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Division 12:  Agriculture Protection Board, $2 413 000 - 
Mr D.A. Templeman, Chairman. 

Mr F.M. Logan, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. 

Mr I.G. Longson, Acting Director General, Department of Agriculture. 

Mr M.J. Marsh, Executive Director, Corporate Services, Department of Agriculture. 

Mr D.J. Hartley, Executive Director, Agricultural Resource Management, Department of Agriculture. 

Mr C.W. Thorn, Executive Director, Animal Industries, Department of Agriculture. 

Mr G.M. Wilson, Director, Planning and Evaluation, Department of Agriculture. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to page 252 and the budget for the Agriculture Protection Board.  The budget for 
2004-05 is estimated to be $2.413 million compared with the estimated actual of $2.409 million for last year.  It 
seems to me that the result of that is a real funding cut of 2.3 per cent.  I am sure that I have seen somewhere that 
the minister has made statements relating to wild dogs.  I think I saw that the minister will spend something like 
$1.4 million on the control of wild dogs.  Is it the case and where does it appear in the budget?  What is intended 
to be done with that $1.4 million that I cannot find in the budget papers? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The grand total of the appropriation is not broken down in these papers to show exactly 
where the amount is going, but in respect of the member’s question about how much is going to - 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  First, is there a real cut?  Secondly, what is the wild dog issue?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  In respect of the first part of the question, there is an increase.  I know what the member for 
Warren-Blackwood is driving at; that is, he is arguing that because of inflation there is a real cut.  That is his 
point of view.  I will counter that by saying that there is a $90 000 overall increase in the net total.  As for the 
question relating to increased expenditure on the control of wild dogs, for 2004-05 the funding by the department 
and the industry is $1.789 million, of which industry’s contribution is $400 000.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Where is that? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It is not shown as a line item. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It should have been, as this is a major issue in pastoral WA.  There should have been a 
detailed resume of what is happening.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood has asked the question and I have given him the answer, 
which is the whole point of the estimates process.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  There is how much? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  There is $1.789 million.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  How is it to be spent? 

The CHAIRMAN:  The parliamentary secretary has the call. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Let me point out to the member exactly how much it is in comparison with what had been 
spent before?  In the 1999-2000 budget the expenditure relating to the control of wild dogs - this is only for the 
control of wild dogs -  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  That is when you got it from $7 to $1. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Exactly. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Come on!  Why does the member not go back to 1861?  
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It is right that the $7 was cut down to $1.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  There are more wild dogs around now than there were then. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Member for Warren-Blackwood and member for Eyre, we have limited time, and across-the-
Chamber debate will hold us up, which means that we will not get to the other divisions.  The parliamentary 
secretary has the call.  I ask members to allow him to answer the question. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  In 1999-2000 the budget for the control of wild dogs was $1.239 million.  Since coming to 
power in 2001-02 the Labor Government has increased it to $1.521 million.  It has been increased each year until 
this year when it is $1.789 million.  The reason it has been increased is that evaluation of the wild dog 
management program was promised by the minister and has been carried out over the past six months.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  He was dragged kicking and screaming. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN:  He was not. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood will come to order. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  As the member for Eyre knows, the demand was that something be done about it.  That can 
be compared with some of the bad decisions that were made by the Government of the member for Warren-
Blackwood.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is poor form. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  That was pointed out to us by the landholders themselves.  That is the reason - 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is poor form.  Why do we not go backwards?  

The CHAIRMAN:  I will move onto the next question.  Will the parliamentary secretary conclude his 
comments?  The member for Wagin has the next question.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood has interjected with a number of questions, which I will 
answer.  I am not worried about answering them because I believe the Government is doing the right thing on 
wild dogs.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  With the greatest respect; I do not think so.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood has asked a question -  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Wild dogs are out of control and the Government is not doing enough about it.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, member for Warren-Blackwood! I will  now give the call to the member for Wagin, 
because I think we have explored this question adequately.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  A very good decision!   

