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WILD DOGS — FENCING — SOUTHERN RANGELANDS 
Grievance 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [9.35 am]: Thank you for the opportunity to present my grievance to the minister 
representing the Minister for Agriculture and Food. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the second time. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: If I may have the clock readjusted because the member wasted so much of my time — 

The SPEAKER: Speed it up, member for Eyre. Thank you. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker, for enabling me to bring a grievance to the minister 
representing the Minister for Agriculture and Food on creating a condition by which we can stimulate the 
economy. In fact, the role of government is to create conditions by which there can be development of 
commercial enterprise. By explanation, I will talk about a wild dog barrier fence in and around 15 pastoral leases 
in the southern rangelands. It was a fact many years ago, in fact it goes back almost 30 years, that ravages of the 
wild dogs from the north and the north east decimated the sheep industry in that pastoral region. This grievance 
is about creating a barrier to reduce the incursions of wild dogs because baiting, trapping and shooting is not 
winning the war. 

This grievance has some historical content, and I thank the member for Kalgoorlie for providing the 
“Report of the Wild Dog Barrier Fence Working Party” from 1978. As it turns out, the father of the member for 
Kalgoorlie was on this working party group, which was convened by the then minister, another Esperance and 
goldfields regional connection, Hon David Wordsworth. Recommendation 4 in the report states — 

The Working Party recommends that the Government establish a procedure whereby long-term,  
low-interest loans can be made available to finance construction of some electric wild dog exclusion 
fences. 

Many years have gone past since 1978 and we are still here. As it turns out, the member for Kalgoorlie convened 
a Southern Rangelands Pastoral Advisory Group that produced a review, which under the heading of 
“Wild Dog Control” states — 

The impact and control of wild dogs has been a critical and complex issue for SRPAG. 

The advisory group — 

The committee acknowledges that the increasing presence of wild dogs is completely incompatible with 
a profitable small stock industry in the southern rangelands …  

I hear it and I have heard it all. I have heard all the negatives. I have heard how we can run cattle on this land. 
We cannot run cattle on the southern rangelands because it does not have the lush Kimberley foliage and grass. It 
is small pick, which is green vegetation compatible with small-stock grazing. 

One benefit–cost analysis was performed in 2009 and another in 2011. We can basically put up all these figures 
about the current price of wool and meat, and the reintroduction of sheep into the area and how that stacks up in 
a benefit–cost analysis. However, one thing inevitably comes through, and it came through in the advisory 
group’s report and in the two URS Corporation reports, both of which were commissioned by the 
Kalgoorlie Pastoral Alliance of the 15 pastoralists who need to create this dog cell to protect their leases from the 
ravages of wild dogs. The do-nothing option will see the demise of the pastoral industry, which is very, very 
close. I have heard the negativity that often comes through from the Department of Agriculture and Food—
“The sheep industry was done before the dogs arrived. Why should taxpayers put money into promoting the 
commercial interests of a few pastoralists? If we build a cell in the southern rangelands, everyone will want 
one.” It is rather galling, after having driven this process for some time now, that a barrier fence pilot has finally 
begun in the Murchison. The prime examples of the best benefit–cost analysis would be Rawlinna Station and 
Madura Plains Station; Rawlinna Station’s has 75 000 sheep, and Madura Plains around 30 000 to 40 000. 
Rawlinna Station cut 2 000 bales of wool last year and made significant profits. If the government is looking for 
a model, template or pilot, this is it. This station put up its own barrier fence in the 1960s; Madura Plains and 
Rawlinna Station are the only commercially viable sheep stations in the southern rangelands, indeed in the 
pastoral region. This project would build this fence around 15 pastoral leases at a cost of $7.2 million. This is not 
big bickies. We are building a football stadium for $1 billion; this would cost $7.2 million. As 
recommendation 4 of Mr Tonkin’s 1978 report stated, we need a long-term, low-interest loan, not a grant, and it 
will be paid back. All the pastoralists that cannot make it have gone. They went years ago. We have the bona 
fide, best-practice people that can make pastoral leases run, but the government has to give them a go. An 
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environment has to be created in which this industry can be re-established. That is what government—
particularly conservative Liberal governments—should be about; creating an environment to re-establish this 
industry. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Regional Development) [9.42 am]: I thank the 
member for Eyre for his grievance today on an issue I know he is very, very passionate about. As the member 
well knows, I am representing the Minister for Agriculture and Food and so my responses are couched in the 
terms of his preferred response to the issue. 

