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PLANT PESTS AND DISEASES (ERADICATION FUNDS) AMENDMENT BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

HON NICK GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming on behalf of the Minister for 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) [8.59 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 
The Plant Pests and Diseases (Eradication Funds) Act 1974 provides for the imposition of contributions on 
growers of grain and seed to fund the eradication, or the prevention of spread, of skeleton weed and certain plant 
diseases and the eradication of resistant grain insects.  It is administered by the Agriculture Protection Board, in 
consultation with the grain and seed industries.  The Act also provides for growers whose crops or produce are 
destroyed in the course of steps taken to eradicate or prevent the spread of skeleton weed, or the relevant plant 
diseases, to be compensated for the loss incurred.  The principal current use of the Act is to raise most of the 
funds necessary for the operation of the skeleton weed eradication program. 

The Act provides several mechanisms to ensure that its provisions and any eradication or containment programs 
operated under it remain relevant to the needs of grain growers and seed producers.  Firstly, the Act contains an 
expiry date, currently set at 31 October 2002, which this amendment Bill seeks to extend by one year.  Secondly, 
contributions imposed under the Act are set annually by the minister, on the recommendation of the Agriculture 
Protection Board.  The Act ensures that any contributions are set at the level necessary to fund the planned 
operational program only.  It does not allow the accumulation of contingency funds for unspecified purposes.  
Thirdly, payments from funds established under the Act require the support of both the minister and the 
Agriculture Protection Board.  In addition, ongoing programs, such as the skeleton weed eradication program, 
are subjected to periodic review to ensure they are efficient and effective in returning benefits to contributing 
grain growers.  
The Act provides an important mechanism for the grain and seed industries.  However, as foreshadowed in 2000 
when its operation was last extended, it is regarded as being in need of substantial amendment and has now been 
the subject of an extensive review.  The review was conducted by a group comprising nominees of the 
Pastoralists and Graziers Association, the WA Farmers Federation, the Agriculture Protection Board and the 
Department of Agriculture.  The group considered, amongst other things, whether the Act should be continued 
beyond its present expiry date of 31 October 2002 and, if so, the form it should take.  The review group 
concluded that there was a need for legislation for the purpose served by the current Act but that for a number of 
reasons it would be preferable to replace the Act with a new one rather than attempt to suitably amend it.  The 
Government intends to introduce replacement legislation as recommended, but this will not be possible prior to 
the expiry of the present Act.  In order not to leave the grain and seed industries without a suitable mechanism in 
the interim, this Bill will extend the current Act for a further year.  I commend the Bill to the House. 

Point of Order 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  My understanding of Standing Order No 230 - I may be wrong, but I thought I asked 
a question about this when we changed the standing order last week - is that following a second reading speech, 
it is a requirement that the Bill automatically stand adjourned until the next sitting of the House.  I was 
concerned, last time we discussed this matter, that a situation might arise in which a Bill has its first reading on 
one occasion, a week later the second reading speech is made, the intervening week is regarded as the one week 
traditionally allowed for legislation to lie on the Table in this Chamber, and the debate continues when we have 
only just heard the second reading speech.  I would like a ruling on whether we can proceed directly to the 
second reading debate without the Leader of the House being given leave. 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  I will leave the Chair until the ringing of the bells to take 
some advice on the point of order.   

