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VETERINARY PRACTICE BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 9 September. 
MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [12.52 pm]: On behalf of the opposition, it gives me great pleasure to speak about the 
Veterinary Practice Bill 2021. I understand that the Leader of the House is the minister representing the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food on this bill, which I think is appropriate given his long history in the Narrogin area, his rural 
background and, of course, that he lives in the somewhat dubious semirural area of Mandurah! 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A.E. Scaife): I believe the term is “peri-urban”! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yes, the peri-urban area of Mandurah! It is appropriate that the Leader of the House is the 
government spokesperson on this bill. 
The opposition will be supporting the bill, but, certainly, there are many points that I want clarified. I will be asking 
questions during consideration in detail because I think clarity is required. To be honest, having read through the 
many pages of the transcript of the exchanges between Hon Dr Steve Thomas and Hon Alannah MacTiernan during 
debate on the bill in the upper house, some points of contention have not been decided on and lack clarity, especially 
some of the regulations that the minister may or may not put in place. Given the numbers in both houses, sometimes 
we have to take the word of the government as to what it will and will not do. Our ability to change or have any 
influence on the regulations is a real concern. 

Some of the exchanges between Hon Dr Steve Thomas and Hon Alannah MacTiernan were quite humorous. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas is quite knowledgeable on this matter after having been a vet in Donnybrook for around 
17 years. He pointed out that the Labor Party’s one vote, one value changes in the early 2000s put him back into 
action as a vet and out of action as a member of Parliament, but he has returned bigger and better! He made an 
excellent contribution to the debate on the bill in the Legislative Council, along with Hon Colin de Grussa, who 
is the Nationals’ main spokesperson on the bill. Of course, Colin has a farming background in Esperance and 
Hon Steve Martin is a farmer from Wickepin. It is good to see that there are several farmers in the opposition. 
Hon Darren West is not the only working farmer in Parliament, as he so often proclaims. Certainly, there are plenty 
of farmers and former working farmers in the opposition and I am glad about that during a debate like this because 
they have had hands-on experience. 

On several occasions during my farming career, I needed a vet to attend my farm in Katanning, whether it be to 
get a grass seed out of the foot of our sheepdog, Rex, or from the throat of our border collie or something along 
those lines—a vet was always needed. For example, when we had to shear our Poll Dorset rams, which weigh 120 or 
130 kilograms, the vet would give them an analgesic because they were pretty hard to handle. I do not think the 
Leader of the House would be able to handle them. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I’d give it a go! 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: You would give it a go, but I think you would probably end up getting thrown off the board! 

The vet gave the rams an analgesic to settle them about half an hour before they were shorn by the shearers, which 
was excellent because the rams could then be handled. It takes two people to pull them out of a pen let alone try 
to shear them. Another example of needing a vet is pregnancy testing, which is now a really important feature in 
livestock farming because farmers want to maximise their returns. They do not want to feed sheep that are not 
pregnant. A farmer with 2 000 or 3 000 ewes can ask a vet to run through 500 or 600 sheep an hour with a pregnancy 
scanning machine. It is very efficient because it can separate the dry ewes from the pregnant ewes. The farmer can 
then sell the dry ewes or implement a different feeding regime for them. They can also split up the ewes and put 
them into separate mobs according to whether they are having twins or triplets so that they can be given more feed. 
Those are the sort of things that have improved farming practices. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Do you just run them through a race? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yes, they run through a race but next to the race is a shelter with an ultrasound machine. The 
ultrasound machine goes underneath the ewe and marks it as it comes through the race. At the end of that process, 
the farmer presses the switch on the drafting gate and they are taken one way or the other. It is quite an efficient 
operation, and that is one of the values of our country vets. They actually have to be very versatile; they have to 
handle small dogs and cats and the like in town, then they do sheep pregnancy scanning and artificial insemination 
with cattle, so there is real variation for our country vets. We certainly value them. I was talking to our local vet 
this morning. She handles small, large and medium animals. She has practices in both Kojonup and Katanning and 
employs about five or six other vets. With the current labour shortage, she is looking to employ more, but at this 
time there are barely any vets. There are good veterinary practices in Esperance, Katanning and Kojonup, and there 
is one in Narrogin, but then there is really nothing until Perth. It is a profession that is really in demand, and they 
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are really flat out. The local vet mentioned the labour shortage this morning, and the fact that she was looking for 
qualified vets. I will make further comment about some of the things she spoke about. 

