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AGRICULTURE AND RELATED RESOURCES PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 September. 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [5.55 pm]: The opposition supports the Agriculture and Related 
Resources Protection Amendment Bill 2010. The bill’s explanatory memorandum reads — 

This is a Bill for an Act — 

• to amend the Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act 1976;  

• to amend the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management (Repeal and Consequential Provisions) 
Act 2007, 

and for related purposes.  

Generally speaking, this bill recognises that the Agriculture Protection Board now only serves the function of 
declaring prohibited plants and fauna. All other functions are carried out by the Minister for Agriculture and 
Food. The explanatory memorandum further outlines — 

The APB is established under the Agriculture Protection Board Act 1950 and has functions under the 
ARRPA in relation to declared plants and animals and the control of these declared plants and animals 
(weeds and invasive animal species) for the protection of agriculture and related resources. 

The opposition does not expect that we need to go into Committee of the Whole on this measure, but I have a 
couple of questions to ask. Basically, given the time frame that we have been working under in the current 
arrangement, how will the transition finally occur once the APB is abolished? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Does the member mean: what year?  

Hon JON FORD: Whatever that is. How long has that been the case and when should that be finalised? A 
comment within the explanatory memorandum reads — 

… all the operational work of the APB has been undertaken by the department and the Board itself has 
been earmarked for abolition, with the ARRPA being one of a number of Acts that will be repealed 
when the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007 (BAM Act) is fully operational.  

When does the minister expect that act to come into play? A number of amendments do not relate at all to the 
APB and its abolition, but refer to penalties. I will refer specifically to a couple of those. Clause 34 of the 
Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Bill 2010 refers to an amendment that reads — 

(2) Delete section 74(2) and insert: 

(2) A person who brings into the State from elsewhere any coat, fodder, machinery, sack, 
seed, wool pack or restricted animal must, immediately on arrival of that thing, 
deliver the thing into the custody of an inspector or authorised person. 

Immediately when I saw “coat”, I thought: That is a pretty wide definition. Are we talking about a hemp coat—a 
multicoloured coat?  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Sheep coat—fleece.  

Hon JON FORD: That is right. The act defines “coat”, which I understand. The definition of “coat” in the act 
reads — 

coat means wool or the coat of a restricted animal; 

The definition of “machinery” reads — 

machinery means a vehicle or machine that has been used for agricultural, excavation or earthmoving 
purposes; 

When we talk about the increasing penalties, which are quite significant—I will touch on those probably after 
the dinner break—that is a pretty broad definition. What sort of machinery and what condition would it be in to 
be captured under that clause? The act says — 

sack means an empty used sack;  

What type of sack from a biosecurity perspective? That seems a little broad to me. It is in this context that we are 
being asked to significantly increase the fine. Another example is clause 76 — 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 pm to 7.30 pm 
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Hon JON FORD: The other thing I want to talk about is specifically the increases in fines, which are quite 
significant. Clause 36, “Section 77 amended” reads in part — 

(1) In section 77(1) delete the Penalty and insert: 

For a first offence under paragraph (a) or (b), not more than $1 000; for any subsequent 
offence under the same paragraph, not more than $5 000.  

That is a very significant increase. Although I understand it is to bring it in line with the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act or other legislation, I would not mind some explanation. Another example is clause 
38 of the bill, which refers to section 79 of the act. Section 79(2) reads in part — 

Penalty: For a first offence under subsection (1) or (2), not more than $500; for any subsequent offence 
under the same subsection, not more than $2 000.  

The bill seeks to amend the fine to $20 000. If it were not such a significant increase, I would be willing to 
accept it at face value. However, I am wondering whether there is any evidence to support such a major change 
in the amount. Has there been an increase in the number of offences? Is there evidence that there is a need for a 
stronger deterrent? How often do these things happen? Not declaring a sack will incur a fine of $50 000. That 
seems to me to be a significant change. They are the main issues. There is a range of penalty increases and some 
consequential amendments, but I am particularly interested in the quantum change to the fines.  

If the words in proposed section 74(2), “machinery” and “sack”, have served us well and there has not been any 
need to change them, and they have not been debated in the courts, I am quite happy to accept that they stay the 
same. If there is any evidence of an argument, whether it has been an argument that lets people off who should 
not be let off, it captures people who should not be caught under it in the first place. I suppose it is up to the 
discretion of the inspector. I would like an explanation of that.  

