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BIOSECURITY AND AGRICULTURE MANAGEMENT BILL 2006 
Council’s Amendments 

Amendments made by the Council further considered from 6 September. 

[See page 4995 for amendments.]  

Consideration in Detail 

Debate was adjourned after amendment 93 made by the Council had been agreed to. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendment 94 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I thank the parliamentary secretary’s advisers for the notes and assistance on the amendments 
that they have provided to me and other members of the opposition.  We are now looking at the complete 
removal of this clause.  Proposed section 151(b) states - 

to perform such other functions as are conferred on it under this or any other Act. 

Proposed section 151(b) is very widespread with regard to its capacity.  Is there a need to specify any of the 
functions?  It leaves a complete and open field.  We are more than likely to be dealing with intellectual property 
rights and the value of those rights.  Why should there not be a specification of the “other functions”, which 
swing across the range of acts, as stated? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The functions are outlined in the bill.  If there are functions conveyed under other 
legislation, they will come before the Parliament to be looked at in due course.  This provision simply confers 
the capacity to deal with those functions that are conferred under this bill or any other act.  If there are any other 
functions that are conferred later under another act, they will come under review. 

Mr G. Snook:  What form will that take?  Is it by regulation? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  It will be by legislation. 

Mr G. Snook:  Pure legislation?  Is it simple legislation for every need? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  If the new legislation created the capacity for regulation, that could be it.  The capacity 
to delegate that authority would have to be granted by this Parliament. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I would like to explore proposed new section 151.  Clause 151(2) of the bill states - 

Despite the employment under the Public Sector Management Act 1994 of ministerial officers for the 
purpose of assisting the Minister to perform functions that the Minister performs through the Ministerial 
Body, the Ministerial Body and those officers are not an organisation for the purposes of that Act. 

Proposed new section 151(b) states - 

to perform such other functions as are conferred on it under this or any other Act. 