When I looked through the Hansard of the debate on this bill in the other place, some confusing points arose. I will 
seek some clarification from the minister’s team during the consideration in detail stage, and the minister might 
like to respond after my contribution. I will quote Hon Alannah MacTiernan from the debate in the other place. The 
point being discussed was the requirement of having a vet in a practice at all times. There is some real confusion 
over that point. The minister stated during Committee of the Whole House on 19 August — 

There will be regulations made by this Parliament about what is required for the registration of those 
premises. The intent is that if a vet premises, whether it is a clinic or hospital, is open, there must be 
a veterinarian present at all times. The view is to allow premises to be open at a variety of times, but the 
fundamental rule will be if the premises are open, there must be a veterinarian onsite. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas then replied that that was not obvious in the bill, and that veterinarians have a variety of jobs 
they need to do, both inside and outside the practice. 
A Farm Weekly article of 14 September, quoting both Hon Alannah MacTiernan and Hon Dr Steve Thomas, states — 

He said the legislation needed to be changed so that vets would only be required to be present or contactable 
to offer advice as required to a vet nurse at their respective practices so they wouldn’t be “handcuffed to 
the office”. 
However Agriculture and Food Minister Alannah MacTiernan said the State government was not changing 
the regulation and there was nothing in the legislation that would change the practise. 
“This means that regional vets are able to leave their practice for call-outs or other emergencies without 
breaching regulations—as long as they are onsite for a substantial part of the practice opening hours,” 
Ms MacTiernan said. 
“It is important to understand that this requirement for a vet to be on duty will become increasingly 
important as vet practices can be owned by non-vets.” 

Really, that is the minister contradicting herself. She said during debate in the other place that, whether it is a hospital 
or a clinic, a veterinarian must be present at all times, but then she said in the Farm Weekly that regional vets would 
be able to leave their practice for call-outs or other emergencies. I will be seeking some clarity on that from the 
minister and his advisers, because it is creating confusion. This element of the bill is probably worrying some of our 
practice owners and vets the most. A solitary vet who owns a small practice and has a qualified vet nurse can be 
called out to a cow having a calf, or whatever. They have to be out in the paddock, so there is no way that they can 
be present at the vet practice at the same time. That is what I am worried about. Our concern is whether regulations 
will be put in place, as the minister said in the other place, to prescribe that. She also said that some exceptions may 
be made. In the same Committee of the Whole exchange she stated — 

For example, maybe there will be a regulation that says when only Chihuahuas are being groomed onsite, 
the practice can remain open without a veterinarian, but there must be clear signage or something so people 
are not deceived about the nature of the opening. 

That is the sort of contradictory language that is creating confusion in the veterinary sector. She also stated — 
…I understand it is accepted that if a vet is on duty but they are called out, it does not constitute a breach of 
the requirement that there be a vet onsite. The fact that a vet turns up for work, gets a call, “My cow is sick”, 
and races out to the farm, does not constitute a breach of that rule. 

This is where the confusion arises. We have one thing being said in the Farm Weekly for the purposes of the article, 
I guess, to try to convince people that everything is running smoothly, but then we have other things recorded in 
Hansard that create a lack of clarity. That is one of the main things I would like to have clarified. 
Another of my issues, briefly, is the inspection regime. A pattern seems to be developing of the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food targeting—I think that is the right word—our rural occupations and, in some cases rightly 
so, animal welfare and the like. There seems to be a drift towards inspection regimes that are pretty heavy-handed. 
I spoke about this in debate on the Animal Welfare and Trespass Legislation Amendment Bill 2020—I assume we 
will discuss the 2021 bill at some point in the future. We do not know the skills of the people inspecting properties; 
we do not really have clarity on that. We do not know what their qualifications are, and this has really put the wind 
up many people in the regions, whether they are farmers, vets or otherwise. They want to go about their practices.  
We all understand that we need to have good-quality animal welfare practices. The local vet said to me this morning 
that she operates her practice in a safe way; she would be quite comfortable with someone coming in and inspecting 
it because she runs a good-quality practice. But as I said, a theme of perhaps unwarranted inspections seems to be 
developing. The animal welfare bill actually reminded me a bit of the electoral reform bill. A panel was put in 
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place that had already made its decision before it turned up, which was very similar to the processes for the electoral 
reform bill. Three people who had already published their opinion on electoral reform were put in place to basically 
come up with the result that the Attorney General was looking for. That is the pattern that seems to be developing 
with this government: it brings in the right people it needs to get the job done. The animal welfare panel went out into 
the regions but, basically, the job was wrapped up before it turned up.  
