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AGRICULTURE AND RELATED RESOURCES PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 September. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [10.50 am]:  As a country member my interest in the Agriculture and Related 
Resources Protection Amendment Bill pertains essentially to the wild dog problem.  I know the act deals with all 
feral animals, but I will continue my remarks of yesterday about the wild dog problem.  I outlined to the house 
how I became involved in this issue and the nature of the problem.  I referred to the northern mallee declared 
species group that was formed to combat this significant problem of dog attacks that has become evident not 
over the past few months but for over two years.  I referred to the dog attacks that commenced in December 
2003, the 100 head of stock that were killed in December 2003, the group that was formed in Salmon Gums in 
February 2004 and the number of dogs that have been trapped by a funded dogger from the North Mallee 
Declared Species Group and how, when it came to funding this dogger, the group had to take around the 
collection tin to raise the required $20 000 to employ him for 12 months.  I suggest it was good value for money.  
However, other contributions in kind made the employment of the dogger possible; for example, the provision of 
a motor vehicle, etc.  Since that time the nature of the problem has included a loss of 1 400 sheep from the area 
north west and north east of the agricultural region of Esperance and Salmon Gums in just under 12 months.  The 
problem that has been described by other members is significant and one that we have a responsibility for.  The 
member for Capel referred to the Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act 1976 as the principal act.   

There are some good things about this bill.  For example, there is a need to improve the funding formula.  Again 
this year, like last year, the North Mallee Declared Species Group took around the collection tin.  I concede that 
it was a little more successful than previously in that it obtained small incremental amounts from the Agriculture 
Protection Board and the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  It has been able to attract more 
funds to continue the dogger program, which means that a dogger can be employed to trap dogs.   

The funding formula contained in the bill has the ability to target the problem areas.  The previous formula was 
fairly generic and covered a broad area.  The total rate revenue component was basically founded on a formula 
that recognised the Kimberley as one-third of the state and all the area south of the Kimberley as the other two-
thirds.  This has put a broad brush over the total rate formula and has not allowed the zones to raise sufficient 
moneys, which are matched by the state government, to deal with a particular problem.  I suppose the problem in 
my electorate is that the funding for a specific problem has not been available.   

The general rate contributions are matched dollar for dollar from the state’s consolidated revenue, and the zonal 
rates are contributions that are not presently matched.  The revenue rate is set under section 61 of the Agriculture 
and Related Resources Protection Act.  The general rate contributions presently raised are calculated on a one to 
two ratio between the Kimberley and the area south of the Kimberley, which is virtually the rest of the state.  
This bill will do away with this ratio and provide for a separate rate, which will be matched by the state 
government, to be struck in each of the five pastoral zones of Kimberley, Pilbara, Carnarvon, Meekatharra and 
Kalgoorlie.  The unmatched rate option will be retained, but it is obviously unlikely to be used very often.   

I became involved in this issue when the group came to me about the issue of funding to employ a dogger to 
combat the wild dogs.  This bill will improve the funding arrangement by allowing more money to be raised in 
our zone, which will obviously be the Kalgoorlie zone, of which the north mallee region is a significant area.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  There was never a barrier to the Kalgoorlie zone raising its own funds, and this is unmatched, 
as you said, outside of the arrangement that fixed the two-third, one-third ratio.  Indeed, as recently as last year, 
the Kalgoorlie people sought to establish their own zone control authority levy to target specific problems.  Last 
year that was targeted at dogs. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Within the Kalgoorlie region, which is obviously a very big region, the north mallee region 
is another region within a region, so to speak. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  It is a subregion.  For example, the north mallee group was an essential part of the action on 
dogs that triggered the government’s allocation of an additional $20 000 for doggers as recently as early August.  
It is, therefore, only recently that the state has added more money to the $1.9 million that it has already funded 
for the dog program. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I understand that and I thank the parliamentary secretary for those comments.  As stated by 
quite a few speakers, $1.9 million sounds like a lot of money but it is not when we consider the significance of 
the problem in the area that I have delineated in a state the size of Western Australia and the statistics that I and 
others have read out. 
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Mr A.D. McRae:  The last time your colleagues were in power it was $1.1 million and they provided only 75 
per cent of the doggers who are now on the ground.  I therefore do not accept your argument that, all of a 
sudden, there is a huge problem to which the government has not responded.  It is an ongoing problem and the 
government has responded more effectively and with more money and resources than any government has 
previously.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  There were nine doggers in 1992.  By the time the Labor Party got back into office there 
was one dogger left.  Let us forget about the history of it all; I am pleased that the member for Roe wants to 
move forward, as does the parliamentary secretary.  However, if we start laying blame, we can point out that it 
was the member for Roe’s party that cut back the number of doggers from nine to one. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I am not laying blame.  I never said that this problem has occurred because of the 
government’s inaction.  I never said that this problem has occurred because the government has been 
parsimonious in providing funding.  I just said that we must respond to the enormity of the current problem.  I 
concede that this bill is one way of targeting the areas that need targeting.  My experience has been that the north 
mallee dedicated species group - 