The CHAIRMAN:  The member can buy me a beer afterwards! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I refer to the output and appropriation summary on page 253.  Output 1 is agricultural 
resource protection, and shows an estimate of $18.841 million.  I know that the industry is now responsible for 
skeleton weed eradication, but does any of that funding include an allocation from the Government to assist with 
skeleton weed eradication; and, if so, how much?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  With respect to the budget issues for skeleton weed - I thought I had the briefing paper here - 
I have one on blackberries if the member wishes to ask.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is too late - they have already taken over half the country.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood has obviously not taken his happy pills today! 

The total cost of the 2003-04 program for skeleton weed eradication was $4.3 million.  This sounds trite and 
obvious, but as the member knows, the cost of the program has grown in proportion to the growing number of 
infested properties and the increasing area of infestation.  If the current program is maintained over the next three 
years, it is likely that the annual operational costs will increase to between $5.5 million and $6.5 million by 
2006-07, by which time it is estimated by the department that 1 050 properties will be infested.  To cover the 
increasing costs, it is suggested that the current levy of 35c per tonne may need to be increased to 55c or 65c per 
tonne to deal with the problem, the extent of which the member is very well aware.  The budget for 2004-05 is 
$4.42 million for skeleton weed control.  That is made up of $380 000 from consolidated funds, $3.96 million 
from the levies and $80 000 from the plant research and development trust fund.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  My question was really the same as that of the member for Warren-Blackwood, about 
wild dogs and the fact that the previous Government had cut the numbers down from seven to one and created a 
problem.   

The CHAIRMAN:  If the member for Eyre does not have a question, I will move on to the member for Moore.  

[9.50 pm] 

Mr W.J. McNEE:  I refer to the third dot point on page 253.  It is all a bit scary.  It is a bit like the skeleton weed 
issue.  I can remember when people delivered their first load of grain and they paid an amount of money and that 
was it.  Now the Government wants 60c a tonne.  I would like to know what it is doing with the money.  It is 
stated in the budget papers that industry sectors and individual landholders will have to take increased 
responsibility.  We do not mind doing that, but we will not do that and pay the Government as well, and that is 
what happens.  Does this indicate that the Government will shift its responsibility for pest and disease control to 
individual landowners; and, if so, why is the Government adopting that approach?  According to Farm Weekly of 
a couple of weeks ago, the Department of Conservation and Land Management would not let a dogger onto its 
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property.  If CALM wants to be the biggest landholder in Western Australia, it is about time it woke up and 
looked after what it has.  It will not put in a firebreak and it will not let a dogger onto its land.  I would hate to 
have CALM as a neighbour.  Does that indicate a shift in government policy?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The point the member for Moore has made about doggers going onto CALM property and 
CALM looking after its land that is adjacent to commercial areas has been made a significant number of times.  
The Department of Agriculture is working with CALM on that issue to ensure that it is well aware of the 
problems that its land may cause for farmers and pastoralists next door.  The member’s point is well made and it 
is recognised by CALM.  Certainly, the Department of Agriculture is working with CALM to overcome the 
problems that the member has identified.  The member’s argument about the shift from operational control 
activities to statewide prevention and preparedness strategies primarily relates to biosecurity.  Effectively, the 
question the member for Moore is asking is whether there is cost shifting.   

Mr W.J. McNEE:  I do not mind if I have to do it myself, but I do not want these blokes slugging into me, too.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It is the normal question from farmers; that is, they are doing it tough but how much will the 
Government suck out of them for weed eradication?  Generally, the question is whether there is a cost shift in 
responsibility from the State Government to farmers themselves.   