As I said, it concerns me that that pattern is developing. What we wanted, as we wanted with the electoral reform 
bill, was for the panel to look at all submissions from every part of society. With the Constitutional and Electoral 
Legislation Amendment (Electoral Equality) Bill, Hon Malcolm McCusker—a pre-eminent former Governor—
said that he could not really look at all the submissions because many did not fit the terms of reference. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, you are straying a little from the bill. I know it is the second reading stage, 
but you are straying a little bit away from the content of the bill. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yes, I am straying. I am trying to draw attention to a theme that this government seems to be 
straying into. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: It’s the “vibe”, member. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: The theme really is: let us work out what result we require on animal welfare that relates to 
the bill and work out what we want. The government did not worry about having a neutral panel; it put people in 
place to give it the result it wanted. That is the feedback I am getting out in the electorate. The minister knows that 
my electorate goes from Narrogin, his old farming stamping ground, right across to the other side of Esperance. 
I get pretty wide and varied feedback from many of my constituents. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: Have you ever been to Yilliminning? 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yilliminning—I have. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: There are a few people who are still there. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: The Yilliminning dam is there, I think, and a little bit of an opening there. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: And a rock. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: There is a dam and a rock. I think Hon Darren West was there a year or two back, handing 
out something. It is not a bad little spot. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: The Labor Party polled very well at Yilliminning. I think there are only two people there! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: As we know, with the COVID situation a lot of people were confused about what they were 
actually voting for, but they will return to the conservative side of politics. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, you have diverted the member, who was actually talking about the bill. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: That is right; I was back on it and the minister took me off track. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: He’s easily distracted! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Madam Acting Speaker, I will not tell any of the stories that I have picked up about the minister 
back in his younger days at the Kukerin Hotel and places like that. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I might give you some latitude! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: They swept into town and made a big impression, the minister and his troops! 
Mr D.A. Templeman: They still talk about us! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: That is right. One member of the Kukerin Golf Club told me a few months ago about your 
exploits at the Kukerin Hotel. However, I diverge. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: What happens on camp, stays on camp, I say. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: That is right; I will not go any further. 
Inspection regimes are a concern. As I pointed out earlier, sometimes they are very necessary, but we want clarity on 
who is going to inspect and what notice will be required. There is a section in the bill about warrants, entry powers 
and the like, and I will be checking for some clarity on those matters with the minister’s advisers when I get that 
opportunity later this afternoon or whenever the time comes. 
Another part of the bill is about impairments, which is an interesting part of the bill and something that I agree 
with. I think there are some interesting solutions there, if you like, for the new board that will come into the mix. 
From my perspective, that is positive. Certain elements of the Veterinary Practice Bill can really improve things, 
like the way in which impairment will be dealt with. 
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I will go through a few of the items that I think will probably go through relatively smoothly from my perspective. 
This legislation has been a long time coming. I will look at the history of it. Back in 2003, a legislative proposal 
was put forward. In 2005, Minister Kim Chance consulted with the board and the then government decided to draft 
a new bill in 2006–07. Sure enough, there was a change of government on 1 September 2008 before a bill was 
finalised for cabinet consideration. That took several years. Then on 11 March 2017, the Labor government came 
into power and machinery-of-government changes created the Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development—another one of the super-departments. Nonetheless, DPIRD was established and the government 
decided to draft a new bill. Here we are today, four years down the track, and the Veterinary Practice Bill is in here. 
That is 18 years. That is a bit of a concern. I heard Michael from the Parliamentary Education Office today tell the 
kids from Jerramungup District High School that it takes an average of 142 days for a bill to go through Parliament. 
Well, it has taken 18 years for this bill to finally find its way here. Obviously, there have been a couple of changes 
of government in the meantime, so in some way I must at least say well done to the government for knuckling 
down and getting it to this stage. 
There was pretty good consultation on the bill. There was a six-week consultation period in May and June 2020, 
which included the Veterinary Surgeons’ Board, the Veterinary Nurses Council of Australia, many vets and livestock 
industry bodies, and 102 submissions were received. I would like to think that all those submissions were taken 
into account, unlike those on the electoral reform bill, because that is what the submission process should be about. 
