
- 1 - 

Georgia Knight 
 
 
 
 

INQUIRY INTO THE IMPACT OF ANIMAL RIGHTS ACTIVISM ON VICTORIAN AGRICULTURE 
Submitted: 1st August 2019 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My name is Georgia Knight and I am living on the beautiful Mornington Peninsula; in the 
Hastings electorate as a constituent of Neale Burgess and the Flinders electorate under the 
Minister for Health, Greg Hunt.  
I currently work two jobs, as a retail assistant in Mornington and a freelance sign language 
interpreter. In my spare time, I volunteer with animal rights organisations to provide 
information and support to the general public about the atrocities that regularly occur in 
factory farms and slaughterhouses.  

I have some grave concerns about the motion that was raised by Ms Melina Bath, and I am 
incredibly grateful for the opportunity to express my concerns to the Committee, which are 
summarised as follows: 

¶ The unauthorised activity of the past, which was crucial to show evidence of ill-
condition of animals in Victorian factory farms and slaughterhouses. There is existing
legislation that is sufficient for offences such as; trespass, property damage and
theft, those of which that seem to be the primary concern for farmers. However,
there is insufficient legislation to address animal welfare due to ‘production’ animals
being exempt under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986.

¶ Insufficient evidence provided or readily accessible regarding unauthorised activity
by whistleblowers resulting in a biosecurity event. The lack of adherence to
biosecurity protocols when police are present on farms where unauthorised activity
has occurred.

¶ The failure of Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 to provide adequate
protection for animals who are deemed to be ‘livestock’ or ‘production’ animals,
which if routine practices of castration, tail docking, teeth clipping and beak
trimming were inflicted upon a companion animal, would constitute animal cruelty
charges under Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986.

¶ Severe and unnecessary consequences for individuals and organisations that
organise or participate in unauthorised animal activism activities, which will have
serious ramifications on the implied freedom of the press and political
communication.

¶ There has been no shortage of repeated failed attempts to introduce “Ag-Gag” laws
in Australia and internationally, many of these failing to pass or being overturned.

¶ Without whistleblowers previously documenting publicly the failings of the current
animal protection regulation in Victoria, the general public would not be aware of
many cases of maltreatment. This is shown by 95% of respondents to the 2019
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report “Australia’s Shifting Mindset on Animal Welfare” viewing farm animal welfare 
with concern and 91% wanted reform to address it 
(http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/animal/farm-animal-
welfare.pdf). 

 
For these reasons, as further discussed in the six points below, I request that the Committee 
does a thorough investigation into the practices of all Victorian Agricultural businesses by 
reviewing footage and documentation captured by whistleblowers that have been 
paramount in stopping cruel and unnecessary practices in Victoria and Australia. I request 
that the Committee watch Dominion and Lucent, both of which are predominately recent 
Australian and Victorian footage, which showcase the importance of whistleblowers. The 
last point that I discuss outlines some suggestions as an alternative means of reducing 
unnecessary animal cruelty that also addresses concerns about transparency and animal 
welfare.  
 
WARNING: the images and links to external documentation, are graphic and quite 
confronting. However, it is fundamental for a thorough investigation and appropriate 
recommendations to be made, that the Committee sees these uncomfortable and horrific 
images and videos. 
 

a) The type and prevalence of unauthorised activity on Victorian farms and related 
industries, and the application of existing legislation; 

i) Firstly, I would like to address the type and prevalence of unauthorised activity 
on Victorian farms and related industries. Contrary to most of the recent media 
regarding farmers feeling unsettled and concerned for their safety, of themselves 
and their animals, most facilities that unauthorised activity has taken place in; 
have not been located in farmer’s backyards. There is no evidence that 
whistleblowers have entered the living environments of person’s that live in 
proximity to such facilities. When whistleblowers have attended these facilities, 
they have been attending to obtain documentary evidence of the condition of 
the animals, this is done in public interest, as this information is not available or 
accessible to the public.  

