be the basics to 
give the community confidence that the welfare of the animals in our custody is being adequately cared for. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Let us get this straight: is the minister committed to consulting with industry before adopting 
the regulations on the national standards and guidelines across the board? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Of course I will consult. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Good. Thank you. It is a very important — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: We need to consult. This is a community with stakeholders on both sides. I have 
to represent — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Matthew Swinbourn): Minister, can you seek the call. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I just need to point out that in this consultation, there will be the need to consult 
with others as well. I absolutely want the member to understand that. Farmers are the ones whom this legislation 
will impact on, and absolutely we want to consult with them. We have had big stakeholder meetings recently and 
our personnel are working closely with the farming community’s representatives. I urge the members in this place 
who are leaders not to take the approach that we really do not want anything to happen. It is in the interests of 
farmers to have a credible system. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I agree with the minister and I think wide and broad consultation with community groups is 
absolutely essential in regard to animal welfare standards and guidelines. However, I think a lot of pressure groups 
do not fully understand the commercial side of things and what is required to ensure that animals under commercial 
care are kept at appropriate standards for their welfare. When I sit down, the minister can respond. 
I go back to my prior request about the meeting that took place in November. I would like to have read into 
Hansard a list of the key stakeholder groups that took part in that particular session—I do not know whether it 
was for a full day or an afternoon—on welfare requirements in this state, if the minister has that list. I assume that 
list will be of the same people that the minister will be consulting with in the future, unless she has some additions 
she would like to make to it today. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I certainly am not proposing to read the list into Hansard, but I am happy to 
table it once again. 
[See paper 2139.] 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am concerned about where the member might be taking things. I am getting 
the feeling that the member is suggesting that we walk away from these national standards, some of which have 
been in force since 2012. 