Without digressing too much, 184 submissions were received on the electoral reform bill, many of which never 
saw the light of day. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: People were probably waiting for the film, member! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: It was quite upsetting for our regional constituents who had knuckled down and put in 
submissions to be told, “No, we cannot accept them because they do not fit into the Attorney General’s terms of 
reference.” Anyway, 102 submissions were received on the Veterinary Practice Bill and there has been strong support 
for the bill overall. As I said, I did my own consulting with Kate Clayton, the vet from Katanning–Kojonup, who has 
a very good practice there. I also consulted Craig and Liz Heggaton, who have Genstock. They are widely respected 
and have a very big farm and regional vet operation south of Kojonup. They have really built up their practice, and 
farming operations for that matter, over the last 10 or 15 years. They do a lot of pregnancy scanning, artificial 
insemination, breeding of rams and cropping. They have a comprehensive operation that is certainly at the cutting 
edge of regional vet practices, if you like. 
This bill is about the modernisation of the regulations covering veterinarian practitioners rather than surgeons. It 
also takes into account issues that were not on the radar a couple of years before COVID came here, such as dealing 
with remote meetings and some of those types of things. Among the key reforms of the bill, and one which I think 
is a real positive, is national recognition of veterinarian registration. This is really important. As I mentioned earlier, 
I spoke to Craig Heggaton of Genstock, who originally came from over east. It is important, when we can get back 
to New South Wales and Victoria, that we have a real interaction between veterinarians across Australia. Both 
New South Wales and Victoria have a large contingent of veterinarians with expertise in livestock, and it is important 
we recognise veterinarian registration throughout Australia. I am pleased that this has come into this business. 
As I said earlier, impairment of practitioners is a really important element of this bill. As the minister knows, a lot of 
professions are under pressure, and in this industry access to drugs and the like is a challenge, but this bill approaches 
the issue in the right way. The bill will expand the size of the board, and it will be able to deal with this impairment 
element, rather than sending someone straight off to the State Administrative Tribunal. If the board cannot deal 
with an impairment issue or it becomes difficult to deal with, it still has the option, I believe, to send someone to 
the State Administrative Tribunal. This is a real improvement. The only thing that is probably a little disappointing 
is there is no requirement on that board of eight people to have anyone with a medical background. That issue 
was raised in the other place. The board will make medical decisions about veterinarians or perhaps veterinarian 
nurses who may be impaired, but the bill does not require board members to have medical knowledge. That will 
probably be a question I ask in consideration in detail, because it is quite a challenge when a board is making those 
types of decisions. I have heard the Premier and the Minister for Health say many times that they rely on medical 
advice from the Chief Health Officer. In this example, what medical expertise or advice will the board be required 
to obtain or will board members make a decision off the top of their heads when a person is struggling with drug 
abuse or whatever? 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I am sure they will draw on the appropriate advice, depending on the situation, obviously. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I would like to think so, but I thought this bill was an opportunity to ensure the make-up of 
this board included medical expertise. In this current environment, it is a challenge to get doctors, so it might be 
a challenge to get them onto that board. Certainly, as the minister said, the board will have to get that medical 
advice as it goes along. 
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The bill addresses a recommendation of a 2015 Productivity Commission report to recognise veterinarians registered 
in other Australian jurisdictions. WA and the Northern Territory are the only jurisdictions not to have implemented 
that recommendation at this stage, but, hopefully, after the passing of this legislation WA will be in amongst it. 
The other element in this bill that is really important is how it will assist in the management of a large-scale disease 
outbreak in livestock. I saw the havoc that was created in the industry, probably 12 years ago now, when ovine Johne’s 
disease came in from the eastern states and infected the sheep flock in the great southern and wheatbelt. The industry 
needed advice on how Victoria, New South Wales and the like had dealt with OJD. It is a disturbing disease because 
it is a wasting disease. The sheep are going along fine, then they gradually get skinnier and skinnier through no 
fault of the grower. They can feed them and do what they like, but the sheep just waste away and die. It spreads from 
the ground and the pastures. We got veterinarian advice from the other states. Lambs now require vaccination at 
six or eight weeks. Growers can get around it, but we do not want to repeat the experience of the great southern area, 
where many farming flocks, though not decimated, lost five to eight per cent of their flock. It is quite upsetting, 
when everything else is going well and farmers are doing the right thing and feeding their sheep, and all of a sudden 
their flock gets this wasting disease. It was a real plus to have eastern states’ experience to assist with a large-scale 
disease outbreak such as OJD. It is the same with bovine Johne’s disease in our cattle. We need that expertise. We 
certainly do not need that disease, but I can assure members that it is there and now it has to be dealt with. From what 
I can make of it, vaccinations seem to be handling the disease pretty well and it seems to be back under control. 
