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AGRICULTURE AND RELATED RESOURCES PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 June. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [2.41 pm]:  In the first instance I highlight that the National Party will support 
this bill.  It is clear that there is a lack of flexibility in what landholders in pastoral areas can do because of a lack 
of funds for agricultural protection.  Restraints are imposed on their capacity to manage agricultural protection. 
This bill proposes to make some adjustments in the five regions that are identified.  A fee can be imposed on the 
pastoral leases in order to cater for particular needs in each area.  The National Party gives general support to this 
bill. 
I will highlight some of the peripheral issues that have arisen.  One is not directly related to this bill but will arise 
with future bills affecting agricultural protection.  I am referring to the responsibilities of the government over 
crown land in specified areas.  It is my understanding that, for all pastoral areas identified for 2004-05, 
approximately $1.6 million has been raised to go towards agricultural protection.  Half of that amount comes 
from government sources and half is raised directly from leaseholders.  However, a significant proportion of land 
in the pastoral areas is managed by the Crown.  The current processes do not allow the Agriculture Protection 
Board to raise funds from the government.  Clearly, that is an anomaly.  Leaseholders in the pastoral areas are 
totally committed to the agricultural protection of their land from declared plants and animals yet a similar 
responsibility does not lie with the government in managing and controlling agricultural protection - that is, 
declared plants and animals - on the substantial crown land in those areas.  That is an obvious issue. 

We are lucky in one sense in that we have such a big state.  Most of the population of the state is centred on the 
south west.  That leaves a vast area of pastoral land in the rest of the state.  Admittedly, a lot of it is desert.  It 
provides a challenge to us and the government to manage the introduction of declared plants and animals in 
those areas.  There are concerns about the movement of cane toads across the north of the state.  Cane toads were 
introduced into Queensland many years ago to control cane beetles.  The cane toads are now a threat to our 
environment and agriculture.  Cane toads are a declared animal.  The infestation of declared plants and animals 
in this state is a serious issue.  Landholders and the government are each committing $800 000 to help control 
declared plants and animals in pastoral areas.  However, that is a pittance in comparison with the size of Western 
Australia and the risks they pose.  Not only am I concerned that there is no provision in the current legislation for 
the government to adequately manage the land it has jurisdiction over, but also I am concerned that the funds 
raised to control declared plants and animals from the government and landholders on a dollar-for-dollar basis 
are not adequate to protect Western Australia from the invasion of those plants and animals.  Those issues need 
to be clearly addressed in any future bills.  Hopefully, some of these issues will be picked up by other bills to be 
introduced into this Parliament at a later date. 

In looking at available funds, the Treasurer mentioned earlier this year that there was a likelihood of a surplus in 
the budget of approximately $1 billion.  The surplus is largely a result of the state’s resources boom.  No doubt, 
agriculture contributes to that.  Despite that, only $800 000 is contributed by the government on a dollar-for-
dollar basis with leaseholders to control declared plants and animals.  No-one seems to pay much attention to 
these issues until they become a threat to some of the more highly populated areas.  I will use an example, 
although it is not directly related to the pastoral areas.  Farmers in the north eastern agricultural areas have had 
plagues of locusts.  They have to spend their own funds to deal with that.  We know that the responsibility of 
dealing with declared plants and animals lies with land owners; they have the responsibility to manage those 
issues.  They have a direct interest because such plants and animals will affect their crops.  However, the minute 
such pests reach the edges of Perth or more populated areas, it becomes an issue for the whole community.  As 
such, the whole community has a responsibility to manage declared plants and animals in Western Australia.  It 
is fair to say that the government should provide more than $800 000 a year towards managing declared plants 
and animals in the pastoral areas of Western Australia which, as can be seen by any map, represent a huge chunk 
of the state.  Any future legislation needs to address that. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  The government already spends more than $800 000 of match funding.  The consolidated 
fund allocation for 2005-06 shows that the state has allocated an additional $1.9 million, which is not tied to any 
match funding at all, specifically for the purposes you are raising as important. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  There certainly are other funds - 

Mr A.D. McRae:  An amount of $1.9 million. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  There are also the efforts undertaken by the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management in managing pests. 
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Mr A.D. McRae:  I am talking about the budget of the Department of Agriculture.  It is wrong to characterise 
species management as being addressed only by the pastoral lease zonal rate allocation of $800 000 from the 
leaseholders and the matching $800 000 from the state - thus producing a $1.6 million fund - and saying that that 
is all there is.  There is an additional $1.9 million allocated from the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I accept that there are other funds.  There is a contribution on a dollar-for-dollar basis and 
I accept that the landholders have a responsibility for their own land.  The Minister for the Environment talked 
about $800 000 going towards helping to manage declared plants and animals such as cane toads.  Indeed, there 
are other invasive pests such as starlings that have specific allocations.  I acknowledge that there are other 
allocations that support the effort.   

I refer to crown land under the Department of Conservation and Land Management’s control.  I referred to the 
responsibility on government -   

Mr A.D. McRae:  That is still not right.  Nearly all of the $1.9 million allocated to the Department of 
Agriculture is allocated to dog control.  It is $1.9 million for pastoral land, allocated through the Department of 
Agriculture and targeted directly at the single species problem across the east and north.  It is a major problem.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I will take that further.   

The SPEAKER:  I ask the member for Stirling to resume his seat.  I call the member for Nedlands to order for 
the second time.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  A number of funds address the issue of declared plants and animals in Western Australia.  
I acknowledge the point made by the member for Riverton that specific funds are allocated by the Department of 
Agriculture to dog control, the state barrier fence and the control of target species.  However, if we consider the 
size of Western Australia, the responsibility goes beyond the pastoralists in those areas who make a fair 
contribution; it is a community responsibility.  The total quantum of dollars from the government towards the 
control of declared plants and animals in Australia must be addressed.   