Mr A.D. McRae:  The declared species group. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  That is right.  We need to concentrate on this declared species group.  Yes, both sides have 
let the problem slip.  There has been an enormous build-up of this group of feral animals and we must respond to 
this problem.  I congratulate the government on this formula change to the legislation, which will allow a small 
but significant group in my electorate to combat this significant problem.  My only comment on the funding of 
$1.9 million was that both sides would probably concede, without laying blame on anybody, and it may even be 
considered honestly by the parliamentary secretary, that it is a fairly paltry sum considering the problem in this 
state and the area that must be covered.  I am not assigning any blame. 

In the last few minutes I have to speak I will talk about the development of the zone control authority and how it 
fits into the whole scheme of protection.  Essentially, there is the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry; his 
representative in the lower house, the member for Riverton and parliamentary secretary; under that, the 
Agriculture Protection Board, which comprises 11 industry representatives and five nominated zone councils; 
and the Director General of the Department of Agriculture.  On the ground there is also the group that came to 
see me about this significant problem after I was elected - the zone control authority, which comprises local 
government representatives, a Western Australian Farmers Federation representative, a Pastoralists and Graziers 
Association representative and other producer representatives.  I commend the bill and will be supporting it.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.05 am]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

I thank members for their contributions to an important and timely reform to the management of some vexed 
questions in the pastoral regions of Western Australia.  The amendments to the operation of the Agriculture 
Protection Board, struck under the Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act, will for the first time allow 
each zone control authority to deal with its own profile of issues, priorities, management structures and 
subregional arrangements.  Each zone control authority will be able to specifically target the problems that it 
perceives it has in its own region, and not be encumbered by an artificial ratio that was set some years ago that 
fixed the total amount to be raised across the five zone control authorities on a ratio of one-third for the 
Kimberley and two-thirds for the rest of the state, which comprises the four other zone control authorities. 

It is interesting to note that, despite inquiries, questions and discussions with people on both sides of Parliament, 
and questions to administrators in the public sector, nobody can tell me why the one-third, two-thirds ratio was 
established some years ago.  I may need to talk to other people to establish why that was.  I thank you, Mr 
Speaker, for your indication that you might have some clues about why that one-third, two-thirds ratio was 
established.  I would be interested to hear them and I will seek your advice and counsel after this debate. 

Unfortunately, I thought this debate would be a very simple process of amending the law that applies to those 
zone control authorities so that each authority could deal with its specific issues.  In the course of the debate 
quite a number of extraneous issues were introduced.  Some were pertinent to pastoral lease management 
generally and were important and interesting issues of public policy debate around the administration of pastoral 
lands in Western Australia that needed to be brought to the attention of this Parliament.  Some issues were 
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clearly raised for political opportunism.  I have no doubt that a number of local press releases will be issued 
which will have nothing to do with this bill but will champion the roles of particular members in debating this 
bill.  I know that that is part of the political process.  However, other issues were raised, particularly one by the 
member for Capel, about the level of liability that might attach to government responsibility for control of 
declared species.  That is not a matter that should be debated during the course of this bill.  It is an important 
issue and it raises all sorts of questions about government accountability. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  And public responsibility. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Absolutely; I am not denying that.  I have just acknowledged that it raises all sorts of 
questions about public policy and government accountability, and the obligation for government to comply with 
laws of the state.  However, I am not sure that it relates to the change in the ratio that is fixed between five 
different zone control authorities as they establish the funds that they will raise for each of their zones.  I think it 
is extraneous.  I thought it was drawing a long bow, but it was an interesting aspect of the debate. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  I asked about the financial aspects of the bill and you would not answer, so I was forced to go 
to other areas. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Some may believe that; I do not. 