Hon Jim Chown: No, I have not said that at all. Please do not interpret what I am saying — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Jim Chown, please seek the call first and then I will give the call to you. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: No. Please do not misinterpret what I am saying. I believe it is essential that the national 
standards and guidelines are incorporated into our Animal Welfare Act. There are regional variations that need to 
be taken into account from a Western Australian perspective and I am asking whether the minister will consult 
broadly with key stakeholders about adopting those regional variations. If regional variations are required that 
have been acceptable practice in Western Australia—I just gave the example of dairy cows and their calves—how 
would those seasonal variations be adopted into the standards and guidelines? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We will consider those when we are drafting the regulations. If the member is 
aware of the standards—bearing in mind we are not talking about the guidelines; we are talking about the 
standards—in those four areas that he would particularly like to see departure from, let us know and we will 
certainly take that into account in framing the regulations. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I thank the minister for that. The minister did not really answer the question, so I will go 
back to it. It is about consultation with industry. How would these variations, if there are any, be put into the 
regulatory requirements from a national standards and guidelines perspective? Do we have the ability to do that? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes, we do. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will start by making a few comments on what has been said before I ask my 
substantive question. I think members should understand where the committee got to in the recommendations. 
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I thank the minister for proceeding with the bill up to clause 8 and for taking on board the committee’s 
recommendations. I think it will be an interesting couple of years. 
Honourable members, the process of developing national standards and guidelines, I have to say, is incredibly onerous 
and difficult. People seem to be making the assumption that we can walk in and put a set of guidelines in place that 
might be imposed on industry in a fairly smart, quick and comfortable manner. Having been through the process, 
I can tell members that that is not the case. I attended a number of meetings, including the 2009 Primary Industries 
Ministerial Council meeting in Hobart, to discuss the transport of animals guidelines that were gazetted in 2012. That 
is a three-year gap. There were three years of consultation after that meeting, and let me tell you that 2009 was not 
the first year that these guidelines were proposed and it was not the first year of consultation. It takes a number of 
years to get a set of national guidelines agreed to. Members should bear in mind that agreement at a ministerial council 
requires the agreement of all the jurisdictions in that process. In 2009, we were bogged down on dairy calves—
Hon Jim Chown mentioned that—but plenty of other issues were raised and plenty of other conflicts were on the 
table. Therefore, it is not a short process and it does not happen without a great degree of consultation, including 
consultation in Western Australia. That is why I am supportive of the minister’s agenda to process clauses 1 to 8. 
I thank the minister for going down that path. I think the further debate on all the things that have been raised in 
the clauses beyond that will take a couple of years to fall out. I am happy to partake in that conversation. 
The fallback position, which was raised in the committee, which I spoke about in my speech on the second reading 
and which is acknowledged by the minister, is that although it is a very broad proposal to sometimes enable 
regulations to be put in place under a piece of primary legislation in the future, that is not an unusual process. We 
have to bear in mind that every regulation that comes forward is disallowable in Parliament, which is as it should 
be, so Parliament becomes empowered. Hon Rick Mazza is absolutely right; that is, as it is written in the bill, this 
government and the next government could put forward regulations that were unacceptable and that might be 
ideologically driven. They might be too far to the left or too far to the right. But this chamber—it is obviously the 
one with more capacity—has the capacity to disallow those in any sense. I do not think that we should be frightened 
of the capacity for future regulation. We might get bogged down in debate on what those future regulations might 
look like and what the penalties for those future infringements might be, but the reality is that in all those 
circumstances, the Parliament of Western Australia has the capacity to remove those that are not agreed, 
particularly for regulations that have gone through a national standard that take years to develop. I do not think it 
is something that we should be too frightened of. I agree with Hon Jim Chown that significant consultation is 
required. I think there is a capacity for that because, historically, that has happened. 
I think we just need to be a little cautious about being too panicked about clauses 1 to 8. That is, effectively, what 
we will be debating today, and a couple of clauses at the end of the process that refer to administrative changes. 
I am a little interested in future debate on the other parts of the animal welfare argument, which is different from 
what will ultimately be the bill before the house and, I think, by general agreement of all the parties, the 
amendments to the Animal Welfare Act. I will start this process because I am interested to see why the ability of 
the power to put in place regulations, ostensibly for national standards, but not necessarily, was linked to the 
significant changes to the definition of “welfare” and then the apparent need for a new designation of “inspector”. 
My first question to the minister is this. I am assuming that the initial push for the capacity to regulate national 
standards was a recommendation of the department to the government and to the minister because it is something 
that the department had been working on for, let us say, well over a decade. Was it a recommendation of the 
department that it then combine these other sections or was that a government initiative? I am interested to know 
why we ended up with a bit more of an omnibus bill than what history will prove was wise at that point. Was it 
a government initiative or a departmental initiative to push it out to those additional areas? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The departmental advice was that if we were going to be regulating for national 
standards, we needed some mechanism for enforcing those national standards. It absolutely made sense. One of 
the concerns that the department had, which the member might recall, related to a prosecution in Moola Bulla that 
had to be taken under the Animal Welfare Act. I was advised that had we legislated, as others had, we would have 
been able to take actions under the national standards, which is an easier path to demonstrate because the behaviour 
that was the subject of a prosecution under the existing act was something that I think most people, if they saw it, 