I am trying to tie up the two in terms of staff.  Will all staff who are employed now, or who may be employed in 
the future, come under the Public Sector Management Act, or will they be excluded as per the original clause 
151(2), which says it is not an organisation for the purposes of the act? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  It is not envisaged that the authority would employ anybody.  The minister would draw 
his advice from where he currently does.  The authority is an empty corporation.  It is simply to provide, where 
appropriate, the status of a separate legal entity.  It is not an authority set up with staff to provide specific advice.  
It is simply to enable those functions that would be best performed by a separate legal entity to be performed by 
that entity, so it is not an authority in the sense that the Environmental Protection Authority is an authority, for 
instance, that employs staff. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I suppose that the authority is basically the minister.  Why then does clause 151(2) 
refer to “employment under the Public Sector Management Act 1994”?  I am trying to correlate the two.  The 
clause goes on to state that it is “not an organisation for the purposes of that Act”.  If the case is as the 
parliamentary secretary has just stated, subclause (2) would not be part of clause 151 in the first place.  If what 
the parliamentary secretary has just explained was the original intent, under the original clause 151(2) it would 
not be necessary to state that it is “not an organisation for the purposes of that Act”.  Why was it necessary to put 
it into the bill in the first place but it is not necessary now, according to the parliamentary secretary’s 
explanation?  Is the parliamentary secretary saying that no people will be employed now or in the future at all 
under any circumstances?  I am trying to get some really good clarification of this. 
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Mr M.P. WHITELY:  As originally drafted, the words “ministerial body” gave the appearance that the minister 
was acting in this way, so those protections were not explicit.  The whole purpose of changing to an authority 
rather than a ministerial body is to create not only a separate legal entity but the appearance thereof, so it related 
to the term “ministerial” in the original proposal. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Is the parliamentary secretary saying that under a ministerial body, the minister could 
have his own staff who would not be subject to the Public Sector Management Act?  However, as it is now being 
changed to an authority, which will be a legal entity in itself, and the minister is the only person in that authority, 
is the parliamentary secretary saying the minister will not be using any ministerial staff or any persons appointed 
by him as minister, as he could have done under a ministerial body, and that, therefore, as the minister is the only 
person in the authority, he will not be employing any staff and so the Public Sector Management Act 1994 will 
not apply? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  In practical terms that is a fairly good explanation.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  What about in technical terms? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  In technical terms, after the passage of this amendment the authority will clearly be a 
separate legal entity.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  The minister will not get any more staff? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  As I have said, it is not an authority in the terms that the Environmental Protection 
Authority is one.  It will not be employing staff.  It is simply set up to perform functions that are best performed 
by a separate legal body.  That is the reason for setting it up.  If the member has highlighted criticisms, they 
would be of the unamended legislation, and they are addressed through this amendment. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Regulations will obviously come with the act.  It is a pity that we have not seen a draft of the 
regulations, which it was indicated would be available, but that is another point.  Will there be regulations for the 
management and control of the authority and its functions?  Will there be any regulations that will refer to roles 
and functions beyond what is in the bill?   
Mr M.P. Whitely:  No. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  There will be no regulations pertaining to the authority? 
Mr M.P. Whitely:  No, no regulations are contemplated. 
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendment 95 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The proposed insertion after “arrangement” is “but does not include a research body”.  Why 
not?  Otherwise, what is the purpose?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The simple answer is that there is another amendment, amendment 96, which 
specifically talks about a research body, so when we have passed amendment 96 it will be specifically spelt out 
in the bill.  Amendments 95 and 96 must be looked at together.  Amendment 96 has the definition of a research 
body, so it is not missing. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I assume that a business concern can be an arrangement under the authority. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It covers “a company, a partnership, a trust, a joint venture, or any other business 
arrangement”.  The parliamentary secretary is then inserting “but does not include a research body”.  Why not?  
A research body will be a business that will develop technology or research in a whole range of different areas in 
agriculture.  It seems that it should be inserted in the clause to cover the need for a business concern that would 
be part of research, which to my mind is a vitally important part of the whole object of expanding the capacity of 
the Department of Agriculture and Food, particularly in the form of research under the authority.  Then there is 
scope for that to occur under this new entity.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The approval of the Treasurer is needed for the authority to enter into a business 
concern, whereas his approval is not needed for the authority to enter into research.  It simply allows for that 
distinction.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I am a bit confused by that answer.  I think I know where the member for Moore is 
coming from.  A business concern covers all those things mentioned under “business concern”.  It may also be a 
research body.  Amendment 96 seeks to insert words after line 14, defining what a research body is.  After the 
words “business concern”, which is on line 3 of page 108 of the bill, it goes on to say “means a company, a 
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partnership, a trust” etc.  The amendment seeks to insert the words “but does not include a research body”.  I 
think the member for Moore is saying that a business concern can also be a research body.  Why is it not 
included there?  The government is trying to include it after line 14 as part of amendment 96, which seeks to 
define a research body.  I cannot see why that is such a problem.  As the parliamentary secretary rightly pointed 
out, under amendment 96, words will be added after line 14 to say what a research body is.  We are saying that, 
while the government is defining what a research body is under amendment 96, it could also be a business 
concern and should be included under “business concern” as well.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  It is prudent for the Treasurer to overview any business arrangement that the government 
is entering into.  When section 153(1) is amended, before the minister exercises any power conferred by 
section 152(2)(b), the minister must notify the Treasurer of the proposal and seek the Treasurer’s approval 
because the government is entering into a commercial arrangement with all the obligations falling upon it.  That 
is not meant to apply to participation in a research body.  Proposed subsection (b) of amendment 96, as it relates 
to the definition of a research body, talks about having, among its principal objects, the carrying out of research, 
investigation, inquiries or studies into biosecurity, agricultural activities or management or related matters within 
the commonwealth.  It is about research and investigation rather than a commercial arrangement.  It is 
appropriate for the authority to enter into research without the Treasurer’s approval but not commercial 
arrangements, which imply obligations upon the state.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that explanation.  Am I to assume that a 
research body will not enter into any commercial arrangements with another research body, so therefore it will 
not require the approval of the minister?  That is why it has been taken out or been made very clear under the 
definition of “business concern”.  I am struggling with the fact that a research body may or may not enter into a 
commercial arrangement to advance the cause of research with other commercial bodies.  That is where I am 
coming from.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I understand the point that the member is making.  The principal objective of a research 
body is research.  If it was moving from that research to a commercial partnership, trust or joint venture, it would 
come under the definition of “business concern” and require the approval of the Treasurer.  I understand the 
point that the member is making, which is that research can be for commercial purposes.  If it moved to that 
commercial arrangement, it would need the approval of the Treasurer. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  What you are saying is that a research body can do certain things with other research 
bodies.  What you mean by commercial arrangement is going into commercial production.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  It could enter into cooperative research with organisations. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Once you step over the line, you are talking about commercial production or commercial 
outcomes.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  That is what I am saying - when it falls into the definition of a business concern.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  I wish to have one more crack at this.  There is a lost opportunity here.  I need to be convinced 
by way of further explanation.  A big part of the role of the Department of Agriculture and Food is research - 
plant research and breeding.  We are going to form an authority.  I assume that that authority will have the 
capacity to run as a business concern from a commercial point of view.  It may want to do that in conjunction 
with international researchers in a collaborative way for a business outcome, one that is of good value to the state 
and to the agricultural industry.  I am wondering why the parliamentary drafters and the staff have provided this 
advice to the parliamentary secretary.  I understand that there must be a good reason for it.  We cannot 
understand why the government specifically wants to exclude a research body that could be an entity.  It could 
be a research body under the department that is in a partnership arrangement.  The bill states that a business 
concern could be a partnership, a business arrangement or a joint venture.  Where else can that be accommodated 
in the bill so that we do not miss that opportunity to have a business concern and have a win-win situation?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  We are not saying that the authority cannot commercialise research and enter into a joint 
venture or a partnership arrangement with a commercial entity.  Its nature would be that of a business concern.  
That would impose obligations and risks on the state.  Hence, it is prudent for the Treasurer to oversight that 
concern.  There is nothing to stop that transition being made.  If the authority was entering into a pure research 
arrangement for its own sake - some research is done for that reason and for the development of intellectual 
property - and not for its commercialisation, that is regarded as being a proper function of the authority.  It does 
not need the oversight of the Treasurer, because he will not have the capacity to obligate the state in commercial 
arrangements.  If a body wanted to commercialise research, it could do it by setting up a trust, joint venture, 
company or partnership, but then it would become a business concern, by definition, and would be subject to 
scrutiny by the Treasurer.  That capacity is not being lost. 