The responsibility for the control of declared plants and animals on crown land probably sits with CALM, which 
is grossly underfunded.  I understand it has funding in the order of $1 million to manage the control of declared 
plants and animals that fall within its responsibility, but because of the size of the state those funds do not go 
very far.  That is not an indictment on CALM.  It is doing what it possibly can with the resources it has to 
address those issues.   

In summary, the National Party supports this bill because the people we have spoken to believe it increases the 
flexibility of leaseholders in those areas.   

I again highlight that the responsibility for crown land falls on the government.  The processes are not in place to 
allow one government instrumentality to impose a levy on another government instrumentality; therefore, that it 
is not able to recover the funds to manage the control of declared plants and animals on crown land.   

There may be a little flex around the figures, because they are in a number of different boxes.  The total 
government contribution towards the control of declared plants and animals is not adequate.  We have a big 
state, a lot of big issues that go beyond simply being issues for pastoralists, landholders and leaseholders in the 
south west.  It affects the entire community; therefore, as a community we have a responsibility to address that.  
With $1 billion surplus in government funds, it is not a big ask for the government to put a reasonable amount of 
funds towards such an imperative in regional Western Australia, especially as it affects the entire state.  We 
support this bill and hopefully the issues I highlighted will be covered in future bills.   

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [2.54 pm]:  The Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Amendment Bill is a 
three-page bill; therefore, one would expect it to be a simple process.  In the interest of progressing the business 
of the house, perhaps the parliamentary secretary will answer my questions by way of interjection.  This action 
may avert the necessity to go to consideration in detail.   

The bill contains only eight clauses and only one is of great significance; that is, clause 5, which covers the fees 
and zoning sections.  I have two questions that the parliamentary secretary may be able to answer.  My first 
question relates to proposed new section 60(4)(b),which states that the rate imposed must not exceed 10c in the 
dollar.  The equivalent clause in the existing act refers to the rate not exceeding 8c in the dollar.  Therefore, it is 
an increase from an eight per cent levy to a 10 per cent levy, based on the unimproved value of the land.   

A couple of issues need to be addressed.  What will be the impact of the two per cent increase in levy in dollar 
terms across the state and also on an average pastoral lease?  I ask the parliamentary secretary to address that 
issue in his reply to the second reading debate.  An increase to 10c in the dollar will not raise a huge amount of 
money.  The question is: will raising this impost by two per cent make a significant difference to the amount of 
money that will be available to zone authorities to manage the control of pest species?  To a large degree we are 
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talking about dog species, and we will need to debate that in more detail later.  The wild dog issue has received a 
lot of press recently.  The problem is evident in the member for Roe’s electorate, where losses have been 
extreme.  It certainly impacts on the north of the state, and probably on your electorate, Mr Speaker.  I ask the 
parliamentary secretary to answer that question.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  There are a couple of questions there.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I have a few more questions and I am happy for the parliamentary secretary to answer them 
in his reply to this debate.  If he wishes to interject, that will be fine.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  I go back to the question of the increase of the total rate allowable from eight per cent to 
10 per cent.  That does not mean that the rate will be 10 per cent.  It will be the responsibility of each of the zone 
control boards to determine.  They still set the rate for their zone.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Absolutely, but if they all went to 10 per cent, what would be the financial impact across 
the state?   

Mr A.D. McRae:  I do not know the answer to the question.  I do not know that you can calculate it on the basis 
of the shift.  I will take advice on it.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That sort of information would be helpful to have on record.  I will wait for the member for 
Stirling and the parliamentary secretary to finish their conversation.   
Mr A.D. McRae:  The member for Stirling, who has contributed to this debate, made the point that the rate had 
not yet, as far as he is aware, exceeded 2c in the dollar.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  It has never been more than 2c.   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  There is the potential for it to increase to 10c.  That begs a question: if the rate that is able 
to be charged is 8c, and it has only ever been 2c, why does this legislation provide for an increase in the 
allowable rate from 8c to 10c?  No zone control boards are rating it at anywhere near that level.  It becomes an 
ambiguous point.  Why change it if it is not getting to that point?   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Because under the current law two rates can be struck.  One is a match amount and the other 
is a struck rate on all leaseholders in the zone and that is not matched.  For example, last year in the Kalgoorlie 
zone a rate was struck for the match amount and another specific amount was struck under the other ratings 
provision, which is an unmatched striking of rate.  They were forced to do that because of this tied ratio between 
the Kimberley and non-Kimberley zone boards.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is another question.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Once you remove that nexus, each of the zones can determine their own rate and we do away 
with a matched rate and an unmatched rate; then they are given the capacity to consolidate what they have raised 
in the past and to lift the maximum allowable rate.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Okay, but the parliamentary secretary is asking us to accept that, when he has admitted that 
he does not know what the impact will be. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  All I can tell you is that the industry groups, as represented by the Western Australian 
Farmers Federation and the Pastoralists and Graziers Association of Western Australia, have agreed to that 
proposition. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  But the unmatched component is being retained.  It is still there.  There are matched and 
unmatched rates, and they are both being retained. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  They are both being retained, but the question is what the financial impact of this will be.  
The parliamentary secretary cannot tell us what the financial impact will be.  The issue is the effectiveness of the 
control programs, and, as the member for Stirling has said, how much money is being put into the control 
programs in various areas.  We do not know what the final impact of these changes will be.  That is the 
information I am seeking. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  So you are saying that on the basis that there has never been a rate struck that is more than 
about 2c in the dollar -  