I will briefly run through the comments and questions raised by members.  I thank them for their contributions.  I 
thought it was a generally good debate and a good contribution to a little understood aspect of public 
administration in Western Australia.  I doubt that many people fully comprehend the arrangements that are in 
place for management of declared species.  This legislation is an important tool in raising resources for that 
important work. 

The member for Greenough, who is not in the chamber at the moment, raised important issues about how we 
needed to translate and communicate some of the successes in species control embarked upon by Western 
Australia.  He raised the issue of Shark Bay and the eradication of cats and rats in a controlled area.  We in 
Western Australia, through the Western Shield program and particular declared species eradication programs, are 
showing that, depending on the circumstances, it is possible locality by locality to dramatically reduce the 
number of feral species that are very damaging to the economic viability of pastoral activities and extremely 
environmentally damaging to pastoral lands and the wider environment.  I think the member for Greenough was 
right in raising that question.  I will take that on board and discuss it further with officers of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The member for Cottesloe has recently declared himself to be a farmer.  I think he has a new property at 
Toodyay.  Is that right? 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  He has had it for a while, but not generations.  He has some sheep and they have all got 
names. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  They used to be known as the various members of the Liberal Party, but now they are 
actually woolly ones.  This is the first time in this Parliament that I have heard the member for Cottesloe declare 
his interest in agriculture as an operative.  I am pleased he has.  I wish him well with his venture.  He, like others, 
discussed the government’s responsibility for culling or controlling populations of declared species and feral 
species. 

Similarly, the member for Moore gave some emphasis to the bounty system; that is, the notion that private 
landholders and others associated with pastoral lands, who live in and around the pastoral lands, would be 
motivated to do a lot of the work that is essential for the culling of declared species and feral species if we made 
better use of the bounty system.  I will take that comment on board and undertake to discuss it further with 
officers of the department. 

The members for Stirling and Capel were critical of the government for, in their views, not complying with its 
own standards of law.  Whilst I understand that is an important part of public policy debate, it was not what we 
should have been discussing.  Nonetheless, it is a useful part of the argument.  The member for Stirling also 
suggested that the amount of $800 000 that the government contributed in matched funding through the striking 
of the agricultural protection rate was inadequate.  This was one of those speeches that I thought would be 
followed closely by a press release that would not be fulsomely honest and disclose all of the elements of debate 
in this chamber.  I am sure the member for Stirling would know - if he did not know this before the debate 
started, he certainly did by the time it ended - that the $800 000 that the government put in, matched the 
$800 000 that was put in by leaseholders, and that was on top of $1.9 million that the government allocated to 
declared species and feral species control in the 2005-06 budget.  The amount of $1.9 million that the 
government has allocated for 2005-06 compares with the less than $1.1 million that was allocated when this 
government came to office in 2001.  There has been a substantial and real increase in the direct funding that this 
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government has provided to declared and feral species control.  It is not appropriate to get into a blame game and 
say that this government has failed, when members know that this has been a problem for many years and it is 
not a problem that has resulted from any particular government’s activities; it stems from the nature of the 
Australian environment and our failure in previous decades to fully comprehend the implications of releasing 
domesticated species into the landscape in Australia where they have become feral.  The impact of the release of 
goats, pigs, cats, foxes, rabbits and cane toads is now well documented but was not well understood or 
appreciated at the time.  The price that we now pay is way beyond what anybody could possibly have imagined 
at the time those animals escaped from domesticity into the Australian landscape.  We have a major economic 
challenge ahead of us and a major environmental problem that I believe will never really disappear.  Let us not 
kid ourselves, we will never stop needing to fight to reduce the levels of the extremely destructive declared 
species, particularly throughout the more remote parts of Western Australia covered by the pastoral lease lands. 