Mr G. Snook:  Specifically, what will happen? 
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Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am saying that we have defined research bodies separately in case it is not a 
commercial arrangement, so as not to prevent, by needing the approval of the Treasurer, the authority from 
entering into those arrangements.  The authority should be able to do that for the development of intellectual 
property for non-commercialised research.  It does not prevent that commercialisation.  It does not prevent it 
from establishing companies, partnerships, trusts or joint ventures.  I do not think the member’s concern is 
warranted.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move -  

That amendment 96 made by the Council be agreed to.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Will the parliamentary secretary confirm that this research body can be found under the 
authority?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move -  

That amendment 97 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move -  

That amendment 98 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The question of intellectual property is important.  Intellectual property is the mainstay 
of any organisation which holds something valuable or which has an asset of which it wants to dispose.  When 
we talk about the disposal of intellectual property, we must know what checks and balances are in place.  What 
are the future benefits given that we are talking about global dominance?  In determining the disposal, what 
assessments will be made and who will be involved?  We are talking about maintaining a competitive advantage 
and all those sorts of things that relate to intellectual property.  This is an important topic.  What checks and 
balance will allow us to get the best bang for our buck and ensure that after the disposal, we have something 
better to go to?  We want to achieve maximum return.  We do not want to leave ourselves short, which is what 
happened a couple of years ago when we sold off our gene technology shares to the French.  Intellectual property 
is a classic example of us achieving some dominance.  Who will the minister consult?  What sort of advice will 
he take?  Who will assess the benefits and the business case for disposing of that intellectual property?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am not sure that this relates to the amendment.  I will try to answer as best I can.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  It refers to intellectual property.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Sure.  However, I do not think that it relates to the amendment.  Nonetheless, I will 
answer as best I can.  The same protections that currently exist will continue.  The disposal of intellectual 
property will be the subject of a competitive tendering process, which is what happens currently during the 
disposal of physical assets.  I do not think it is anticipated that there will be any difference from what currently 
exists. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I understand what the parliamentary secretary is saying, but intellectual property goes a 
bit beyond just selling a house or a building and who wants to pay this or that for it.  In my opinion, intellectual 
property in the global market and the competitive advantage in research that Western Australia has are a bit more 
important than an asset such as a house or a property.  What sort of mechanics are in place in the business model 
and who will do the analysis of when to dispose of intellectual property?  I think it is a bit more important than 
just selling a house. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  As I said, nothing will change.  The minister will take advice when appropriate.  The 
disposal of any intellectual property will be subject to the scrutiny that currently exists over the disposal of any 
government asset.  Nothing will change in that regard. 
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Leave granted for amendments 99 and 100 to be considered together. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move -  