Mr G.A. Woodhams:  It is 2.8c in the dollar. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  The member for Greenough tells me it may be 2.8c in the dollar.  It has never been higher 
than that, even though the maximum rate allowable was 8c in the dollar.  Are you asking me to do a calculation 
of what the total amount raised would be if the rate was struck at 10c in the dollar? 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes.  That is a reasonable piece of information to have.  It is pretty reasonable to ask what 
will be the cost impact of legislation that is introduced into this house.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  It is wildly hypothetical, given the history of the rates that have been struck.  The only time 
there has been a variation above 2.8c in the dollar is when there has been a special zonal requirement, as was the 
case with the Kimberley zone that I have just mentioned. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  If the information is not available, it is not available, but I would have thought it would 
have been available.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  It is not immediately at hand, but I will attempt to get it for you.  Even if I can get it for you 
after we have dealt with the bill -   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We will not be calling a division just because we do not have that particular piece of 
information.  However, that sort of information would be useful, as would information about that part of clause 5 
that removes the Kimberley section of the original act; that is, that part above the twentieth parallel.  We want to 
know what implications that will have for the remainder of the bill.  That sort of information would be useful.  It 
can be provided further down the track, but I would like to know about some of the possible outcomes so that I 
can take that information back to my constituents.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  None of your constituents will have to pay this, of course. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No, not under this legislation.  However, there are some other pieces of legislation that may 
impact upon them, and we can have a debate at another time about the appropriateness of that.  We are looking 
specifically at this bill.   

I want to talk in a little more depth about the effectiveness of these programs.  As the member for Stirling has 
said, there is some question about how effective these programs have been.  I draw the attention of the house to 
the numerous press releases and articles about how wild dogs are causing damage to the sheep industry.  That 
damage is quite severe in some places.  Some farmers who had 24 000 or 25 000 head of sheep now have a flock 
of only 1 000 or 2 000.  There is a natural attrition rate.  I am the first to accept that an attrition rate of between 
two and three per cent a year is quite normal if a farmer is not replacing stock.  However, there has been a 
massive attrition rate over the past 10 years.  That has been attributed to the wild dog population, particularly in 
the southern areas of the state that are represented so admirably by the member for Roe.  The problem in this 
state is that the wild dog problem is getting worse, not better.  Therefore, we need to question how effective the 
programs have been to date, and whether they are being funded adequately.  We have a limited dingo population 
in Western Australia.  Most of the wild dogs are crossbreeds of dogs that have escaped.  Sometimes they form 
large packs and cause enormous damage, but for the most part they form packs of only two or three dogs.  They 
generally do not kill to eat, because for the most part they are not in survival mode.  They are feral animals, and 
they actually enjoy killing sheep.  They will pull down sheep after sheep.  That is why the losses can amount to 
up to 20 000 sheep.  We will talk later about how the farming community is controlling these packs of wild dogs.  
However, what we seem to be missing consistently is the need to control the feral population on its own territory.  
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), you would probably be aware, if you have any knowledge of animal 
behaviour, that most of these feral species, dogs and cats included, take over a certain territory.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Are you talking about the Labor Party again? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes.  I need to be careful that I use the correct terminology for dogs.  It is normal for feral 
animals to move across country and defend their territory.  A lot of species do that.  Magpies are a prime 
example.  They move across a territory or range.  If we destroy all the feral dogs on a particular pastoral lease, 
we may think we have cleared up the problem.  However, feral dogs are like foxes.  If we clear all the foxes from 
a particular area, another family of foxes will simply move in and take over that territory. Therefore, unless we 
clear an entire area, such as around the Shark Bay fence, the territory will be filled almost immediately with 
something else.  Unfortunately, the most successful feral interlopers are generally the ones that reproduce pretty 
well.  I am not saying they necessarily breed like rabbits.  However, cats are capable of giving birth to numerous 
litters a year.  Dogs generally have a maximum of two litters a year.  It is interesting to note that if dogs do form 
a pack, generally only the alpha pair of dogs will breed and the others will not.  That restricts the ability of dogs 
to infiltrate and take over an area.  However, even though dogs have a biannual breeding cycle, as opposed to 
animals that can breed year round -  

Mr G.A. Woodhams:  Camels are a good example. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Camels are slightly different.  They have a much longer gestation period and a smaller 
number of offspring.  We can get into a discussion about the reproductive capacity of camels at some other stage 
if the member likes. 
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Mr G.A. Woodhams:  And goats and donkeys as well, please! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  And goats and donkeys as well!  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Perhaps the member for Hillarys should be here for this discussion!   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We all know the expertise of the member for Hillarys on the reproduction of animals!  He 
has come into the chamber as we speak!  He is an expert on many things.  He is a well-read man.  He is also an 
expert on hamburgers, apparently.   

