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ANIMAL WELFARE AND TRESPASS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 June. 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [4.35 pm]: I rise today to make a contribution to the debate on the Animal Welfare and 
Trespass Legislation Amendment Bill 2020. I am not the lead speaker on the bill, but I am certainly the speaker 
representing the Nationals WA. I confirm that the Nationals WA will not be supportive of this bill in its current 
format. We, as a party, understand that this bill is a mixture of two totally separate issues. It is inappropriate. 
Trespass and animal activism are rural crime issues and should be treated as such. Then there are amendments to 
the Animal Welfare Act, which are a totally separate issue and should be dealt with at a later date when the review 
by the independent panel is delivered to government. As the Attorney General knows, the independent panel, 
chaired by Linda Black, is yet to report. This government has decided to move amendments to that act, even though 
that panel is yet to report. When those amendments are introduced after the completion of the review, I am sure 
that all parties will treat them on their merits as a separate scenario. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Will you commit to them? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I cannot commit to anything that I have not seen, Attorney General. I am certainly saying, and 
as he will have noticed on the notice paper, I will move amendments to the bill to allow it to proceed with a focus on 
increasing penalties for trespass associated with rural crime and animal activism. The Attorney General has been 
promising this bill for 18 months now. I remember his outrage on 10 April 2019: “I will have this sorted out within 
two to three weeks. I will have legislation in here within two to three weeks.” Here we are, in September 2020, 
18 months later, and finally we are seeing some sort of action, but it is through a bill that has been blended with 
amendments to the Animal Welfare Act. My amendments on the notice paper will improve the trespass provisions 
of the bill and also will provide for the inclusion of animal food source supply places, such as saleyards, ports, road 
train assembly areas, supermarkets, restaurants, agricultural colleges and places where agricultural shows occur. 
We are going to improve the bill. Once we have split off the animal welfare provisions of the bill through my first 
set of amendments, we will see whether the government will commit to improving the animal trespass and animal 
activism provisions that are part of the bill. It will be interesting to see whether the Attorney General commits to 
improve his bill. If he does not commit to my amendments, I have had a private member’s bill drawn up to address 
the animal activism and trespass issues to protect regional families and businesses. I will consult with the all 
stakeholders, which I do not believe the Attorney General has done, to improve the animal activism and animal 
trespass parts of this bill. I will introduce a private member’s bill at the appropriate time to show that the Nationals WA 
are serious about animal activism legislation. The private member’s bill has already been prepared. 

As I mentioned, the Attorney General has had 18 months to prepare this legislation, which, when he first spoke 
about it, was coming out in three to four weeks. In the meantime, on 12 September 2019, the federal government’s 
Criminal Code Amendment (Agricultural Protection) Bill 2019 passed through both houses of federal Parliament, 
establishing new offences for incitement of trespass, property damage or theft on agricultural land. It was introduced 
by Christian Porter and Bridget McKenzie. On 1 August 2019, New South Wales created a new offence for those 
who trespass on farms and create biosecurity risks. They will face an immediate on-the-spot fine of $1 000 and 
further fines of up $220 000 per person and $440 000 for corporations. On 23 May 2020, new laws were passed 
in South Australia to increase its penalties. The penalty in Queensland is a fine of up to $60 000 or one year in jail. 
Victoria is conducting an inquiry into the Crimes Act 1958, which imposes a penalty of up to 10 years’ imprisonment 
for intentionally destroying property. Under other laws for trespass and breaching the peace, the penalty is a fine of 
$4 131 or six months in jail. Tasmania has existing laws. The Northern Territory is covered by its Trespass Act 1987. 
The Australian Capital Territory also has laws to deal with these issues. I can honestly say that the Attorney General, 
who was outraged and who appeared on the front page of The West Australian referring to the “mushy-headed 
vegans”, has dragged the chain on this issue. The Attorney General said, “This is not good enough” and “I’m going 
to have this bill in place in two, three or four weeks.” Here we are 18 months later finally seeing something, but it 
is a blend of another bill with the trespass activism bill. 

I have farmed for more than 30 years, including extensive sheep grazing and sheep grazing on an intensive level. 
I understand what this bill is trying to do. I have been to abattoirs; to WAMMCO in my hometown of Katanning 
and Hillside Meat Processors in Narrogin. I have drafted sheep at the Katanning saleyards for an extended period, 
loaded sheep onto trucks and been involved in intensive pork operations. I have also been to supermarkets and 
restaurants so I understand what we are dealing with. We are dealing with two separate issues. During estimates 
last year, the Attorney General said that he is a bushie because his Land Rover has been to Fraser’s Restaurant at 
King’s Park several times. Bushie or not, this legislation is way off the mark and it does not meet the pub test with 
our regional constituents and industries. I am sure that the Attorney General remembers making that statement. It 
concerns me. 
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Mr J.R. Quigley: I’ve been to Whiteman Park as well. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: He has been to Whiteman Park in the Range Rover. That is good to hear! 

What I am saying is that that does not really qualify him to put two totally different concepts into the one bill. 