Sitting suspended from 9.05 to 9.21 pm 

Deputy President’s Ruling 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  With respect to the point of order raised by the Leader of the 
Opposition, I rule as follows: the second reading of the Bill was made an Order of the Day for the next day of 
sitting.  Under Standing Order No 127, the Leader of the House has a discretion as to the sitting day on which 
the item of business will be considered.  Last week’s amendment, which inserted an ability for the minister in 
charge of a Bill to specify a date certain for taking the second reading, states in clear terms an option that has 
been available.  An order of the day is defined in Standing Order No 194 as a Bill or other matter ordered by the 
House to be taken into consideration on a particular day; that is, on a sitting day as specified in the motion or, 
where not so specified, on a sitting day as determined by the leader under Standing Order No 127.   
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Standing Order No 230 provides two ways of proceeding.  The minister’s second reading speech may be 
delivered immediately following the first reading; that is, when the Bill has been distributed - a practice 
introduced in 1989.  The debate then stands adjourned until the next sitting day.  From last week, adjournment is 
automatic - a motion is no longer required. Alternatively, the second reading itself may be made an order of the 
day in the manner I have already described.  It has always been the case that an order of the day, regardless of 
the nature of the business item, can be completed on the same day as that on which consideration commenced.  
Accordingly, I rule that the second reading of the Bill can be determined at today’s sitting.   

Points of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Madam Deputy President, I would like to speak on the ruling, if I may.  I have not 
had time to digest the ruling in its entirety, but, with all due respect, it sounds odd to me and is contrary to the 
undertaking that I was given in the committee stage last week in respect of this matter.  My understanding of past 
procedure is that if a minister wants a Bill to proceed through all stages at one sitting, he seeks leave to suspend 
the standing orders.  On this occasion, the minister should seek the suspension of standing orders so that this 
matter can proceed.  We can then sit down and digest your ruling, which I find odd to say the least.  

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I will address the point of order that the Leader of the Opposition has raised.  I note the 
ruling and I think I understand it.  I also think that it is a reasonable thing for rulings of this technical nature to be 
digested.  Would it be in order for me to move to suspend standing orders, without in any way imperilling the 
nature of the ruling, so that the House can proceed in a harmonious way and not in any way be moving away 
from the strength of the ruling? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Members, as I clearly understand it, there is no dissent from 
the ruling.  Therefore, there is no requirement for the minister to seek leave to suspend standing orders.  If he 
wishes to meet the request of the Leader of the Opposition, I will accept and consider such a motion.  However, I 
draw the minister’s attention to the fact that an absolute majority of the House will be required. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  On the same point of order, I indicate that if the minister wishes to proceed through 
all stages of the Bill tonight, it requires leave anyway. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  No, it does not. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would have thought that it did. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  It would require leave only if there were amendments to the Bill.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Can I move that consideration of your ruling be made an order of the day for the next 
sitting of the House?  I will then leave the rest of the House’s business to your discretion.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  I am not able to accept such a motion.  The Leader of the Opposition can either 
dissent from or accept the ruling.  I am not prepared to accept a motion that would mean that the ruling was 
considered at the next day’s sitting. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I regret that this has become a drawn-out affair.  Your ruling has only just been read.  
I do not understand it in its entirety.  It refers to about five different standing orders.  If the only way we can 
consider your ruling is for me to move to dissent from it, I have nothing to say because I do not know how I will 
dissent.  I think it would be appropriate for the House to somehow consider your ruling so that it can decide 
whether it made a mistake last week.  This has been brought about by a change to the standing orders that was 
agreed to on the basis of an understanding - on my part at least - that it would not apply to the circumstances we 
have had tonight.  I asked the Chairman of the Committee dealing with that amendment to the standing orders 
whether what is happening now could happen, and I was told that it could not.  There might have been a 
misunderstanding, but it seems unusual that we cannot consider your ruling in any way other than by a dissent 
motion.  I do not propose to move dissent.  I will sit down and let things go by.  In the meantime, I will 
contemplate the standing orders and, if necessary, move an amendment to overcome this problem.  
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  I am prepared to leave the Chair until the ringing of the bells to enable the Leader 
of the Opposition to consider the ruling.  
Hon Norman Moore:  There is no need to do that.  Proceed, and I will seek to understand the ruling.  

