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Removed from Disclosure Log

Removed from Disclosure
Dear |,

Determination under the Freedom of Information Act 1991

| refer to your application made under the Freedom of Information Act 1991 which was
received by the Department of Primary Industries and Regions (PIRSA) on 24 February
2026, seeking access to the following:

“All correspondence and documents between 1 January 2024 to present
between PIRSA Principal Biosecurity Officer Brad Page and the following
organisations/people:

I Greg Mifsud - The National Wild Dog Action Plan Committee & Centre for

Invasive Species Solutions

Ii. Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

ji. &7 - The Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action
(DEECA)

iv. [OCNESSE . The Department of Energy, Environment and Climate
Action (DEECA)

v, [(EINESSSES . The Department of Energy, Environment and Climate

Action (DEECA)

vi.  Agriculture Victoria/Trevor Pisciotta

vii. Australian Museum/Stephen Jackson

vili. Ben/Benjamin Allen

ix. Danielle Stephens

x.  Peter Fleming (New South Wales Department of Primary Industries and

Regional Development)
Relating to dingoes/wild dogs in the Ngarkat/Big Desert/Wyperfeld region.”
Timeframe: 14/03/2024 to 24/02/2026

On 26 February 2026, you confirmed the timeframe commencement date as 14 March
2024.
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On 27 February 2026, PIRSA’s Accredited Freedom of Information Officer invited you
to refine your application. A response was received from you on 1 March 2026.

Following the consideration of your response, on 5 March 2026 your application was
confirmed as being amended as follows:

“All correspondence and documents between 14 March 2024 to present
between PIRSA Principal Biosecurity Officer Brad Page and the following
organisations/people:

I Greg Mifsud — The National Wild Dog Action Plan Committee & Centre for
Invasive Species Solutions

ji,  Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

ji.  The Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action (DEECA)

iv.  Agriculture Victoria / Trevor Pisciotta

v.  Australian Museumn / Stephen Jackson

vi. Ben/Benjamin Allen

vii. Danielle Stephens

vii. Peter Fleming (New South Wales Department of Primary Industries and

Regional Development)
Relating to dingoes/wild dogs in the Ngarkat/Big Desert/Wypertfeld region.”

Accordingly, pursuant to Section 13(d) of the Act, your application became valid on
5 March 2026.

Pursuant to Section 14A of the Freedom of Information Act, the legislative timeframe
in which to provide a determination was extended until 7 May 2026.

Accordingly, the following determination has been finalised.

| have located one hundred and eight documents that are captured within the scope of
your request.

Please note that no documents were located for the organisations/people identified in
points v and vii of your application.

Determination 1

| have determined that access to the following documents is granted in full:

e e

Microft ea Meeting Request dated 17/1 2 Dn i 1
DNA Update
3a Attachment to Document 3 — Sheep Central article dated 4

15/4/2024 titled “Vic sheep producer under dog attack told not
to scare dingoes”

4a Attachment to Document 4 — Map of Victoria — Areas where 1
dingoes are protected/unprotected
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7a

Attachment to Documents 5 and 7 — Weekly Times article dated
10/4/2024 titled “Dingo deal: Animals Australia drops case
against Victorian Government”

7b

Attachment to Document 7 — Sheep Central article dated
10/4/2024 titled “South Australians seek action on Victorian wild
dog changes”

8a

Attachment to Document 8 — Weekly Times article titled
“Dingoes not a threatened species: reclassified as domestic
dogs”

10c

Attachment to Documents 10 and 15 — Weekly Times article
titled “Big Desert farm destocks, while new property faces dingo
attacks”

15a

Attachment to Documents 10e, 15, 23 and 44 — Research
Article titled “Landscape drivers of population density of a
vulnerable apex predator

57

18a

Attachment to Document 18 — Extract from ACTA Update #25
re article titled “Wild dogs put the bite on State Agency”

26

Microsoft Teams Meeting dated 4/9/2025 re Reducing impacts
of dingoes/dogs

27a

Attachment to Document 27 — Stock Journal article dated
28/3/2024 titled “New wild dog threat for SA”

27b

Attachment to Document 27 — Stock Journal article dated
28/3/2024 titled “Vic govt decision putting SA’s flocks at risk”

35a

Attachment to Document 35 — Department of Energy,
Environment and Climate Action fact sheet titled “Baiting
declared pest animals in North West Victoria”

36

Microsoft Teams Meeting request dated 7/8/2025 re reducing
impacts of dingoes and wild dogs

37

Microsoft Teams Meeting request dated 6/8/2025 re updated
date and time for reducing impacts of dingoes and wild dogs

38

Microsoft Teams Meeting request dated 15/10/2025 re updated
time for reducing impacts of dingoes and wild dogs

39

Microsoft Teams Meeting request dated 9/10/2025 re updated
date and time for reducing impacts of dingoes and wild dogs
meeting

40

Microsoft Teams Meeting request dated 4/9/2025 re reducing
impacts of dingoes and wild dogs meeting reminder

41

Microsoft Teams Meeting request dated 8/9/2025 re updated
reducing impacts of dingoes and wild dogs meeting reminder

42

Microsoft Teams Meeting request dated 8/9/2025 re reducing
impacts of dingoes and wild dogs meeting reminder

51a

Attachment to Document 51 — Country News article dated
13/9/2024 titled “Accept the science and win”

51b

Attachment to Document 51 — Country News article dated
14/9/2024 titled “Grazier condemns wild dog strategy”

57a

Attachment to Document 57 — Australian Mammal Society
Scientific Meeting — Melbourne Zoo 2024

Refer following link: 1541 ams 2024 program.pdf
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58a Attachment to Documents 58 and 59 — Media release dated 2
12/11/2024 titled “Ongoing dingo protection in north-west
Victoria poses risks to livestock producers”

60 Acceptance email for meeting of 2/9/2024 from Principal 1
Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA to
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action re
invitation to discuss dingo conservation and livestock predation
management policy in Victoria

61 Acceptance email for meeting of 3/9/2024 from Principal 1
Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA to
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action re
invitation to discuss dingo conservation and livestock predation
management policy in Victoria

62 Microsoft Teams Meeting request dated 9/10/2025 re reducing 2
impacts of dingoes and wild dogs
63 Acceptance email for meeting of 19/2/2025 from Principal 1

Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA to
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action re Fox
baiting discussion

64 Acceptance email for meeting of 22/5/2024 from Principal 1
Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA to
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action re
AgVic meeting with PIRSA

Determination 2

| have determined that access to the following documents is granted in part:

p— Pa— s

3 Email from National Wild Dog Management Coordinator, Centre
for Invasives Species Solutions to Principal Biosecurity Officer -
Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 16/4/2024 re Sheep
Central article

4 Emails between the Department of Energy, Environment and 2
Climate Action and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 14/3/2024 re regulatory settings for
Dingo control in Victoria

T Emails between National Wild Dog Management Coordinator, 1
Centre for Invasives Species Solutions and Principal
Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA dated
11/4/2024 re Weekly Times article
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Email from National Wild Dog Management Coordinator, Centre
for Invasives Species Solutions to Principal Biosecurity Officer -
Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 26/3/2024 re Weekly
Times article

Email from Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA to National Wild Dog Management
Coordinator, Centre for Invasives Species Solutions dated
17/4/2024 re Motion in Upper House SA Parliament re wild
dogs in Victoria

10

Emails from Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board to
Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA
and other recipients dated 3/10/2025 and 9/10/2025 re Box Flat
Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting No 39 Agenda and
Meeting Papers

10a

Attachment to Document 10 — WildDogScan - New damage
record for Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee dated
7/10/2025

10b

Attachment to Document 10 — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating
Committee Victorian Northwest Report dated 13/10/2025

10e

Email from Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board to
Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA
and other recipients dated 3/10/2025 re Box Flat Wild Dog
Coordinating Committee Meeting No 39 - Agenda and Meeting
Papers

10ea

Attachment to Document 10e — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating
Committee - Meeting No 39 dated 13/10/2025 — Agenda

10eb

Attachment to Document 10e - Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating
Committee — Draft Minutes for meeting dated 17/3/2025

10ec

Attachment to Document 10e — Email re Wild Dogs

10ed

Attachment to Document 10e — Email re Wild Dogs

10ee

Attachment to Document 10e - Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating
Committee — Meeting Report dated October 2025

11

Microsoft Teams Meeting Request dated 13/10/2025 re Box
Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting

12

Microsoft Teams Meeting Request dated 13/10/2025 re Box
Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting — updated time

13

Microsoft Teams Meeting Request dated 13/10/2025 re Box
Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting — updated time

14

Email from Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board dated
9/2/2026 re Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee meeting

15

Email between Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity,

PIRSA dated 3/10/2025 and 7/10/2025 re request for agenda
items for Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee and Big
Desert farm destocks article
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18

Email thread between Animal Control Technologies (Australia)
Pty Ltd, Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity,
PIRSA and National Wild Dog Management Coordinator,
Centre for Invasives Species Solutions dated 14/11/2024 and
18/11/2024 re wild dogs and foxes in Victoria

19

Emails between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA and Murraylands and Riverland Landscape
Board dated 20/11/2024 and 21/11/2024 re Meeting minutes for
Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

(Note: The two attachments dated 19/2/2024 are outside of the scope
of your application)

18a

Attachment to Documents 19 and 22 — Box Flat Wild Dog
Coordinating Committee Special Meeting - Draft Minutes dated

26/3/2024

19b

Attachment to Document 19 — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating
Committee - Draft Minutes dated 5/6/2024

20

Emails between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA and Murraylands and Riverland Landscape
Board dated 20/11/2024 and 21/11/2024 re Meeting minutes for
Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

20a

Attachment to Document 20 — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating
Committee - Draft Minutes dated 30/4/2024

21

Emails between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA and Murraylands and Riverland Landscape
Board dated 19/8/2025 re Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating
Committee Meeting invitation

22

Emails between Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board,
Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA
and other recipients dated 27/3/2024 and 28/3/2024 re revised
minutes for Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Out of
Session meeting

23a

Attachment to Documents 10e and 23 — Eradication of Wild
Dogs from SA Sheep Country — Tracking progress of the 10-
year eradication program — Program update March 2025

18

24

Email from Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board dated
30/9/2025 September 2025 survey of wild dogs in Ngarkat by
wild dog trapper

25

Email from Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA to Department of Energy, Environment and
Climate Action dated 24/9/2024 re Box Flat Wild Dog
Coordinating Committee meeting availability

27

Email from Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA to Department of Energy, Environment and
Climate Action dated 28/3/2024 re articles re wild dogs

28

Emails between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA and Department of Energy, Environment
and Climate Action dated 24/9/2024 and 3/10/2024 re Box Flat
Wild Dog Coordinating Committee meeting
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29

Email between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA and Department of Energy, Environment
and Climate Action dated 22/8/2025 and 25/8/2025 re Dingo
report of population status in Victoria

30

Emails between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA and Department of Energy, Environment
and Climate Action dated 22/8/2025 and 8/9/2025 re Dingo
report of population status in Victoria

31

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA and Department of Energy,
Environment and Climate Action dated 8/10/2025 re meeting
request for 9/10/2025 re reducing impacts of dingoes and wild
dogs

32

Emails between Regional Manager South West, Plants,
Chemicals and Invasives, Department of Energy, Environment
and Climate Action and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 12/5/2025 re SA — Vic

meetings

33

Email from Department of Energy, Environment and Climate
Action to Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 15/10/2025 re rescheduling meeting
for reducing impacts of dingoes and wild dogs

34

Emails between Department of Energy, Environment and
Climate Action and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 8/9/2025 re meeting for reducing
impacts of dingoes and wild dogs

35

Emails between Department of Energy, Environment and
Climate Action and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 24/2/2025 re baiting fact sheet

50

Emails between National Wild Dog Action Plan
Communications and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA and other recipients dated
12/11/2024 re media release titled “Ongeing dingo protection in
north-west Victoria poses risks to livestock producers”

51

Emails between National Wild Dog Action Plan
Communications and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 23/9/2024 re media release
from NSW Farmers re wild dog control

58

Emails between National Wild Dog Action Plan
Communications, Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA and Department of Energy, Environment
and Climate Action dated 12/11/2024 re Media release titled
“Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to
livestock producers” e
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59

Emails between National Wild Dog Action Plan 1
Communications, Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA and Department of Energy, Environment
and Climate Action dated 12/11/2024 re Media release titled
“Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to
livestock producers” =

65

Acceptance email for meeting of 12/9/2024 from Principal 1
Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA to
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action re
follow up to consultation on dingo conservation and
management

The information removed from the above documents is pursuant to Clause 6(1) of
Schedule 1 of the Freedom of Information Act which states:

“6 - Documents affecting personal affairs

(1) A document is an exempt document if it contains matter the disclosure of
which would involve the unreasonable disclosure of information concerning
the personal affairs of any person (living or dead).”

The information removed consists of the following:

Documents 3, 15, 19, 20, 32, 35 and 50: Names, email addresses and mobile
telephone numbers of Departmental officers and other individuals

Documents 4, 7, 8 and 9: Email addresses and mobile telephone numbers of
individuals and Departmental officers

Documents 10, 10e, 14, 21, 24, 25, 27, 34, 51, 58 and 59: Names and mobile
telephone numbers of Departmental officers and other individuals

Document 10a: Name, email address, username, location details and unique ID
relating to an individual

Documents 10b, 10ea, 10ee, 11, 12, 13, 19a, 19b, 20a and 65: Names of
individuals

Documents 10eb, 10ec, 10ed: Names of individuals and identifying information
and locations

Documents 18, 23a and 28: Mobile telephone numbers of Departmental officers
and other individuals

Document 19b: Names, email address and mobile telephone numbers of
individuals and identifying information and locations

Document 22: Name and direct telephone number of an individual

Documents 29, 30 and 31: Names and email addresses of individuals and
mobile telephone numbers of Departmental officers

Document 33: Names and email addresses of individuals, mobile telephone
number of a Departmental officer and personal information relating to an
individual

The remaining information removed from Documents 4, 9, 10, 10e, 11, 12, 13, 14, 22,
27, 50, 51, 58 and 59 is outside of the scope of your request.

Page 8 of 21

OFFICIAL




OFFICIAL

The term ‘personal affairs’ has been held to involve ‘matters of private concern to an
individual' and the ‘composite collection of activities personal to the individual

concerned’.

Consent has not been provided to disclose the names of the individuals concerned
and, accordingly, there would be an expectation that their personal information would
not be released in this way.

As a mobile telephone number allows a person, including an officer of an agency, to
be contacted outside of business hours and is information that is not ordinarily available
to the public, the information is taken to concern the personal affairs of an individual.

Accordingly, it is considered that disclosure of this information would be an
unreasonable intrusion into the privacy rights of the individuals concerned.

Determination 3

| have determined that access to the following documents is granted in part:

10d Attachment to Document 10 - Box Flat WlldDog Coordlnatlng 3

Committee - Draft Minutes dated 13/10/2025
16 Email between Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board 2

and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity,
PIRSA dated 16/10/2025 and 17/10/2025 re Box Flat Wild Dog
Coordinating Committee - Draft Minutes of Meeting 39

17 Emails between Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board 3
and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity,
PIRSA dated 16/10/2025 re Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating
Committee Draft Minutes of Meeting 39

23 Email thread between Murraylands and Riverland Landscape 3
Board and Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals,
Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 25/9/2025 and 30/9/2025 re requests
for reports and contributions - Upcoming Box Flat Wild Dog
Coordinating Committee meeting

The information removed from the above documents is pursuant to Clause 6(1) and
Clause 9(1) of Schedule 1 of the Freedom of Information Act.

The information removed pursuant to Clause 6(1) consists of the following:

s Document 10d: Names of individuals and locations
« Documents 16 and 17: Names and mobile telephone numbers of Departmental

officers and other individuals
s Document 23: Names, mobile telephone numbers and email addresses of

individuals
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Consent has not been provided to disclose the names of the individuals concerned
and, accordingly, there would be an expectation that their personal information would
not be released in this way.

Accordingly, it is considered that disclosure of this information would be an
unreasonable intrusion into the privacy rights of the individuals concerned.

Clause 9(1) states:

“9—Internal working documents
(1) A document is an exempt document if it contains matter—

(a) that relates to -
(i) any opinion, advice or recommendation that has been

obtained, prepared or recorded; or
(i) any consultation or deliberation that has taken place,
in the course of, or for the purpose of, the decision-making functions
of the Government, a Minister or an agency, and
(b) the disclosure of which would, on balance, be contrary to the public
interest.”

The information removed pursuant to Clause 9(1) consists of detail relating to a matter
for internal decision-making purposes.

In addressing the public interest test for the Clause 9(1) exemption, | have balanced
the following factors:

In favour of the public interest;

s Meeting the objects of the Freedom of Information Act favouring access to
documents.
Ensuring optimal use of public resources.
High level of interest in the accountability of public office holders.

« The importance of transparency and openness and the interest that the public
has in the decision-making processes of Government.

« Providing members of the public with access to information of special interest to
them.

Contrary to the public interest:

= The recent age of the information was considered and the continuing relevance
of the matters.

= Providing an agency with the ability to undertake internal consultation without
unnecessary interference.
Protection of the deliberative processes of Government.

« Preserving the integrity of information gathering processes leading up to the
finalisation of decisions.

« Disclosure may prejudice the agency’s ability to obtain similar information from
other agencies in the future.

« Allowing internal communications to occur in a reasonably uninhibited manner,
where the discussion may be sensitive.
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« Disclosing this information may compromise the manner in which information is
gathered in the future for the decision-making processes of Government to the
detriment of the betterment for South Australia.

Having considered the various factors weighing for and against disclosure, | have
determined that disclosure of this information would, on balance, be contrary to the
public interest.