Notwithstanding what I said at the start, we support the bill and do not see any need to go into committee on the 
proviso that we get a satisfactory response to the second reading debate. With that, I reiterate that the opposition 
supports the bill.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [7.35 pm]: The Greens also support this bill. It seems on the face 
of it that it is a fairly simple bill that has been introduced to enable the Agriculture Protection Board to be wound 
up. I understand we are doing this by way of this bill because the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 
is taking quite a long time to get to a point at which it can be proclaimed. The repeal of the Agriculture 
Protection Board was to be part of the consequence of that proclamation. The Greens have no objections to this 
bill, in that I understand that the Agriculture Protection Board is in a kind of caretaker mode at this time so there 
are no significant consequences. However, I have questions about the amount of time it is taking to establish the 
subsidiary legislation for the BAM act. The BAM bill was supported with some enthusiasm and we see it as very 
much a good reform in biosecurity for the state. It will bring in much more modern practices. It concerns me—I 
was not alert to this until I read the second reading speech of this bill—that it has taken such a long time for the 
work to be done to develop this subsidiary legislation, given that the BAM bill was passed in this place in 2007.  

I note from the second reading speech that it is a complex matter and the stakeholder consultation is continuing 
and likely not to be completed for at least another 12 months. I would like the minister to provide further 
information on why it is taking so long and exactly where in the stakeholder consultation things are delayed. I 
am mindful that it is an interesting area of tensions around particularly the biosecurity aspects, which I assume, 
rightly or wrongly, is perhaps where the negotiations are taking some time. It is a very important area to get right 
and I am very mindful of community interests in this area, particularly in relation to environmental weeds. Part 
of the debate we had on the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Bill was about the incorporation of 
“environmental weeds” into the legislation. Whereas previously, the agricultural weeds were the primary focus 
for the Agriculture Protection Board, quite rightly and, historically, they were weeds of significance to the value 
and quality of WA’s agricultural projects. Now we know and understand, because we also passed a bill that 
includes biosecurity provisions for environmental weeds. Some of the interesting questions I raised in that debate 
were the challenges when what is an environmental weed is in fact an agricultural product or an agricultural 
mainstay. I think buffel grass was the example I used. In environmental terms it is a significant weed and has 
huge impacts in reducing biodiversity, but in terms of pastoral stations and sustaining pastoral activities it is 
considered to be a desirable grass. If the minister and her advisers have any update on where the discussions are 
at and why it is taking the time that it is taking for the full Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act to be 
proclaimed, I would be most interested. It has already taken since 2007; indications are that it will be another 
12 months. That is four years, which seems an inordinately long time.  

The second point I want to raise in relation to this bill relates to a concern that arose about the abolition of the 
Agriculture Protection Board. As members will probably be aware, there have been long-running issues about 
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the effects of herbicides on employees of the Agriculture Protection Board in the Kimberley, particularly the 
effects of herbicide sprayers spraying 2,4,5-T and the illnesses the employees have suffered since being involved 
in that spraying. We seek a clear indication on the record from the minister that the abolition of the APB will not 
preclude any further action against the state—that is, what would have been claims against the Agriculture 
Protection Board—in relation to chemical injuries. My understanding is that a number of claims have been 
settled but there are still outstanding matters. If the passage of this bill forecloses any further civil action by 
injured workers to make claims, the Greens (WA) will vote against it. If the minister can provide an assurance, 
and perhaps an indication, about exactly how those workers will still have options open to them, we will support 
the bill.  

I appreciate the advice that I have received in advance of this debate from the minister’s office. The early 
indications I have are that those workers will not be affected by the passage of this bill. Perhaps the minister can 
respond to that when she has the call. With those comments, the Greens (WA) are happy to support this bill.  

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [7.42 pm]: The National Party will support the Agriculture and 
Related Resources Protection Amendment Bill 2010. As has been said before, the Agriculture Protection Board 
comes under the current Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act 1976. This amending bill is simply to 
abolish the Agriculture Protection Board. It means that the APB will be wound up, and replaced by the 
Biosecurity Council of Western Australia. The role of the APB was quite broad when it was first established in 
the 1950s. Not only did it identify pests that posed a threat to agricultural and pastoral communities throughout 
the state, but it also carried out a lot of the work. The Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act—in short, 
the BAM act—was enacted in 2007. This act was enacted but could not be fully operational until the APB was 
dismantled, which will happen under this bill.  