I have digressed slightly.  The point is that even with the restricted breeding capacity of dogs compared with 
many other species, dogs are still overtaking all the current attempts to control their populations.  Leaseholders 
are required under the terms of their lease to make an effort to control feral animals.  They are required to at least 
try, although they may not necessarily succeed.  Many leaseholders do an admirable job in reducing the number 
of feral species.  I am talking not just about dogs.  I am trying to not concentrate just on dogs.  However, many 
of the rates used in the bill are specifically for the feral dog population.  The leaseholders are doing an admirable 
job.  The problem is that even though they may be able to remove all the dogs from their land, for the most part 
the dogs are coming in from land that is controlled by the state.  The issue is then the reinfestation of those feral 
species, particularly dogs, that are coming out of state-controlled land.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Are you talking about a particular area? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The majority of the damage is being done in the member for Roe’s electorate in the south.  
The dog numbers and the damage that is occurring tend to be in that sort of territory.  It certainly affects areas in 
the north, but the dog numbers are much more minimal and tend to be related to more recent releases of feral 
dogs, as opposed to the breeding population expanding.  There are some breeding populations expanding in the 
Kimberley.  However, the extension and expansion, as opposed to the release, of the current population of feral 
dogs is occurring further out.  A number of dogs go missing every year that join the feral population.  However, 
we are looking at where they are breeding.  On anecdotal evidence, they are breeding in stations around the 
Kalgoorlie and Esperance regions and the numbers are on a continual increase.  The stock losses, which are not 
anecdotal but provable, are on the rise.  We cannot deny the last three months’ worth of media that says these 
losses are on the rise. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  I do not doubt that at all.  Indeed, that was the reason I announced, on behalf of the Minister 
for Agriculture and Forestry when the cabinet met in Esperance about a month to six weeks ago, an increase in 
the direct funding for wild dog control.   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  There should have been too, because there has already been a reduction in activity in 
government contracts.  That is a very interesting point, as we are talking largely about aerial baiting of those 
large areas. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  The second point I make is about your assertion of anecdotal evidence.  The anecdotal 
evidence is pretty equal about migration out of unallocated government lands and migration out of towns.  So the 
migration of dogs from towns and from unallocated lands appears to be equal. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That might be true across the state; however, my assertion is that the greatest damage 
occurring to stock losses is due to a greater proportion of those animals coming out of state land.  It is interesting 
to look at the entire Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act 1976, which is quite prescriptive about the 
government’s action.  Section 39, which is not a section of the act that this bill amends, states -  

A Government department shall control declared plants and declared animals on and in relation to 
public land under its control. 

It is quite prescriptive.  I would have thought that was quite a dangerous section of the act.  It states that the 
parliamentary secretary - I will do the rude thing and point the finger - will control the feral animal population.  
There is no mention of attempting to control it; it says “shall control” the feral animal population.  We can argue 
whether there is a significant feral dog population on government-controlled land.  I think ultimately we would 
have to concede that there is.  However, also under government department control are lots of other weeds that 
are not being controlled.  I can see the member for Collie-Wellington sitting behind the parliamentary secretary.  
I say to him that there is currently a fair bit of tagasaste in the forests in his electorate.  Those forests have the 
same sorts of feral pest disease problems from cats, rabbits and foxes.  Members might say that tagasaste is a 
good forage crop; that is fine where it is growing in Moora and in the member for Moore’s electorate where it is 
harvested.  However, it is not doing any good to the forests in the member for Collie-Wellington’s electorate.  
Section 39, therefore, is quite prescriptive; it says that the government will control it.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  Member for Collie-Wellington, could I interject? 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member for Collie-Wellington is on the other side; I am the member for Capel.  We 
are twins and only a mother can tell us apart! 

Mr D.T. Redman:  There is still a responsibility on the landowner.  In this case it is the government which is 
responsible for the land and which is responsible.  The issue lies in the capacity to enforce that responsibility by 
getting funds from another government instrumentality. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is my exact point. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  I am just reinforcing the point and that point needs to be made very strongly.  There is no 
capacity to get government funds through that process to look after the land for which it is responsible. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is my point exactly.   

Mr M.P. Murray:  We have had a very successful Western Shield program. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  There are some success stories.  The fences erected by the Shire of Shark Bay are an 
example of what can be done.  However, my point is that not enough is being done.  The section of the act I 
referred to states that the government department will do it, but that process has fallen down.  The Department of 
Conservation and Land Management is not controlling all of the feral species, both plant and animal, on its land 
and is, therefore, in breach of the act.  No penalty is provided for in section 39 for a government department that 
does not do what is required under the act.  The department can be in breach of the act, for example, but there is 
no penalty; it cannot be fined $1 million.  That is in contrast with section 42 of the act, which refers to local 
government, which is another holder of land in the act.  Section 42 states -  

Local government to control declared plants and animals 
A local government shall control declared plants and declared animals on and in relation to land under 
its control. 

It demands that the local government control declared plants and animals.  We can debate whether local 
government is actually doing that.  That debate might take us a while, as I have only 40 minutes left and I might 
run out of time.  However, section 42 actually provides for a penalty.  The section has a provision to fine a local 
government.  It is not a particularly big penalty.  For a first offence it is $200 and $1 000 for any subsequent 
offence.  There is, therefore, a dichotomy between local and state governments and different standards are 
imposed on them to do this job.  There is another provision in the act relating to private landholders.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Why do you say there is a dichotomy? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I say that because the state government can be in breach of the act without penalty, but a 
penalty can apply to a local government if it is in breach of the act. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  In terms of governments and public policy generally, it is only very recently that government 
agencies have been fined.  The most recent and possibly the most contentious example that I can recall was the 
threat of a fine from the Department of Environmental Protection against the Water Corporation for releasing 
sewage into the Swan River.  I recall that your side of politics said that the fine was a nonsense process and that 
the responsibility of the government was, not to fine government agencies, but to enforce their obligations to 
administer properly. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I agree; those are wise words.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  The point you are making is a point of contention in public policy generally. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  There is no clear direction about who is responsible and whether fining government agencies 
is a good way of enforcing their administrative responsibilities. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The question goes back to what the government is doing to enforce them. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  We are having this debate and I am listening to your argument; that is, public accountability. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We say these wonderful words about how we will make government departments 
accountable for controlling pest species.  When I walk out of this place after we approve this bill, which we have 
every intention of doing, what will the parliamentary secretary do to make sure that that happens?  Of course the 
Parliament of Western Australia is a mighty important place and everybody hangs off our every word at every 
stage.  I am sure that occurs, but ultimately the people on the ground actually like to see some results; that is, 
either a change or a positive outcome.  The question is: what will the government do to ensure that positive 
outcome?  It may be that the government should address this question at another stage.  However, given the 
nature of the animal pest species that we are talking about - although the story is no better for plant pest species - 
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I would recommend that any member with an interest in agricultural protection, or even environmental 
protection, read a very good book called Feral Future.  That book gives a good history of feral species that have 
arrived in Western Australia, how they arrived and why we are being overrun by a number of species.  I 
recommend that book to all members, as it gives a good indication of what can go wrong with feral species.  I do 
not intend to give a history or summation of the invasion of the rabbit, the cane bug, the cane toad and all the rest 
of it.  That is a good example of what can go wrong.  There is a reinfestation problem, even if a producer is 
doing the right thing.  Even if a producer or a leaseholder has a massive campaign under way for feral dog 
removal, reinfestation will be the issue.  That is just the sheer nature of the beast, so to speak; it is due to the 
territorial nature of the wild dog and the feral cat populations.  Reinfestation will occur and the government is 
not doing sufficient to stop that process and allow the landholders to take back their state-held land. 