Determination 4

| have determined that access to the following document is granted in part:

e T A e e e [ e
Nacerrnnstinn n -7_ ~timent * [
description of document ! NO.

o — : 1

" Attachment to Document 10e — PIRSA Biosecurity Update —
wild dog eradication program

The information removed from the above document is pursuant to Clause 9(1) of
Schedule 1 of the Freedom of Information Act.

The information removed consists of detail relating to a matter for internal decision-
making purposes.

In addressing the public interest test for the Clause 9(1) exemption, | have balanced
the following factors:

In favour of the public interest:

¢ Meeting the objects of the Freedom of Information Act favouring access to
documents.
Ensuring optimal use of public resources.
High level of interest in the accountability of public office holders.
The importance of transparency and openness and the interest that the public
has in the decision-making processes of Government.

s Providing members of the public with access to information of special interest to
them.

Contrary to the public interest:

e The recent age of the information was considered and the continuing relevance
of the matters.

= Providing an agency with the ability to undertake internal consultation without
unnecessary interference.
Protection of the deliberative processes of Government.

s Preserving the integrity of information gathering processes leading up to the
finalisation of decisions.

» Disclosure may prejudice the agency's ability to obtain similar information from
other agencies in the future.
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« Allowing internal communications to occur in a reasonably uninhibited manner,
where the discussion may be sensitive.

» Disclosing this information may compromise the manner in which information is
gathered in the future for the decision-making processes of Government to the
detriment of the betterment for South Australia.

Having considered the various factors weighing for and against disclosure, | have
determined that disclosure of this information would, on balance, be contrary to the

public interest.

Determination 5

| have determined that access to the following document is refused:

Access to the above document is refused pursuant to Clause 5(1)(a)(i) and (b) of
Schedule 1 of the Freedom of Information Act which states:

“5_Documents affecting inter-governmental or local government relations
(1) A document is an exempt document if it contains matter—

(a) the disclosure of which -
(i) could reasonably be expected to cause damage [0

intergovernmental relations; and
(b) the disclosure of which would, on balance, be contrary to the public

interest.”

The document consists of a draft letter forwarded to members of the National Wild Dog
Action Plan Committee seeking their endorsement.

In addressing the public interest test for the Clause 5 exemption, | have balanced the
following factors:

In favour of the public interest:

Meeting the objects of the Act favouring access to documents,

Ensuring optimal use of public resources.

High level of interest in the accountability of public office holders.

The importance of transparency and openness and the interest that the public
has in the decision-making processes of Government.

= Providing members of the public with access to information of special interest to
them.
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Contrary to the public interest:

e Pursuant to Sections 25 and 27 of the Freedom of Information Act, third party
consultation was undertaken and consent was not provided to release this
information.

= The recent age of the information was considered and the continuing relevance
of the matters.

Ensuring the efficient operation of Government.

Disclosure of this information would undermine the nationally coordinated
approach to managing the negative impacts of wild dogs on primary production,
environment and social assets throughout Australia.

« The release of such information could limit and hinder the intended purpose of
negotiations between interstate counterparts in achieving satisfactory outcomes
in delivering the National Wild Dog Action Plan.

¢ Departmental and Committee members across jurisdictions should be able to
discuss matters in confidence without fear that information of a sensitive nature
is released into the public domain.

« Disclosure could result in a loss of trust and confidence between PIRSA and its
interstate counterparts resulting in damage to relationships between the

agencies.

Having considered the various factors weighing for and against disclosure, | have
determined that disclosure of this document would, on balance, be contrary to the

public interest.

Determination 6

| have determined that access to the following documents is refused:

B T e e e ¥
Email from National Wild Dog Management Coordinator, Centre 1
for Invasives Species Solutions to Principal Biosecurity Officer -
Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA and other recipients dated
17/12/2024 re documents re project proposal

2a Attachment to Document 2 — Project brief final

2b Attachment to Document 2 — Project description

5 Emails between National Wild Dog Management Coordinator,
Centre for Invasives Species Solutions and Principal

Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA and other
recipients dated 18/4/2024 re project proposal

5a Attachment to Document 5 — Project proposal 11

-

Access to the above documents is refused pursuant to Clause 5(1)(a)(i) and (b) and
Clause 8(1) of Schedule 1 of the Freedom of Information Act.
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Documents 2a, 2b and 5a consist of project proposals for research purposes.

Documents 2 and 5 are the covering emails associated with the above three
documents.

In addressing the public interest test for the Clause 5 exemption, | have balanced the
following factors:

In favour of the public interest.

Meeting the objects of the Act favouring access to documents.

Ensuring optimal use of public resources.

High level of interest in the accountability of public office holders.

The importance of transparency and openness and the interest that the public
has in the decision-making processes of Government.

Providing members of the public with access to information of special interest to
them.

Contrary to the public interest:

The recent age of the information was considered and the continuing relevance
of the matters.

Ensuring the efficient operation of Government.

Protecting the scientific data, methodologies and other sensitive information
shared by interstate counterparts in their communications with PIRSA.
Disclosure of this information would undermine the nationally coordinated
approach to managing the negative impacts of wild dogs on primary production,
environment and social assets throughout Australia.

The release of such information could limit and hinder the intended purpose of
negotiations between interstate counterparts in achieving satisfactory outcomes
in delivering the National Wild Dog Action Plan.

Departmental and Committee members across jurisdictions should be able to
discuss matters in confidence without fear that information of a sensitive nature
is released into the public domain.

PIRSA’s involvement in seeking funding for research projects requires ongoing
relationships with Commonwealth, State and Territory Governments.
Disclosure could result in a loss of trust and confidence between PIRSA and its
interstate counterparts given the expectation of confidence between all parties
in the conduct of grant funding assessment processes.

Having considered the various factors weighing for and against disclosure, | have
determined that disclosure of these documents would, on balance, be contrary to the

public interest.
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Clause 8(1) states:

“8—Documents affecting the conduct of research
(1) A documentis an exempt document if it contains matter—

(a)  that relates to the purpose or results of research (other than
public opinion polling that does not relate directly to a contract or
other commercial transaction that is still being negotiated),
including research that is yet to be commenced or yet to be
completed; and

(b)  the disclosure of which—

(i) could reasonably be expected to have an adverse effect on
the agency or other person by or on whose behalf the
research is being, or is intended to be, carried out; and

(i) would, on balance, be contrary to the public interest.”

In addressing the public interest test for the Clause 8 exemption, | have balanced the
following factors:

In favour of the public interest:

Meeting the objects of the Act favouring access to documents.

Ensuring optimal use of public resources.

High level of interest in the accountability of public office holders.

The importance of transparency and openness and the interest that the public
has in the decision-making processes of Government.

Providing members of the public with access to information of special interest to
them.

Contrary to the public interest:

The age of the information was considered and the continuing relevance of the
matters.

Disclosure of this information would undermine the nationally coordinated
approach to managing the negative impacts of wild dogs on primary production,
environment and social assets throughout Australia.

The need to preserve the confidentiality of the details of research projects being
undertaken prior to the release of their findings.

Protecting the ideas and methodologies of researchers.

Ensuring research being undertaken on wild dog management approaches is
not undermined by interested parties prior to completion.

Disclosure of such research details would jeopardise the work of all agencies
involved in delivering the National Wild Dog Action Plan.

Revealing this information would be detrimental to the researchers undertaking
their planned research in fear that their research is undermined and their ideas

are stolen.

Having considered the various factors weighing for and against disclosure, | have
determined that disclosure of these documents would, on balance, be contrary to the

public interest.
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Determination 7

| have determined that access to the following documents is refused:
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6 Emails between National Wild Dog Management Coordinator,
Centre for Invasives Species Solutions and Principal

Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA and other
recipients dated 24/4/2024 re dingo management

43 Email from Wildlife Management and Research Team Leader, 2
Centre for Sustainable Agricultural Systems/Institute for Life
Sciences and the Environment, University of Southern
Queensland dated 14/3/2024 re dingoes in North-West Victoria
44 Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest 10
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 to 18/9/2025 re draft response

—

44a Attachment to Document 44 (attached to email dated 5
12/9/2025) — Draft paper

44b Attachment to Document 44 (attached to email dated )
17/9/2025) — Updated draft paper

44c Attachment to Document 44 (attached to email dated 7

18/9/2025) — Updated draft paper

44d Attachment to Document 44 — Updated draft paper
44e Attachment to Document 44 (attached to email dated
15/9/2025) — Updated draft paper

45 Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest 3
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 and 15/9/2025 re draft response

46 Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest 4
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 and 15/9/2025 re draft response

~ |~
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46a

Attachment to Document 46 - Updated draft paper

47

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 to 23/9/2025 re draft response

47a

Attachment to Document 47 — Updated draft paper

48

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 to 23/9/2025 re draft response

48a

Attachment to Document 48 — Updated draft paper

~ |~

49

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 to 16/9/2025 re draft response

49a

Attachment to Document 49 — Updated draft paper

52

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 to 16/9/2025 re draft response

53

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 to 25/9/2025 re draft response

16

53a

Attachment to Document 53 — Updated draft paper
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54

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest 12
Animals, Biosecurity PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 to 23/9/2025 re draft response

55

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest 9
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA, Wildlife Management and
Research Team Leader, Centre for Sustainable Agricultural
Systems/Institute for Life Sciences and the Environment,
University of Southern Queensland and Senior Principal
Research Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator
Threats, Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of
Primary Industries and Regional Development and other
recipients dated 12/9/2025 to 18/9/2025 re draft response

56

Email thread between Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest 4
Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA and Senior Principal Research
Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator Threats,
Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of Primary
Industries and Regional Development dated 4/11/2025 and
5/11/2025 re National Wild Dog Action Plan

57

Email thread between Senior Principal Research 3
Scientist/Research Leader, Containment of Predator Threats,
Vertebrate Pest Research Unit, NSW Department of Primary
Industries and Regional Development and Principal Biosecurity
Officer - Pest Animals, Biosecurity, PIRSA dated 10/2/2026 re

article

Access to the above documents is refused pursuant to Clause 5(1)(a)(i) and (b) and
Clause 9(1) of Schedule 1 of the Freedom of Information Act.

The documents consist of communications between PIRSA and staff of other
jurisdictions for internal decision-making purposes as follows:

Document 6: Email from the National Wild Dog Management Coordinator to
Committee members and a response from PIRSA in the capacity as a member
of the National Wild Dog Action Plan Committee

Documents 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56 and 57: Emails between
officers of PIRSA and other jurisdictions

Documents 44a, 44b, 44c, 44d, 44e, 46a, 47a, 48a, 49a and 53a: Draft versions
of a document

In addressing the public interest test for the Clause 5 exemption, | have balanced the
following factors:
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OFFICIAL




OFFICIAL

In favour of the public interest:

s Meeting the objects of the Freedom of Information Act favouring access to
documents.
Ensuring optimal use of public resources.
High level of interest in the accountability of public office holders.
The importance of transparency and openness and the interest that the public
has in the decision-making processes of Government.

= Providing members of the public with access to information of special interest to
them.

Contrary to the public interest:

= The need to preserve confidentiality of information being shared between
government agencies on matters which are still under consideration.

« The recent age of the information was considered and the continuing relevance
of the matters.

Ensuring the efficient operation of Government

« Officers from other jurisdictions should be able to work together without fear that
their internal communications are aired into the public domain.

s Protecting the scientific data, methodologies and other sensitive information
shared by interstate counterparts in their communications with PIRSA.

= Disclosure of this information would undermine the nationally coordinated
approach to managing the negative impacts of wild dogs on primary production,
environment and social assets throughout Australia.

s The release of such information could limit and hinder the intended purpose of
negotiations between interstate counterparts in achieving satisfactory outcomes
in delivering the National Wild Dog Action Plan.

» Departmental and Committee members across jurisdictions should be able to
discuss matters in confidence without fear that information of a sensitive nature
is released into the public domain.

s |t is expected that disclosure would harm inter-governmental relationships with
the Commonwealth Government and interstate agencies resulting in the
agencies reconsidering their position regarding their future interactions with the
South Australian Government.

« Disclosure could result in a loss of trust and confidence between PIRSA and its
interstate counterparts resulting in damage to relationships between the
agencies.

Having considered the various factors weighing for and against disclosure, | have
determined that disclosure of these documents would, on balance, be contrary to the

public interest.

In addressing the public interest test for the Clause 9(1) exemption, | have balanced
the following factors:
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In favour of the public interest:

Meeting the objects of the Freedom of Information Act favouring access to
documents.

Ensuring optimal use of public resources.

High level of interest in the accountability of public office holders.

The importance of transparency and openness and the interest that the public
has in the decision-making processes of Govemment.

Providing members of the public with access to information of special interest to
them.

Contrary to the public interest:

The recent age of the information was considered and the continuing relevance
of the matters.

Providing an agency with the ability to undertake intemal consultation without
unnecessary interference,

The information is not widely published or disseminated.

Protection of the deliberative processes of Government, particularly where a
matter is continuing to be dealt with.

Preserving the integrity of information gathering processes leading up to the
finalisation of decisions.

Recognising that internal decision-making processes are required to be
undertaken to enable an agency to provide information to the public on matters
of concern and interest.

Disclosure may prejudice the agency’s ability to obtain similar information from
other agencies in the future.

Allowing internal communications to occur in a reasonably uninhibited manner,
where the discussion may be sensitive.

Disclosure of this information would undermine the nationally coordinated
approach to managing the negative impacts of wild dogs on primary production,
environment and social assets throughout Australia.

Disclosing this information may compromise the manner in which information is
gathered in the future for the decision-making processes of Government to the
detriment of the betterment for South Australia.

Having considered the various factors weighing for and against disclosure, | have
determined that disclosure of these documents would, on balance, be contrary to the

public interest.

If you are dissatisfied with this determination, you are entitled to exercise your right of
review and appeal as outlined in the attached documentation Making a Freedom of

Information Application | State Records of South Australia (archives.sa.gov.au). by

completing the “FOI Application Form for Internal Review of a Determination™ and
returning the completed form to:
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Freedom of Information Principal Officer
Department of Primary Industries and Regions
GPO Box 1671

ADELAIDE SA 5001

or via email PIRSA.FOl@sa.gov.au

In accordance with the requirements of Premier and Cabinet Circular PC045, details
of your application, and the documents to which you are given access, will be published

in PIRSA's disclosure log. A copy of PC045 can be found at
http://dpc.sa.gov.au/ _data/assets/pdf file/0019/20818/PC045-Disclosure-Log-

Policy.pdf

If you disagree with publication, please advise the undersigned in writing within
fourteen calendar days from the date of this determination.

Should you require further information or clarification with respect to this matter, please
contact Ms Lisa Farley, Senior Freedom of Information Advisor on 8429 0422 or email

PIRSA.FOI@sa.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Michelle Griffiths
Accredited Freedom of Information Officer
DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES AND REGIONS

Page 21 of 21
OFFICIAL




Doc 1
Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Subject: Dingo DNA Update
Location: Microsoft Teams Meeting
Start: Tue 17/12/2024 12:30 PM
End: Tue 17/12/2024 1:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Organizer: Greg Mifsud

Microsoft Teams Need help?

Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 428 167 185 583
Passcode: tT6Nn7Ky

For organizers: Meeting options




Doc 3a
Vic sheep producer under dog attack told not to scare

dingoes

Terry Sim April 15, 2024

A NORTH-WEST Victorian sheep producer has been told he must convince authorities a
wild dog or dingo attacked his sheep and that he has implemented all reasonable and
effective non-lethal control measures before he will be issued a wildlife control permit.

Lawloit-based Alan Bennett, who estimates he has lost about 30 sheep from dog attacks
in the past three weeks, has been denied an Authority to Control Wildlife after the
Victorian Government changed wild dog control rules on accepting evidence the north-
west dingo population is at risk of extinction.

Mr Bennett is one of the first farmers to be impacted by the government’s decision on 14
March to end the Wildlife Act (1275) Order In Council that while in force effectively
‘unprotected’ dingoes on private land, and on public land within a 3km buffer from the
borders to private land, enabling baiting and trapping. On 1 October 2024, the
government has said it will do the same in eastern Victoria.

Last week Mr Bennett was told via email by Department of Energy Environment and
Climate Action director Callie Donaldson “that any deliberate scaring or active
disturbance to dingoes may also require an ATCW (Authority to Control Wildlife).”

“So if they are eating my sheep, I've got to pretty much sit there and watch them do it,”
Mr Bennett said.

“If they turn up and get into my chook house, I've just got to sit there and watch them
eat my chooks, | can't hunt them out of my chook house.

“It's a full three weeks since | lodged the (ATCW) application and in anybody's
assessment that's an unrealistic turnaround when we've got dogs attacking our sheep,”

he said.
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Area where the dingo will be protected on private land and

public land

[ Area where the dingo will be unprotected on private land

Area where the dingo will be unprotected on private land
and public land within 3 km of any private land boundary

Map Spatial Reference
Name: GDA2020 Vicgrid
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Dingo deal: Animals Australia drops case
against Victorian Government

Animals Australia dropped its Supreme Court case against Victorian
Government dingo controls, just four days after wild dog protections were put in

place.
Peter Hunt

April 10, 2024 - 1:00PM
The Weekly Times
0 comments
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Alan Bennett's north-west Victorian property
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One of the sheep that wild dogs

Animals Australia dropped its Supreme Court case against the Victorian
Government’s dingo control program, just four days after both environment
and agriculture ministers agreed to protect wild dogs in the state’s north-
west.

The Supreme Court verified the case brought by Animals Australia against the
Victorian Attorney-General in November last year was “dismissed by consent”
on March 19.

Just four days earlier Victorian Environment Minister Steve Dimopoulos and
Agriculture Minister Ros Spence signed off on an Order in Council that ended
decades of dingo control in the north-west, protecting all dingoes and wild
dogs on public and private land.

The move stunned farmers, who had been assured by both ministers that they
and other stakeholders would be consulted on a review into dingo control that
was not due to be finalised until later this year.



Both Ministers refused to answer questions on why the case had been
dismissed and if some sort of deal had been struck with Animals Australia.