The Biosecurity Council of Western Australia will be the new body to replace the APB. The minister will decide 
and declare which pests or organisms pose a biosecurity threat, and any other functions of the APB will be 
absorbed into the Department of Agriculture and Food. The bill will increase the penalties. If, under the 
BAM act, growers, farmers and/or pastoralists subscribe with the minister to commit to eradicate or control a 
particular pest, those people will often have a financial commitment unless they opt out of the eradication 
program for that particular pest. In the past there have been very limited penalties for those who either do 
nothing or flout any direction about trying to control or eradicate declared pests.  

I am not sure how many members may realise this, but it is very, very hard to find an agricultural or pastoral pest 
that is native to this great country or state of ours. They have nearly all been imported, even barley grass. All the 
broad leafs—radishes, doublegees, caltrops and Paterson’s curse—have all been imported from other countries. 
In a way it has been the failure of biosecurity, historically, that has allowed these pests to come into the country. 
The cost of the grass and broad-leafed pests alone is enormous for this state; it is probably around $400-odd 
million each year, as an estimate. The importance of biosecurity for the grasses and broad-leaf plants is 
significant, not to mention for other organisms such as wheat rusts and red-legged earth mites. Now the cane 
toads from the eastern states are coming into the country in the Kimberley area. Each of these has enormous 
costs to the country. Of course skeleton weed is another one, which I have not previously mentioned.  

It is essential we have an effective biosecurity structure. It is also important that we change the way we manage 
the stick and the carrot approach. Do not forget that eradication is always the goal. We must have a stick to 
demonstrate that unless everyone does something to eradicate it, nothing will be achieved. Unless we have some 
stick that really influences behaviour to eradicate it, no-one is going to achieve any form of eradication. The cost 
of not eradicating is an ongoing cost of trying to gain control. That will be impossible unless there is 
commitment by those who are exposed to these pests to act in a way so serious as to eliminate them.  

Other invasive pests I have just recalled are paddymelons and Afghan melons. Why do farmers not clean these 
things up anyway? Some farmers have a go, but when they have a go and do not see their neighbours having the 
same go, what is the point? Farmers must have money, a surplus from their agricultural businesses, to have a go. 
I know firsthand, because I have a commitment to eradicate these kinds of pests, how much money has to be 
spent. At the end of the day chemicals can be used to a degree but the final step is always a hand job. One has to 
get out there with a pick, and chip these last pests out. It is not as if there are two or three left in the paddock. 
There are still a lot left but the cost of spraying is not productive and the cost of the labour to get them out 
is high. We do not get them out within one year, even if we get them all out, because most of these pests are 
hard seeded. They last for years so we have to keep trying to get them out for years. I do know that if we keep at 
it, we can eliminate a lot of them. Hence we have a Biosecurity Council which advises the minister on 
declaring which pests need to be controlled or eradicated. I think eradication is the only way to go on these 
things. Then it is a matter of getting everyone to come in and do it. Those who do not do it should be fined and 
punished.  
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That is the basis on which I am quite passionate about this kind of legislation. It is unfortunate that the cost of 
doing this is going back to the farmers who did not have a say in what was coming into the country. Society 
allowed that to happen with either the wrong decisions or faulty checking of procedures. This task has to be 
performed by the steward of the land—the farmer or the pastoralist. The way this is done will be a challenge to 
the agricultural industry but this bill gives us the mechanism to do so.  

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West — Minister for Child Protection) [7.52 pm] — in reply: I thank 
Hon Jon Ford, Hon Giz Watson and Hon Philip Gardiner for their contributions. Hon Jon Ford asked about the 
time frame of the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007. The BAM act was passed in 2007 but it 
will not be fully operational until mid-2012. It goes somewhat to the heart of what Giz Watson asked, which is: 
why so long? The delay is not with the stakeholder consultation; it is with getting all the subsidiary legislation 
ready for stakeholder debate. Some debate will still occur between now and mid-2012.  