I will now refer to the specifics of the feral dog population.  It is my understanding that the biannual aerial 
baiting program, which the government funds through its zone control authorities in the southern goldfields 
region, has been cut back.  Instead of the baiting being done twice a year, there is almost a year between them.  
Given the biannual nature of feral dog reproduction, twice-yearly baiting is a fairly mandatory control measure.  
I recognise that there is a problem with the production of the baits, but the government may be putting a price tag 
on this when perhaps it should not.  There are baits available.  The government may want to use the synthetic 
sausage that is currently the de rigueur bait, but other meat baits are available and could be used.  Reverting to 
biannual baiting for the feral dog population would be a very positive move, and I urge the government to 
reconsider its decision to bait only on an annual basis.  It might have been only a one-off occasion on which it 
skipped a baiting program, but I ask the parliamentary secretary to look into that issue. 

They are the basic issues with this bill.  It is not so much a matter of this bill making extraordinary changes.  
There will be more important bills for my area.  I would like to know the financial impact of this legislation and 
what commitment this government will make to controlling the enormous number of feral populations that are 
floating around.  There is even the issue of feral fish.  We do not have the carp issues that exist in southern 
Victoria, but all those issues need to be addressed.  One of Western Australia’s greatest assets is its isolation and 
ability to keep a lot of these feral species out of the state, but its performance once they are introduced has not 
been that good.  We could be doing a lot more to remove feral species than is being done at the moment. 
They are the major issues.  I know that the member for Roe and the member for Moore are keen to progress this 
legislation.  Will the member for Greenough be speaking on this bill? 

Mr G.A. Woodhams:  Yes. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  In that case, since the other members have disappeared, we can allow the member for 
Greenough to make his points and that information will make our supporting this bill much easier.   
MR G.A. WOODHAMS (Greenough) [3.23 pm]:  I thank the member for Capel for that splendid introduction.  
Some elements of this bill have far-reaching effects on all of Western Australia.  This bill will impact on the five 
zones, as described by the Agriculture Protection Board, and will make changes to the way in which they are 
rated.  It will enable the five different zones - the Kimberley, the Pilbara, Carnarvon, Murchison and Kalgoorlie - 
to determine rates individually to more appropriately manage the issues within their areas.  That flexibility is 
important.  I endorse the comments by my colleague the member for Stirling.  The National Party will support 
this bill, but it is very important to acknowledge that a flexible approach to management in our pastoral regions 
is critical if the individual landowners and government agencies, which have a significant impact on pastoral 
lands, are to be more successful.  Reference has been made to some of the feral animal issues involving toads, 
rabbits, dogs, cats, foxes, goats, donkeys, camels etc.  I also add and acknowledge the separate issues that are 
important for pastoral Western Australia as far as dingoes, emus and kangaroo populations and other native 
species are concerned.  I hope that the government bears in mind that although this bill is specific in its intent 
and recommendations for the five separate zones, the impact as outlined by the member for Capel on what might 
be more widely described as the south west land division, is also just as critical and important.  If that requires 
the government to develop a separate bill and to acknowledge in a different way that these issues need to be dealt 
with, I am certain that members on this side of the house would be supportive of that.  However, the intent of this 
bill is mainly to enable those five zones to raise their own individual rating base, and for the four zones south of 
the Kimberley to not be dependent in future on what the Kimberley is doing.  The intent of this bill is well 
described.  This bill has been constructed in a way that reflects what the WA Farmers Federation, the Pastoralists 
and Graziers Association and other interested groups in pastoral Western Australia would like in terms of 
flexibility and money to enable them to more effectively manage their lands.  The members for Stirling and 
Capel touched on the point that moneys made available to government agencies, particularly to the Department 
of Conservation and Land Management via the Department of Environment, to in all senses manage feral 
populations on their properties, whether plant or animal, is inadequate.  I would like the government to 
acknowledge that it needs to fund the agencies in pastoral Western Australia so that they can successfully 
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manage many of these issues.  I will not use the word “experiment”, but the work being done in Shark Bay with 
the feral cat population could be described as very successful.  I am not sure what the costs are, and I am not 
asking the parliamentary secretary to cost that exercise, but I imagine it is a fairly expensive operation.  I know 
that very dedicated people in that part of the world are working year round on that project - 365 days a year or 
366 days in a leap year - but if the government was prepared to acknowledge that its agencies in pastoral 
Western Australia have a big role to play in managing all sorts of agricultural protection issues, it would form a 
useful part of this bill.  Although it is not the intent of this legislation, we on this side of the house ask the 
government to take that on board, because with the amount of CALM land in pastoral Western Australia and 
with the distinct possibility that there may be more, those agencies need the funds to deliver a decent outcome 
for pastoral Western Australia.   