The evidence provided by 
whistleblowers is well documented on 
social media sites; such as, but not 
limited to Facebook, Instagram and 
YouTube. Upon entering these facilities, 
in most cases, the whistleblowers 
choose to use the Facebook and 
Instagram Live features; this shows that 
when entering the facility, the viewers 
and whistleblowers see the condition of 
the facility immediately. There is no 
time for either farmer or whistleblowers 
to change the environment; this is 

evident when footage has been circulated of dead animals left rotting in farms, 
as also seen collected in Figure 1.  

Figure 1: Dead chickens found inside a Tyabb 
broiler farm with whistleblowers in PPE, Victoria 
01/09/2018. 
https://www.aussiefarms.org.au/photos?id=dccffd
868fc16bf9602c 
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Animals that have been transported offsite may be rescued due to their apparent 
lack of previous veterinary care, and in most circumstances, these animals are 
urgently transported to a nearby vet to be assessed of their illness and injuries. 
Unauthorised activity is not a regular occurrence on Victorian farms; there have 
been particular locations which have been well documented due to their 
maltreatment and blatant disregard of animals and their welfare. When referring 
to past unauthorised activity in Victoria that has proven the critical nature of 
whistleblowers is Oscar’s Law. Without Debra Tranter, who exposed the truth 
behind puppy farms, there would be many dogs still suffering and forcibly 
impregnated in silence. According to Debra, “When it became dark, we entered 
the property and spent about 5 hours filming and taking photos. We were 
appalled to see dogs living in 44-gallon drums — matted dogs, sick dogs, broken 
dogs.” (https://www.huffpost.com/entry/oscars-law b 1090775). Which has 
been paramount in getting Oscar’s Law passed by Victorian Government in 
November 2017. This type of unauthorised activity is no different from what 
whistleblowers have been doing at Victorian factory farms and slaughterhouses. 

ii) Secondly, the application of existing legislation. There is existing legislation that 
addresses unauthorised activity and established offences for activities such as 
trespass, property damage and theft, which seem to be of the biggest concern to 
farmers. The penalties for these offences are sufficient; it is the place of the 
judiciary to impose what is considered an appropriate penalty, not the 
parliament. Unfortunately, there are not sufficient legislative provisions to 
address animal welfare given that ‘production’ animals are exempt from 
protections under Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986.  

 
b) The workplace health and safety and biosecurity risks, and potential impacts of 

animal activist activity on Victorian farms, to Victoria’s economy and international 
reputation;  
Although the industry routinely raises the potential for biosecurity risks as a 
significant risk of unauthorised activity by whistleblowers, I have not found any 
available evidence to prove that any unauthorised activity has resulted in a 
biosecurity event.  

A significant risk to biosecurity is 
intensive animal agricultural farming 
systems, by keeping animals in over-
crowded and stressful situations, this 
is a concern for spreading disease 
and ‘pests’, as photographed in 
Figure 2. Intensive farming relies on 
the prophylactic use of antibiotics to 
ward off disease, but this is causing a 
global health problem by creating 
antimicrobial resistance for human 
animals and non-human animals 
alike.  

Figure 2: Overcrowded duck shed at Golden Duck Farm in 
New Gisborne Victoria, 31/07/2018 
https://www.aussiefarms.org.au/facilities/b889a-golden-
duck-farm/photos 
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Whistleblowers are generally informed about 
biosecurity measures and will use personal 
protective equipment (PPE), which generally 
consists of over suits, gloves, booties and masks, 
as shown in Figure 3. Whistleblowers also 
adhere to infection control measures, such as 
hand and footwear decontamination and are 
aware of the need to not visit multiple 
properties within a short timeframe.  
Considering the valid concerns that industry has 
about biosecurity risks, it must also be 
mentioned that the presence of police attending 
on farms or slaughterhouses, potentially due to 
unauthorised activity, they are without PPE or 
any adherence to biosecurity protocols; this 
must be reflected upon and seriously 
considered. This also applies to staff and 
management who are in attendance at farms or 

slaughterhouses who are also not adhering to biosecurity protocols, which are a 
biosecurity risk. 
An example of both police and farm or slaughterhouse staff not adhering to 
biosecurity protocols is shown at 0:36-0:40 and 1:48 in this video 
 https://www.facebook.com/AnimalLiberationPhotography/
videos/16937776396977 3/?__tn__=%2Cd%2CP-R&eid=ARB5tcqfTC92ZxQ5IzxAgYn-
bON_62Nj3VKd_gya4JNJB2LfpSg-6EPAw1_RpWYXaKahRn8YIAX8oayg.