Hon Giz Watson was also concerned about the claims against the state. The advice that was given to me today is 
that transitional matters arising when the Agriculture Protection Board is abolished are covered under the 
Biosecurity and Agriculture Management (Repeal and Consequential Provisions) Act 2007. That act provides 
that when the repeal of the APB act takes place, the assets and liabilities of the APB pass to the Western 
Australian Agricultural Authority. Any proceeding or remedy that might have been taken against the APB may 
be taken against the Western Australian Agricultural Authority. The Western Australian Agricultural Authority 
is an agent of the state. In other words, any claim against the APB will remain a claim that can be pursued 
against the state government. That should allay the member’s fears about that issue.  

Hon Jon Ford asked about clause 34 on page 16 of the bill. It is quite a funny clause. It states — 

A person who brings into the State from elsewhere any coat, fodder, machinery, sack, wool pack or 
restricted animal must, immediately on arrival of that thing, deliver the thing into the custody of an 
inspector or authorised person.  

I suppose the clause includes the word “coat” because a fleece is on a sheep, a hide is on a cow and fur is on 
other animals. The word “coat” is probably the most logical one that we could come up with. “Machinery” 
means any sort of farm machinery that we can think of. A sack could be a sack of wheat, barley or oats. Onions 
also come in sacks. It is any sack coming off a farm.  

Hon Jon Ford: Is it machinery that has been used interstate and transported over here or is it machinery in a 
specific condition or imported?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I will come back to that. Hopefully, when I do come back to that, I will have 
another piece of written information before me. That clause states “a person who brings into the state from 
elsewhere” so I would think it means farm machinery coming from interstate. I will come back to that.  

Hon Jon Ford was also concerned about the increase in penalties. There has been no increase for 20 years. The 
increases will come into line with the penalties in the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007. As 
Hon Jon Ford said, the penalties have gone up quite significantly. That is the reason that I have been given.  

I turn to a question asked by Hon Phil Gardiner. The APB’s role has not been broad for a long time, more than a 
decade. The integration with the department was recommended by two reviews. The minister’s power to declare 
is in line with the BAM act. The operational work has been done by the Department of Agriculture and Food for 
a decade and no change has been made to the way the act impacts on stakeholders. The Biosecurity Council is a 
source of expert independent advice and it takes over this aspect of the APB’s work. There is no need for both 
bodies to still be in existence, which I think Hon Phil Gardiner noted in his speech.  

I will wait a few minutes before talking about the machinery that Hon Jon Ford asked about. The machinery for 
agriculture or earthmoving, which usually comes from interstate or overseas, would usually be new. I was right 
when I said that that clause related to earthmoving equipment and farm machinery from interstate. I hope that 
satisfies everybody. I am quite open to interjections.  

Hon Giz Watson: I am wondering whether a brief time spent in committee may be useful to tease out a couple 
of questions. It might help to clarify a couple of points.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I am happy to do that.  

Hon Jon Ford: It would make it easier for you. It will only take a couple of minutes.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I propose that the bill be read a second time.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Committee 
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The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Helen Morton) in the chair; Hon Robyn McSweeney (Minister for 
Child Protection) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Hon JON FORD: I will return to the definitions and refer to the act, if the minister has the act, or she can refer 
to the bill itself; I do not mind. In clause 34 of the bill, the minister explained what “coat” and “fodder” mean, 
and I think that is self-evident. In the act, the definition of “machinery” states — 

machinery means a vehicle or machine that has been used for agricultural, excavation or earthmoving 
purposes; 

However, it does not specify where it comes from or what specifically is being looked for. In the minister’s 
second reading response, she said that it would be from interstate or overseas, or in a condition, I suppose, that 
represents a threat to agriculture. How is this managed? When we go to the Northern Territory or South 
Australia, is it the people at the border who inspect the vehicles? Do we have this inspection report? We live in a 
mining state, so we see machinery like blades and buckets being transported around the countryside because it is 
being reworked. Does the definition capture that? I suppose the best thing to ask is: have there ever been any 
problems? Have people been able to use what seems to me to be a bit of ambiguity in the interpretation to get out 
of something, or does it seem to be functioning okay? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, yes, yes, no! I will explain a bit further. The machinery referred to in the 
bill means a vehicle or machine that has been used for agricultural, excavation or earthmoving purposes. The 
inspectors are at the border, if the machinery is coming into Western Australia from interstate. The answer to the 
last part of the question is no. 