That amendments 99 and 100 made by the Council be agreed to. 
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
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Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move -  

That amendment 101 made by the Council be agreed to. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  My question continues from the questions asked by the member for Bunbury.  Can the 
parliamentary secretary tell us what is the current situation for the realisation of any assets, including intellectual 
property, after they have been disposed of?  What will happen under the new arrangement with the authority 
with the realisation of disposable assets such as intellectual property?  What will happen to those funds?  Where 
will they be directed to and where will they be held?  The amendment seeks to insert the words “and, for that 
purpose, apply for, hold, receive, exploit and dispose of any intellectual property”.  How is it functioning 
currently under the legislation and what will change as a result of the disposal of any property under this 
legislation? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  If the property is owned specifically by a business of which the Western Australian 
Agriculture Authority is a partner, it would be retained within the business.  However, if it is just general 
property of government, it would be retained as consolidated revenue. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  The parliamentary secretary is saying that there is capacity for the passing on of the realisation 
of moneys from the disposal of any property, which can be held in trust under the authority or the minister or 
returned to consolidated revenue.  This is not dissimilar from what happens with other trading authorities, such 
as the Water Corporation, set up under the auspices of the government and covered by legislation.  I am looking 
into the future here.  We are making legislation here now that will develop the capacity for enterprise to grow.  I 
do not have a problem with that, but my question directly relates to what will happen to those funds when they 
are realised through the out-of-business enterprise arrangements that can be developed under the authority.  We 
had a discussion about the business concern.  I have the strong view that technology will advance quite rapidly in 
the next decade or two, and I can see an expanding opportunity here, and rightly so, for the state to capitalise on 
that.  There could be significant revenue flows.  What happens to the funds?  The parliamentary secretary has 
already indicated that there are two avenues.  Can he expand on or clarify that for us? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I cannot really expand on that.  If it were a business concern that the authority had 
entered into, and the property is an asset of the business concern, be it intellectual property or physical assets, the 
funds from the sale would remain within that business concern.  If the authority were 50 per cent equity owner, it 
effectively would have 50 per cent of the funds.  If the property were a general asset owned by the Western 
Australian taxpayers and was disposed of under the control of the minister, the department or the Western 
Australian Agriculture Authority, it would go into the consolidated fund for the government; it will not be held 
specifically for any purpose.  I cannot really elaborate on what I said before.  
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Every asset owned by every department in Western Australia is owned by the taxpayers of 
Western Australia, so how can you qualify that statement?  Theoretically, it should all go to consolidated 
revenue.  How can we be sure that it is earmarked for that department?  That is basically the problem.  
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  What the member said is true, if the process of allocating funds is as it is for all 
government departments in terms of approval by the Treasurer or through the Treasury.  If the authority pulled 
off some sort of amazing deal that was beneficial to the government, it would have a very good moral case for 
arguing for more funds from Treasury.  There is no legal or jurisdictional restriction on that, so basically what 
the member said was correct. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  In principle, is the parliamentary secretary saying that there is an opportunity for a dividend 
flow back to the government as a result of profits earned from the development of funds out of a trading 
enterprise, such as biotechnology research etc? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes, but that is not what we have been discussing; it is a little different. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.  
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendment 102 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.  
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move -  

That amendment 103 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  With the deletion of these lines, will the minister’s powers be diluted?  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  No, but it is no longer necessary because the powers have been given directly to the body 
corporate rather than to the minister. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
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Leave granted for amendments 104 to 108 to be considered together.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move -  

That amendments 104 to 108 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move -  