Court documents show Animals Australia’s original motion from November
last year argued previous government orders, extending lethal control of wild
and dingoes until October 1 this year, were “invalid and of no effect” and that
sheep losses were “minuscule”.

Victorian Farmers Federation livestock councillor Peter Star said farmers
needed to know if the government had struck a deal with Animals Australia
and if “there was more pain to come” for livestock producers in the state’s
east, where dingo control on public land remains in place.

The government has promised to consult farmers on removing controls, but
Mr Star said the VFF was left in the dark on the north-west decision.

The offices of Ministers Dimopoulos and Spence said “we’re undertaking a
comprehensive assessment of Victoria’s dingo population to guide
management practices that most appropriately balance the protection of
livestock and the conservation of dingoes.”

“We will continue to work closely with traditional owners, farmers and
private landholders across Victoria to build on existing programs and
regulations to support best practice management that balances livestock
protection and dingo conservation.”

558 Dingoes dine on natives
Meanwhile north-west Victorian sheep producers have been left with their
hands tied, unable to kill dogs that attack their sheep.

Yanac farmer Alan Bennett, who runs sheep on 4400ha adjacent to the Big
Desert, said dogs had attacked his sheep five times over the past month.

“If they want to protect dingoes there has to be some evening of the cost,” Mr
Bennett said. “(Either) pay for the sheep or exclusion fencing”.
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South Australians seek action on Victorian
wild dog changes

Terry Sim April 10, 2024

REMOVAL of north-west Victoria's livestock protection order agalnst wild
dogs has sparked action by South Australian livestock producers
concerned about the likelihood of increased dog attacks in South
Australia.

Tatlara District Council member and former WoolProducers Australia
president Richard Halliday said the Victorian wild dog control changes
would put pressure on the South Australian dog control system,

"Our legislaticn says that if there is a dog inside the SA Dog Fence It Is to
be destroyed,” he sald,

“So that means we don't have a fence between us and Victoria, but there is
still a border.

“So once a dog crosses into South Australia (from Victoria), it puts extra
strain on our system to make sure our programs are tip ta speed to fry to
address any issues that may arise from degs crossing," Cr Halliday said.

Cr Halliday's concern follows Sheep Central's report acout north-west
Victorian farmer Alan Bennett (https/www.sheepcentrsl.com/sheen-
Rrogucer-under-dog-atiack-told-to-put-mauled-ewes-on-ice/| whose
sheep have been killed by wild dogs or dingoes, but he has been unable to
obtzain a control permit and was told to store mauled ewes in his freezer
for DNA testing.

Areas in north-west Victoria that contain dingoes or wild dogs include the
Big Desert Wilderness Park and the Murray-Sunset Park, both of which
abut the South Australian barder below the SA Dog Fence. These parks
were subject to Victoria's Wildlife Act (1975) Order In Council that
effectively 'unprotected' the dingo an private land, and on public land
within 3km of the private land boundaries to public lands, enabling baiting
and trappiny
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Butoni14
March, the
Victorian

Tatiara councillor and former WoolProducers president Richard Halliday.

Government, removed the dingo unprotection order in north-west Victoria
and has said on T October 2024 it will do the same in eastern Victoria. The
government has said it is helping protect a vulnerable population of
dingoes in Victoria's north-west “while ensuring farmers are able to
protect their livestock.”

However, a wild dog attack on sheep was recently reported north-west of

the Ngarkat Conservation Park in South Australia, adjacent to the Big

Desert Wilderness Park in Victoria, whose boundary had been subject to

regular baiting and wild dog control under the former unprotection order.

A Wild Dog Scan upload on 5 April

(https:/feralscan.org.au/WildDogScan/map.aspx?
zoom=18&lat=-35.503133&long=140.18808&1ype=Damagedid=60688viewMode=emailddir=6&f
BE2F-4EEA-A176-84D8F70EDABF) notes two sheep were killed and

another mauled, and includes a graphic photograph of a gutted sheep.















Doc 8a

Dingoes not a threatened species:
reclassified as domestic dogs

Dingoes are no longer a threatened species, after Museums Victona reclassified
therm as domestic dogs, undermining protections.

Dingoes can no longer be called a threatened species under Victoria’s Flora
and Fauna Guarantee Act, undermining the Allan Government’s attempt to
protect them.

Museums Victoria, upon which the Victorian Government relies to classify
the dingo, no longer recognises it as a species of wolf, Canis lupus.

A Museum spokesman said it had recently adopted the Australasian
Mammal Taxonomy Consortium’s current listing “that the dingo should be
placed under Canis familiaris” — the same classification as domestic dogs.

The decision raises questions as to how dingo protection can continue
under the Victorian Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act, given the Scientific
Advisory Committee that listed it as threatened species relied on the
Museums’ old classification of Canis lupus.

The SAC'’s last review of the dingo as threatened species in 2021 stated: “In
regard to the nomenclature that should be adhered to, the SAC abides by
the agreed standard of Museums

Victoria, being the accepted state authority for faunal taxonomy.”

SAC’s review went on to state: “Museums Victoria currently (in 2021)
recognises the dingo as Canis lupus dingo, which is also the gazetted name
for the taxon listed under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988.”

But Museums Victoria’s decision to now join the rest of Australia in
classifying the dingo as a species of domestic dog — Canis familiaris, has
several legal implications.

The reclassification would appear to mean the species Canis lupus no
longer exists.

National Wild Dog Management Coordinator Greg Mifsud said Museums
Victoria’s reclassification raised serious questions as to how the dingo could




meet the eligibility requirements for consideration as a threatened species

under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1998, or any other Victorian Act.

It also raises questions about the validity of Environment Minister Steve
Dimopoulos’ and Agriculture Minister Ros Spence’s decision earlier this
month to protect all dingoes on public and private land in Victoria’s
northwest, given their order refers to the dingo as Canis lupus.

The reclassification also appears to undermine Animals Australia’s
Supreme Court bid to stop all dingo control in Victoria, given it is based on
protecting Canis lupus and the government’s failure to protect what it
terms a threatened species under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act.

A government spokesman said: “In Victoria, the dingo is listed under the
Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 as Canis lupus dingo” and “under
Victorian law, all native animals, including dingoes, are considered
protected wildlife — regardless of taxonomy or nomenclature.”

More Coverage
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Big Desert farm destocks, while new property
faces dingo attacks

A Wimmera fermer has destockad his flock afterlasing 300 lembs, white neighbouring propertiez now face increasing dingo
attacks. See the deteils.

Rachel Simmonds

K Schelsmmonsy ) 2mnmes aupearis sozs-r23eme  The Weekly Times

Two injured lambs at a property near the Big Desert

OFFICIAL



OFFICIAL

Omne Wunmeera [armdog (amdly has completely destocked then Big Desert propenty aliet 4
staggenng number of lanth losess o wild dog atlacks,

Formes wild dog wapper and (aoower Mustay Miller  whose Family has faoaed next (o (he
Big Deses) sinee the 19608 - destocked his ook bardecing die Hig Desers Natwenal Park,
Ater au estindted 300 Lanbs were anacked this season.

He later Josl e additional 30 lambs [om wounds, aad 80 beesding ewes last year ai Lhe
propeny spanng 16000a.

“It's only the new von waisgensenut praciloes that ade vhar deison nevitable, we juss
could mor keep shigep ow teere ™ he said. “We huawve lost o excess of 150,000 wooh of
stock. and we just cau'l Xeep susiaimag hal loss,

The Victorsu Goversunent remwved @ dlugo unprotection order 1or nortdiwess Victoria o
March 2024. It & an ulfence w desitoy dingoes withou: awhonssiion, and wallully
distur®, lnjure o chase wildile

“(Before) U dog ever $ol & chance to ipove sosth,” M Miller saad. “These dogs dial are

muving sotth at (e moment are andy moving souh because we destocked cut Dlock.”

He sald hie would aeed 1o wsiall exclusion fencing U he watked 10 ruu stock, wisch could

cost 1o exoess of $20,000 a kllomene.

South of Mr Miller ¢ property, Yausc [oine
Michael Dol started facing wild dog aitacks
Lo early July after M Miller destocked

M D suied 40 Lambs and Gve ewes had
died across (Ive attacks, with anothes on
Friday that lad 10 1wo euthanised breeding
CWes,

Mr Darn farmed sbou five Kilomeases b
e adee of the Big Deserl Natlonal Pask,
and pow had DEECA cameras placed at his
property (o monuoring.

“I've been here far 20 vesrs and | think
weve hid one auack, and 1| wies [usl one

ewe I Ll tome, be sand.

4 ceazahees st e proces nearine g D et watizmal
“IUS Lalrly distressing Lo come gcross.’ Fark. Piztura Sooling
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Feliow Blg Desert Faomer Alan Bennet! saad 16 of s marked Meloo mbs Jied Last
week, aid he contmued (o Ualse with DEECA.

He wstalled 3Tk of new exclusion feacing Last yest, which cost $300,000, aed would
e 59Ky Lo secure TS Farm boundary. He sald i would cost oves SToswiih no hopancisl

Eskance,
“In leros of grodusd support, alsolulely oollinng has lappedaed,” e sand.

“We don's really see Lgly al e end of tie wuuel, dea's the ssoe we Gace. Al Ui

rument livestock values are rapidly torressing, soil's a twolold problew.™

A DEECA spokesperson sadd Lusdbolders
should report ncidents 1o the Veriebiale
Species Management Program so authotiues
cowld condim dhe nature of aisack and
peovide advics on dingo sccess and
“APPropr e MLgalin stialegies

“We continue Lo ave close and 1egulas
engagement with Badholders i northwes
Victosia whe bave reported ongoing
[requent predation (o provide support, the
spokesperson said.

“Results from trials along with the une
ol advice fron Bndboddess Wil help
provide the evidence base 1o belle
wiclerstand dogo movement and

beliwvious. Towre dags stz et q g orccet nearthe g
Dusarz | atcnal Tark Soture 2uzelad

DEECA conducted 3 camera monitoting

project betwesn July 2024 dnd March of this year, between Lo endholder properiies
with 53 cameras across 3300,

DEECA’s Arthan Rylabh Inssiioie estunated there were 40230 dingoes uy aorthwes:
Victon s, lecludiog 12 20 dingoes capable of breeding. It s conductmyg (1S next fodad ol
dingo population essimate surveys, which included cameras 31 50 <ites al (he Blg Desert.

The Weekly Tinses contscied Enviromnens Mudaesr Sieve Dunupuulos'’s pifce fo
comuuent sboul feancal aslaance for [Moners aod guardian saensals, bat did pol yecelve

3 1eSpOnse,
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Landscape drivers of population density of a vulnerable apex predator
(Wilkerr/dingo)
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Abstract

Apex predators shape ecosystems globally, yet robust monitoring that assesses the effects of
management actions and environmental variation on their populations is challenging. The
dingo, Australia’s largest terrestrial predator, is ecologically and culturally significant. In
many parts of Australia, dingoes now exist in fragmented and isolated populations, and our
understanding of how their population abundance and distribution is influenced by
environmental and anthropogenic factors is limited. Here, we employed a flexible spatial
mark—resight (SMR) modelling framework with strategically placed camera traps to estimate
the density of an isolated and genetically distinct dingo population across a fire- and drought-
prone, water-limited, semi-arid region of southern Australia. Our approach addressed
detection challenges in remote landscapes and enabled the integration of key environmental
covariates—including water availability, road proximity, and fire regime—to better
understand spatial variation in dingo density. From over two million camera trap images, we
identified 20 unique individuals at 38 locations using a combination of machine learning and
manual validation. Dingo abundance and density was estimated as 77 (64—94) individuals and
0.014 (0.012-0.017) dingoes/km?—lower than previously reported estimates—and varied
significantly in response to aspects of the fire regime and distance from roads. Our findings
highlight the value of integrating environmental covariates and resource-focused sampling
strategies to improve detection, population estimates and inference of environmental
preferences of large carnivores. Our approach can be adopted elsewhere to help inform
management of landscapes and apex predator populations through robust population

estimation of low-density carnivore populations in remote area contexts.
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Introduction

Apex predators perform critical roles in ecosystems (Ritchie and Johnson 2009, Ripple et al.
2014). Due to their high resource requirements, large carnivores typically occupy large
territories and occur at low densities, and hence, management actions (e.g. lethal control),
habitat modification (e.g. roads), and broader climate-and environmental-change can quickly
drive changes in movements and/or result in declines in the distribution and population
abundance of these species (Taylor and Goldingay 2010, Stier et al. 2016, Hradsky et al.
2017, Geary et al. 2020, Ordiz et al. 2021, Lee et al. 2024). As habitats and climate change,
so too might key resources such as water or the likelihood and severity of key agents of
disturbance such as fire. Shifts in space use due to changes in the availability of suitable
habitat and resources can also intensify human—carnivore conflict (Woodroffe 2000, Ripple et
al. 2014). It is therefore vital that we better understand such complexities for effective

conservation and management of large carnivores.

Wildlife monitoring is crucial for protecting biodiversity and managing human-wildlife
conflict, but because of their ecological traits, effective monitoring of large carnivores is
often difficult and this, in turn, limits the efficacy of conservation and management efforts.
Obtaining robust estimates of population density is inherently challenging (Murphy et al.
2019, 2024, Nolan et al. 2023), with spatial and/or temporal variability in environmental
factors potentially further contributing to estimation biases (Schroeder et al. 2015, Supp et al.
2021, Hu et al. 2025). Understanding how environmental variables influence predator density
has the potential to improve the accuracy of these estimates and, in turn, strengthen

environmental policy and conservation outcomes.
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As environmental and anthropogenic factors continue to shape predator distributions, reliable
monitoring methods and adaptable modelling frameworks are becoming increasingly
essential for understanding population dynamics and informing conservation strategies.
Camera trapping has become an increasingly common non-invasive method for estimating
species occurrence, abundance and to derive demographic patterns, distribution, and
population densities for terrestrial wildlife (Miranda Paez et al. 2021, Bruce et al. 2025). This
method can be particularly useful for large, low density, wide-ranging carnivores that are

difficult to study with other methods (Forsyth et al. 2019, Gabriele-Rivet et al. 2020).

Camera-trapping surveys, combined with traditional capture-recapture or spatially explicit
capture—recapture techniques, are widely used to estimate the density of individually
identifiable carnivores. When only a subset of the population can be uniquely identified,
spatial mark—resight models (SMR) offer a valuable alternative (Sollmann et al. 2013, Efford
and Hunter 2018). SMR combine spatially explicit detection histories with survey area
information to estimate population density. In the case of partially marked populations, SMR
models integrate individual encounter histories of marked (identifiable) individuals with
counts of unmarked (unidentifiable) individuals (Chandler and Royle 2013, Alonso et al.

2015, Whittington et al. 2018).

SMR models are also well-suited for investigating how habitat features, or environmental
variables influence population distribution by modelling their effects on the spatial
distribution of activity centres and detection probabilities (Efford 2004, Efford and Fewster
2013). By describing how individuals use and access different parts of the landscape, SMR
models allow inference into behaviours such as mate seeking, home range dynamics, and

resource tracking. This information enhances our understanding of how species respond to
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anthropogenic and environmental stochasticity, such as fire, water availability, and other
spatial or temporal shifts in resource distribution (Payne et al. 2014, Geary et al. 2018), which

is becoming increasingly importantly in a rapidly changing world (Johnson et al. 2023).

The dingo (C. dingo/C. lupus dingo. Canis familiaris, see (Cairns et al. 2025) is Australia’s
only large (>15kg) (non-human) native terrestrial apex predator (Letnic et al. 2012). Dingoes
are widespread but patchily distributed across mainland Australia, and they are greatly
reduced in number or have been extirpated from some regions (Fleming et al. 2001, Cairns et
al. 2018). As a keystone predator they play a critical role in shaping ecosystems in Australia
(Letnic et al. 2009b, 2012) and have been observed to exert top-down control on large
herbivores such as kangaroos, wallabies and emus (Pople et al. 2000, Letnic and Koch 2010,
Letnic et al. 2012, Dawson et al. 2023). They may also reduce the impact of introduced
and/or feral mesopredators—red foxes and feral cats—through direct predation or fear-
mediated changes to cat and fox spatial and temporal activity (Johnson and Vanderwal 2009,
Letnic et al. 2009b, Brook et al. 2012, Colman et al. 2014, Geary et al. 2018), in turn
indirectly protecting small-medium sized native prey (Johnson et al. 2007, Letnic et al.

2009a).

Despite the important ecological role of dingoes, their populations are subject to lethal
control across much of mainland Australia, due to their perceived and actual impacts on the
livestock industry (Allen and West 2013, Van Eeden et al. 2019, Campbell et al. 2022). These
management practices do not always result in reduced dingo population sizes (Wallach et al.
2017, Stephens et al. 2023) and the removal of ‘important’ individuals can also lead to pack

destabilisation causing a collapse of dingo social structures inadvertently increasing livestock
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predation (Allen 2014, 2015) and exacerbating conflicts over other shared resources, such as

water (Wallach et al. 2009, O’Neill et al. 2017).

Comprehensive understanding of the dingo’s ecological role in Australian ecosystems has
been hindered by a severe lack of robust estimates of population abundance and density, and
in relation to environmental variation. This challenge is especially pronounced for
populations occurring at very low densities across vast, remote, and often inaccessible
landscapes. Detecting such populations is difficult, even with camera traps—particularly
when spatially random placement is used, which may be inefficient for sampling terrestrial
predators whose movements and habitat use are typically non-random (Dickson et al. 2005,
Newsome et al. 2013a, Murphy et al. 2024). In arid environments, water sources can serve as
strategic focal points for camera deployment, particularly for water-limited predators such as
dingoes (Allen 2012a, Newsome et al. 2013b). Targeting resource locations has been shown
to improve detection rates and increase survey efficiency (Read et al. 2015, Edwards et al.