c) Animal activists’ compliance with the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994, Livestock
Management Act 2010, and the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986;
I am uncertain of the relevance to whistleblowers to Livestock Disease Control Act
1994 and Livestock Management Act 2010, the only little relevance that I can
consider is Section 50 which may be applicable – Offence to endanger people or
animals or risk disease. This section applies to people who engage in regulated
livestock management activity, and it is unclear whether whistleblowers would be
captured under this provision. Sections 9A and 9B of the Livestock Disease Control
Act 1994 could apply to whistleblowers in particular circumstances. Section 9A(2)
makes it an offence to remove identification from livestock. Section 9B requires that
property where livestock are kept have a property identification code.
When considering Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986, it is a serious concern
to me that animals deemed to be ‘livestock’ or ‘production’ animals are not
protected within this Act. If castration, tail docking, mulesing, teeth clipping, beak
trimming, nose ringing, ear notching and other procedures conducted without pain
relief were inflicted onto a companion animal, it would constitute cruelty under
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986. Code of Practice for ‘livestock’ or
‘production’ animals are established under Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act
1986; however, the majority of the Codes are voluntary rather than mandatory. Each
Code has a provision that sick or injured animals must be identified and treated
(which may include euthanasia). Further, under Section 9 of Prevention of Cruelty to

Figure 3: Whistleblowers at Glasshouse Country 
Farms in Beerburrum Queensland, 01/12/2018 
https://www.instagram.com/p/B0MgjkSpaE7/ 
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Animals Act 1986 it is considered an act of cruelty if a person “does or omits to do an 
act with result that unreasonable pain or suffering is caused, or likely to be caused, to 
an animal”, or “is the owner or the person in charge of a sick or injured animal and 
unreasonably fails to provide veterinary or other appropriate attention or treatment 
for the animal”. Whistleblowers often identify sick and injured (or dead) animals, 
despite the vividly clear duty of care provisions of both the Codes and Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 that should protect these animals from such a fate. 
There is a need for more robust legislation to address animals in these 
circumstances. 
An example of this is shown in the footage listed on the Aussie Farms website, taken 
at a slaughterhouse in Patterson Lakes, Victoria 
(https://www.aussiefarms.org.au/videos?id=d9ae371709). At 0:36, the worker is 
seen cutting a sheep’s throat, but by 0:40 throws their knife at a wall. While the next 
sheep waiting to be slaughtered is struggling and witnessing this, causing this sheep 
to become more stressed than they already are. The footage goes on to show the 
workers punching sheep and slamming their heads on the conveyor belt, while the 
animals are still aware and conscious. At 3:22-3:36, a time-lapse is shown, which 
shows the time a sheep is left held in the conveyor belt, for at least 14 minutes, 
before we presume, they are slaughtered in the same manner that the sheep 
witnessed prior to their wait.  
I encourage the Committee to review footage from www.leaked.com.au, which is 
the extended version of the above-linked video, which shows more horrific animal 
abuse. An example of this is when a staff member, slices the neck of a sheep and 
continues to decapitate their head, then proceeds to kick the sheep’s head as if it 
was an AFL footy while laughing amongst colleagues.  
If these acts of throwing, punching and kicking decapitated heads of animals were 
inflicted upon an animal who is actually protected under the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals Act 1986, then this person would be charged and prosecuted accordingly.  

d) The civil or criminal liability of individuals and organisations who promote or
organise participation in unauthorised animal activism activities;
It is well established that a cause of action for breach of privacy does not exist in
Australia. An individual’s privacy can be defended by reference to other laws, such as
those relating to defamation, nuisance and trespass but, a general right to privacy
does not exist in Australia. By targeting whistleblowers, this would have severe
consequences for the implied freedom of the press/political communication. These
matters have already been arbitrated in Australian Broadcasting Corporation v Lenah
Game Meats Pty Ltd [2001] HCA 6315 November 2001
(http://eresources.hcourt.gov.au/downloadPdf/2001/HCA/63).
“In his judgement in the High Court case of Lenah Game Meats Pty Limited v
Australian Broadcasting Corporation, Voiceless Patron and former Justice of the High
Court of Australia the Hon. Michael Kirby, defended the media’s use of surveillance
footage obtained by animal activists on public interest grounds:
“Parliamentary democracies, such as Australia, operate effectively when they are
stimulated by debate promoted by community groups. To be successful, such debate
often requires media attention. Improvements in the condition of circus animals, in
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the transport of live sheep for export and in the condition of battery hens followed 
such community debate.” - https://www.voiceless.org.au/hot-topics/ag-gag 