In recent years I have had the privilege of meeting with the Northern Barrier Fence Committee in the electorate 
of Greenough, which borders on the pastoral lands of Western Australia.  It borders on both the Murchison and 
Carnarvon, as described in the bill, although I would more appropriately describe it as the Gascoyne, but I will 
not argue that point.  I know that the people involved on the Northern Barrier Fence Committee would endorse 
my comments about crown land being far better resourced from a government point of view to enable agriculture 
protection in the correct sense to be carried out.  

As the member for Stirling has outlined, the National Party will support this bill.  I also acknowledge the 
member for Capel’s contribution to the debate.  We have raised some very significant issues with agriculture 
protection in Western Australia.  I do not think the government does not acknowledge those issues.  Perhaps the 
bill is unable to encapsulate some of the things that we would like to happen with agriculture protection in 
Western Australia in the future, but the parliamentary secretary might take on board some of our concerns.  
Although we endorse and support the bill, we have concerns about the future.  If the bill passes through this 
place - I presume that it will - the next step that we must take is to enable some of the issues raised by members 
on this side of the house to be debated and more fully fleshed out in this house.  Some of those issues quite often 
cross the border between pastoral and agricultural Western Australia; that is, between pastoral areas as described 
in the bill and what I describe as the south west land division.  Some of the issues that are visited on the south 
west land division can also be dealt with, if not in a similar manner to this bill, in a bill that would more 
effectively give government agencies and individual landholders in the south west land division the true ability 
to resolve some of these agriculture protection issues.  The National Party supports the bill.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.32 pm]:  As a farmer, I feel bound to make some comments on this 
legislation!  I say that in a serious way.  As other members have said, it is a sensible piece of legislation.  The 
rating of pastoral leaseholders and the matching government funding should be able to be varied in different 
parts of this vast state to deal with the problems that will differ from area to area.  It is logical and sensible and is 
deserving of support.  

One of my observations of farmers and farm communities is that farmers love to engage in broad public debates.  
In the 1960s and 1970s they loved to talk about the European economic union, free trade agreements, the World 
Trade Organisation, American subsidies, Telstra and whatever else.  They loved those debates and they were 
forthright and fully into them.  Often what they will not talk about are the issues that affect them personally and 
directly on their properties.  That is an observation that I have made.  It may be correct; it may not be correct.  
My very limited farm experience, with mixed success, has given me, in a quaint way, some sense of what 
farmers may endure.  I find it upsetting when I walk out in the paddock and see a couple of dead sheep, 
particularly if dogs or foxes have got to them.  It must be devastating when someone puts 2 000 sheep on a 
pastoral lease and five months later there is none left, as was the story I heard the other day.  That story is not 
rare.  There have been stories and media reports of people losing thousands of sheep in attacks by wild dogs.  
That has been talked about for a long time in the member for Greenough’s area, in the member for Roe’s area 
and in the goldfields area.  In areas to the north, packs of dogs have brought down cattle.  That is happening.  
When I see a couple of dead sheep on my little farm, I feel a sense of responsibility.  Have I not cared for these 
animals properly?  Have I not been able to protect them?  It must be devastating when it affects people’s whole 
livelihood.   

The problems are many.  Members have referred to the fact that more and more pastoral leases are coming under 
the control of the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  I do not think there is any doubt that 
CALM and/or governments - perhaps successive governments - have failed to accept their responsibility for 
managing those lands and controlling wild dogs and other feral species.  It is affecting the viability of pastoral 
operations, but it is also affecting animal welfare.  That is a little point.  Members come into this house and 
complain about issues such as live sheep exports; yet they sit back and watch the slaughter, abuse and maiming 
of animals on the land.  Where is the consistency in that argument?  That is a reality.  The government has a 
responsibility to control feral species on publicly owned land.  That is also the case with pastoral leases under 
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Aboriginal ownership or control.  I am not making some comment about Aboriginal corporations or those 
people, but there is a problem there.  If the Aboriginal communities cannot handle that responsibility, someone - 
presumably the government - will have to do it for them.  This bill is a move in the right direction, but I think we 
have to be a lot more prepared.  I do not mean that unkindly, but I think there is an element, particularly within 
this government, that does not like the idea of culling animals, whether or not they be feral animals.  It is not nice 
to cull animals, to shoot foxes, dogs or introduced species or maybe to reduce the kangaroo population and the 
like.  I did that inadvertently the other day in your electorate, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman).  I drive 
through Toodyay most weeks, and I did not expect to hit a kangaroo in Joondalup, but I did!   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  It is very rural!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes.  We have to be a little hard-nosed about this issue.  People will always be opposed to 
the culling of animals of any description.  There will not be pretty pictures on television if the TV crews film it.  
However, we have a large farming industry and we have a responsibility to protect our native flora and fauna and 
also the species that we farm in an agricultural and pastoral sense.  This is a good piece of legislation, but I hope 
that the government picks up its responsibility of culling those species and protecting sheep, cattle and other 
animals in particular.  We often talk about animal welfare.  I suggest that those animals have the same right.  The 
farming industry needs to be a bit more outspoken.  Often farmers do not like to admit that they have lost 
animals on their properties.  For some reason they do not like to talk about it.  I think it is such a serious issue 
that it needs to be attended to better.  It is a good piece of legislation that goes at least a significant way down the 
track.   