We have consulted widely with the agriculture industry, stakeholders and our regional constituents. I will provide 
some examples of the feedback from stakeholders to confirm that the Attorney General is on the wrong track by 
saying that government support for increasing penalties is contingent on changes to the Animal Welfare Act 2002, 
which the Attorney General spoke about in his second reading speech. I do not see how he can hold this 
Legislative Assembly to ransom by saying that the government will move the trespass and activism bill only if 
we agree with the government’s totally unrelated animal welfare amendment bill. I think he is on the wrong 
track. To support my statements, I will refer to some feedback from some of our stakeholders. WAFarmers 
opposes the bill. It stated that it does not agree with two completely different issues being jammed together in 
the one bill. It has labelled the bill as a political ploy and claimed that the Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development inspectors already have sufficient inspection powers. It says that farmers support 
increases to trespass penalties and that it has raised its concerns through the media. The Pastoralists and Graziers 
Association opposes the bill. It is happy with increased prison time for trespass penalties but it would like 
a maximum fine greater than $24 000.  

It is not convinced that the designated general inspector role is necessary and thinks that the two different issues 
should be treated separately. It has raised concerns through the media and provided a submission to the government 
opposing the bill. Alan Sattler, who is a well-known spokesperson for the Green Shirts Movement, also opposes the 
bill. The Green Shirts Movement does not like the designated general inspector provisions and thinks that the issues 
should be in two different bills. It would like to see a higher minimum penalty and it has raised concerns through 
the media. The WA Pork Producers Association oppose the position. It said that it is a positive step forward for 
trespass laws to be strengthened but it is concerned about the link being made between illegal activities, such as 
trespassing, and the animal welfare inspection regime. The two matters are completely separate. It is concerned 
that changes to the Animal Welfare Act are being made ahead of the Animal Welfare Act review, which is exactly 
what I spoke about at the beginning of my contribution. The Commercial Egg Producers Association of WA also 
opposes the bill. It has grave concerns about the bill and the role of designated general inspectors, the limited industry 
consultation and changes to the Animal Welfare Act being made ahead of the Animal Welfare Act review. It would 
like the two issues to be treated separately. Finally, the Livestock and Rural Transport Association of WA also 
opposes the bill. It is concerned that this legislation is coming on ahead of the Animal Welfare Act review and it 
is also concerned about the limited consultation process. 

The theme is pretty common. Just about every stakeholder in the agricultural industry with whom we have consulted 
unanimously opposes the bill. They do not oppose the trespass section of the bill but they all agree that the animal 
welfare part of the bill is totally out of line, does not meet expectations and belongs in a totally separate bill. As 
I said, it is clear that we are dealing with two distinct and very different elements, which have been mashed together 
to form an incoherent and unworkable single bill. The fact that the bill does not cover the value chain of agricultural 
production reflects the Attorney General’s lack of thought in preparation of the bill. We have concerns that the 
definition of “aggravated trespass circumstances” will not extend to interference with livestock transporters; 
saleyards, such as Muchea and Katanning; schools with agricultural components, such as Muresk Institute; butchers, 
supermarket, live sheep boats and the hospitality sector. Proposed amendments to the Criminal Code seek to 
increase the penalties. However, the offence must be committed in circumstances of aggravation. My questions 
for the Attorney General would be: What is the criteria for aggravation? What if the trespass does not involve the 
level of aggravation necessary to arrest or convict? I would love to understand that from the Attorney General’s 
reply. Also, I have a question about privacy breaches. What about CCTV planted by activists, for instance? 
How does that come into the aggravation circumstances? I will be looking forward to the minister’s response 
to that. 

Throughout 2019–20, there has been a massive increase in trespasses and animal activist behaviour. I can once again 
remember the outrage of the Attorney General and how he was going to have that legislation in three to four weeks. 
We have seen attack maps detailing farm operations, and the targeting of farming properties, saleyards, schools, 
the Royal Show, restaurants and cafes. It was only a few weeks ago that we were remembering Leederville, 
whereby people booked tables, bought a glass of water, sat there, and then basically protested and sent other diners 
out of that restaurant. As it stands at the moment, we have no legislation that can deal with that. As I said, the 
federal government has taken swift action to introduce harsher penalties and deter rural crime in its jurisdictions. 
Unfortunately, we have dragged the chain here. Eighteen months later, the Attorney General has finally come to the 
party, but what has happened is that his Minister for Agriculture and Food, who could not get her Animal Welfare 
Amendment Bill 2017 through the Legislative Council, with the committee over there unanimously rejecting some 
of her changes, has talked the Attorney General into blending her animal welfare bill—totally unrelated—with this 
trespass bill. I have never seen the likes of it. I have been here for only three and a half years, but I have certainly 
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not seen the likes of two totally separate bills being blended together. I admire the agricultural minister. Despite 
what the Attorney General said a few minutes ago, I admire her persuasive powers because she has obviously 
talked him into this, and I cannot believe that he has fallen for it. 