On the impairment issue, the new board will need to focus on supporting the physical and mental health of 
veterinarians and veterinarian nurses. I spoke with Kate from Kojonup, who is absolutely flat out. I could hear dogs 
barking in the background and horses out the back; she is looking for one or two extra veterinarian surgeons. As 
we know from our puppy farming legislation and the like, many people nowadays have small and large animals, and 
vets are well and truly required, whether it be in the metropolitan or the regional area. 
Part of that impairment discussion for the board will be separating impairment from unprofessional conduct, while 
mitigating the risk to the consumer. Is it impairment or is it unprofessional conduct? Those will be tough issues 
for the board to deal with, but the board is a more appropriate place to deal with them than having to go through 
the State Administrative Tribunal, which is not really the appropriate place. It is really about managing the impairment 
rather than punitive penalties coming down like a tonne of bricks on someone. There might be other factors—
family, depression or whatever it might be—so it is really important for that to be managed properly by the board. 
As the minister said, formal professional assessments will have to happen. Without that medical expertise, the board 
will have to get formal professional advice to make sure that, hopefully, that person can come out the other side 
of it and that there is no risk of injury to either an animal or a person. 
One of the other elements in this bill is ownership of veterinary practices. Over time, there will be a tendency for 
a corporate scenario to come in. The veterinarians I have spoken to were not necessarily against that. They will 
probably be a little bit concerned if it develops as a trend, but part of that plays back into the earlier matter that I raised 
about who is actually in charge of the practice. If a corporate owner, who has no qualifications or relationship to 
being a vet, comes in and buys it, how will that play out? Will the vet, who is now working on a salary, be responsible? 
Is the corporate owner responsible? Those are the sorts of issues. If the vet who used to be the owner is now on 
a salary, where does the liability come back on that practice? That is quite an interesting question. As far as attendance 
in the practice is concerned, when the vet goes into the field to do some work, whose responsibility is it? I would 
not mind some clarity on that issue. 
An element in the bill refers to immediate action orders. If the board is satisfied that there is an imminent risk of 
injury or harm to any person or animal, it will be able to take an immediate action against a veterinarian or a vet nurse. 
The board will be able to impose or modify conditions on their registration or even suspend the veterinary practice 
for a maximum period of 28 days. Apparently, these immediate action orders are found in veterinary legislation in 
several Australian jurisdictions. That is an important element as well, as it ties in with other states. 
Moving on to part 7, “Complaints and discipline”, the bill will reintroduce board powers to deal with minor disciplinary 
matters, which, as I have said previously, I am in favour of. There is absolutely no point in sending someone to the 
State Administrative Tribunal for some minor disciplinary matter. That is a waste of everyone’s time and resources. In 
May 2009, the Standing Committee on Legislation raised concerns about the lack of powers of vocational bodies, such 
as the Veterinary Surgeons’ Board, to deal with minor disciplinary matters, but this bill will empower the new board 
to investigate those complaints, have the inquiry and make orders pursuant to the unprofessional conduct. The make-up 
of the new board will definitely be much more progressive and able to deal with it under this scenario. Certainly, 
more serious matters will still be referred to the tribunal if necessary, and if the board feels it is important to do so. 
An interesting part of the bill covers veterinary nurses. The explanatory memorandum states — 

WA is the only jurisdiction in Australia to … regulate veterinary nurses. 
When I spoke to Kate Clayton this morning about veterinary nurses, she was very complimentary of this important 
part of the bill. Vet nurses should be registered. From her perspective, certainly in places such as England, vet nurses 
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are very highly regarded. They are registered, and she feels that that is certainly a good element. Other jurisdictions 
are thinking about it, but I think it is not a bad idea. Let us face it: on a lot of occasions, especially in these smaller 
animal–type vet practices and the like, vet nurses probably get left with much of the work, so, to me, that is certainly 
an element that will really be an advantage. Importantly, the bill will enshrine in legislation the veterinary nurses 
regulatory scheme, which is identical to the veterinarians’ one, and it is supported by the Western Australian division 
of the Veterinary Nurses Council of Australia. 