2016, Weijerman et al. 2024).

We undertook a landscape-scale analysis in a fire-prone, water-limited ecosystem in southern
Australia to estimate the density of a wide-ranging, low-density carnivore: the dingo (Canis
familiaris/C. dingo). Using a combination of resource-based and site-based camera traps, and
a spatial mark—resight (SMR) modelling framework, we address the challenge of suspected
low detection rates while accounting for both marked and unmarked individuals. To
understand how key environmental variables influence dingo density, we modelled their
effects on the spatial distribution of activity centres and detection probabilities, to inform
management strategies. Maximizing detections while ensuring representative habitat

sampling requires careful compromise in study design, balancing precision in abundance
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estimates with reliability in environmental inference. Due to the suspected extremely low
density of dingoes in the region our design prioritised maximising detection probability while

also attempting to capture environmental variation across the broader landscape.

Our specific objectives were to:
e Estimate dingo population size and density within the Big Desert Wilderness
landscape.
e Understand how landscape features (water availability, fire regime and road density)
affect dingo population size and density.
e Use these results to provide management recommendations for dingoes in the region.
® Provide broader insights for surveying and managing low-density carnivore

populations in remote areas.

Methods

Study region

The Mallee region of Victoria’s north is one of Australia’s most fire-prone landscapes. This
semi-arid, water limited region supports an isolated and genetically distinct population of
dingoes (Wilkerr, the Wotjobaluk name) that was previously thought to be locally extinct
(Weeks et al. 2025). Despite targeted monitoring efforts, this population has proven difficult
to detect—Ilikely due to its low density, large home ranges, and remote and largely

inaccessible landscape.

Our c. 6,848 km? study area extends across a complex of conservation reserves in the Mallee

region of north-western Victoria, encompassing Big Desert State Forest and Wilderness Area
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and Wyperfeld National Park, collectively referred to as “Big Desert Wilderness” (Fig. 1).
The park complex occurs on the unceded, traditional lands of the Wotjobaluk and Ngarkat
peoples. The region has a semiarid climate with mean annual rainfall ranging from
approximately 267.9 mm in the north to around 370 mm in the south. Over the past 30 years
(1989-2018), the region's average annual rainfall has decreased by about 20 mm (7%), from
approximately 320 mm to 300 mm, compared to the previous 30 years (1959—-1988)
(Australian Bureau of Meteorology, 2024). Native vegetation within the reserves consists of
“Mallee” vegetation consisting of Mallee eucalypt (Eucalyptus leptophylla and Eucalyptus
incrassata) canopy with a heathy shrub understorey. “Heathland” vegetation generally lacks

eucalypt trees and is instead dominated by a mixed layer of small (<2 m), heathy shrubs.

Fire has been a key ecological driver in this region, shaped over millennia by First Nations
peoples, who applied fire to enhance productivity, aid in hunting, and for cultural purposes
(Neale et al. 2019, McKemey et al. 2019, Fletcher et al. 2021). These practices maintained
characteristic fire regimes, which were largely disrupted following British colonisation in the
early to mid-1800s (Kimmerer and Lake 2001, Bowman et al. 2011). Post colonisation the
region is characterised by large wildfires exceeding 100,000 hectares occurring
approximately every 10—20 years (Pausas and Bradstock 2007, Avitabile et al. 2013), while
smaller fire events occur more frequently (Gill and McCarthy 1998). Wildfire behaviour in
mallee vegetation is typically characterized by uniform burn severity, resulting in large
contiguous areas—often exceeding 10,000 hectares—experiencing a synchronized post-fire
recovery stage. Because both wildfire and prescribed burns are generally stand-replacing and
remove most above-ground vegetation, fuel accumulation occurs slowly, leading to prolonged
fire intervals (Haslem et al. 2011) . As a result, the structure and composition of mallee

vegetation are tightly coupled with fire regimes, which play a dominant role in shaping
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landscape heterogeneity and successional dynamics and therefore fauna habitat (Bradstock

and Cohn 2002).

Dingo data

We employed both systematic (site-based camera arrays) and strategic sampling (resource-
based camera arrays) designs to ensure representative sampling of relevant environmental

variables while also attempting to maximise dingo detection rates across the study area.

Site - based arrays

An array of 289 cameras was deployed across sites primarily stratified by fire age class to
represent the region's fire history: recently burnt (n = 54), mid-successional (n = 126), and
late-successional (n = 83). This distribution reflects the proportional extent of each fire age
class across the landscape. In total 81 Swift Enduro wildlife monitoring cameras and 101
Reconyx (Reconyx H500) cameras over a period of three and a half years from November
2019 — March 2023 (Mason et al. 2025b, Pestell et al. 2025). Each camera was mounted on a
wooden stake 50 cm above the ground. In front of each camera at approximately 3 m distance
and within the field of view, scent lures were secured to an additional wooden stake baited

with a combination of fish oil, anchovies and blood and bone to attract predators.

Resource - based arrays

An additional 125 Swift Enduro wildlife monitoring cameras were placed at temporary water
holes within Big Desert Wilderness area, from May 2023 to December 2024. Water is an
important and limiting resource for dingoes, particularly in the arid zone (Newsome et al.
2013b, Wysong et al. 2020a). This approach is similar to carcass baiting (Sievert et al. 2023)
and is suitable for sampling low density and wide-ranging animals (Nichols et al. 2019,

Gabriele-Rivet et al. 2020, Harmsen et al. 2020, Carter et al. 2022).
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Image processing and final site selection

A total of 2,031,525 images were processed using a semi-automated approach. We used a
combination of You Only Look Once (YOLO ) architecture for object detection and
Microsoft MegaDetector for classification to species level (Redmon et al. 2015, Fennell et al.
2022). Once images were tagged as containing dingoes, manual inspection was used to
identify individuals. Photographic catalogues were compiled for each uniquely identifiable
dingo based on variation in pelage, distinctive markings, body size, scarring, and genetic

deformities such as stumpy tails (Fig. 2).

Identification was only accepted if at least two distinctive features were visible (Fig. 2). As
new individuals were encountered, they were added to the photographic catalogues. A
double-blind protocol was applied, whereby only those dingoes independently identified by at
least two researchers were included in the final dataset. Individual detection histories
(presence/absence of an individual per location and 24-hour period beginning at 00:00) were
constructed for each identifiable dingo. For those that could not be individually identified, we
constructed a daily (24-hour) detection history for each uniquely named camera. We then
selected the period with the highest number of known individuals and restricted the data from
both site- and resource-based arrays to an approximate 12-month window (08/02/2024—
15/01/2023) to minimise statistical issues associated with population turnover (immigration,
emigration, recruitment), which can affect the reliability of population estimates (Allen et al.,
2017; Balme et al., 2009; Royle et al., 2011). The final data set consisted of 7,923

survey days over 99 sites - consisting of three site-based and 96 resource based arrays (Table

S1).
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Figure 1. Location of site and resource-based camera arrays traps in Big Desert Wilderness Area. Panel a) indicates all sampled sites. Panel b) indicates sites

where dingoes were detected within the 12-month survey period.

10



220

221

222

223

224

Figure 2. Three typical camera-trap images of dingoes (Wilkerr) in northwestern Victoria, Australia.
Image a and image b indicate similar marked individuals which can be separated by length and shape
of front leg ‘socks’. White chest pattern on the top individual is also extended while the button
individual stops more abruptly. Image c contains three individuals with some patterning visible,

however markings are not sufficient to reliably separate them.
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Landscape data

Dingo detections within the 12-month survey period were used to define the state space over
which landscape variables were calculated for the SMR model. Given evidence that dingo
movement and habitat use vary significantly across their range (Allen and West 2013,
Newsome et al. 2017), we selected a 2.5 km resolution for all landscape layers to match the
scale of likely space use and ensure ecological relevance. This resolution was chosen to
capture variation in habitat features relevant to dingo ecology (Letnic and Dworjanyn 2011,
Fleming et al. 2021) and is aligned with the spatial scales at which the species interacts with

its environment (Brook et al. 2012, Fancourt et al. 2019).

Distance to known water locations and roads

While rainfall in the Big Desert Wilderness region is generally seasonal there can be
significant spatial and temporal variation across the landscape. During the 12-month survey
period from December 31, 2022, to December 27, 2023, the Big Desert region in Victoria,
Australia, experienced typical rainfall patterns with little to no recorded rainfall during April

and May while the wettest period was August — September.

Water locations for the study area were derived from field-based data and remotely sensed
imagery using a combination of deterministic layers and satellite-derived water observations
(Geoscience Australia, 2024). Remotely sensed data was accessed via the Google Earth
Engine (GEE) platform (Gorelick et al., 2017). Sentinel-2 Level 2A imagery
(COPERNICUS/S2_SR_HARMONIZED) was used to assess surface reflectance over the
12-month survey period (31/12/2022 — 27/12/2023). Images were filtered to <10% cloud
cover and further refined by masking clouds and cirrus (QA60 band). To capture seasonal
variation in water availability and identify more permanent water bodies, imagery was

grouped into four seasonal stacks: Summer (December—February), Autumn (March—May),

12
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Winter (June—August), and Spring (September—November). We applied a median composite
to normalize illumination effects, computing median reflectance for each pixel in each stack
(Mohammadimanesh et al. 2019). The final image sets included 16 spectral bands and 3 QA
bands, from which we derived water and vegetation indices: Normalised Difference Water

Index (NDWI) (McFeeters 1996), Modified Normalised Difference Water Index (MNDWI),
and Modified Soil Adjusted Vegetation Index 2 (MSAVI-2) (Qi et al. 1994) Calculations for

these indices are detailed in Table S2.

To supplement these data, we integrated Geoscience Australia's Water Observations, Multi-
Year Frequency Statistics (WO-STATS, Landsat Collection 3, 30m, Frequency, 3.1.6), which
provides water occurrence statistics from 1986 to the present. Finally, all data layers were
imported into ArcGIS Pro v3.4, where known water locations were digitized using both field
observations and high-resolution imagery. We derived a total of 37 known water locations

across the state space.

Road data was derived from a publicly available Victorian government dataset from state
agency records and included unsealed roads and tracks (Department of Transport and
Planning, Victoria 2024). These roads are typically unsealed, single-lane management tracks,
with access primarily via the Murrayville-Nhill Track, which runs approximately north—south
through the park. These tracks are not systematically maintained and can become overgrown

with vegetation, making many parts of the park inaccessible.

We calculated distance to known water and distance to roads layers in ArcGIS Pro v3.4 using

the Distance Accumulation tool. This produced continuous 30 m resolution rasters

representing cumulative ‘cost’ surfaces from each feature, thereby characterising spatial
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variation of the surrounding landscape (Singleton et al. 2002). Distances were calculated
from the center of each pixel, and subsequently resampled to 2.5 km resolution using bilinear
interpolation, which also assumes cell-centred values, with the R package terra (Hijmans
2025). Distance to water (km) from digitized water sources provided a continuous measure of
water accessibility within the state space. The mean distance to water was 12.87 km, with
values ranging from 1.11 km to 43.86 km. This variation reflects the spatial distribution of
water bodies across the landscape, where some areas had readily available water sources,
while others were located farther from permanent water (Table 1). The Euclidean distance to
roads within the study area varied widely, with a mean distance of 2.45 km and a range from

0.21 — 10.85 km, reflecting the remoteness and limited accessibility of the landscape (Table

D).
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Table 1. Landscape variables describing disturbance and landscape fire used to calculate the response of dingo population size and density

late post-fire age-classes, weighted toward late seral stages
(Kelly et al. 2012, Taylor et al. 2013, Giljohann et al. 2017).

mid (11 - 35 years post-fire), and
late (>34 years post-fire)

Variable Ecological reason Description mean (min — max)
State Final
space camera

locations

Distance to | Dingoes are water limited predators (Allen 2012a, Newsome et | Distance Accumulation tool 12.87 4.09 km

water (km) | al. 2013b). The Big-Desert Wilderness is a semi- arid water producing a continuous ‘cost’ raster | km (1.11 | (1.11 —

limited region, and as such this resource is critical for the —43.86 32.01 km)
persistence of dingoes. km)

Distance to | Infrastructure such as roads may be exploited by carnivores as | Distance Accumulation tool 245km | 0.93 km

roads (km) | travel corridors (Mercer et al. 2005, Dickson et al. 2005) while | producing a continuous ‘cost’ raster | (0.21 — (0.22 -

in other contexts they are avoided due to perceived risk (Kerley 10.85 2.73 km)
et al. 2002, Shepherd and Whittington 2006). As available km)

habitat becomes increasingly fragmented, these shifts in space

use can intensify human—carnivore conflict (Woodroffe 2000,

Ripple et al. 2014).

Extent of Dingoes have been found to positively respond to recently Area of the recently burnt vegetation | 12.86 (0 | 18.53 (0 -

recently burnt areas in this region (Geary et al. 2018), and elsewhere (0 -1lyears post-fire). —100) 100)

burnt (%) (Bliege Bird et al. 2018). Relationships have been linked to

habitat openness and numbers of preferred prey items (Catling
et al. 2001).

Extent of Much of the oldest mallee vegetation in the region exists in Area of the late fire age class (> 35 35.62 (0 | 35.96 (0 -

long isolated, long-unburnt fragments—a structural attribute years post-fire) -100) 100)

unburnt identified as key for threatened vertebrate persistence (Takach

(%) et al. 2022). Currently there is little information linking dingoes

explicitly to long-unburnt habitat.

Fire Previous work in the region has indicated that a desirable mix Shannon diversity of fire age 0.43(0- ]0.67(0-1)

diversity (0 | of fire histories for biodiversity (birds, small mammals and classes, based on the extent of 1)

-1 reptile) conservation includes a combination of early, mid and | recently burnt (O—11 years post-fire),

15



287

The influence of pyrodiversity on dingo distribution is less
studied.
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Fire variables
Fire history and vegetation digital overlays were determined through 65 years (1958-2023) of

LANDSAT satellite imagery state agency records (Department of Energy, Environment and
Climate Action 2024). Three fire age classes were used to represent key post-fire successional
stages in semiarid, Mallee ecosystems (Haslem et al. 2011), including recently burnt (< 11
years post fire), Mid-successional vegetation (11-35 years post-fire) and long-unburned
vegetation (>35 years post-fire). These age classes were selected as they represent key post-
fire successional stages in semiarid, Mallee ecosystems (Haslem et al. 2011, Department of

Environment, Land, Water & Planning, Victoria 2025).

To represent the areas fire history, we used three fire age class variables, the extent of
recently burnt and long unburnt vegetation within a 2,5 km moving window along with the

diversity of fire age classes. Shannon’s Diversity Index (SHDI) was calculated using:

m
SHDI = —Z(Pl- « InP, )
i=1

Where P;is the extent of class i and mis the number of classes, and In the natural logarithm.
The extent of mid-successional vegetation was not included as it is negatively and highly

correlated with the extent of recent and long unburned vegetation.

Data Analysis

All predictor variables were continuous and, prior to statistical analysis, were standardised by
subtracting the mean and dividing by two standard deviations (following Gelman 2008) to
allow comparison of regression coefficients and interpretation of effects. We assessed spatial
autocorrelation by constructing spline correlograms of the Pearson residuals (Bjgrnstad and

Falck 2001) using 1,0000 permutations for all individuals (marked and unmarked) and
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marked individuals only using the R-package ncf (Bjgrnstad 2016).There was no evidence of
spatial autocorrelation (Brooks and Gelman 1998) (Figure S1). Correlation between
covariates; distance to roads, distance to water, extent of recently burnt and long unburnt
vegetation, and diversity of fire age classes were weak (Pearson correlation coefficient <0.6),

and were therefore all retained in the final model.

We used a Spatial Mark Recapture (SMR) model that used data from both marked and
unmarked individuals to estimate dingo density and abundance. We fitted a discrete-space
version of the SMR model used by (Forsyth et al. 2019, Bengsen et al. 2022), which uses data
augmentation of the number of ‘marked’” and ‘unmarked’ individuals within a Bayesian
framework (Chandler and Royle 2013). We augmented the number of potential marked and
unmarked individuals to 100 as visual inspection of posterior distributions confirmed these
values were sufficient to avoid truncation of abundance estimates (Chandler and Royle 2013,
Royle et al. 2014). The state space was defined as a boundary of the park roughly
encompassing the locations of cameras detecting dingoes (Fig 1) giving an area of 5,515 km?.
This state space was then discretised using a resolution of 2.5km with the locations of each
camera assigned to a cell. To account for the effects of landscape variables on abundance and
density we calculated values for distance to water, distance to roads, extent of long unburnt
and fire diversity for each 2.5 km cell and included these values for all camera locations in
our model. These covariates potentially influence the spatial distribution of individual dingo
activity centres thereby altering expected number of individuals per cell. Model parameters
were estimated using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling in NIMBLE version
0.6—12 (NIMBLE Development Team 2017). To fit the model, we drew 60,000 samples from
each of 3 MCMC chains, using diffuse initial values. We applied a thinning rate of 5 and

discarded the first 20,000 samples as burn-in, leaving 8,000 samples from each chain to form
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the posterior distribution of the parameters, resulting in a total of 24,000 posterior samples.
Convergence of the chains was assessed using the Brooks—Gelman—Rubin convergence

statistic (R) (Brooks and Gelman 1998) as well as visual inspection of traceplots (Figure S2).

Finally, the model parameters were used to predict spatial variation in dingo density across
the state-space. This was undertaken by predicting dingo density for each pixel in the state-
space using the environmental predictors for each pixel and the posterior distribution of the
corresponding parameters. A total of 1000 posterior samples of the parameters were used to

construct the spatial distribution of dingo density.
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Results

Dingo data

We detected a total of 20 distinctly marked dingo individuals at a total of 30 unique locations,
and unmarked dingoes at 34 unique camera locations, over 7,923 camera-days (Table S1). We
identified eight individual dingo pups. Pups can have different activity centres and movement
patterns than adults (Thomson et al. 1992) and were therefore removed from the analysis.