That amendment 109 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  This amendment replaces clause 154.  Subclause (1) contains the words “assigned to 
the authority”.  Can I have a full explanation of what is meant by “assigned”.  Sometimes things can be assigned 
on time, according to performance or upon payment.  Does it mean full, freehold ownership?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  It means ownership in the normal sense of the word.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Does it mean unencumbered ownership by the authority?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Can the intellectual property be held in a partnership arrangement?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  No.  The intention of this amendment is to give to the authority intellectual property that 
was previously owned by the department.  We are not talking about intellectual property that is owned as part of 
a business concern or a company in which the authority is a 50 per cent shareholder.  It is not referring to that 
sort of intellectual property.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Why does it say that the “State acquires on or after the day on which this section comes into 
operation is, by operation of this section, assigned to the Authority”?  To me, that means any intellectual 
property that the state acquires after this day.  That is new intellectual property that can be acquired.  Can that 
new property be held in partnership?   
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Not under this clause.  This clause relates to intellectual property that is owned by the 
government wholly, if we like, and currently owned by the department.  It puts that intellectual property into the 
ownership of the authority.  It is possible that the government may be a partner in a corporation or be perhaps an 
equity owner in a company or partnership, and have an interest in a company that owns intellectual property, so 
indirectly it does.  However, that is not the intention of this clause.  This is simply designed to transfer to the 
authority ownership of intellectual property that the department owns wholly and solely. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Proposed subclause (2), which deals with intellectual property, states - 

(a) created in the course of the performance of functions under this Act; or 

(b) otherwise created in the course of the performance of functions by a person in that person’s 
capacity as a person employed or engaged in the department. 

The intent of proposed subclause (2) is that if anybody who works for the authority or the department is involved 
in creating what we can term intellectual property, that intellectual property is obviously not that person’s; it 
remains in the ownership of the authority. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  What happens if the work is outsourced by the authority to a company, a firm, a 
partnership, a corporation or a research body, and that external source comes up with the intellectual property?  
Will the authority still own the intellectual property?  How will that be determined? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  If, for instance, before this legislation was passed, the department outsourced - 
contracted out, if one likes - the creation of intellectual property, it would still be the department’s intellectual 
property.  That will not change, except that the authority will own the intellectual property rather than the 
department. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  As long as it was legally binding that after any advancement in the intellectual property, it 
would remain the intellectual property of the authority.  It would be etched in very good legal terms, I imagine. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am sorry; I missed the last bit.  However, basically, as long as the contractual 
arrangements were set up for that purpose, ownership of the intellectual property would remain with the 
authority after the legislation is passed. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendment 110 made by the Council be agreed to. 
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Mr G. SNOOK:  This is the deletion of a significant clause.  I think I understand the reason for it.  It is because 
of the formation of the authority.  The question is: will the authority fulfil in its entirety what would have been 
the minister’s role; and, if that is the case, should that not be reflected somewhere, or have I missed the point? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The member has not missed the point.  It is reflected somewhere else; it is reflected in 
clause 152 as amended. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Leave granted for amendments 111 to 116 to be considered together. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendments 111 to 116 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendment 117 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  As we are now going to an authority, which is a legal entity, I presume it is established 
under the Corporations Act.  I was looking through clause 156.  In a purely commercial sense, when a seal is 
executed, it needs to be done by, say, a director or secretary of the legal entity.  I understand this amendment to 
clause 156 means that the document will be executed by the minister under seal.  Is that correct in terms of 
government enterprise, bearing in mind that this authority is created under the Corporations Act?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  This authority is not established under the Corporations Act, but under this proposed act.  
The sort of provisions to which the member is referring do not apply. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.   
Leave granted for amendments 118 to 125 to be considered together. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendments 118 to 125 made by the Council be agreed to.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendment 126 made by the Council be agreed to.   
Mr G. SNOOK:  Would the parliamentary secretary explain the reason for this amendment?   
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The simple answer is that part 5 replaces Part II, Division 14, in what was the Financial 
Administration and Audit Act 1985 and is now the Financial Management Act 2006.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I move - 

That amendment 127 made by the Council be agreed to.   
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  This amendment changes the word “may” to “must”, which is fantastic.  Having 
declared a prohibited organism a pest, it must be advertised in the Government Gazette.  That is well and good 
and it satisfies the legislative requirements.  What additional action is proposed to notify the actual landowners 
and other people and organisations affected by this?  What other actions will be taken to consult and notify the 
general public?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  In addition to the notification in the Government Gazette, it will include notification on 
the Department of Agriculture and Food website, media releases, publications such as “Farm Notes” that are 
prepared by the Department of Agriculture and Food and control notices.  Notification will be by way of a 
number of sources. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Therefore, the notification that is currently undertaken will continue. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Yes.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr M.P. Whitely (Parliamentary Secretary). 

House adjourned at 11.09 pm 
__________ 
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