would say should be prosecuted. But because we had not enshrined the standards and guidelines, we did not have 
the capacity to do it. 
To be honest, I think some of the advice that we got about some of those very complex and convoluted 
Henry VIII clauses and whatever was a little hard to follow. I certainly regret that we went down that far more 
complex path of the Henry VIII clause. The guts of the issue—this does not make it a huge omnibus bill—is that 
it is just logical to anyone that if we are going to create a set of regulations, we want to have a mechanism for 
ensuring compliance with those regulations. It is pretty logical. 
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However, as I said, we will go back and take one step at a time. We will deal with this legislation, get a couple of 
the regulations framed and up and then we will talk about their compliance. I certainly urge the industry advocacy 
groups to think about what sort of compliance they would like. When it came to matters involving the designated 
inspector general, we were very conscious that the farming community was apprehensive about having RSPCA 
inspectors in. If we just gave the general power to inspectors, Uncle Tom Cobley et al are all inspectors under the 
legislation; indeed, that notion of designated inspectors was there to assuage some of the concern. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank the minister for that answer. She raised a couple of very interesting points. 
During my second reading contribution, I said that the reputation of the RSPCA and the relationship it has with 
farming communities has been rather strained over many years, and that is a reasonable point. The difficulty I have 
with progressing on to those parts is the inability of the department, particularly through the committee, to 
demonstrate a need for designated general inspectors with additional powers beyond the original inspector. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Member, I do not want to call a point of order on you but we are not going down that 
path. I really do not think that we should be spending a huge amount of time actually having a debate about the 
elements of the bill that are no longer there. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is reasonable. I do not intend to spend a huge amount of time discussing those 
particular parts. The minister raised a second interesting point relating to Moola Bulla; that is, without the national 
standards, it was difficult to proceed with the prosecution that the authorities deemed would be the most 
appropriate. Can the minister provide some advice? She may need to take this on notice and get back to me. If 
clauses 1 to 8 of the bill before the chamber had been enacted previously and national standards had been adopted 
by regulation, would that prosecution have then proceeded adequately without clauses 9 to 17 of the original bill—
that is, could it have progressed with the regulations and national guidelines as opposed to the need to put in place 
the additional powers? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is potentially the case because a whistleblower—I think it was a staff 
member—had taken video footage. I do not think that the farming community wants to create a situation in which 
the only way that there can be any idea of whether the codes of practice or the national standards are being complied 
with is for activists to climb over the fence with a mobile phone. I do not really think that is the regime in that 
particular case because there was that footage and that would have been enough to fine them. They were not doing 
a routine inspection of Moola Bulla but there was that footage that was the subject of the prosecution. In that case, 
yes, but we certainly do not want the industry to proceed on the basis of activists climbing over fences taking videos.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will finish with this, and I suspect it does not even require an answer. I urge 
members to consider the practicalities of the first eight clauses of the bill in relation to the national guidelines and 
standards. I suggest that the Standing Committee on Legislation made very good recommendations and that they 
be proceeded with as quickly as possible. I think there will be a very interesting debate on animal welfare in years 
to come. I agree with the minister that it is to the industry’s benefit to maintain high standards and, in most cases, 
high standards are maintained by the majority of producers, but there are always exceptions. I remember getting 
into some great arguments with representatives from the agricultural industries for daring to suggest that not 
everyone did it perfectly. There will always be exceptions. There will always be occasions when standards need 
to be lifted. I remain of the view that it is going to be a very interesting debate. I do not necessarily agree with 
Hon Diane Evers that additional regulation is required immediately. I do not think that kind of push is going to 
bring the agricultural sector with us in this debate. I think we need to proceed with the bill as proposed with the 
recommendations in supplementary notice paper 6. I think we might come up with a good outcome over a few 
years and we need to do that pretty carefully. I think we should be able to proceed, Mr Deputy Chair. I will certainly 
be supporting the proposals before the chamber today. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: While we are talking about general inspectors, the indication is that monetary infringements 
could attract a fine of up to $20 000, which is a very substantial penalty. Are there plans to provide additional 
training for departmental general inspectors so that they are across the new standards and guidelines and the way 
that they need to enforce them? Is it envisaged that only departmental general inspectors who have been appointed 
by the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development will be undertaking that work or may other 
general inspectors who have been appointed by the department also undertake those inspections? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We have deleted all the provisions in relation to inspectors. No compliance 
regime is being put in place by this legislation. I do not think that we can profitably talk about the amendments 
that have now been deleted, but there will be no new classes of inspectors under this legislation. However, of 
course, once we have regulations, all the inspectors, as part of their job, will be made aware of those regulations. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: I understand, minister, that we are dispensing with the designated inspectors and any special 
class of inspectors. My question related to whether appropriate training will be provided to the existing general 
inspectors. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan: To departmental inspectors, yes. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Following on a similar theme, minister, industry representative groups will probably look 
very carefully at what happens here today and the answers that the minister gives. I thank the minister for 
stepping back from her original intentions with regard to designated general inspectors and Henry VIII clauses 
and everything else that was involved. I note in today’s Countryman, dated 1 November, an article by 
Zach Relph states — 