The member for Capel also wanted to know the implications of the change in the total cap for the rate that can be 
applied.  Whereas currently the act establishes a cap of 8 per cent of the rateable value of pastoral leases as the 
maximum rate that can be struck against each leaseholder, we are now lifting that cap to 10 per cent.  The 
member for Capel asked what would be the total potential levy if every leaseholder in the state was required to 
contribute the maximum amount; that is, 10 per cent.  As he would understand, given that we are dealing with 
480 rated stations, each with its own value, the department has not done the exercise to arrive at the total 
potential levy.  The reason for that is that to get a valuation on each lease, a calculation must be done of what the 
maximum 10 per cent rate struck on those leases would be equal to, and then add up the 480 lease valuations.  In 
the context of historical fact, I am informed that the maximum rate ever struck is 2.8 per cent.  Doing the 
calculation as requestion was seen as an academic exercise and not necessarily worthy of a great deal of effort.  
The reason we want to give flexibility to the move from an eight per cent cap to a 10 per cent cap is twofold.  
First, there has been no move in the cap for 30 years.  By virtue of allowing a total dollar value increase, and 
recognising that the rateable values may not have kept pace with inflation over that 30-year period, the increase 
in the cap will allow an increase in the total quantum of funds raised.  More importantly - this is evidenced by 
the exercise in the Kalgoorlie zone control authority last year - once the one-third, two-thirds nexus between the 
Kimberley zone and the four other zones is removed and we allow each zone to strike its own rate, there may be 
circumstances in which leaseholders and a particular zone control authority see the need for a one-off significant 
additional increase in the rate that is struck.  Given that the nexus between the Kimberley zone and the other 
zones has been broken and that each zone will be allowed to make that determination, and given that there has 
been no movement in the total cap for 30 years, I strongly argue that we need not be frightened about the 
increase from eight per cent to 10 per cent; we should see it as giving increased authority and capacity to each 
zone control authority to administer its tasks within its own zone.  I have undertaken to get that figure for the 
member for Capel.  It is not an exercise that the Department of Agriculture or I thought was critical to this 
debate; however, I will get the number for the member.  It will be a theoretical number, because, as I have said, 
given that, historically, the maximum rate struck by any zone control authority is 2.8 per cent of the rateable 
value of a property, I cannot imagine that we will see in the future a rapid move to a 10 per cent rate.  Even if a 
zone control authority considered it appropriate to increase the applicable rate to the higher order of eight, nine 
or 10 per cent in a particular year, it would still be subject to review by the Agriculture Protection Board and the 
Minister for Agriculture and Forestry.  If part of the member’s concern in asking that question was whether we 
would expose pastoral leaseholders to a potential massive local feral animals tax, I say to him that there are 
significant internal controls in the system to ensure that, first, the zone itself wants to establish it; secondly, that 
the state’s Agriculture Protection Board deems it an appropriate rate for a particular purpose; and, thirdly, that 
the minister agrees to it and approves it.  There are significant safeguards, if that was the purpose of the 
member’s question.   

The member for Capel also commented on the need to increase the pressure on government to spend more on 
dog control.  If the member was not aware of this previously, he would certainly be aware of it now.  This 
government has increased its direct contribution to declared species and feral animal control beyond that of any 
previous government; indeed, it has contributed significantly over the past year.  I will give the member some 
information on that matter.  In addition to the matched funding, the Department of Agriculture spends 
$1.919 million on wild dog management and control.  The member will know that the government allocated 
$1.9 million for this purpose in 2004-05.  To ensure the continuation of the programs that were started last year, 
$1.6 million has been allocated in the 2005-06 budget and for the out years, but there is an additional $300 000, 
which will take the figure to last year’s allocation of $1.9 million.  There are more doggers on the ground now 
than there have been for many years.   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  A lot of them are very new.  That is just starting to kick back in.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  That may well be the case.  Is the member suggesting that their level of skill is -  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 15 September 2005] 

 p5476b-5481a 
Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Tony McRae; Dr Steve Thomas 

 [5] 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  No.  You are right.  I believe that the number has gone up again.  I am suggesting that it is 
only a fairly recent development to push the number back up.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  That is right; it is a relatively recent redevelopment.  However, as the Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development pointed out earlier in the debate, under the previous government, the 
number of doggers in the Kalgoorlie zone had declined from nine doggers to one dogger on the ground.  Yes, it 
does take time to get those people back on board, because they do other things and are lost to this sector.  It took 
us a little while to get the money back into the program.  Yes, that is true.  However, we can all celebrate the fact 
that those resources and those people have been put back into the program.  That is what we should be 
applauding.   