Hon JON FORD: What specifically is looked for? A truck may come along with machinery sitting on a tray, 
and there may be dirt on the tray. I am interested to know the answer to this question: do people have an 
obligation under this legislation to present the vehicle, or are we just hoping that the inspector will come across 
it? This gets back to what I was saying. We live in a major mining state. The Northern Territory has some 
significant mines, and South Australia has one, and they are moving equipment backwards and forwards. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, they do have an obligation. They are looking for contaminated seeds or 
weeds in soil that is coming across on excavators. I presume that if an excavator comes through and has dirt on 
it, the inspector, who has an obligation to look at it, will look. And it has to be cleaned before it comes into the 
state.  

Hon JON FORD: We have established there is an obligation. How are people made aware of their obligation? 
In a previous life, I was responsible for organising to move large bits of equipment all around the countryside 
and I was unaware there was an obligation like this. I was making sure there were no explosives or gas, but 
nobody told me I had to take seed into account. I wonder how logistics companies, machinery operators or 
licensed equipment suppliers and hirers are made aware of their obligations under this act?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: They are made aware if they are coming in from interstate. Hon Jon Ford said 
that he moved a lot of machinery. Was that bringing machinery from interstate into WA or moving it around 
WA? 

Hon Jon Ford: It was from overseas, places like Singapore, and from the Northern Territory and particularly 
Victoria.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: The machinery was coming from Victoria over to WA; it was being brought 
from interstate?  

Hon Jon Ford: Yes.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Maybe things have changed since then, and people are aware of their 
obligations. Would that be the case?  

Hon JON FORD: I was aware of the Dangerous Goods Safety Act, but nobody ever informed me that I had a 
responsibility under any act from a biosecurity perspective. I am interested in how people are notified.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: There are signs and information available when coming across the border and, as 
I said, the obligation is on border patrols to check machinery for soil and weed contaminants as they come 
through.  

Hon JON FORD: It is an aside to the bill, but I have to say that until I looked at this bill it did not occur to me 
there was a great big whacking gap in informing people. When people work in logistics in oil, gas or mining, 
they have all the appropriate statutes in front of them—or they think they do. It was not that long ago, maybe 13 
years ago, that I was doing the job. I am not blaming; but I think there is a gap there. There needs to be a 
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concerted effort to inform people, and perhaps now with the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 
taking over from this, there needs to be an education campaign to inform those logistics firms and mining 
companies that they have an obligation in this regard. Even local governments now hire a lot of their road-
making equipment, and it is moved backwards and forwards because it is done through a third party, especially 
in the Kimberley, where there is a lot of traffic backwards and forwards, and they need to be aware of their 
obligations under the act. That is a comment, and I draw it to the government’s attention. It is no good having an 
act if nobody is aware of their obligations under the act. I know that ignorance is no excuse, but for the 
legislation to be effective people need to be educated.  

I refer to clause 36, which will amend section 77 of the act in regard to fines; and this is the last bit of 
commentary in any detail on the bill. The minister said this clause will increase the fines from between $1 000 
and $5 000 maximum up to $50 000, and the reason for the increase is that it has been 20 years since the fines 
were set. Is there any evidence that there is a requirement for this? It is not a show stopper, it is just a point, 
because I know that people who are interested in this debate will ask me the question.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: The $50 000 penalty is there because they are potential carriers of very serious 
risk. I know that the member is saying that the penalties have not been changed for 20 years and they were 
previously very low, but I do not think it is high for somebody who has the potential to wipe out our farming 
industry in Western Australia. An example off the top of my head is that of apples from the eastern states that 
could come into Western Australia with all the pests and diseases that they have and we do not, and that could 
wipe out our apple industry. There must be others that I cannot think of that could also wipe out other 
agricultural industries. In that light, $50 000 is really not much when we consider that an industry could be 
wiped out. 