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [3.37 pm]:  I also support the bill.  This issue is very important to the pastoral industry 
of Western Australia.  Unlike other members who have spoken previously - pastoral areas touch on or are 
included in their electorates - there are no pastoral lands in the electorate of Moore.  My association with the 
pastoral industry goes back about 30 years.  I have very close friends and many acquaintances who are 
associated with the pastoral industry.  I am a regular visitor to that wonderful area in the goldfields and the 
Murchison.  I have been involved with agriculture for most of my life, and I understand clearly the impacts and 
the devastation that wild dogs in particular cause to landowners in pastoral areas.  I will quote for members an 
example of one family, whom I will not name.  They have been involved in the pastoral industry in the 
goldfields since approximately the turn of the century.  The pastoral industry and Australia rode on the sheep’s 
back at the turn of the century and later.  The wool industry drove this nation’s economy and gave Australians 
the impetus to head into the twentieth century.  This family owned a station in the northern goldfields, or the 
southern interior as it is sometimes referred to, of around 750 000 acres.  In fact, until recently the family owned 
another station of a similar size.  They had 1.5 million acres of land, which seems to be a considerable piece of 
land, as indeed it is, but those members in this house who are acquainted with those regions will be very familiar 
with the isolation and the difficulty of running properties there.  Combined on those two properties, this family 
ran originally about 14 000 sheep and about 1 000 head of cattle.  They have been efficient graziers and 
pastoralists for three generations.  About four years ago it was becoming very evident to them, as it was to all 
pastoralists in the goldfields and to a lesser degree those in the Murchison and those bordering on the Pilbara 
region, that the dog population was increasing.   

The increase in the dog population was brought about by a number of events.  A series of cyclones went through 
the northern part of the Pilbara and Kimberley about six or seven years ago.  Unprecedented rains occurred 
throughout the interior, from the Halls Creek area right down through to Alice Springs.  Seasonal rains happen 
on a cyclical basis spread out over a number of decades.  The timing of these happened to coincide perfectly with 
the reduction of the state government’s concentration on and funding of activities to try to control wild dogs.  A 
third element probably happened coincidentally around about the same time, and that was the evolving of the 
mining industry, with mining companies acquiring properties and consequent to that, to a somewhat lesser 
degree, the state government through the Department of Conservation and Land Management acquiring pastoral 
properties for conservation purposes.  That collection of elements of good seasons, lack of money and 
commitment from state government, and probably complacency to some degree - because dogs had not been a 
major problem and had been kept under control - included also the loss of the previously permanent old doggers, 
who were the wily old men of the outback.  They would know where a dingo had been a month previously, they 
were that good, but many of them went out of the industry.  This collection of elements led to an explosion in the 
dog population.  They bred to unprecedented levels, which had not been seen by the current generation of 
landowners.   

Of course, one could see what was happening on an annual basis.  I will quote one example of many in the 
goldfields.  Over about three or four years these farmers very quickly went from having about 14 000 head of 
sheep to, at the last shearing, having 1 500 sheep.  For them the dogs were as decimating as a drought.  In 
addition, that area did suffer dry seasons during that six-year period.  The situation really tested the economic 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 14 September 2005] 

 p5327c-5337a 
Mr Terry Redman; Speaker; Dr Steve Thomas; Mr Grant Woodhams; Mr Colin Barnett; Acting Speaker; Mr 

Gary Snook; Dr Graham Jacobs 

 [10] 

capacity of these people to sustain their existence.  They have experienced the total decimation of their economic 
capacity.  In many instances they are struggling.  Many pastoralists are swapping from sheep to cattle, for 
obvious reasons.  As was mentioned recently by the member for Cottesloe, even cattle are being attacked by 
dingoes.  Of course, calves are particularly vulnerable.  Dingoes in that area are now packing together.  There 
have been instances when landowners and station owners have become concerned for their own safety when they 
have been on a windmill run and have suddenly found themselves looking at packs of six or more dogs.  It is a 
very serious situation. 

It is pleasing to see that the problem is now recognised, albeit somewhat belatedly, and that at least something is 
happening and we are starting to see coming together all the pieces to enable this issue to be got under control.  
This levy and this legislation cover all feral animals, and I agree with that, but I particularly wanted to talk about 
the feral dog problem, because for the goldfields region particularly that is the issue that is causing the most grief 
to people.  Those of us in agriculture will remember the old bounty system of many years ago when people got 
so much for an emu’s beak. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  It was 2s 6d for a beak.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes, and so much for a set of fox’s ears.  I do not think there was a bounty on rabbits. 

I raise the point as a matter of interest for further consideration, because it is something we should not take 
lightly.  The dogs have always been there.  The old doggers used to be able to catch dogs.  They and the 
poisoning kept the numbers down.  It was very rare that people had the opportunity to shoot a dingo, but it has 
been occurring recently because of the numbers congregating.  I can quote the example of a station in the Wiluna 
area.  I was listening to a conversation between the station owner and a kangaroo shooter who said that he had 
shot 300 dogs in half a year.  Obviously, a kangaroo shooter shoots at night.  When he gets 15 or 20 kangaroos, 
they are taken to a particular spot where the shooters do what they call a gut-out, so that they leave in an 
appropriate position the guts and animal parts that are not required for market.  He said that within two or three 
hours they went back past that site and saw up to 30 dogs gathered around.  They were able to shoot the dogs one 
after another until the remaining dogs dispersed.  That gives members an idea of the number of dogs that have 
built up in the pastoral area.   