There is an issue with the Department of Conservation and Land Management’s management of some of its 
reserves and other government lands.  There is continual pressure for more resources for everybody.   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Can I quote you on that in a press release?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member can quote me as saying that there is continual pressure for resources and that 
there is never enough money to do all the things that everybody wants done.  That is absolutely true.  The focus 
just on CALM is a little unfair.  With limited resources, it does a remarkably good job for the state.  Yes, we 
must encourage it to do more to remove wild dogs from government lands.  If the anecdotal evidence is right, 
there is a similar problem with the migration of dogs out of towns.  I do not have the research to hand to show 
me which is the greater problem.  I am relying on the anecdotal evidence that has been put to me by farmers, 
pastoralists and agricultural officers, who have suggested that this is probably a well-balanced problem.  The 
number of dogs that are removed from government lands would be similar to the number of dogs that are coming 
out of the towns.   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Even at a 50-50 split, it is a significant issue for both sides.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Absolutely, and that tells the member that the task is very big.  When we listen to the 
member for Roe talk about how the North Mallee Declared Species Group has suffered losses of 1 400 sheep in 
the past year, we can understand the size of the problem.   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  That is a small number when we consider that in some places we are talking about losses of 
14 000. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I believe we have made good progress on this matter.  However, I recognise that much still 
needs to be done.   

I want to summarise some of the things that have been taking place in the past year or so with the matched 
contributions - that is, the protection rate collections that are matched by government contributions - pastoral 
zone by pastoral zone.  In the Kimberley 94 stations were rated, and the revenue in 2005-06 was $551 000, up 
from $536 000 the previous year.  In the Pilbara 62 stations were rated, and the revenue in 2005-06 was 
$232 000, up from $218 000 the previous year.  In Carnarvon 95 stations were rated, and the revenue was 
$308 000, up from $303 000 the previous year.  In Meekatharra 91 stations were rated, and the revenue was 
$248 000, up from $182 000 the previous year.  In Kalgoorlie 107 stations were rated, and the revenue was 
$372 000, up from $361 000 the previous year.  For the 31 pastoral leases outside those five zones, the revenue 
in 2005-06 was $41 000, up from $30 159 the previous year.  The total rate revenue across the state’s 480 
pastoral stations in 2005-06 was $1 753 568.  That is a substantial increase of about $120 000 on last year’s 
revenue of $1 632 345.  

It is interesting to note the current application of the protection collection and matching contributions pastoral 
zone by pastoral zone.  In the Kimberley there has been a significant increase in the amount of moneys allocated 
to feral donkeys.  In fact, 60 per cent of the $582 000 that has been allocated to this year’s Kimberley zone 
control authority operations is directed towards feral donkeys.  In the Pilbara, with a total zone control authority 
operations budget of $265 000, the allocation is $126 000 for feral donkeys and only $116 000 for feral dogs.  
That is a substantial decrease on the previous year’s allocation.  However, the zone control authority will make 
those adjustments as it goes forward.  The same pattern can be seen in the other three zone control authorities - 
that is, an emphasis on the particular zone’s priorities - and that is as it should be.  The changes to the 
Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act will mean those zones will now have the authority and the 
capacity to direct funds precisely to where they need to be directed.  I thank members for their contributions to 
the debate.  I undertake to get back to members with the additional information that was requested during the 
debate.  I commend the bill to the house.   