Ms MacTiernan confirmed a controversial compliance regime—which allowed inspectors unprecedented 
access to farms, saleyards or vehicles transporting livestock—would not be included within the updated 
legislation. 

However, she told Countryman it remained a “priority” and subject to further industry consultation. 

I certainly hope that consultation takes place. My question is: under these new regulations and the adoption of the 
national standards and guidelines, what role will the livestock compliance unit have, which is currently in place 
within the minister’s department? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It will not have any powers of entry onto private spaces. I did not write the 
article, as the member would be aware, and I would not have described the powers as “unprecedented”, because 
the powers are absolutely equivalent and identical to the powers that inspectors have under the biosecurity 
legislation. The prose was a little bit purple on behalf of the journalist. Obviously, if an inspection is taking place 
for other purposes because there has been a reasonable suspicion, the inspectors will have regard to whether there 
has been a breach of the regulations, but they will not have any rights of entry. I am really getting a very strong 
theme from the member that he does not want these standards and guidelines to have any force at all. They will 
have a force. There will not be any compliance or ability to do routine inspections to ensure compliance, but if, 
for example, there has been an allegation and there is reasonable suspicion that there has been a breach, the 
inspectors, if they see that breach, will be able to issue an improvement notice infringement or possibly a fine 
under the regulations. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Once again, the minister is completely misconstruing my intentions and I do not appreciate 
it. This is what I am trying to dig down and ascertain: there is currently a livestock compliance unit in the minister’s 
department and compliance is the issue in the matter of the national standards and guidelines. I ask the minister 
again what the unit’s role will be under the national standards and guidelines once they are adopted in regulation. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Obviously, they will have an obligation to take action when they see a breach. 
That will be when they see a breach of the current legislation in relation to cruelty, or when they see a breach of 
the regulated standard, they will have an obligation to take action. But they will not be able to go onto private 
property to do routine inspections unless there is a reasonable suspicion that there has been a breach. It will very 
much be the status quo. They will be able to go onto private property only if there is a suspicion of a breach — 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Unless they seek a warrant. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is right—unless they seek a warrant. But if they cannot, then they get 
a warrant, but to get a warrant, they have to have a reasonable suspicion. It is not unless — 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: But they’ve never been denied a warrant yet. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, but they have always been able to articulate the reasonable suspicion. It 
is not “unless” they get a warrant; they get a warrant as part of the process. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Part of their compliance regime would be education. How is the minister going to educate 
the industry about the compliance requirements that will be regulated eventually in this state on the national 
standards and guidelines for each part of the industry that they will address? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There will be a very comprehensive education process. As I said, the transport 
rules have been in place for 12 years. We are assured that the industry is complying with them. I would imagine 
that in relation to these standards, there is probably a high level of appreciation anyhow because they were 
negotiated painstakingly over many years, as Hon Dr Steve Thomas has described. However, of course we would 
make sure that we communicate with farmers through various media campaigns and advertising campaigns to let 
them know. We will work with industry groups to the extent that they have membership and they will be part of 
the telling of that story. It will be similar to the introduction of any regime. Obviously, before the regulations come 
into play, there will be a period in which we will give people time to get across these standards. Hon Jim Chown 
needs to understand that this is not a whole bunch of new stuff; we are talking about things that have been debated, 
discussed and developed over many years. 
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Hon JIM CHOWN: I understand that, minister, but we have already talked about regional variations and the 
adoption of them, and the consultation process that the minister has committed to with regard to putting these 
regulations in place. However, education is also a very important part of the compliance program, as I am sure the 
minister would agree. What part of the department’s budget has been put aside, and how much is that budget, for 
educational purposes for industry across the board, because there are a number of different industries in the 
commercial animal industry scene in Western Australia? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: All I will say is that there is capacity in the budget to do this. It is just part of 
the normal business of government that when regulations are introduced, we make people aware of them. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: A couple of standards and guidelines are yet to be approved nationally. We have touched on 
one; I think it was for poultry. When are they likely to be finalised? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: This could go on endlessly; we are not actually introducing this legislation. 
However, I will have one last go at this. I understand that there may be a regulation impact statement or submission 
at the next agriculture ministers’ forum in February next year. However, I am a bit unclear whether that will result 
in an actual sign-off. It is my feeling that with a federal government election and a New South Wales government 
election in the offing, there will probably be no determination on that at the February ministerial meeting and that 
it is probably likely to be deferred to the next meeting later next year. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 2, line 7 and 8 — To delete “on a day fixed by proclamation, and different days may be fixed for 
different provisions.” and substitute — 

on the day after that day. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 3 and 4 put and passed. 

Clause 5: Section 5 amended — 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 2, line 18 to page 3, line 5 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

5. Section 5 amended 

After section 5(1) insert: 

(1A) In this Act unless the contrary intention appears a reference to Part 3 includes 
a reference to regulations referred to in section 18B. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 6 to 8 put and passed. 

Clause 9: Section 19 amended — 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I wish to inform the chamber that the government will oppose this clause and 
clauses 10 to 17. Members on our side will be aware that we will be opposing these clauses. 

Clause put and negatived. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Matthew Swinbourn): Each of these clauses is referred to on the supplementary 
notice paper and there is a recommendation from the committee, and the minister’s position is also outlined on the 
supplementary notice paper. 

Clauses 10 to 13 put and negatived. 
Clause 14: Section 35A inserted — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: The supplementary notice paper has an amendment standing in the name of Hon Diane Evers. 
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Hon DIANE EVERS: I will not be moving that amendment. 

Clause put and negatived. 

Clauses 15 to 17 put and negatived. 
Clause 18: Section 84 amended — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 9, lines 5 to 14 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

18. Section 84 amended 
In section 84 after “Part 3” insert: 

Division 3 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 19: Section 94 amended — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 9, line 18, to page 10, line 4 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

19. Section 94 amended 
After section 94(2) insert: 

(3) In subsection (2)(d) — 

code of practice includes a standard, rule, specification or other similar document. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Bill reported, with amendments. 
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