Hon JON FORD: I take the minister’s comment and I am persuaded by her argument about the quantum of the 
penalty being a preventive measure to dissuade people from breaking the law. However, I do not think that 
everybody in the logistics, mining and earthmoving industries is aware that they have an obligation under this 
act, and could therefore find themselves caught by this act. For someone pleading ignorance, there is a big 
difference between copping a $1 000 fine and copping a $50 000 fine. I just make that point and urge the 
minister, as a consequence of this bill, to give me a commitment to review the manner in which the stakeholders 
will be educated about their obligations, particularly with the implementation of the Biosecurity and Agriculture 
Management Bill, which I think the minister said would be completed by 2012. I ask the minister to give me an 
indication that the government will seriously look at telling stakeholders that they now face significant fines and 
what their actual obligations are. I can tell the minister that if she went to BHP at Mt Whaleback, spoke to the 
logistics department and asked for a copy of this bill, or asked any of the people there whether they had an 
obligation under the Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Amendment Bill 2010, or the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act, they would laugh at her because they see themselves as miners, not 
agriculturalists. That is an important point, but I ask the minister to give me an indication that the government 
will seriously look at that sort of education.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: The Department of Agriculture and Food certainly has not found that to be the 
case, but I certainly will take the member’s comments on board and take them up with the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food, because I know he is listening. We will certainly take it on board. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I would like some clarification on the amount of time it is taking to draft regulations. I 
realise that there is competition to get regulations drafted by parliamentary counsel, but I have a couple of 
concerns. Why is it taking so long for these regulations to be drafted? It seems exceptional for any legislation to 
wait from 2007 until mid-2012; that is, five and a half years. I remember during the debate on the Biosecurity 
and Agricultural Management Bill that there was some expectation that these changes were needed and, although 
they were not necessarily urgent, they had a lot of cross-party support for implementation. Why is there suddenly 
no urgency? I thought that biosecurity was something that governments of both persuasions, and certainly the 
Greens (WA), think needs modernising and strengthening. Meanwhile, is it the case that without these 
regulations drafted and the bill fully proclaimed as an act, the biosecurity provisions will not be fully 
operational? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I will start with the last point, to which the answer is no, not at all, it is due to the 
complexity of the legislation. The new Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act is more wide ranging. 
When we look at the old act compared with the new one going through Parliament, the new one is more 
complex. But stakeholders are still being consulted on different sections before it will be put to bed in 2012. I 
think it is a good thing that, as the regulations are being drafted, stakeholders are being consulted on these 
matters. The reason in a nutshell is the complexity of the act. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I understand that the minister is speaking in an acting capacity, so it is perhaps somewhat 
difficult. Just to say it is the complexity of the act actually does not enlighten me much more on that. Perhaps I 
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could have some further clarification. I understood that the delay was not about the consultation with 
stakeholders; it was about getting the draft regulations written. I do have some understanding of how regulations 
are developed, and I would hope that there would be consultation with stakeholders. Perhaps the minister could 
give some indication of what the complexity problem is—whether the regulations to be drafted are in a queue, 
whether consultation with stakeholders is delaying the process, or whether it is both. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I know that Hon Giz Watson has had a lot of dealings with legislation and that 
she knows how it is done. I certainly was not trying to put her down in any way at all. Some of the regulations 
are being brought in gradually and deal with all organisms, whereas the Agriculture Protection Board Act to me 
is a very basic act. This bill is all-encompassing and includes every organism. There is therefore a lot of work in 
it and it does not include only the organisms in the APB act. But if the member has read that act, she would 
know that it was not all-encompassing. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It is not just rabbits and skeleton weed. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: No. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Okay. That is part of the reason I am very enthusiastic and keen to see the new provisions 
enacted. Could I just press the minister further on whether there is a queue in the line for getting these things 
drafted? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, that could be something to do with it. 

Hon Giz Watson: So, the delay is not as much in the consultation process as actually getting priority for 
drafting; am I correct? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I think they are working hand-in-hand but, yes, it is to do with the drafting. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Can the minister indicate who are the stakeholders engaged in the process of discussing 
the regulations? Are there stakeholder groups that the minister can name? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: It would be all the farming groups: the Western Australian Farmers Federation, 
the Pastoralists and Graziers Association, individual farmers, the Western Australian Local Government 
Association—all the peak bodies in Western Australia that deal with farming communities. 

Hon Giz Watson: And environmental organisations? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes. I do not think we do anything these days without consultation with 
environmental organisations. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 71 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Robyn McSweeney (Minister for Child Protection), and passed. 
 