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [11.34 am]:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for his comments on the 
Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Amendment Bill.  He has mentioned a couple of times that this is 
a fairly simple bill.  It really is a fairly simple bill.  It effectively has only one active clause.  That being the case, 
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I suggest to the parliamentary secretary that the opposition’s level of commitment and input to this bill is an 
indication that the opposition takes the matter of feral animal and plant control seriously.  In the next year or 
two, a number of other agriculture protection bills are proposed to be presented to this house.  Some of those 
bills are far more substantial than this bill.  I therefore put the parliamentary secretary on notice that the 
opposition will be equally adept and equally conscientious at scrutinising those bills.  If a single-clause bill such 
as this takes some hours to debate, those more serious bills will be the centre of a large amount of attention.  I 
commend the members of the opposition who contributed to this debate - namely the members for Roe, Moore, 
Stirling and Greenough, and also, of course, the new rural farming member for Cottesloe - for their strong 
contributions.  All those members obviously take the issue of animal and plant control seriously.  Exotic pests is 
a serious issue confronting this state.  I again commend to members the book Feral Future, because it will give 
them an indication of how we have reached the position in which we find ourselves today.  Christmas is coming 
up, parliamentary secretary.  I might even manage to get the parliamentary secretary a Christmas present this 
year and send him a copy of that book.   

Mr A.D. McRae: I would be delighted to receive it.  Thank you very much. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is an excellent book, even though it perhaps has a bit of a green bent, about the invasion 
of foreign species.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  That is happening in the western suburbs at the moment!  

Mr A.D. McRae:  It is happening a lot in the western suburbs! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  This debate has been conducted in a very gentlemanly and forthright manner.  I am sure the 
debate on this bill had the potential to be more humorous than serious.  I commend members on both sides of the 
house for the serious way in which they have debated this bill.  The debate could easily have degenerated into a 
feral name-calling exercise across the chamber.  It is important that we did not do that.  It is important that we 
treat this issue with the seriousness that it deserves.   
This is a very short bill.  It has only one significant clause.  I disagree with the parliamentary secretary that the 
financial impact of this bill is not such a big issue.  
Mr A.D. McRae:  I did not say that.  This is the problem that we have between ourselves.  I did not say the 
financial implications were not important. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Oh!  So they are important!  So the question I asked about what will be the financial 
implications of this bill is an important question!  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  I said that no-one had thought that we should calculate the total amount possible to be raised 
from the 480 rateable properties in the state on the basis of a 10 per cent new rate, given that, as far as I am 
informed, in historic terms there has never been a rate struck across the state higher than 2.8 per cent.  Therefore, 
the suggestion that we need to know what a 10 per cent rate may result in is academic in historic terms.  I gave 
the member the explanation that the only reason we might see a rate higher than the historic high of 2.8 per cent 
is that once we had broken the nexus between the Kimberley and the other zones, particular zone control 
authorities might decide to increase the rate specifically for their zone.   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I accept that the nexus issue is important.  We support that.  It is important that we be able 
to rate across the state in an appropriate way.  I do not have an issue with that.  However, the reason we need a 
strong and vigorous opposition in this state is so that these important questions of financial impact can be raised.  
The financial impact of any bill on the people whom it affects, particularly in the rural zones, is a very important 
question.  I look forward to receiving the answer to that question in due and appropriate time.   
As the parliamentary secretary has said, the zone control authorities now have the ability to rate at what they 
believe is an appropriate level.  I merely make the observation, if I may, that placing control back in the 
community is sometimes a double-edged sword.  Obviously, if it works very well, and in some places it does, the 
government can, in coordination with the zone control authority, take credit.  However, where it falls down it can 
become something of a blame-shifting exercise.  Who is responsible?  There are three levels of responsibility: 
the zone control authorities, the Agriculture Protection Board and the minister, so there is obviously the potential 
for a blame-shifting exercise.  We will be keeping on top of it to make sure that that does not occur and that the 
zone control authorities are receiving adequate support and are not left out, but share credit when credit is due.  
If the credit is shared between three levels, we want to make sure that the blame is shared between three levels.  
We will see how it progresses over time. 

Without taking up any more time, I again commend the members for Moore, Roe, Stirling, Greenough and 
Cottesloe for their fine contributions to this debate.  I have no doubt that we will probably see some press 
releases in the not too distant future. 

Question put and passed. 
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Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