Debate Resumed 

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [9.31 pm]:  The Opposition supports this short Bill.  It substitutes 
“2003” for “2002” in the sunset clause of the principal Act, thus allowing for the continuation of the levy for the 
eradication of skeleton weed for another year.  We have passed similar Bills because of that sunset clause, which 
currently states that the Act is to expire in October 2002.  This Bill moves to extend that to October 2003.  As the 
coalition did when it was in government, this Government is considering substantive changes to the principal 
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Act.  In July, a skeleton weed eradication review panel headed by Dexter Davies published a review of the past 
effectiveness and likely future success of the skeleton weed eradication program in Western Australia.  The 
Government decided that, rather than amend the Plant Pests and Diseases (Eradication Funds) Act, it would 
extend the operation of the sunset clause, and that is exactly what this is Bill is about.  It needs to be passed by 
31 October.  I remember that our Government also ran late in introducing such an amendment Bill, so I will not 
criticise the Government for this.  It is one of those issues that can fall through the cracks and not be remembered 
in time.   

I will not get into a lengthy debate.  I hope that when the Act is eventually amended, it does not reflect the 
review document in its entirety.  I am sure there will be some very robust debate in this House when that Bill is 
introduced next year.  I do not intend to get into the whys and wherefores of the skeleton weed eradication 
program.  Whether we should continue it is a matter for another debate.  I indicate to the Government, as I 
indicated to the minister, that the Opposition will ensure that this Bill passes through this House expeditiously.  
We ensured that it passed through the other place expeditiously.  It is a Bill that should proceed through this 
House with some speed so that the levy can continue to be collected.  In this current year, as we all know, the 
predicted yield of 12.3 million tonnes is down to about 7 million tonnes, so the amount of money raised will be a 
lot less.  I do not know what the levy per tonne will be this year.  The Government was talking about putting it 
up.  However, the Opposition supports this Bill.  It has taken longer to get rulings and things tonight than this 
Bill will take to go through the House.  I indicate to Hon Nick Griffiths, the minister handling the Bill tonight on 
behalf of the Minister for Agriculture, that the Opposition totally supports this Bill.  

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [9.36 pm]:  The Greens (WA) also support this Bill and its objective 
to meet the impending deadline for the sunset clause, which I understand is 31 October, which is before the next 
sitting week.  I note the comments of Hon Bruce Donaldson that the previous Government also gave some short 
notice for extending deadlines, so he did not want to make any critical comment about that.  Not having yet 
made it into government, the Greens (WA) have not encountered that problem.  For a busy member, it is very 
hard to have such short notice to deal with legislation.  Such short notice means, for example, that we have only 
just been exposed to the updated second reading speech.  There has been no opportunity to do any research or to 
conduct any consultation on this matter.  It is also of regret that the minister charged with responsibility for this 
matter is not in the House this evening.   
Hon Nick Griffiths:  He is here! 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I apologise if I have used the words incorrectly to imply that the Minister for Racing 
and Gaming, who has carriage of the Bill, is not responsible for it tonight, but I do not imagine that the matters 
dealt with in the Bill come under the racing and gaming portfolio, although it is certainly a gamble whether or 
not we will be successful with the program to eradicate skeleton weed.  What I am getting at is that this is clearly 
a matter for the Minister for Agriculture, who has some very important programs and transition arrangements in 
place that are the subject of debate in the community.  They are very pertinent to this deadline and what will 
follow from extending it.  It is a pity that the minister is not here to provide further information to the House 
about the intention of the Government to take advantage of extending the deadline, as we are doing this evening.  
Having said that about the difficulties of such short notice, I would also like to thank the Government for 
organising a briefing for me, at very short notice, from two officers from the Department of Agriculture. 
Although extending the deadline by 12 months is such a simple matter, as I was hinting in my discussion of the 
short notice, the issues behind this Act and its amendments are very serious.  They are about the eradication or 
prevention of the spread of some of the very worst agricultural weed infestations.  We understand that these 
matters and the regulatory framework are undergoing a comprehensive review that will result in new legislation 
coming before the House next year.  That will establish a new framework for these matters.  At that stage, we 
will have the opportunity for robust debate about whether skeleton weed can be eradicated and whether the 
perceived change in responsibility from the Agriculture Protection Board to responsibility by farmers is fact, 
rather than perception, and whether that is desirable.  We look forward to having a full debate in the near future.  
In the meantime, we are pleased to assist the Government in meeting its deadline this evening. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [9.41 pm]:  It is very urgent that this Bill be  passed.  The time line is 
obvious; it is only for another year.  This is not the time for pedantic discussion as farmers are harvesting.  In the 
eastern States, skeleton weed is the worst weed that affects wheat growers.  It is an expanding problem in 
Western Australia; it is absolutely vital that the legislation is extended for at least another year.  There is time 
between now and the next harvest to implement whatever changes are required.  My party commends the 
expedition of this Bill. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [9.42 pm]:  I will not delay the House for very long.  I indicated earlier 
to the minister before he left on urgent parliamentary business that the Greens (WA) want reassurance that there 
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is no real difference in the way money will be spent, although there has been discussion that things may be done 
differently in the future.  We want reassurance that the programs will remain basically the same for skeleton 
weed.  In the process of developing new legislation and a new program, we would like reassurance about the 
public consultation process.  We were promised the opportunity to receive answers in a brief committee stage. 