The bounty issue has some merit.  I raise it as a matter of interest.  It worked in the past in combination with all 
the other actions undertaken to keep wild dog numbers down.  It would be interesting to see the results of a 
bounty being provided over a three-year operational period.  I am talking about a bounty of probably $100.  It 
might sound exorbitant, but in this day and age, $10 or $20 will not really be an incentive for people to get into a 
vehicle to go and see whether they can get a dingo’s scalp and get the money.  If it were $100, that might trigger 
an incentive for station people or indigenous people to take part in an eradication program and get some decent 
money in the process.  It is something to think about; it worked in the past.  I think it will work in the future.   

The problem we are faced with, which was mentioned by other members, is that a lot of the land is now 
controlled by mining companies.  In some parts of the goldfields, only one in four stations are owned by 
traditional family pastoralists.  The other three adjacent stations are owned by mining companies.  There is 
nothing wrong with mining companies owning stations; it is part of the way things have gone with the search for 
minerals.  However, on those stations dealing with the wild dog problem is not a priority.  The properties are de-
stocked and the dogs can accumulate on those properties.  They can move from the sanctuary of such properties 
to properties on which people are trying to run sheep. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Quite often, with properties that are owned by companies but are not set up productively for 
farming, they still have major water sources, which are generally used for industrial purposes.  Those water 
sources become a source for native animals, which, in turn, become a food source for feral animals and declared 
species.  There is a multiplier effect because there is no focus on pastoral production. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  That is right.  That is a very good point.   

A lot of people believe that kangaroos are under threat in Australia.  People who have travelled through the 
goldfields, Pilbara and Murchison know that they cannot travel more than six or eight miles - 12 miles maximum 
- in any direction on a pastoral property without seeing a windmill.  We all know that kangaroos need water to 
breed.  They have a marvellous reproductive system that allows them to hold over the delivery of offspring. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Re-gestation. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is a wonderful animal.  Kangaroos have the capacity to access water, which ensures 
breeding.  As such, kangaroo breeding is enhanced by man’s activity.  There is no question about that.  
Kangaroos are able to move in huge numbers across hundreds of miles without a problem.  Of course, they are a 
source of food for dingoes.  I was told recently by a station owner that there used to be musters of feral goats.  
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People are now scratching to get enough goats to fill the four decks of a road train to make a muster 
commercially viable.  It is because there are so many wild dogs.  The dogs have not only cleaned out all the 
sheep and bitten the tails off the calves, but also they have killed most of the goats.  All that is left is the bigger 
billy and nanny goats.  The problem is very serious.  It will take some time and a lot of effort to resolve.  We are 
up against the capacity of people to participate in controlling wild dog numbers because the number of 
pastoralists is dwindling. 

An amount of $300 000 of federal money was made available.  However, it was disappointing to learn of a series 
of reasons why the money could not be accessed.  There was not the organisation and the state was a bit slow in 
coming to the task.  It is now all coming together.  I hope that it is not too late because it will take a while to train 
doggers and give them some expertise.  It will take a while for the program to impact.  We should give thought 
to a bounty system because it will lead to a rapid depopulation of the wild dogs.  If we really want to reduce the 
numbers, that will do it quickly.  I conclude my comments by saying that I support the bill. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [3.55 pm]:  I thank the house for the opportunity to speak, particularly the member for 
Riverton who sat down to allow me to speak. 

I will explain to the house how I became involved with the wild dog problem.  A member of the North Mallee 
Declared Species Group came to see me after the state election on 26 February.  He told me about the increasing 
problem with stock losses in the north, north west and north eastern areas of the Shire of Esperance adjacent to 
crown land, as well as the operational changes of the Agriculture Protection Board.  As such, a declared species 
group was formed to address the problem of funding wild dog control. 

Prior to my involvement, a meeting was held in Salmon Gums in February 2004.  A committee was formed 
comprising members of the public, a representative of the Department of Conservation and Land Management, 
and a representative of the Department of Agriculture as an adviser.  This problem has been on the horizon for a 
while; it has not happened in the past six months.  In February 2004 the committee successfully lobbied the local 
council and the Department of Conservation and Land Management for funding.  The funding was matched by 
the Department of Agriculture, and it was obtained to employ a dogger.  As the members for Moore and Capel 
have suggested, using a dogger is the traditional, and probably the best, way to combat the wild dog problem, 
and represents the best value dollar for dollar.  Funding of $20 000 in cash and kind was obtained.  The same 
situation arises every year, in which the North Mallee Declared Species Group has to go cap in hand and take the 
collection tin around to obtain $20 000 to employ a dogger to overcome the wild dog problem in the north, north 
west and north east of my electorate.  I commend the Department of Conservation and Land Management and 
the Department of Agriculture for the funding made available for 2005.  Unfortunately, it was deemed 
insufficient for the immediate need to combat the wild dog attacks in the eastern area of the Shire of Esperance.  
The Agriculture Protection Board had agreed in principle at the time to extend the state barrier fence to include 
the Esperance agricultural area as an adjunct to wild dog control.  However, that is another issue.   

I will give the house some idea of the wild dog problem.  Dog attacks commenced in my region in December 
2003.  That suggests quite strongly that this issue has not appeared overnight.  One hundred head of stock were 
killed in December 2003 and January 2004.  As a consequence, the North Mallee Declared Species Group was 
formed in February 2004.  John Cahill was officially employed as a dogger in April 2004.  Forty-one dogs were 
trapped between January 2004 and March 2005, just over 12 months.  Attacks began in the north east region in 
the Mt Ney and Mt Beaumont areas in February and March 2005 - the second wave.  Eighteen dogs were trapped 
between 18 March 2005 and 30 June 2005. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