e) Analyse the incidences and responses of other jurisdictions in Australia and
internationally;
Ag-Gag laws have been introduced in New South Wales (with amendment to the
Biosecurity Act) and South Australia (with amendment to the Surveillance Devices
Act) but attempts to introduce Ag-Gag laws at a Federal level in 2015 (Criminal Code
Amendment (Animal Protection) Bill 2015) have so far been unsuccessful, with good
reason. In America, Ag-Gag laws have been introduced to several states, but many
more have failed to pass through. At least one state has since overturned the law,
deeming it unconstitutional. The finding of the High Court in Australian Broadcasting
Corporation v Lenah Game Meats Pty Ltd [2001] HCA 6315 November 2001 (as linked
above), suggest that if Ag-Gag laws were introduced in Australia, they would be
subject to legal challenge.

f) Provide recommendations on how the Victorian Government and industry could
improve protection for farmers’ privacy, businesses, and the integrity of our
biosecurity system and animal welfare outcomes, whether through law reform or
other measures.
Currently, we see many failings due to the regulation not capturing severe animal
cruelty in animal use industries. In past circumstances, when the regulation has been
enforced, this has been made possible due to whistleblowers. Without their
documentation, unexpected entry to farms and due diligence in providing care for
severely injured and sick animals, we would not know what truly happens behind the
closed doors of slaughterhouses and factory farms. There is obviously a reason that
the majority of these operations run of a night time and down long, hidden
driveways; they do not want the consumers and public to know what truly happens.
If CCTV cameras were accessible to consumers and the public at all times, with full
transparency about their practices, whistleblowers would not need to use
alternative methods to obtain documentation of animal abuse. There is a serious
misjudgement, by framing whistleblowers as the criminals, it is obvious when
documentation is viewed that the real criminal act is against the animals, as they are
not considered under Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986. Even though the
acts these workers force onto animals, are indeed, animal cruelty. The Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 is not safeguarding these animals in their forced short
lives. An independent animal protection agency should be in place to ensure all parts
of the animal agricultural industry are compliant with animal protection standards,
those of which should be mandatory. The Victorian and Federal Government should
be supporting farmers in transitioning away from animal agriculture, and into a
much more sustainable (for both environment and mental health reasons) and
profitable business, our Australian soil is fortunate enough to be robust to be able to
produce large quantities of plant-based options.

In conclusion, I strongly advise the Committee and Committee Chair Nazih Elasmar, to 
ensure they have a complete picture when reviewing the inquiry. It is paramount that the 
Victorian Government is fair to all who call Victoria home; this includes farmers and 
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whistleblowers alike. We are at a crucial point in time that calls for firm decisions to be 
made; our elected Members of Parliament need to be doing what is valuable and 
sustainable for their state and country. I am pleading with all members of the Committee to 
be genuinely and reasonably informed when making their recommendations; to question 
why whistleblowers have deemed it necessary to obtain documentation regardless of their 
unknown personal consequences, why this industry is so fiercely protected and to figure out 
who the real beneficiaries are.  

I am pleading with all members of the Committee to watch full-length documentaries 
Dominion (https://www.dominionmovement.com/watch) and Lucent 
(https://www.aussiepigs.com/lucent) as well as the short film 1000 Eyes 
(https://www.aussiefarms.org.au/thousand-eyes.php), all of which are predominately 
recent Australian and Victorian footage. They showcase the importance of whistleblowers, 
due to the incredibly horrific acts of cruelty inflicted on animals who are not protected as 
our beloved companion animals are at home, under Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 
1986. 

I sincerely thank the Committee for their time and due diligence to fairly research and 
understand all points of this important inquiry.  

Kind regards, 

Georgia Knight 
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