I will move on now to the membership of the board. Currently, there are five members of the board: three vets—
two are appointed by election and one is an Australian Veterinary Association nominee; one Department of Primary 
Industries and Regional Development veterinarian; and one legal practitioner, who is a ministerial appointment. The 
new board will increase from five to eight members and will include four veterinarians—one elected—one veterinary 
nurse, one Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development veterinarian, one consumer representative 
and one legal practitioner. I think the board will be much better balanced. With something like this, it is always 
important to have more opinions on the table. It is great to see that a veterinary nurse is included. The legal 
practitioner’s position is the same as in the previous board. That is a really important person to have, and the consumer 
representative does not go astray either, just to give that on-the-ground experience as to how the person on the street 
would feel—to have no politics involved or any of that sort of thing. It is really important to make sure that we have 
an all-round board that can make pretty level-headed decisions. Obviously, the minister will appoint all eight members 
of the board, including the chair, so, hopefully, the minister will take those recommendations seriously. This is 
a similar arrangement to other veterinary boards around Australia, so that is a good element. 
Those are the main elements that I am concerned with, having been a user of veterinarians in the country in my 
farming operation. I certainly do not underrate the importance of both regional and metropolitan veterinarians. We 
can see how attached people get to their small animals and large animals. Unfortunately, two days after I was 
elected, our border collie, Rex, who had been a loyal servant to our family for 17 years, had to be put down. The vet 
who came out was fantastic, and I certainly appreciated their professionalism. I guess that was a signal that it was 
a changing of the guard or a change of occupation to some extent. My wife went back into school and she was in 
tears and people asked, “What’s happened? Has there been a re-count? Has Peter lost the election?” She said, 
“No, we had to put our border collie down.” It was a sad day for our family. The way it was handled taught me how 
important our vets are to our many families around the state. 
Minister, that pretty well sums it up. As I said, we require some clarity. Members of both the Nationals WA and 
the Liberal Party in the other place are concerned about these regulations and the mixed messaging that we are getting 
from the Minister for Agriculture and Food about the time that vets will have to spend in their practice to make 
sure that they comply with the regulations. The minister has said that she is in the process of drafting the regulations 
and will make sure that is taken into account. As members know, with our limited numbers in both houses, we are 
worried about whether what has been said will be done. That is probably the main element that concerns our members 
in the other place. As I have said, some of the other stakeholders with whom we have consulted around the place 
are generally pretty comfortable with this bill. I am relatively comfortable with the bill, given that we get some further 
clarity during consideration in detail. As I said in my opening remarks, the opposition will be supporting this bill. 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Minister for Tourism) [1.41 pm] — in reply: I thank the member for 
Roe for his contribution to the debate on the Veterinary Practice Bill 2021. I always enjoy the contributions and 
the banter that the member for Roe and I have, and the furore! 
Can I begin by saying this: first of all, as has been highlighted, this bill has had a very long gestation period of 
nearly two decades in seeking to address the modernisation, essentially, of an act that has been around for about 
60 years. The government’s intention to reform and modernise the Veterinary Surgeons Act, and also make it more 
responsive to modern requirements and needs, is an honourable task, and there is no more honourable person to 
deliver that to the Parliament and ultimately see that passed than Hon Alannah MacTiernan, for whom I have a great 
deal of respect. I am very pleased to represent her in this place with regard to matters such as this particular bill. 
I will touch on a number of things raised by the member for Roe. I know that the member will probably wish to 
expand the debate and seek further explanation during consideration in detail. 
The first thing that is important to mention is that I am staggered by the statistics that show that Australians more 
broadly have one of the highest rates of pet ownership in the world. The reality is that many Western Australians 
of all ages and circumstances will have an interface with a veterinary surgeon or the staff of their local vet at some 
point, be that because they have a pet, or because they are a primary producer, as is the member for Roe. It is true to 
say that in modern Western Australia, a lot of people know their local vet well, and I think by and large have a great 
deal of respect for the compassionate service, if they are a pet owner in particular, that vets provide. 
In saying that, I want to highlight that this is my first opportunity to acknowledge a dear friend of mine who has 
since passed. That is Dr Sean Read. Dr Sean Read ran a very successful veterinary practice in Mandurah for many 
years. He was the epitome, I suppose, of a vet who was much loved by the people who called upon his services. 