Marked adult dingoes were detected a total of 249 times, with a median detection rate of 10.5
(range 1 —39). Movements travelled by individuals varied from 0.00 km over a day to 119.83

km km over 300 days (Table S2).

Estimating dingo population size and density

The estimated abundance (N”) of dingoes within the state space (5,515 km?) Abundance was
estimated at 77 dingoes (95% Crl = 64-94; Fig. 2A), corresponding to a density of 0.014
dingoes/km? (95% Crl = 0.012-0.017; Table 2). The estimated spatial scale parameter (c) was
7.64 km (95% Crl = 6.95-8.40; Table 2), equivalent to an average 95% area of activity (s) of
924 km? (Royle et al., 2013; Forsyth et al., 2019). The daily encounter rate (A) when a camera
coincided with the centroid of a dingo activity centre was 0.0060 (95% Crl = 0.0048-0.0075;
Table 2).

Gelman—Rubin statistics were 1 for all parameters, and visual inspections of the trace plots
indicated that the Markov chains successfully converged (Figure S2). Effective sample sizes
exceeded 1,000 for all parameters (4,609—18,645), indicating good precision in the parameter

estimates (Table 1).

How does density vary in relation to landscape features

Dingo density was spatially variable across the region and decreased with increasing distance

from water sources (mean = —3.40, 95% Crl =-5.51 — —1.69). Density was also positively
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related to distance to roads (mean = 2.20, 95% Crl = 1.35 — 3.03) (Fig. 4). Additionally,

density was positively associated with the extent of long-unburnt areas (mean = 2.03, 95%

Crl = 0.82 — 3.45) and with fire diversity (mean = 2.72, 95% Crl = 1.34 — 4.11), while it was

negatively associated with the extent of recently burnt areas (mean = -3.23, 95% Crl = -5.94

—-0.72) (Fig. 4). Predicted dingo density based on landscape covariates indicated highest

values in the central and eastern portions of the study area, with very low densities along the

western margin (Fig. 3).

Table 2. Summary of posterior distributions of dingo abundances N and densities D (number

of dingoes/km?2) estimated from the SMR model. We also provide information for the

detection function, detection probability (4,) and spatial scale (o).

Parameter | Estimate | Median SD 2.5% 97.5 % Effective
(50%) Credible Credible sample size
limit limit
N 77.10 76.00 7.89 64.0 94.0 12,207
D 0.014 0.0138 0.0014 0.0116 0.0170 12,207
c 7.64 7.63 0.37 6.95 8.40 18,645
Ao 0.0060 0.0060 0.0007 0.0048 0.0075 11,185
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Figure 3. Spatial probability distribution of relative dingo occurrence across the Big Desert
Wilderness Area, Victoria, Australia, over an approximate 12-month period (8 February 2023
— 15 January 2024). The distribution was modelled from posterior predictions of dingo

density based on landscape covariates.
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Discussion

Robust population estimates for large carnivores and detailed knowledge of what
environmental variables and landscape features influence variation in population abundance
and density are poorly quantified for most species. Such information is vital, however, as
understanding the ecological roles of large carnivores and how environmental factors
influence population density can help guide more effective management and conservation
actions. We employed strategically placed camera traps in combination with a flexible spatial
mark-resight modelling framework to overcome challenges associated with detecting and
estimating populations of elusive carnivores (dingoes) in a remote semi-arid ecosystem. By
linking spatially explicit population estimates to landscape variables—including, water
availability, habitat structure and aspects of the fire regime —we were able to better
understand how dingo density varied across the landscape. This information will help to
guide refinement of dingo monitoring and management. Importantly, our approach can be

adapted for surveying low density populations of large carnivores elsewhere.

Recent work has shown that dingoes in the Big Desert-Wyperfeld region exhibit significant
inbreeding and that they are the most genetically isolated group of dingoes in Australia, on a
trajectory towards local extinction (Weeks et al., 2024). Our population density estimate of
0.014 per km 2 (77 individuals), is similar to some recent estimates (0.06, mesic southeastern
Australia, Forsyth et al., 2019) but much lower than several other previous estimates for
dingoes (Mcilroy et al. 1986, Thomson et al. 1992, Corbett 1995, Allen 2012b). In addition
the activity areas calculated in this study (924 km?2) are much larger than previously reported
by either Forsyth et al. (2019;69 km?) and Gabriele-Rivet et al. (2020;30 km?). This may be a

be both a consequence of the need to access key resources such as water (see table S2. for
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distances moved for identifiable individuals) and/or the possible effects of lethal control on

dingo demography, movements and territories (Allen 2015).

Our results indicate non-random landscape use by dingoes, as has been found for other large
carnivores (Dickson et al. 2005, Pereira et al. 2012), with significant relationships detected
for all environmental covariates. This has important implications not only for monitoring and
conservation efforts but also for understanding spatial patterns of prey and mesopredator
distribution and habitat use (Wooster et al. 2022). In line with previous findings in semi-arid
and arid environments, our results indicate that dingo density varied significantly and
negatively with an increasing distance to water. Dingoes are considered water-limited
predators (Allen 2012) and in semi-arid regions are therefore more likely to be present closer

to available water sources (Newsome et al. 2013).

Dingoes also showed a significant and consistent positive response of to an increased
distance to roads. Large carnivores, including jaguars, pumas and wolves, have been found to
preferentially use roads to varying extents (Harmsen et al. 2009, Whittington et al. 2011, St-
Pierre et al. 2022, Dickie et al. 2022), while others such as lynx and bears (black, brown and
grizzly) have been found to avoid roads (Brody and Pelton, 1989; Dixon, 1997; Suring et al.,
1998; Basille et al., 2013; Grilo et al., 2015). In other parts of Australia dingoes are known to
use roads, creeks and fence lines to more easily traverse landscapes Raiter et al. 2018).
Vehicle tracks can enhance predator movement efficiency, potentially increasing hunting
success and altering predator-prey dynamics. The low density of dingoes in our study region
may mean that individuals have less need to exploit linear infrastructure or they are being
actively avoided due to a perceived risk e.g. vehicle presence or lethal control (Mason et al.

2024), such as that observed in wolves (Latham et al., 2011 Mech et al., 1988).
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Apex predators are likely to select habitats based on the location and abundance of preferred
prey and in sections of the landscape where those prey are easiest to capture (Hopcraft et al.
2005, Milakovic et al. 2011, Cristescu et al. 2019, Wysong et al. 2020a). Much of the oldest
mallee vegetation in the region is in isolated, long-unburnt fragments, representing relatively
open understory, which is easier to navigate than the thick understorey of mid fire age class
vegetation and the former also provides more shaded microclimatic refugia (aiding
thermoregulation in a region where summer temperatures regularly exceed 40°C) compared
to recently burnt areas. In Mallee ecosystems recently burnt vegetation has a simpler
vegetation structure that supports major prey species of the dingo, including eastern
(Macropus giganteus) and western grey kangaroos (M. fuliginosis) and swamp wallabies
(Wallabia bicolor) (Davis et al. 2015, Mason et al. 2025a). Dingoes have been found to
positively respond to recently burnt areas in this region, potentially suppressing the activity of
foxes (Geary et al. 2018), and have demonstrated positive responses to recent burns
elsewhere (Bliege Bird et al. 2018). In addition, in other systems dingoes have demonstrated
decreasing abundance with increasing time since fire, likely associated with declines in large
(predominantly macropod) prey abundance and habitat openness with increasing time since

fire (Catling et al. 2001).

The negative response of dingo density to recently burnt vegetation and positive response to
long unburnt vegetation in our study, is interesting, and possibly related to the scale at which
individuals interact with their environment. As highly mobile, generalist predators, dingoes
may select for areas that offer a range of fire age classes (see (Nimmo et al. 2018). Our
results, along with recent dietary studies (Mason et al. 2025a), support the finding that

dingoes likely require a range of fire age classes in the landscape. The negative association
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between dingo density and recently burnt vegetation may not reflect a direct avoidance of
recently burnt habitat but rather a response to the broader landscape context. For example,
recently burnt areas in this region are more commonly located near roads (Pearson’s r = -
0.44) due to fuel reduction burning, and further from permanent water sources (Pearson’s r =

-0.42).

The influence of the spatial and temporal patterns of fire is also influenced by surrounding
land context, environmental gradients and particularly in arid and semi — arid regions recent
rainfall history (Avitabile et al. 2013, Clarke et al. 2021). For example, rainfall patterns
within Big Desert Wilderness area can be strongly influenced by El Nino Southern
Oscillation (ENSO) phases (Noble and Vines 1993). During the survey period, the ENSO
phase transitioned from a La Nifia event, which concluded in early 2023, to neutral
conditions. Increased water availability in the landscape may have influenced how social
predators like dingoes utilised the area, with patterns of space use driven by both resource

availability and socio-spatial interactions.

Dingoes have also been observed to exploit their environment to aid social learning of pups
using vegetation or rocky outcrops to slow down prey (Pollock et al. 2022). Similarly,
operating in the vicinity of a waterholes to target drinking kangaroos (Shepherd 1981, Purcell
2010). Additionally, temporal partitioning of waterhole access among individual dingoes has
been documented in the Strzelecki Desert, suggesting structured resource use likely
influenced by social hierarchy (Allen 2012b). Socio-spatial patterns of resource use are also
observed in other social predators. For example, including African lions that concentrate
around water and landscape features to increase prey vulnerability (Valeix et al. 2010) arctic

foxes whose habitat selection reflects territoriality and parental care (Grenier-Potvin et al.
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2021), and gray wolves that vary pack cohesion seasonally in their space use (Benson and

Patterson 2015).
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Management implications

Our research successfully estimated the abundance and density of a vulnerable dingo
population across a large, remote and difficult to access landscape. Importantly, our statistical
approach was successful in estimating, with high certainty, the density and abundance of a
wide ranging, hard-to-detect carnivore. Our approach could be modified and applied for other

low density carnivore populations in remote and difficult to access landscapes elsewhere.

Fire-driven shifts in habitat structure also influence predator-prey dynamics, for herbivores
and mesopredators, including some invasive species. Herbivores, including kangaroos (Meers
and Adams 2003), are often attracted to recently burnt areas to graze on vegetation regrowth
whereas mesopredators, including foxes, may avoid these areas due to the presence and
potential fear of larger predators (Geary et al. 2018). Furthermore, fire-induced habitat
openness may enhance predator hunting success, leading to localized increases in invasive
mesopredator activity. Our findings emphasize the need for fire and wildlife management to
take a whole-of-ecosystem approach that considers how species interactions between
predators and prey might be shaped by variation in habitats and the availability and

configuration of resources within landscapes.

The influence of disturbances affecting predator dynamics have significant implications for
management. Our results indicate that human disturbances may influence dingoes both
locally in the maintenance of vehicle tracks and prescribed burns, and globally due to the
impacts of climate change on weather and water availability (Dore, 2005). With drought
periods becoming more prolonged and severe, and changes in fire regimes (more frequent
and severe fires) (Abatzoglou et al., 2019; Kelly et al. 2020; O'Donnell et al., 2014), the

consideration of the spatial and temporal availability of water, and the extent and diversity, of

28



fire-generated habitat variation, will be important for guiding dingo management and
conservation and reducing conflict at the public-private land interface. Maintaining suitable
habitat, with enough water and natural prey sources while and minimising future disturbances
and though time poses on-going challenges for managing this vulnerable population. The
extremely low density of individuals and the distances moved may also limit the success of
genetic rescue or attempts to arrest the decline of genetic diversity, due to low encounter
rates, or the strong social nature of the resident population. A better understanding of social
interactions at important resources such as carcasses or water would likely aid monitoring
and assessing any future management interventions.

Key recommendations include:

Ensuring access to water with spatial and temporal availability that supports a preferred prey
population.

Protecting long - unburnt vegetation, in conjunction with a diversity of age classes especially
near water sources.

Minimisation of new track creation to prevent further fragmentation of dingo habitat.
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Figure 1. Location of site and resource-based camera arrays traps in Big Desert Wilderness Area. Panel a) indicates all sampled sites. Panel b)

indicates sites where dingoes were detected within the 12-month survey period.
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Figure 2. Three typical camera-trap images of dingoes (Wilkerr) in northwestern Victoria, Australia.
Image a and image b indicate similar marked individuals which can be separated by length and shape
of front leg ‘socks’. White chest pattern on the top individual is also extended while the button
individual stops more abruptly. Image ¢ contains three individuals with some patterning visible,

however markings are not sufficient to reliably separate them.
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Figure 3. Spatial probability distribution of relative dingo occurrence across the Big Desert
Wilderness Area, Victoria, Australia, over an approximate 12-month period (8 February 2023 — 15
January 2024). The distribution was modelled from posterior predictions of dingo density based on

landscape covariates.
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Figure 4. Posterior distributions for environmental covariates showing the influence of
landscape variables on dingo density and abundance. The central dot represents the posterior
mean, the thick line shows the 60% credible interval, and the thin line shows the 95%
credible interval.
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Supplementary

Tables
Table S1 - Final data set used in the SMR model
No. of days a
dingo was

Site type Site ID Start date End date seen Survey days

resource based | AG-site-4-cam1 1/01/2023 2/02/2023 1 33
resource based | AG-site-5 1/01/2023 | 10/02/2023 11 44
resource based | site-10-C006 11/06/2023 4/10/2023 3 116
resource based | site-100-C082 10/12/2023 | 21/01/2024 20 54
resource based | site-101-C005 17/10/2023 | 27/12/2024 1 438
resource based | site-102-C052 11/12/2023 | 10/02/2024 0 62
resource based | site-103-C006 6/10/2023 8/12/2023 0 64
resource based | site-104-C009 23/10/2023 8/02/2024 0 109
resource based | site-11-C010 19/06/2023 4/10/2023 0 108
resource based | site-12-C027 21/06/2023 | 16/08/2023 0 57
resource based | site-125-S011 1/01/2023 2/03/2023 0 61
resource based | site-13-C028 22/05/2023 5/10/2023 2 137
resource based | site-131-S021 1/01/2023 6/03/2023 0 65
resource based | site-132-S022 1/01/2023 5/03/2023 0 64
resource based | site-137-S027 1/01/2023 6/03/2023 0 65
resource based | site-14-C033 5/06/2023 | 21/10/2023 0 139
resource based | site-140-S030 1/01/2023 6/03/2023 0 65
resource based | site-145-S035 1/01/2023 | 19/01/2023 0 19
resource based | site-147-S037 1/01/2023 5/03/2023 0 64
resource based | site-148-S038 1/01/2023 6/03/2023 0 65
resource based | site-149-S039 1/01/2023 | 13/01/2023 0 13
resource based | site-15-C029 11/06/2023 | 15/09/2023 3 98
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resource based | site-150-S040 1/01/2023 1/02/2023 0 32
resource based | site-152-S042 1/01/2023 5/03/2023 0 64
resource based | site-153-S043 1/01/2023 4/03/2023 0 63
resource based | site-158-S048 1/01/2023 6/03/2023 0 65
resource based | site-16-C029 12/06/2023 | 23/09/2023 0 104
resource based | site-161-S051 1/01/2023 | 10/02/2023 0 41
resource based | site-17-C047 26/06/2023 2/09/2023 0 69
resource based | site-18-C026 2/07/2023 2/09/2023 1 63
resource based | site-184-S074 1/01/2023 8/03/2023 0 67
resource based | site-189-S079 1/01/2023 | 10/02/2023 0 41
resource based | site-19-C041 9/07/2023 | 22/10/2023 6 107
resource based | site-20-C093 16/07/2023 | 22/10/2023 19 106
resource based | site-21-C095 10/07/2023 | 15/10/2023 2 98
resource based | site-22-C097 10/07/2023 | 15/10/2023 3 98
resource based | site-24-C076 23/07/2023 | 27/08/2023 0 36
resource based | site-26-C063 30/07/2023 | 21/10/2023 0 84
resource based | site-27-C086 30/07/2023 | 21/10/2023 0 84
resource based | site-28-C054 30/07/2023 | 21/10/2023 0 84
resource based | site-29-C051 31/07/2023 | 15/10/2023 5 78
resource based | site-30-C091 14/08/2023 | 23/09/2023 5 43
resource based | site-31-C068 14/08/2023 | 23/09/2023 10 45
resource based | site-32-C092 14/08/2023 | 23/09/2023 4 41
resource based | site-33-C073 4/09/2023 | 17/09/2023 0 14
resource based | site-34-C096 4/09/2023 | 17/09/2023 0 14
resource based | site-35-C067 10/09/2023 4/10/2023 4 26
resource based | site-36-C040 10/09/2023 4/10/2023 3 26
resource based | site-37-C036 17/10/2023 | 28/10/2023 0 12
resource based | site-39-C001 19/06/2023 | 29/07/2023 0 41
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resource based | site-40-C004 22/05/2023 | 23/07/2023 0 63
resource based | site-41-C008 19/06/2023 | 29/07/2023 0 41
resource based | site-42-C009 16/07/2023 | 22/10/2023 11 100
resource based | site-43-C038 26/06/2023 2/09/2023 0 69
resource based | site-44-C-098 16/07/2023 | 22/10/2023 8 100
resource based | site-45-C-094 16/07/2023 | 22/10/2023 11 102
resource based | site-46-C-088 16/07/2023 | 22/10/2023 4 99
resource based | site-51-C-066 23/07/2023 | 27/08/2023 10 39
site based site-53-S050-C087 1/01/2023 | 5/03/2023 4 65
site based site-54-S053-C017 1/01/2023 | 6/03/2023 0 65
site based site-58-S083-C027 1/01/2023 8/03/2023 2 68
resource based | site-65-C001 17/12/2023 | 21/01/2024 6 39
resource based | site-66-C002 29/01/2024 | 10/02/2024 1 13
resource based | site-67-C007 5/10/2023 9/02/2024 0 128
resource based | site-68-C008 16/10/2023 | 10/02/2024 0 118
resource based | site-69-C028 7/10/2023 | 26/01/2024 17 116
resource based | site-7-C003 11/06/2023 4/10/2023 2 116
resource based | site-70-C019 5/10/2023 | 10/02/2024 9 131
resource based | site-71-C047 3/09/2023 | 26/12/2023 0 115
resource based | site-72-C038 3/09/2023 | 26/12/2023 0 115
resource based | site-73-C026 3/09/2023 | 26/12/2023 0 115
resource based | site-74-C041 11/10/2023 2/02/2024 15 118
resource based | site-75-C093 23/10/2023 2/02/2024 18 107
resource based | site-76-C095 16/10/2023 | 26/12/2023 0 72
resource based | site-77-C097 16/10/2023 | 26/12/2023 0 72
resource based | site-78-C098 23/10/2023 8/02/2024 69 157
resource based | site-79-C024 3/02/2024 8/02/2024 32 32
resource based | site-8-C004 24/07/2023 5/10/2023 0 74
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resource based | site-80-C094 23/10/2023 |  2/02/2024 88 152
resource based | site-81-C088 23/10/2023 2/02/2024 45 124
resource based | site-82-C066 28/08/2023 | 16/12/2023 31 119
resource based | site-83-C076 28/08/2023 | 16/12/2023 0 111
resource based | site-84-C059 11/12/2023 | 10/02/2024 0 62
resource based | site-85-C003 5/10/2023 8/12/2023 0 65
resource based | site-86-C051 16/10/2023 9/12/2023 0 55
resource based | site-87-C091 24/09/2023 | 27/01/2024 0 126
resource based | site-88-C068 24/09/2023 | 27/01/2024 0 126
resource based | site-89-C092 24/09/2023 | 27/01/2024 0 126
resource based | site-9-C005 17/10/2023 | 28/10/2023 0 12
resource based | site-90-C039 28/08/2023 | 16/12/2023 0 111
resource based | site-91-C067 5/10/2023 8/12/2023 0 65
resource based | site-92-C004 6/10/2023 | 26/01/2024 0 113
resource based | site-93-C040 5/10/2023 8/12/2023 4 66
resource based | site-94-C036 17/10/2023 | 27/01/2024 0 103
resource based | site-95-C081 29/10/2023 | 27/01/2024 0 91
resource based | site-96-C069 29/10/2023 | 27/01/2024 0 91
resource based | site-97-C083 29/10/2023 | 27/01/2024 0 91
resource based | site-98-C071 10/12/2023 | 21/01/2024 0 43
resource based | site-99-C072 17/12/2023 | 21/01/2024 0 36
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Table S2: distance (km) move by each identifiable individuals over time