The Nationals WA have led the charge in calling for increased trespass penalties. We have also brought back onto 
the table better rural police resources. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Can I just assure the member that the idea is wholly mine. I am not talked into anything. The 
idea is wholly mine. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Somehow I have a feeling that the agricultural minister is right in there behind this, but I stand 
to be corrected. One thing we have also done is bring back the idea of a stock squad. This does not seem to have 
been picked up by the Attorney General or the Minister for Police, but we have been proactive in trying to get 
these issues on the table. It is time for our regional families, workers and farmers to be able to feel safe in their 
own homes and properties. 

I will briefly talk about the animal welfare section of the bill, even though I believe that it is inappropriate. We 
had a briefing on it. Certainly, there are some real weaknesses in there that I will be pointing out. There is no doubt 
that animal welfare is a really important part of our agricultural industry. As a farmer myself, I know that animal 
welfare is of paramount importance. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: There is no doubt that I would say 98 to 99 per cent of farmers in Western Australia understand 
that if you look after your animals, they will look after you. I think we all agree on that. Good animal welfare is 
so important to our agricultural industry; that is why animal welfare deserves its own bill, and that bill is called 
the Animal Welfare Act 2002. That is why it should not be linked in here. It deserves its own place and it does not 
deserve to be undermined by a totally different notion. As I said, I am sceptical about the interaction between the 
minister for agriculture and the Attorney General on how these bills have been blended together. 
On 30 January, I attended one of the consultation processes with Linda Black and her committee. It was held in 
Katanning and 50-odd people attended. I attended with Hon Colin de Grussa from the other place. Funnily enough, we 
were the only two members of Parliament who attended, but there we were. We wanted to make sure that we had all the 
information. The overwhelming feeling of that meeting was that people did not like some of the things being proposed, 
and they certainly did not like the designated general inspector part of the bill. They had real concerns about the definition 
of “designated inspector” and how an inspector could enter a place of agricultural production with little evidence of 
welfare offences, making owners aggrieved at potential confrontations, which could come with an unknown visit by 
an inspector. When we had our briefing, some of the people from the Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development who were at the briefing said, “You might come in to inspect and you might find some unintended 
consequences. You might find a sheep with something wrong.” But does that give them the right to enter into any 
farming or agricultural–type property? That is a real weakness, and that was pointed out in a couple of submissions that 
have come in for this legislation. I will just read those quickly. One submission stated that once again, the government 
is looking at easy targets in the form of farmers and pastoralists. It stated that if we are going to be even-handed in this 
matter, then we must treat all animal owners in the same way, be they responsible for a dog, a cat, a horse, a budgerigar 
or whatever, not just large or small landholders running livestock. Another submission asked who will be able to conduct 
proactive inspections with no notice. This same department has the role of protecting and promoting farming industries. 
We have Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development inspectors. The only qualification to be an 
inspector is that they have to be an employee of DPIRD, so there is absolutely no guidance as to qualifications, age or 
anything else. A 21-year-old graduate who has just got their ag science degree who is employed by DPIRD can just 
wander into a farming property, no problems at all. That is what I perceive to be happening here; that is what it says. 
The current Animal Welfare Act is summarised on the DPIRD website, which tells us about the Livestock Compliance 
Unit, which has been responsible for enforcing the act since July 2011. That unit has conducted over 
a thousand inspections of livestock aggregation across the state of WA, including saleyards, abattoirs, export 
depots, ports et cetera. My question is: why are we doubling up on this compliance? 
I also have some concerns about the Attorney General’s definition of “intensive production”. I am worried about 
the holding of stock for management purposes, whereby someone holds stock in yards for shearing, crutching and 
transport, or rotation feeding, whereby stock is held in similar paddocks for a variety of reasons, and also deferred 
grazing, which happens before the break of the season. We certainly have some issues there. As I said, the issue 
of unintended consequences and an inspector turning up really concerns me. 
In conclusion, I think that good legislation requires a degree of understanding by those who interpret it. This attempt 
at legislation does not do justice to the many times the Attorney General has assured members that he will table 
legislation that will make sure we get the balance right. What is more, the fact that this is listed at about number 16—
right at the bottom of the list—in the Legislative Council makes me wonder what the intent of the government is. 
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I firmly believe that the Attorney General needs to remove the animal welfare section of the bill. If not, I think 
I can be the white knight. I have come in with my amendments. We can take the animal welfare part out of it, and 
I can improve this bill with the trespass and activism part of it. I have my private member’s bill waiting in the 
wings, Minister for Local Government. I think I can improve things and we could include many other sources of 
animal production, which would improve and safeguard our regional families and many other places where animal 
production takes place. I am waiting in the wings. I am the white knight. I have my private member’s bill and I am 
ready to improve things for the minister, who has a very limited bill. It does not cover trespass properly and the 
animal welfare part of it leaves a fair bit to be desired, to be honest. I know that the Attorney General is a bushie 
and that he takes his Range Rover up to Fraser Island. I am the white knight. My amendments are on the 
supplementary notice paper. I look forward to the Attorney General taking notice of my amendments to improve 
the Animal Welfare and Trespass Legislation Amendment Bill 2020 once and for all. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House). 

House adjourned at 5.00 pm 
__________ 
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