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He was a very hands-on vet. We need to remember that a lot of Mandurah folk are older. A lot of Mandurah folk 
live by themselves—in a single-person household. Pet ownership not only adds to their health and wellbeing, but of 
course when times come such as the member for Roe explained about his beloved Rex, and that is faced by all of us 
who are pet owners, that is a very significant time in our lives. I do not think people can ever underestimate the impact 
that a loved pet has on family life and on individuals. Dr Sean Read was much loved by many people in Mandurah, 
because he was a hands-on vet. He was very old school in some ways, because he would do house calls. House 
calls were his speciality. He would regularly go to the homes of his customers, if you like, at sad times and euthanise 
their pet or respond to their needs. It was very sad when he passed very suddenly and unexpectedly in Mandurah 
at the age of 50. This is now probably eight years ago, from memory. 
Mrs L.A. Munday: He was a good man. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. It was eight years ago when he passed suddenly, but he is still talked about, such 
is the legacy that he left. Vale Dr Sean Read. I worked with him in a number of theatre productions. He was one 
of those people who we surmise never slept. He worked hard during the day, and then he would build sets and 
perform on stage during the night. It was quite remarkable. 
I also want to mention another Mandurah veterinarian and resident, Dr Peter Punch. Dr Peter Punch has also been 
the chair of the Veterinary Surgeons Board. He ran a successful veterinary practice in Mandurah, until he was 
unable to continue. Dr Peter Punch has been a fierce advocate for the need to reform the Veterinary Surgeons Act, 
not only from his experience as a vet, but also for the health and wellbeing of vets more broadly, and for the 
progression of the veterinary profession. 
There are some other elements of this bill that are important. That includes the comments by the member for Roe 
about how impairment is proposed to be dealt with in a more compassionate and effective way through the provisions 
in this bill. 
It is important to note that whenever I have children for lunch at Parliament House — 
Dr D.J. Honey: Are they tasty? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes! I invariably ask them, because most of them are at primary school, what sorts of 
career paths or professions they would like to follow. Being a veterinarian and working with animals in a veterinary 
practice is high on the list of popularity. There is a deep and abiding interest from people, young people in particular, 
in following a career path of service to our animal kingdom and doing that in an appropriate and humane way. I think 
the veterinary industry certainly has a very bright future, not only because of Australia’s statistically high proportion 
of pet ownership, but also more broadly because many Australians have a deep and abiding love for their pets and want 
to ensure that their pets are healthy and that when something goes wrong, somebody is able to respond to their needs. 
It is important that we reflect on some of the provisions in this bill, both in a modernisation and a practicality context. 
I want to highlight the significant work that has gone into the bill’s drafting, and the consultation processes that 
have led to the bill being before this Parliament. I thank the member for Roe for his support of the bill in Parliament. 
Some important work was done, and dedication was shown, by a number of people. I mentioned Dr Peter Punch, 
chairperson of the Veterinary Surgeons’ Board, but there was also Dr Sue Godkin, registrar of the VSB, and 
Fiona Calley, its legal officer. These people made significant contributions during the drafting of the bill. There were 
also some important instructors on the bill. We want to acknowledge, from the Department of Primary Industries 
and Regional Development, Michelle Wolstenholme and Katy Ashforth, legal officers; Dr Michelle Rodan, chief 
veterinary officer; Dr Michael Paton, senior veterinary officer; and Dr Skye Badger, veterinary officer. Members will 
soon meet our very wonderful advisers who will assist me shortly during consideration in detail: Dr Peter Gray, 
deputy chief veterinary officer, and Ms Avril Bartlett, senior legal officer. We also need to acknowledge the PCO 
drafters: Una Couper, deputy parliamentary counsel, and Elaine O’Hare and Daniel Nolan, assistant parliamentary 
counsel. The bill had a very significant concentration of effort to bring it to this place. 
In his second reading contribution, the member for Roe, even though he was distracted and meandered a few times, 
made some important points that I hope I will be able to address, if not in this closing of the second reading debate, 
then during consideration in detail. I want to address vets being in the practice at all times. Madam Acting Speaker 
(Ms M.M. Quirk), I seek your guidance. Obviously, a lot of discussion about amendments took place in the other 
place and it is appropriate for me to officially table the revised explanatory memorandum. I am happy to do it at 
the end or I will leave that and seek instruction about that. Member for Roe, I will address a couple of things about 
the veterinarian being on the premises. Under regulation 33 of the Veterinary Surgeons Regulations 1979, a registered 
veterinarian or other veterinarian in charge must give substantial attendance at the veterinary surgery or clinic during 
advertised hours of practice. A query was raised in the upper house during consideration of the Veterinary Practice 
Bill 2021 about whether this requirement will be continued, especially having regard to the onerous nature of this 
requirement on veterinary practices in regional locations. No clause in the bill addresses this requirement. In response, 
the minister indicated that there is no intention to change this regulation and that the current practice will continue. 