(days)

ID Total distance in Km | Total days Number of
observations

AGS1Al 0.00 0 2
AGS2A1 56.15 185 77
AGS3Al 119.83 300 68
AGS4Al 86.53 305 114
AGS5A1 92.73 295 70
AGS5A2 88.52 259 21
AGS5A3 48.38 302 83
AGS5A4 49.03 295 76
AGS6AL1 0.02 34 8
EMSI100A1 82.94 142 20
EMSI13A1 96.19 87 10
EMSI19A1 0.00 0 1
EMS20A1 82.67 122 22
EMS20A2 115.94 120 30
EMS42A1 0.00 53 2
EMS44A1 86.16 70 14
EMS65A1 0.00 0 2
EMS7A1 75.12 123 18
RMS53A1 0.00 15 4
RMS82A1 0.00 88 8
AGS1Al 0.00 0 2
AGS2A1 56.15 185 77
AGS3Al 119.83 300 68
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Table S3: indices used to derive known water locations from Sentinel-2 Level
2A imagery seasonal stacks

Sensor

Data extracted

Resolution

Formula

Band
width
(nm)

Reference

Sentinel-2

B11 - Short-
wave infrared
(SWIR 1)

20 m

1613.7

B8 - Near-
infrared (NIR)

10 m

842

B4 - Red

10 m

665

B3 — Green

10 m

560

B2 — Blue

10 m

490

Normalised
Difference
Water Index
(NDWI)

(G-NIR)/(G+NIR)

(McFeeters,
1996)

MNDWI

(Green — SWIR2) /
(Green + SWIR2)

Modified Soil
Adjusted
Vegetation
index
(MSAVI-2)

(2xNIR + 1 —V((2
x NIR + 1)"2 — 8 x
(NIR — RED))) /2

(Qietal.,
1994)
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Figures
(a)
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(b)

Figure S1: Spatial autocorrelation plots for the count of all individuals (a)
and the count of marked individual only (b)
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A court case in the Supreme Court of
Victoria has provided a landmark ruling as
to the liabilities of landowners in taking
action to reduce the damage to neighbowrs
from pests crossing property boundaries.

The much-publicised case was commenced
in 1995 by Mr Ron Stockwell as plaintiff
with the State of Victoria (Department of
Natural Resources and Environment) as
defendant.

ACTA does not pretend to be experts in
law und recommend a full reading of the
80 page judgement. The following is a
simplified summary as we understand it.

The Farm & the Dog Problem

The Stockwell family operated a 681 acre
grazing property 18km from Corryong
abutting crown forest near the Kosciusko
ranges. The area is still well known for wild
dog problems but in the early 1980 the dog
attacks on Mr Stockwell’s sheep increased in
severity.

In 1982 he lost 20 sheep with another 40
maimed by dog attack. Mr Stockwell
attempted to bait on his own land and
sometimes into the adjoining forest, but was
advised that this was not approved.

The then Department of Forests and Lands
declared the forest area adjoining the
Stockwell’s land as a ‘reference area’ that
prevented all access, except for a 200m wide
‘buffer zone’. According to the Department,
measures to reduce dog numbers could not
be conducted within a reference area.

It is not surprising that once control was
prevented, dog attacks became more severe.

Though records were patchy, in 1987 Ron
Stockwell claimed that he lost up to 250

g " e

sheep to dog attack. He complained bitterly

to the Department and was supported with a
grant to establish a 1.3km length of electric
fencing.

The dogs could move around the ends of the
fence, and artacks continued.

After further complaints and requests for
assistance, the Department sent the Chief
Vet in 1990 to review the problem. To Mr
Stockwell’s astonishment, the Chief Vet
advised that it was cruel to be subjecting
sheep to such regular dog attacks and Stockwell
was threatened with possible prosecution under
the Cruelty to Animals Act.

Stockwell had considerable debr and ran off-
farm businesses that were not doing well.

He elected to sell off his remaining sheep at
a time of low stock prices and thus lost one
source of income to service mounting debt.

Though the exact losses attributable to the
dog problem were clouded in many other
matters and were confused by poor farm

records, the final result was that the property

was sold under instructions from the bank.

The price the Stockwell’s received in a

depressed market was further affected by the

menace from wild dogs in the area.

Mr Stockwell was ruined and decided to sue
the Department for negligence in failing to
control pest animals that affected his land,
and for in-effect preventing him to do the
same.

According to Justice Gillard, the legal case

rested on three points:

e The State allowed a nuisance from their
land to affect his rights on his land

® The State was negligent for not
controlling the wild dogs

e The State breached its statutory duty
under the Vermin & Noxious Weeds Act
(1958)

The ruling took into account the history of
the site and the problem; the obligations of
the crown to control pest animals (and
plants); and the failure of the crown to take
effective action despite being advised of the
adverse consequences of their failures for
neighbours, in this case the Stockwells.

The dogs could move around the

ends of the fence, and attacks
continued.

Though records were patchy, In 1987 Stockwell claimed that he lost up to 250 sheep to dog attacks
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The Defence

The Crown, in defence, argued that the wild
dogs were not ‘theirs’ and that dogs were ferrae
naturae - or wild animals able to roam freely.

The Crown also argued that it had some
dog-men trapping in the area and had
assisted with the electric fencing even
though budgets were limited.

The judge rejected this defence and was
forceful in determining that the obligations
of the then Vermin and Noxious Weeds Act
1958 (and subsequent Land Protection Act)
clearly required that the Crown managed
pest animals (and weeds) that existed on
their land:

"Given the obligations imposed by the
Vermin and Noxious Weeds Act 1958 .....
no land holder in this State can defend any
claim brought against him in nuisance and
negligence, on the ground that the animals
concerned were ferrae naturae and he had
noe control over them."

The Ruling

After consideration of the historical laws
and precedents regarding the tort of
nuisance over several centuries of case law,
Justice Gillard summarised as follows:

"Where a nuisance has been created ....
without the actions, omissions, authority or
permission of the occupier of land, the
vecupier is liable if he has knowledge or
ought to know of the existence of the
nuisance, it is foreseeable that damage
could occur, and he fails to comply with
measured duty of care to abate the nuisance.”
This means that, even though the
landowner (in this case the Crown owning
the Srate Forests) was not in control of the
pest animals, it was still liable for the
consequences of harbouring the pests if they
moved onto and caused damage to a
neighbouring property. The onus for action is
now clearly on the landowner to do
something to mitigate the problem if a
neighbour is being affected.

The ‘do something’ in this case was,
according to the judge, to take a ‘measured
duty of care’ to address the problem.

Justice Gillard went on to define the nature
of a ‘measured duty of care’ and distinguish
this from a general duty of care.

"However, the duty is different to the
normal duty of care which rests upon a
person to take reasonable care in the
particular circumstances. This measured
duty of care takes into account the
resources of the land ouwner, the gravity of
the nuisance, and the ability of the land
owner to eradicate it."”

The definition allows for a test of reasonable
action in the light of resources, as distinct
from the achievement of absolute control.

e

Nevertheless, having regard for the command
and control chain from the local officers,
regional officers, department head, minister
and finally the Crown, the judge was
forceful in his finding that:

"...the relevant employees.. fuiled to carry
out the duty of care which rested upon
each of them in respect to the nuisance,
caused by dogs coming from the Reference
Area onto the plaintiff's land and causing
a nuisance. [ also find that the nuisance
was a cause of the losses suffered by the

plaintiff."

"If...employees of the State...who, in the
course of their employment by the State,
were guilty of permitting a nuisance which
caused harm to the plaintiff, and failed to
take reasonable steps to eradicate it, they
would be liable to the plaintiff. It follows
that the State is vicariously liable for the
commission of the tort of nuisance."

"I find that the said employees, as from 1
July 1989 through to July 1996, were
negligent, ...that they were negligent in
the course and scope of their employment,
and that the State is vicariously liable for
their negligence."”

The Damages

The judge found in favour of Mr Stockwell,
but in assessing damages, was critical of the
manner in which he and his advisors and

expert witness had maintained records and detail.

The judge found that they had not
adequately justified their exact losses and
could not claim the amount of several
million dollars originally envisaged.

Nevertheless the judge did award damages
of $60,047 for destruction of sheep, loss in
value of wool clip, operating expenses,
abatement and inconvenience, and
diminution in value of land.

Claims for losses due to inability to farm
sheep, personal injuries and consequential
losses were denied.

With legal costs also awarded against the
Crown, the total damages exceeded $100,000.

The Cr argued that the wild dogs uerc t ‘theirs’ but were wild animals able to raam fmcaly‘

o AL

The Outcome

The Crown lodged notice of appeal but this
was withdrawn. We are advised that, since
this ruling steps may have been taken to
reduce the liabilities of the State under such
claims.

The Message

The case demonstrates the cross liabilities of
all landholders - both private and public. It
is no longer good enough to say that the pests
are not yours or that you can’t do anything
about them if the pest are affecting a
neighbour and you are advised of their impact.

The importance of this case
should not be underestimated.

Clearly it provides a precedent for any
landowner who has pest animals on his land
that cause a nuisance for a neighbour.

The landowner harbouring the nuisance
must take a ‘measured duty of care’ to
control the pest. If he fails to do this, he
can be sued by the affected neighbour.

It is also important to note that the ruling
does not seem to distinguish between Crown
and private land in principle. Thus the
Crown could sue a neighbouring farmer if
pests were coming from a farm and
damaging the Crown's wildlife.

It is a two edged sword that establishes a
legal precedent that must surely encourage
neighbourly cooperation on pest animals
and, by default, weed problems.

We encourage all those with an interest to
carefully read the full judgement.

We have little doubt that the judge was well
aware that the ruling may be extended in
principle to weed issues as well!

A full transcript of the ruling given by
eminent Justice Gillard is available on the
court web site: The case was #6720 of
1995 and the ruling was VSC 497 brought
down om the 17th December 2001.

ACTA Update # 25

Page 5

w
o
=
2
=
Q
2
g
=
-l
[=]
L]
£
[}
1E



Doc 26

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

To: Secomb. Nick (PIRSA); Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)

Subject: Canceled: Reducing impacts meeting 4/9/25 (1 week reminder)
Importance: High

Hi Trevor

Please send times that suit you, this week or next week.
Regards, Brad
Hi Nick and Trevor

This is the reminder that the meeting to discuss ways to reduce impacts of dingoes/dogs is in one week. Il change this now to make the reminder 15
min before the meeting.

Regards, Brad
Hi Nick and Trevor

As discussed today, could we please catch up to update each other on the issues and opportunities. The meeting would be without prejudice, with a
focus on how we can work together to reduce the impacts of dingoes/dogs.

Please suggest alternative times if this one doesn’t suit.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams Need help? <https://aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting?omkt=en-US>

Join the meeting now <https://teams.microsoft.com/I/meetup-

join/19%3ameeting_ NTAXM]j130DUtZjYxNiOONTK3LWESYjYtMDAzYzE4MDEA4ZDhl%40thread.v2/0?
context=%70b%22Tid%22%3a%22bda528f7-fca9-432f-bc98-bd7e90d40906%22%2¢c%220id%22%3a%221d6fd 1bb-7565-49ed-85¢ce-
780e62de3eb1%22%7d>

Meeting ID: 413 992 460 492 9

Passcode: 8SW6f5CH

Dial in by phone

+61 8 7079 7539,,695153908# <tel:+61870797539,,695153908> Australia, Adelaide

Find a local number <https://dialin.teams.microsoft.com/8d083e6a-331a-49c5-a9fb-32344ad8d547?id=695153908>
Phone conference ID: 695 153 908#

Join on a video conferencing device

Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au <mailto:teams@cvn.sa.gov.au>

Video ID: 134 842 368 1

More info <https://pexip.me/teams/cvn.sa.gov.au/1348423681>

For organizers: Meeting options <https://teams.microsoft.com/meetingOptions/?organizerld=1d6fd1bb-7565-49ed-85ce-
780e62de3eb1&tenantld=hda528f7-fca9-432f-bc98-

bd7e90d40906&threadld=19_meeting_ NTAxMjI30DUtZjYXNiOONTK3LWESYjYtMDAzYzE4MDE4ZDhl@thread.v2&messageld=0&language=en-
US> | Reset dial-in PIN <https://dialin.teams.microsoft.com/usp/pstnconferencing>
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SIGNIFICANT work on re-
placing the SA Dog Fence in

[ the state's north has seen dog

[ attacks on SA sheep flocks
drop dramatically but there

\ is a new threat - wild dogs
roaming in from the east.

‘ Earlier this month, the
Vic government announced
it was ceasing all baiting in
the north west of the state
to protect the dingo, which
a report had found was close
to extinction, with only about
40 dogs remaining.

The move has taken the
SA government and sheep
industry by surprise as they
were not consulted first.

Primary Industries Minis-
ter Clare Scriven says she has
written on several occasions
to the Victorian Agriculture
Minister Ros Spence raising

‘ concerns about the potential
for the change of approach
to wild dog management

‘ and the impact on SA's live-

stock industry.

"The Victorian govern-
ment should be engaging
with stakeholders, including
in SA, and detail how our
producers and regional com-
munities will be protected

from the scourge of wild
dogs," she said.

Ms Scriven is also ques-
tioning the science behind
the decision. She says she
has been advised the deci-
sion has been made based

on one research paper fund-
ed by the Australian Dingo
Association and "contested
by dingo experts around
the country”.

Ms Scriven said the erad-
ication of dogs inside the SA

into SA from Vic after the Vic government ceased its baiting programs in the north west
of that state. Picture by Catherine Miller

Dog Fence remains a prior-

ity of the state government.
More than 900 kil

Doc 27a

started. The remaining
700km is due for completion
in June 2025.

Box Flat Wild Dog Control
committee chair Richard
Halliday says they will con-
tinue to push for a meeting
or even communication with
Vic, although it has been
made much harder withouta
Cross Border Commissioner
to help facilitate this.

"They have made some
decisions without consult-
ing with the people this will
affect so now we really need
to be having a rational dis-
cussion about the challenges
it brings,” he said.

The Vic government is
offering affected north-west
Vic producers $550,000 for
guardian animals such as
M dogs to p
their flocks and exclusion
fencing but Mr Halliday
says this will not go far at
all, with exclusion fencing
alone costing about $15,000
per kilometre.

The Box Flat Wild Dog
Control Program has been

ful keeping wild dog

of the Dog Fence have been
rebuilt with state and federal
government and industry
money since the project

numbers down in the Ngar-
kat Conservation Park with
only a few isolated attacks on
sheep flocks neighbouring

2 TAEMERS CNOOR
MOW SULLDTNGS

the park, but Mr Halliday
says this has also been reliant
on Vic authorities controlling
the dogs on their side of
the border.

Ms Scriven says the state
government is still consid-
ering its options but Mr Hal-
liday says SA may be forced
to make the Border Track its
first line of defence, which
will be way more costly than
the existing program.

In 2023-24 the SA Sheep
Industry Fund contributed
about $4000 to the Murray-
lands and Riverland Land-
scapes Board, which man-
ages the Box Flat program,
includes baiting in the park
and fox and dog baiting by
landholders adjoining Ngar-
kat.