Although we recognise the urgency, this way of dealing with legislation is somewhat unsatisfactory.  It is 
obviously difficult for someone to handle a Bill if it does not come under his portfolio.  There are concerns in the 
community about what the funding mechanism will be used for - rather than the continuation of the funding 
mechanism - and what level of consultation will exist.  People do not want to see just a review panel of 
representatives.  These issues should be taken on notice and these questions will need to be answered at some 
stage.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [9.44 pm]:  I agree that the ability to raise further funds for the 
eradication program must be put in place.  The fund will be used for not only skeleton weed but also other pests 
and diseases if that is necessary.  A 35c a tonne levy on grains will apply.  Recently, I was at Southern Cross.  
Any members who believe that people there have readily accepted the changeover are misguided.  There is some 
disquiet in the community.  Another meeting was held in Dalwallinu today and its residents also have misgivings 
about the changeover.  The fund will require about $2.5 million to run the program.  That will lead to about 
$1.5 million being collected as a result of this season’s harvest and about $1 million was carried over from last 
year.  Those funds will be used in various ways.   

There is some debate about how skeleton weed will be eradicated.  As a P2 plant, there is a requirement under 
the law for it to be eradicated.  There must be a clear understanding of what the program will be.  I have asked 
questions of the minister in this House and I am not satisfied with the program he has suggested.  Some members 
have indicated that another publicity campaign will need to be implemented.  I suggest that it will have to be run 
substantially better than the current publicity campaign.  I have an interest in this matter.  As a grower in the 
areas that grow lupins, I can inform members that if this weed spreads into that country, we will be in for a very 
difficult time.  I understand the suggestions made in the report that some changes must occur.   

I look forward to the debate in this House when a new Bill is introduced for further discussion.  I will make sure 
that I scrutinise it from the industry’s point of view.  I will also scrutinise it from the point of view of not only 
the department and the Agriculture Protection Board, but also the producers.  That is the perspective from which 
the Bill must be scrutinised.  More and more, we will put the responsibility to eradicate skeleton weed on the 
grower.  People should never forget that the law states that if skeleton weed is found on a person’s property, he 
must eradicate it or pay the bill after the APB has eradicated the weed.  People do not seem to fully understand 
that.  I accept that this Bill must be passed to enable funds to be raised to continue the campaign of eradication 
or, at the very least, to maintain some control over skeleton weed.  

HON NICK GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [9.48 pm]:  I thank members 
for their support of the Bill.  I note that the Bill is about extending a sunset clause for a year.  Members have 
raised a number of other issues that must be addressed and no doubt they will be the subject of robust debate 
within the next 12 months, as Hon Bruce Donaldson has foreshadowed.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read and second time; leave granted to proceeded forthwith to third reading.  

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for Racing and Gaming), and passed. 
 