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However, there is some leeway in how this requirement will be applied. For example, a veterinarian may need to identify 
when they are available by advertising or signage at the veterinary premises to ensure that clients know when to expect 
their attendance. It is understandable that there will be times when a veterinarian at the practice gets the call, “I need 
you out at Rundle’s farm” or whoever it is, and obviously that will be priority business. If the practice is multi-use—
as an example, veterinary services and grooming services—the new board may consider issuing a code of practice to 
provide guidance on this issue via circular 1971E, the management, control and operation of veterinary premises. 
The member for Roe referred to specific elements of debate on the bill. On 19 August this year, the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food stated — 

We do not want people bringing their animals to a practice that has advertised itself as open only to find 
that the only thing that can be done for their dying horse is that he gets a wash and a groom. That sort of 
detail will be a matter for detailed engagement with the industry and the development of regulations. Bear 
in mind that an element of this is consumer protection and proper, credible practices. 

The minister also confirmed that it is accepted that if a veterinarian is on duty but is called out to an emergency, this 
will not be considered a breach of the requirement that there be a veterinarian on site. I think the minister was pretty 
clear there. This matter will be subject to further consultation with the industry during the drafting of regulations, 
especially as the bill provides that third-party non-vet ownership of a veterinary premise will now be available. I am 
sure we are happy to have further conversations in consideration in detail. The minister gave assurances to, I think, 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas in the other place that the drafting of these regulations will be subject to consultation. She 
even said—it was very generous of her—that there would be consultation with Hon Dr Steve Thomas himself! 
I am not sure whether that is correct. If it is, that is generous. My advisers in the Speaker’s gallery are nodding 
in furious agreement! Hon Alannah MacTiernan is a very generous minister. Given that Hon Dr Steve Thomas is 
himself a vet, that assurance is solid. The practicalities are that there will be numerous times, possibly during the 
daily operation of a veterinary practice, that a vet will be required to attend an emergency call. I understand that. 
In his contribution, the member for Roe highlighted his acceptance that we might see the “Vets R Us”–type model 
of operation; almost a franchising arrangement of veterinary practices. I think that was an interesting point. Even 
in doctors’ surgeries in medical practices, we know that various doctors have multiple — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: I know one. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I know a few! They are very good doctors indeed. That will probably be something 
that will be part of how modern veterinary practices evolve over time. It is very important to acknowledge that the 
quality of service is a primary concern. 
The member for Roe mentioned a range of matters relating to acts of veterinary medicine and the term “veterinary 
medicine”. It is envisaged that, subject to industry and community consultation, some acts of veterinary medicine 
may change in the future. Certain acts may be excluded or included based on, for example, a change in technology 
and needs. I am advised that it is not possible to exhaustively set out in the bill what acts of veterinary medicine 
will be excluded from the operation of the legislation into the future. This is a rapidly changing area of science 
and community and industry expectation. This matter was raised in regard to practices relating to livestock and 
production animals. I am advised that practices relating to livestock and production animals that have in the past 
been undertaken by non-veterinarians and that were previously considered acceptable are increasingly raising 
animal welfare concerns. However, on the other hand, there is an increasingly significant decline in rural veterinary 
services and remote accessibility to veterinary practices, as the member for Roe highlighted in his second reading 
contribution. It is therefore expected that some medical or surgical procedures on animals may be drawn within the 
realms of veterinary science, while others are taken out of it to be undertaken by non-veterinarians. These could be 
subject to specific technology, animal welfare considerations and conditions. 
The member delved into the pregnancy issues of animals, including sheep and cattle. An example given is that 
the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development is currently consulting with industry and the 
community about pregnancy testing and spaying of cattle. Depending on the outcome, these practices may be taken 
out of or included in the definition of “veterinary medicine”, so long as they are undertaken by certain persons 
in specific circumstances to address animal welfare considerations. This may result in large corporate farming 
businesses employing personnel who are experienced in pregnancy testing, rather than requiring veterinary services 
to perform this function. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 4632.] 
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