There has also been some
reserves set aside to employ
a dogger when needed.

"(The Vic govt) are saying
they are at risk of extinction if
baiting continues but here in
SA, even if this is the case, we
know from experience how
quickly the population can
build up," Mr Halliday said.

The Vic government was
contacted for comment but
did not respond by Stock
Journal's deadline.

Content within this media item are licensed by Copyright Agency. You must not copy this
work without permission. You may only copy or communicate this email and the work(s)
within with an appropriate license. Copyright Streem Pty Ltd, 2024.
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Vic govt decision putting SA's flocks at risk

LIVESTOCK SA
By TRAVIS TOBIN, CEO

THE sudden decision by
the Victorian government to
stop wild dog controls in the
northwest of Victoria, which
became effective from March
14, is the latest seemingly
politically-motivated  gov-
emment decision we have
seen impacting the livestock
industry.

‘The decision came without
consultation with Victorian
producers, so it is unsurpris-
ingbut no less disappointing,
that there hasn't been any
consultation with affected
South Australian producers
and communities in the rel-
evant border regions.

More alarmingly though is
the lack of consultation with

the South Australian govern-
ment, given our states share
a very long border and this
decision may have serious
and lasting implications for
livestock production in our
state.

The Victorian govern-
ment has advised that its
northwest producers will be
supported by a $550,000 in-
vestment to adopt non-lethal
control methods via a pilot of
measures, such as exclusion
fencing and guardian ani-
mals to protect livestock.

We have a bit of experi-
ence building fences to keep
wild dogs out of sheep pro-
ducing areas here in SA and,
unless the support offered is
per producer, half a million
dollars won't go far.

For example, the area in
question has a 250 kilometre
border with SA.

At current rates, just to
fence off our impact zone
would cost about $5 million.

Alternatively, the support-
ing investment would pur-
chase about 220 M:

go population throughout
northwest Victoria is at risk
of extinction.

However, this information
was not publicly available,
nor has it been peer-re-
viewed.

It is also claimed that

sheepdogs.

I'm no expert but I do
know there are no examples
where guardian animals

recent g h jus-
tifies actions to protect the
northwest dingo.

Leaving the taxonomy
debate aside - where Victo-
ria takes a jurisdictionally

have been shown to be effec-
tive in pi ing wild dog
attacks at scale.

As such, the Victorian gov-
ernment is using its, and our,
producers to test an unprov-
en theory.

Pivotal in justifying the
decision is new research and
data, which claims the din-

position that dingoes
are a species rather than a
breed of dog - a review of
this DNA research found the
work to be contested by sev-
eral leading researchers that
asserted no policy changes
were justified.

The research relies on

a small sample size study
and was conducted by an
academic who advises the
Australian Dingo Founda-
tion lobby group.

The decision undermines
the investments that have
been made here in SA, in-
cluding the $26m Dog Fence
Rebuild Project, and the sub-
sequent gains we have made
in wild dog control.

Prior to these investments,
in 2018-19, SA livestock
producers lost 20,000 sheep
annually to wild dogs.

This had direct costs ex-
ceeding $4m per year, not
to mention the emotional
toll on producers when they
experience livestock attacks
and watch their lambing per-
centages plummet.

The dingo unprotection
order remains in place for
eastern Victoria until Octo-
ber 1.

There needs to be a genu-
ine consultation with indus-
try, aswell as those bordering
jurisdictional governments,
as these arrangements are
reviewed during the next
six months.

Although only a couple of
years ago, it seems that little
has been leamnt from the
COVID years.

Victoria must consult with
those states it shares a bor-
der with and the industries
that will be impacted by its
decisions, if it wants to real-
ise a functional future policy
for dingo conservation and
management.

Content within this media item are licensed by Copyright Agency. You must not copy this
work without permission. You may only copy or communicate this email and the work(s)
within with an appropriate license. Copyright Streem Pty Ltd, 2024.

Streem



Doc 35a

Baiting declared pest animals in North
West Victoria
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This fact sheet provides landowners with practical guidance on how to safely bait
for declared pest animals in the north-west of Victoria using agricultural chemical

products. It includes practical steps to reduce the risk to other wildlife when
baiting.

This factsheet is a guide only and must be read with the labels of the products used and the
‘Directions for the use of 1080 and PAPP pest animal bait products in Victoria’ (DfU) document.

CONTEXT

All landowners and land managers have a responsibility to manage declared pest
animals on their land, such as rabbits, foxes and feral pigs, according to the
Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994. Landowners and managers can destroy
pest animals on their property but must be aware of the risks control methods,
such as baiting, pose to native wildlife.

Managing adverse impacts of 1080 and PAPP

Landowners and managers are expected to make reasonable efforts to detect
wildlife on their property before baiting and to avoid harming wildlife. Deliberate or
negligent poisoning of native wildlife may result in prosecution.

Our understanding about dingoes in Victoria has evolved as a result of new
scientific research. Evidence suggests that a significant proportion of wild dogs
are pure dingoes, not hybrids as previously believed. Landowners and managers
are to assume any animal previously considered to be a wild dog is now a
protected dingo.

Dingoes are protected in north-west Victoria on public and private land and it is an
offence to harm or destroy them without authorisation.

Animal monitoring

The first step of any control program is determining the presence of declared
pests and other animals including domestic animals and wildlife. There are a
range of ways to do this including using spotlighting, a thermal monocular or
motion sensing cameras, and/or searching for physical signs such as tracks,
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scats, dens and kills. This should be done over multiple nights and locations to get
an overall picture of the number and species of animals in the area.

Additional steps can include the use of sand or activity pads to
capture paw prints, free feeding to get animals used to the food
source to support future baiting, and scat analysis. Figure 1 is a
guide to different animal paw prints.

More details and an example video on how to conduct a pest
animal monitoring program can be found on the Agriculture
Victoria website or scan the QR code, right.

The types and population size of species will then determine the most suitable
control method.

If monitoring indicates the risk to non-target native species, such as dingoes, is
too great, then it is important to look at alternative control options.
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Figure 1 shows dingo, fox, quoll and cat paw prints (not to scale). Fox prints can
be distinguished from dingo prints by the separation of the pads, as demonstrated
by the straight line shown. Diagram taken from ‘Planning guide for fox
management in Australia’ Centre for Invasive Species Solutions.

Using agriculture chemicals

When agricultural chemicals are used as a control option, landowners must
consider:
« Uptake and effectiveness of the bait for the target pest species.
« The risk to non-target species (refer to Table 1).
« Impacts to the environment.



Landowners planning to use 1080 or PAPP must have a ‘1080 and PAPP’
endorsed Agricultural Chemical Users Permit (ACUP) before buying and using
these products and comply with all label directions and the Directions for Use
(DfU) document.

There is no scientific data to suggest that bait substrate (the substance the poison
is mixed with to make the bait) alters the risk of 1080 baits to dingoes.

Table 1 shows vertebrate pesticides and their toxicity to dingoes

Agricultural Registered |Likely lethal bait quantity for dingoes| Secondary poisoning’ risk
chemical species as per
label
1080 Rabbit, fox, feral Less than 1 fox bait High — carcass and stomach
pig, wild dog contents
PAPP Fox, wild dog, Less than 1 fox bait Low
feral cats
Sodium Nitrite Feral pig Approximately 10g feral pig bait Low
Pindone Rabbit Approximately 4.8kg of rabbit bait in a Low
single sitting or 160g a day for 6 days?

! Secondary poisoning occurs when a predator eats an animal, or fluids from an animal,
that has previously been poisoned.

2 Pindone becomes more toxic as it accumulates in the body.

Scientific studies indicate that the toxicity of 1080 and PAPP in dingoes is such that
ingesting a single fox bait would be more than enough to kill that animal.

Bait monitoring

Bait stations must be checked daily to confirm the number of baits taken and
evidence of the animal that took the bait/s.

Where landowners and managers believe pest animals (foxes) may be caching
(taking and stockpiling) baits, landowners should consider use of a Canid Pest
Ejector as the baits used in these devices cannot be moved.

Managing off-target poisoning

Potential risks to non-target species must be reduced by correct 1080 and PAPP
bait placement, selection of the minimum effective baiting rate and not baiting
during the non-target species’ main breeding seasons.



The “Protections section” of product labels contains

information on how to protect non-target animals from the [=]-5, _?' - [=]
pesticide. 4

Additionally, the ‘Directions for the use of 1080 and PAPP

pest animal bait products in Victoria document’ (the - ; -

Directions for Use) contains additional information and

requirements on preventing off-target poisoning when e

using 1080 and PAPP. [w] S

If dingoes have been detected as part of monitoring Figiite- 1 S OR Gode for mors
before a baiting program, then 1080 and PAPP baits information.

cannot be used at the location at that time, as the risk to
dingoes is too high. It is an offence under the Wildlife Act 1975 to lay baits with
intent to harm wildlife, and an offence to harm wildlife.

Some other practical steps landowners can take when using 1080 and PAPP baits
include:

- placing baits at the appropriate distance apart (baiting density) as per the
label

« burying baits at the appropriate depths as per the label

« locating bait stations in areas of confirmed high pest activity.

« timing (day and year) of baiting programs when pest species are most likely
to be foraging.

« actively monitoring for cached baits.

« using the minimum number of baits possible.

Other important considerations when baiting

Ongoing monitoring of the baits and removal of carcasses is vital. It will help
reduce the risk of non-target animals feeding on them. Any carcasses or uneaten
baits must be disposed of in accordance with the Directions for Use and product
label.

It is important to keep records of pest control activities for yourself and to meet
legal requirements. In addition to the minimum standards, landowners should also
make records of risk management strategies such as:

keeping photos and logs of monitoring activities.

records of free feeding.

evidence of sand or activity pad usage.

remote camera logs.

maps and photos of where baits are laid, taken, collected and carcasses
recovered.

- any additional steps taken to protect wildlife from accidently accessing the
baits. Where accidental off-target poisoning occurs.



Any suspected wildlife poisoning must be reported to the Conservation Regulator
via the DEECA Customer Service Centre or CrimeStoppers on 1800 333 000.

It is a specific requirement under the Directions for Use, that all incidents of
suspected 1080 or PAPP poisonings of non-target animals (including species that
are not classified as wildlife), are reported to Agriculture Victoria via the DEECA
Customer Service Centre.

While there are risks in undertaking baiting programs in north west Victoria, when
landowners appropriately manage these risks, and record the steps taken, a successful
program can be run.

Further Information
e Customer Contact Centre: 136 186

e Agriculture Victoria Chemical Use website: agriculture.vic.gov.au/chemicals

e Agriculture Victoria Chemical Biosecurity Officers:

chemical.standards@agriculture.vic.gov.au

e Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority website:
apvma.gov.au




Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Doc 36

Subject: Reducing impacts

Location: Microsoft Teams Meeting

Start: Thu 7/08/2025 1:30 PM

End: Thu 7/08/2025 2:00 PM

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Required Attendees: Secomb, Nick (PIRSA); Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)

Hi Nick and Trevor

As discussed today with Trevor, could we please catch up to update each other on the issues and opportunities.
The meeting would be without prejudice, with a focus on how we can work together to reduce the impacts of

dingoes/dogs.

Please suggest alternative times if this one doesn’t suit.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams need help?

Join the meeting now
Meeting I1D: 495 635 753 984
Passcode: KL3Ty7om

Dial in by phone
+61 8 7079 7539,,216554166# Australia, Adelaide
Find a local number

Phone conference ID: 216 554 166#

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 137 619 314 5

More info



For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN




Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Doc 37

Subject:
Location:

Start:

End:

Show Time As:
Recurrence:
Meeting Status:
Organizer:

Required Attendees:

Hi Nick and Trevor

Reducing impacts
Microsoft Teams Meeting

Wed 6/08/2025 3:00 PM
Wed 6/08/2025 3:30 PM
Tentative

(none)

Not yet responded

Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Secomb, Nick (PIRSA); Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)

As requested by Trevor, Im updating this meeting time to Wednesday 6/8/25 at 3pm SA time, 330pm Vic time.

Regards, Brad

Hi Nick and Trevor

As discussed today with Trevor, could we please catch up to update each other on the issues and opportunities.
The meeting would be without prejudice, with a focus on how we can work together to reduce the impacts of

dingoes/dogs.

Please suggest alternative times if this one doesn’t suit.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams need help?

Join the meeting now

Meeting ID: 495 635 753 984

Passcode: KL3Ty7om

Dial in by phone

+61 8 7079 7539,216554166# Australia, Adelaide




Find a local number

Phone conference ID: 216 554 166#

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 137 619 314 5

More info

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN




Doc 38
Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Subject: reducing impacts

Location: Microsoft Teams Meeting

Start: Wed 15/10/2025 9:00 AM

End: Wed 15/10/2025 9:30 AM

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Required Attendees: Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA); Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)
Hi Trevor

Changing the time of this meeting to avoid clashes

Regards, Brad

Hi Trevor

| trist you are well.

We would appreciate the opportunity to catch up, noting we missed the meeting we had booked a few weeks ago
This time suits Nick and |, please let me know if it suits you.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams nced help?

Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 477 551 830 304 7
Passcode: DW6BT7IE

Dial in by phone
+61 8 7079 7539.216953413# Australia, Adelaide

Find a local number

Phone conference |D: 216 953 413#




Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 132 976 707 8

More info

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN




Doc 39
Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Subject: reducing impacts

Location: Microsoft Teams Meeting

Start: Thu 9/10/2025 4:00 PM

End: Thu 9/10/2025 4:30 PM

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Required Attendees: Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA); Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)
Hi Trevor

Changing the time of this meeting to avoid clash with your leadership team

Regards, Brad

Hi Trevor

| trist you are well.

We would appreciate the opportunity to catch up, noting we missed the meeting we had booked a few weeks ago
This time suits Nick and |, please let me know if it suits you.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams nced help?

Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 477 551 830 304 7
Passcode: DW6BT7IE

Dial in by phone
+61 8 7079 7539, 216953413# Australia, Adelaide

Find a local number

Phone conference ID: 216 953 413#




Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 132 976 707 8

More info

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN




Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Doc 40

Subject:
Location:

Start:

End:

Show Time As:
Recurrence:
Meeting Status:
Organizer:

Required Attendees:

Hi Nick and Trevor

Reducing impacts meeting 4/9/25 (1 week reminder)
Microsoft Teams Meeting

Thu 4/09/2025 9:30 AM
Thu 4/09/2025 10:00 AM
Tentative

(none)

Not yet responded

Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Secomb, Nick (PIRSA); Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)

This is the reminder that the meeting to discuss ways to reduce impacts of dingoes/dogs is in one week. Ill change
this now to make the reminder 15 min before the meeting.

Regards, Brad

Hi Nick and Trevor

As discussed today, could we please catch up to update each other on the issues and opportunities. The meeting
would be without prejudice, with a focus on how we can work together to reduce the impacts of dingoes/dogs.

Please suggest alternative times if this one doesn’t suit.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams need help?

Join the meeting now

Meeting ID: 413 992 460 492 9

Passcode: 8SW6f5CH

Dial in by phone

+61 8 7079 7539,695153908# Australia, Adelaide




Find a local number

Phone conference ID: 695 153 908#

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 134 842 368 1

More info

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN




Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Doc 41

Subject:
Location:

Start:

End:

Show Time As:
Recurrence:
Meeting Status:
Organizer:

Required Attendees:

Hi Nick and Trevor

Reducing impacts meeting 4/9/25 (1 week reminder)
Microsoft Teams Meeting

Mon 8/09/2025 2:00 PM
Mon 8/09/2025 2:30 PM
Tentative

(none)

Not yet responded

Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Secomb, Nick (PIRSA); Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)

This is the reminder that the meeting to discuss ways to reduce impacts of dingoes/dogs is in one week. Ill change
this now to make the reminder 15 min before the meeting.

Regards, Brad

Hi Nick and Trevor

As discussed today, could we please catch up to update each other on the issues and opportunities. The meeting
would be without prejudice, with a focus on how we can work together to reduce the impacts of dingoes/dogs.

Please suggest alternative times if this one doesn’t suit.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams need help?

Join the meeting now

Meeting ID: 413 992 460 492 9

Passcode: 8SW6f5CH

Dial in by phone

+61 8 7079 7539,695153908# Australia, Adelaide




Find a local number

Phone conference ID: 695 153 908#

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 134 842 368 1

More info

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN




Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Doc 42

Subject:
Location:

Start:

End:

Show Time As:
Recurrence:
Meeting Status:
Organizer:

Required Attendees:

Hi Nick and Trevor

Reducing impacts meeting 4/9/25 (1 week reminder)
Microsoft Teams Meeting

Mon 8/09/2025 2:30 PM
Mon 8/09/2025 3:00 PM
Tentative

(none)

Not yet responded

Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Secomb, Nick (PIRSA); Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)

This is the reminder that the meeting to discuss ways to reduce impacts of dingoes/dogs is in one week. Ill change
this now to make the reminder 15 min before the meeting.

Regards, Brad

Hi Nick and Trevor

As discussed today, could we please catch up to update each other on the issues and opportunities. The meeting
would be without prejudice, with a focus on how we can work together to reduce the impacts of dingoes/dogs.

Please suggest alternative times if this one doesn’t suit.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams need help?

Join the meeting now

Meeting ID: 413 992 460 492 9

Passcode: 8SW6f5CH

Dial in by phone

+61 8 7079 7539,695153908# Australia, Adelaide




Find a local number

Phone conference ID: 695 153 908#

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 134 842 368 1

More info

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN
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Accept the science and
win

By Andy Wilson
e Sep 13, 2024 f | , ’ =

Farmers can lead the debate on dingos by focusing on the need for effective
control management, and not on the genetics. Photo by AAP

At the end of this month the Victorian Government will decide whether
to maintain the unprotected status of dingos or not.

https://www.countrynews_com.au/opinion/accept-the-science-and-win/
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Prune It Back | Accept the science and win | Country News
At present, the management program of professional trappers working
within the three-kilometre buffer zone bordering native forests works
well in cooperation with landholders.