We cannot deny the impact dog predation has had on small livestock in recent years, particularly in the southern 
rangelands; moving further north, it is probably one of the reasons for the shift towards larger stock as 
a mechanism for the pastoral industry to make a viable industry in those pastoral areas. It is interesting that we 
have no reliable estimate of wild dog numbers in Western Australia, but we certainly have some understanding 
of the impact of losses in a comparative sense. I am told that nationally they cost the sheep industry around 
$21.9 million, and the beef industry around $26.7 million; that is largely through stock loss, the downgrading of 
carcasses due to predation, the spreading of disease, and of course the cost of controlling those wild dogs. In 
2009, WA stock losses due to wild dogs were estimated at over 70 000, and they were mostly sheep. In the 
Murchison area, each pastoralist running sheep is reporting more than 300 stock deaths a year from wild dogs. 

Department figures show that wild dogs cost the WA economy about $7.7 million in 2011, and more than 
$6.3 million in 2012. Pastoralists tell me that in the early 2000s they were up to about 300 000 sheep in the 
Kalgoorlie area; now there are fewer than 2 000. I do not think we can deny that wild dogs are certainly having 
an impact, and pastoralists want to use a barrier fence such as this, or what they might call a cluster fence, to 
cover a certain number of stations to keep dogs out—it would also allow them to control dogs inside that fence—
as a strategy moving forward. 

The barrier fence proposal of the Kalgoorlie Pastoral Alliance would enclose 15 pastoral leases. It proposes to 
build 850 kilometres of vermin-proof fence around those 15 pastoral leases, and the business case developed by 
the pastoral alliance suggests funding of around about $7.2 million for such a project. Of this, it is seeking about 
$3.6 million as an interest-free or low-interest loan over 40 years from the state government, and that would 
include what it defines as a “10-year grace period”. The alliance hopes to obtain the remaining $3.6 million as 
a grant direct from government. The report of the alliance referred to a “benefit cost”, and I will talk about that 
because I think it is important. For just about every decision government makes about the resources it deploys, it 
looks at the benefit–cost analysis and the business case; those judgements inform the decision to make an 
investment. The proponents here talk about a benefit–cost ratio of 1.8; however, work done by URS in 2009 
shows the benefit–cost ratio to be just 0.33. There is a bit of a differential between the two groups doing 
respective assessment of the benefit–cost analysis. 

Before I finish I will come to the investments government has made, but I think there are a couple of 
challenges—one being the public policy setting around this. The member used the example of if the government 
funded 15 pastoral leases in an enclosure, what would happen if others stepped up and said they wanted to do 
that as well. They would have a very, very valid argument. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: Minister, it if it works for them, it works. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Sure, but let us look at the global issue; I guess this is why it is challenging. 
I am not suggesting that there is not a solution for a good outcome here, but if we look at it in a global sense, we 
have invested to upgrade and dog-proof the state barrier fence running from the north of Kalbarri down towards 
Ravensthorpe. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: You’ve got to do the Esperance section yet. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: There is another piece there that is being talked about; I know that, I was the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food when that was hitting the airwaves. 
We are closing and dog-proofing the Yilgarn gap. That also has a benefit cost that sits around emu and dog 
migration, and getting it up to dog-proof standards means we are protecting the agricultural areas; it does not do 
anything for the pastoral areas. There has been an extra investment in doggers, on top of what the recognised 
biosecurity groups are doing. Remember that recognised biosecurity groups receive co-funding from the 
pastoralists and government, so government also has a share in that investment. The government has also put an 
extra eight doggers into those areas along the pastoral side of the state barrier fence. There has been a fairly 
significant investment. There has been a request to extend that investment, and that will be looked at. On top of 
that, we are looking at individual groups saying they want a barrier fence around their pastoral leases. A project 
is being put up in the Murchison area that would enclose about 50 pastoral leases, as distinct from 15 in this 
circumstance; the business case on that is being worked through now to see whether it stands up. 
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I am told that the size of these cells is fairly critical; the bigger they are, the harder it is to ensure that dogs can be 
eradicated inside the cell. For example, if a fence was put around all of Australia, how would the dogs inside it 
be controlled? It would probably not be achievable. There is a threshold size, above which dogs inside the cell 
cannot be eradicated. That is another part of this. Also, Viv Reid, who is the director of invasive species at the 
Department of Agriculture and Food, will visit Queensland, which has some of these cluster cells, to look at their 
effectiveness and help inform government policy around it. 
I understand the dog issue is serious; there has been significant investment already from government in both the 
barrier fencer and doggers, and there is a request now to extend the dogger investment. A project has been put up 
that challenges us on the public good–private good argument. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: These dogs are coming from crown land. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: It challenges us on the public good–private good argument, and no doubt the pastoralists 
quite rightly want to make it work. Two projects are on the table, and we need to look at them with very clear 
eyes, and also set government policy around how we respond to the whole dog issue. It is very challenging. 
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