Mr LONGSON:  In a general sense, responsibility for pests and diseases on a farmer’s land is the farmer’s 
responsibility.  The role of the Agriculture Protection Board, and indeed the Department of Agriculture, is to 
assist and coordinate that and to look after issues that cut across a number of property owners.  The issue that the 
member has raised about CALM and government land is certainly being addressed.  We have an ongoing 
relationship with CALM.  There are proposals to look at what is needed by way of resourcing the activities on 
CALM and government land.  Moves are afoot to address those issues.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to page 255 and the implementation of the national livestock identification scheme.  I 
know it is covered in the agriculture budget.  I think about $1.3 million has been allocated, but I cannot find it in 
the budget papers.  Can the parliamentary secretary indicate how that subsidy compares with that which exists in 
other States?  I understand that New South Wales and Victoria implemented the NLIS more than a year ago.  Is 
the Government considering increasing that subsidy?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  That is the $1 rebate the member is referring to.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is a $1 rebate.  Is the Government considering increasing that?  I understand it will cost 
between $3.80 and $4 per head for farmers, which is a significant cost.  Yes, we are protecting our own industry, 
but we are also protecting the people of Australia in the process.  Would the Government consider using some of 
the proceeds from the sale of the land adjacent to the Midland saleyards, which would be appropriate considering 
that the land has been held for a long time, to increase the subsidy for NLIS?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The total amount of money allocated to the project comes from the cattle industry 
compensation fund; that is, $2.25 million, of which $1.25 million will be expended this year.  I pass the question 
concerning the rebate and any directions within the rebate to Mr Thorn.   

Mr THORN:  Other Australian States have various approaches to subsidised tags.  Some States do not have them 
- some do.  We took the approach that it is important to have an uptake of cattle tagging in Western Australia, so 
a rebate was applied.  It was negotiated with the industry over many months and applied utilising the cattle 
industry compensation fund.  There has been an uptake of about 80 000 tags in Western Australia to date.  There 
is a way to go, but the uptake is reasonable at this stage.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Is that just tags or tags and bolus plus the reader?   

Mr THORN:  We have structured it roughly with $1 million directed to tags, and around $1.2 million to get the 
infrastructure in place.  It is a mix of approaches to ensure we have the capacity in the industry to ensure tags are 
read, and that time lines can be met for the national implementation of the national livestock implementation 
system.  The department has mixed it to ensure we have capacity within yards and abattoirs etc to read the tags, 
and at the same time to give incentives for producers to take up the option of putting the tags in.  For example, 
all animals in our research stations are tagged, including our sheep, which has proved efficient as we can draft 
trial sheep more quickly and save days of work in our yards. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  As supplementary information, could we have a direct comparison between Western 
Australia’s method and those applied in other States?  It is information regarding the application of NLIS, and 
the various contributions by the States.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the parliamentary secretary happy to do so?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Yes. 
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[Supplementary Information No B26.]  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer quickly to page 234 of the Budget Statements and the establishment of review teams 
to implement reviews of the egg and potato legislation.  Have the reviews been completed?  I am sorry; I have 
gone backwards.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  We have gone backwards. 

The CHAIRMAN: That is not appropriate. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Play on.   

I have another question relating to Paterson’s curse.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Does the member have a reference? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  It is probably under Salvation Jane.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am sure the parliamentary secretary will have one.  It is on page 255.  Could we have a 
resume of where we are in relation to Paterson’s curse?  I understand that some biological controls are being put 
in place.  I am concerned that Paterson’s curse can be found as far north as Dandaragan and is spreading at an 
alarming rate and causing huge problems for farmers.  A lot of it is on public land.  What is the Government’s 
attitude to Paterson’s curse, and what plans are in place to control it?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  We understand the member’s point and the line item he has taken us to.  However, no-one is 
on hand to give the member a complete summation tonight.  If we take the question on notice, it overlaps with 
other agencies, and we can -  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Can the parliamentary secretary provide that as supplementary information?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Yes. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I ask for controls and actions in relation to Paterson’s curse. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  And an update about what has been done about Paterson’s curse.  

[Supplementary Information No B27.]  
The appropriation was recommended. 
 