Critically, it has reduced the number of cruel deaths of sheep (and
young cattle) and of course the financial and emotional cost to
farmers.

David (Starchy) Laurence’s story, which appeared in last week’s
Country News, is but just one, and if Starchy’s back-of-the-envelope
calculations are as much as a couple of thousand off, that figure is still
in the thousands.

Thousands of sheep getting mauled alive in the dead of night with
some surviving until discovery by distraught farmers.

One farmer told me of a calf found with its legs eaten off mid-birth.

None of these horror stories seem to hit the city media outlets, which
is a great shame since the common thought is that inner-Melbourne
affogato-sipping environmentalists are what'’s putting pressure on the
government.

Do they know that just one dog — one — can destroy $20,000 worth
of lambing production, or that lambs need shooting at dawn with their
guts dragging along the ground?

Kylie Cairn’s 2023 paper is a must read. If not, then see the link below
for her summary on UNSW’s website.

Some farmers want to reject her science, but they shouldn’t for two
very good reasons, both of which work in their favour.

I've had a thorough read. The science is quite robust: 23 genetic

markers in 2015 suggested only one per cent of all dingoes were pure.

You don’t need to know what a marker is if | tell you just this: Dr
Cairn’s study used 195,000 markers to find out the complete opposite
of the 2015 study, that said more than 87 per cent of Victoria’s wild
dogs are 99.99 per cent dingo.

https://www.countrynews.com.au/opinion/accept-the-science-and-win/
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Prune It Back | Accept the science and win | Country News
Ninety thousand different ways of measuring something is far better
than just 23.

It's reversed the story, sure, but then think what one voyage by
Magellan did to the shape of the planet.

Farmers need to accept the new research (on dingos, not a round
earth).

First, it shows a widespread nature of accepting science as it gets
better and better.

Secondly, environmentalists can now rest assured that the dingo is not

close to extinction in eastern Victoria after all, so managing them
outside of their natural habitat is less of a problem for the species’
survival.

The north-west is a different story, with the boffins agreeing that about

170 dingos remain there.

The east of the state holds possibly 4900.

That’s about one dingo having the area of Kyabram town all to itself,
but of course they are not that evenly spread out.

The argument for protecting livestock will be better if we don’t
squabble over genetics.

Yes, Dr Cairns was funded by a dingo research body but to suggest
she has a political agenda is folly — that’s why we have peer
reviewing — and is more in keeping with Big Tobacco’s ‘research’ of
last century or the Soviet manipulation of Lysenkoism which saw
hundreds of scientists imprisoned or executed.

But there is bad timing: the population numbers shown here were
shared publicly but are not published, so the government may well
ignore them.

However, my discussion with the right scientist has assured me there’s

no conspiracy.

https://www.countrynews.com.au/opinion/accept-the-science-and-win/
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Prune It Back | Accept the science and win | Country News
Farmers are the ones at the conservation coal face, not someone
who'’s never stepped outside of Kew, and so farmers need to speak

up.

Grazier Gary Breadon said it perfectly to Country News: “Call them
whatever you want, they are still going to prey on livestock.”

Just as importantly, Dr Cairns said to me: “They absolutely need to be
managed. There has to be a balance.”

Read Kylie Cairn’s article at: https://www.sydney.edu.au/news-
opinion/news/2023/06/08/new-dna-testing-shatters-wild-dog-
myth.html

Andy Wilson writes for Country News. He is a pre-peer review
science editor in a range of fields and has a PhD in ecology from
the University of Queensland.

9 By Andy Wilson f Y | &

Country News journalist
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Grazier condemns wild
dog strategy

By Andy Wilson
9 Sep 14, 2024 f I , ' =

Gary Breadon welcomed DEECA'’s consultation with farmers on wild dog
management, but is worried that past data on numbers is being ignored.

One sheep grazier has blasted the Victorian Government’s effort in
managing wild dogs after attending the final day of consultation with
DEECA representatives in Mansfield on Friday, September 6.

https://www.countrynews_com.au/news/grazier-condemns-wild-dog-strategy/ 17
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Grazier condemns wild dog strategy | Country News
Gary Breadon is a second-generation grazier north of Mansfield who
has seen the number of dog attacks rise in the past 40 years and said
the government’s responsibility on its ‘own’ land was negligent.

“At the end of the day, the government is a public land manager, and
they have to manage the animals on that public land,” Mr Breadon
said.

“We farmers are required to control any pests on our land, so they
should as well; it’'s as simple as that.”

Mr Breadon’s frustration has stemmed from his involvement with the
north-east Wild Dog Management Group, which he was a founding
member of in 2000, and the data collected over many years.

“It's interesting — we’ve had dogs here forever, but it's getting worse,”
Mr Breadon said.

“Back then, you’d deal with a dog and there would be no troubles for
about another five to 10 years.

“‘Now, it's every 12 months.

“Years ago, we were looking out for foxes, and wild dogs never
entered the consciousness; now they are more and more prevalent.”

Mr Breadon said the former management group had been successful
in managing different strategies because of the access to the
agriculture minister of the day.

“We would meet monthly for about 10 years and there were
department reps there, landholders — all the major stakeholders,” he
said.

“And a direct line of communication with the minister’s secretary.

“That has ceased to occur.”

Mr Breadon said the group’s disbanding had been a ‘political decision’.

https://www.countrynews.com.au/news/grazier-condemns-wild-dog-strategy/ 217
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Grazier condemns wild dog strategy | Country News
Australian Wool Innovations later formed a wild dog management
group and approached Mr Breadon to be involved.

“That was then succeeded by the state government’s wild dog group,
but | simply got frustrated,” he said.

“I thought ‘I'm just going to do it myself’.

Mr Breadon’s property borders native forests which are the habitat for
wild dogs and dingoes and he is a supporter of the three-kilometre
buffer zone which is currently managed by professional trappers.

He said managing an access corridor on the forest side of his fence
required any fallen timber to be removed via his property.

“In some parts, my fence is on a very steep hill, so | have to move
timber uphill over my fence,” he said.

“And of course, land clearing approval is needed.”

Mr Breadon was critical of the government’s acceptance of recent
genetic data that suggested most wild dogs were dingos and that
earlier population data and other research was being ignored.

“l cannot believe that a scientist to do his job right would disregard the
data from so many years,” he said.

“My cynicism is that the scientific research has its own agenda for
dingo control, and | question how DNA evidence can be relied on after
just one paper.”

UNSW geneticist Kylie Cairns published a report in 2023 showing
evidence that very few pure feral domestic dogs existed in the wild,
with the majority of ‘wild dogs’ being dingoes.

“Call them whatever you want, they are still going to prey on livestock,”
Mr Breadon said.

Mr Breadon now spends the first ‘two or three’ hours of every day
checking his boundary electric fence for damage.

https://www.countrynews.com.au/news/grazier-condemns-wild-dog-strategy/
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Grazier condemns wild dog strategy | Country News
“If I ever go up the paddock, | always have a firearm with me now,” he
said.

“And it’s frustrating, because you can’t sleep not knowing the fences
are okay.

“You have to do it so you can actually sleep at night.”
By Andy Wilson
9 Country News journalist f ¥ &
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Doc 58a

NATIONAL

WILD DOG
ACTION PLAN

MEDIA RELEASE

Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to

livestock producers
12 November 2024

The Victorian Government’s ceasing of the dingo unprotection order in north-west Victoria in
March continues to threaten the livelihoods of livestock producers across Victoria and South
Australia, with several reports of producers in the region struggling with the impacts of wild dog
attacks.

Geoff Power, Chair of the National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination Committee and South
Australian wool farmer, said this decision was based on questionable wild dog population
estimates, leaving sheep and cattle producers in the region ill-equipped to prevent attacks on
their livestock.

“We've repeatedly requested to view the scientific report the Victorian Government based their
decision on, with no response. As Chair of the National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination
Committee, the reluctance of the Victorian Government to share the report is alarming and
raises concerns about the validity of the science used to justify their decision,” said Mr Power,

In addition, the National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination Committee and livestock industry
stakehalders have requested the Victorian Government undertake a peer review of the paper
that informed their decision - in line with standard practice to inform policy settings - and look
forward to seeing results from this review if undertaken.

Mr Power said, "It's not just Victorian farmers who are impacted. There is real concern being felt
by South Australian farmers, with B0% of livestock in South Australia residing in the south-east
of the state - right on the verge of the unprotection order in narth-west Victoria."

As announced last month, the Coordination Committee were pleased by the Victorlan
Government’s announcement ta continue the dinga unprotection order in eastern Victoria,
however, dingoes are still protected in the north-west of the state.

‘We’re well aware that wild dogs don’t respect state lines, Over the border in Ngarkat
Conservation Park in South Australia - which is connected to the Big Desert Wilderness Park in
Victoria - recent surveys for wild dogs recorded signs of at least 21 dogs by a professional
trapper, in just one small section of the park.

“Given the density of dogs in Ngarkat Conservation Park, | willbe recommending to the South
Australian Government that professional trappers are engaged in this area with urgency, inline
with SA policy for management of dingoes inside the fence,” said Mr Power.

Based on this information, the National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination Committee is calling
on the Victorian Government to review all the available data and revisit the end of the dingo
unprotection order for the north-west of the state.

The National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination Committee will continue to actively engage
with the Victarian Government on this issue, to ensure livestock producers in Victoria and
South Australia are appropriately protected from the very real impacts of inadequate wild dog
control measures.




MEDIA RELEASE

For more information on Australia’s approach to wild dog control, visit the National Wild Dog
Action Plan website here.

-ENDS-

Media contact

Danika Barnard
National Wild Dog Actlon Plan Communications

E: comms@wilddogplan.org.au| M: 0447 007 806
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Fri 30/05202 2:18 PM
Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Accepted: Invitation to discuss dingo conservation and livestock predation management policy in Victoria
To Trevor ) Pasgonia [DEECAY

When Menday, 2 September 2024 2:00 PM-2:45 PM (UTC - 10:00) Canbetrs, Melbourne, Syanay

Location Microsoft Teams Meeting

@ We couldn't find thus meeting in the calendar. It may have been moved or deleted,
Page, Brad (PIRSA} has accepted this meeting,




Fri 3040872024 3:45 PM

© Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Accepted: Invitation to discuss dingo conservation and livestock predation management policy in Victoria
o Trevor | Pisclotta (DEECA)

When Tuesday, 3 September 2024 1.45 PM-2:30 M (UTC - 10:00) Canbena, Melbourne, Syaney

Location WMicrosoft Teams Meetwng

@ We couldn t find this meeting (n the talendar. it may have been moved or deleted.
Fage, Brad [PIRSA) has accepted this meeting,
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Farlez, Lisa (PIRSA)

Subject: reducing impacts

Location: Microsoft Teams Meeting

Start: Thu 9/10/2025 2:00 PM

End: Thu 9/10/2025 2:30 PM

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Required Attendees: Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA);, Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)
Hi Trevor

| trist you are well.

We would appreciate the opportunity to catch up, noting we missed the meeting we had booked a few weeks ago
This time suits Nick and |, please let me know if it suits you.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams r-=. -«

Join the meeting now
Meeting (D- 477 551 830 304 7
Passcoce DWEBTTZIE

Dial in by phone

JCal |

Phaone conference 1D: 216 953 413#

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
\Video ID: 132 976 707 8

NMore info
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Mon 17702/2025 954 &AM
“ Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Accepted: Fox balting discussion

To Trevor | Plscotta (DEECA)
Wheén Wednescay, 19 Februaty 2025 10:30 AM.11:0G AN [UTC « 10:00) Canberrs, Melbouine. Sydney
Lacation Microsoft Teams Meeting

(l') We couldn’t find this meeting in the caiendar. it may have been moved of deleted,
Page, Brad (PIRSA) has accepted this meeting,
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Page, Brad (FIRSA)

Doc 64
Accepted: AgVic Meeting with PIRSA
el
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TialiEnds, Rl tnane T odoey
Li ] Ve coulgrt find this meeting in the calendar. it may have been moves ol Jeletzd.
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Doc 3
Farley, Lisa (PIRSA)

From: Greg Mifsud <FIESSEREIT
Sent: Tuesday, 16 Apnl 2024 1 38 PM
To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Subject: FW: FYI - Sheep Central article

Greg Mifsud | National Wild Dog Management Coordinator
CENTRE FOR INVASIVES SPECIES SOLUTIONS

ACTION PLAN

Q%Q\) WILD DOG &

INVASIVE SPECES SOLIJTIONS

From: =@ 200
Sent: Tuesday, April 16 2024 9:01 AM
To: Greg lesud

Subjecr FYI Sheep Central article

Hi Greg,

FY| - article out of Sheep Central yesterday: V¢ ahesg procLcar uncar dog arack 1o/ natia scare aingoss, You've
probably already seen this one as it features some comments from you, but | thought this part of the article was

interesting:

Last week Mr Bennertt was told via email by Department of Energy Environment and Climate Action director Callje
Donaldson “that any deliberate scaring or active disturbance to dingoes may also require an ATCW (Authority to

Control Wildlife).”
“So if they are eating my sheep, I’ve got to pretty much sit there and watch them do it,” Mr Bennett said.

We’ll chat about recent media in our comms meeting with the Committee today and send another summary of
media articles to them this afternoon.

Senior Commumcatlons Manager

ThreeSOConsulth yLtd
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Farlez, Lisa (PIRSA)

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Sent: Thursday, 14 March 2024 3:55 PM

To: P = =1

Subject: FW: OFFICIAL-Sensitive: For Information - Update of regulatory settings for Dingo
control in Victoria

Attachments: _20240314_2024_DingoUnprotection_Media_A3L.png

Hi Greg

Geoff will call you, re below

Cheers, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer - Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary Industries and Regions | P
(08) 8429 0803 | M; FESERIINEN

From: Joanne M Wall (DEECA)

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2024 3:15 PM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA) R -y
Ce: Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA) ,ﬂf’ﬂﬁmﬂ{- =]

Subject: OFFICIAL-Sensitive: For Information - Update of regulatory settings for Dingo control in Victoria

v
} You don't often get email from \0anne. wall@agsiculture.vic.gov.au. Learn why this is important

Dear Brad

| am writing to update you on a change to current regulatory settings for the control of dingoes in Victoria. On 1 October
2023, an order under Victoria's Wildlife Act 1975 was remade which declared the dingo as unprotected within a 3km
buffer zone on public land in eastern and northwest Victoria and on private land across the state.

Since making the previous Victorian dingo unprotection order in October 2023, preliminary population estimates of
dingoes in Victoria (developed as part of research ta inform the review to reassess the conservation status of dingo),
have revealed that the dingo population in the northwest of Victoria is at greater risk of extinction than was thought at

the time that the previous Order was made.

From 14 March 2024, to allow the control of dingoes where they threaten livestock, a new Order in Council has been
made under the Wildlife Act, declaring the dingo as unprotected within a 3km buffer zone on public land in eastern
Victoria and on most private land across the state. A map which illustrates relevant areas is attached for reference. The
new unprotection order will have effect for the remainder of the term of the previous Order (i.e. until 1 October 2024).

The new Order is different from the previous Order in that the areas where dingoes are unprotected excludes the
northwest of the state. This new Order excludes northwest Victoria due to the risk of extinction of its local dingo
population. There will be no change to the existing regulatory arrangements across the rest of the state, with the new
unprotection arder remaining in place until 1 October 2024.

Where dingoes threaten livestock in the northwest of the state, farmers are able to apply for an Authority to Control
Wildlife, which permits the use of lethal control in circumstances where no other options are available.




During the life of this new Order (until 1 October 2024), the Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action will
continue to review existing arrangements to agree on a future policy for dingo conservation and management in
Victoria in light of new scientific research, As part of the review stakeholders will be consulted to inform the
development of proposed options for future dingo conservation and management.

If you have any questions regarding the new Order or the review, you are welcome to contact myself or Dr Trevor
Pisciotta, Executive Director Regulatory Policies and Programs in Agriculture Victoria at
trevor.x.pisciotta@agriculture.vic.gov.au.

Regards,
Jo

Joanne Wall

Acting Director, Animals & Invasives Regulatory Policy | Animal Welfare Victoria
Agriculture Victoria | Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action
475 Mickleham Road Attwood Victoria 3049

panne.wall@agricullure vie gov au

animalwelfzre vic.cov.au

ANIMAL

WELFARE ORIA

We acknowledge Victorian Traditional Owners and their Elders past and present as the orginal custodians of
Victoria’s land and waters and commit (o genuinely partnering with them and Vicloria's Aboriginal community
lo progress their aspirations.

OFFICIAL-Sensitive

Wil i



Doc 7

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
To: Greg Mifsud; Scanlon, Annette (PIRSA)
Subject: RE: Weekly times article
Date: Thursday, 11 April 2024 8:10:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Thanks Greg
Pretty sure you also mentioned this one yest https://www.sheepcentral.com/south-australians-

seek-action-on-victorian-wild-dog-changes/ (we can access the full version of this one)
Cheers, brad

From: Greg Mifsud

Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 7:27 AM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA) ; Scanlon, Annette (PIRSA)

Subject: Weekly times article

Hi Brad,

Here is the weekly times article you requested.

Cheers

Greg

Greg Mifsud | National Wild Dog Management Coordinator

CENTRE FOR INVASIVES SPECIES SOLUTIONS
Email: Clause 6(1)

Phone: ClatsSe6 (D)



Fa rley, Lisa (PIRSA)

Doc 8

From: Greg Mifsud <SS ——
Sent: Tuesday, 26 March 2024 8: 59 PM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Subject: Weekly times article

Attachments: Weekly times Dingo article 26 March 24.docx
Here you go.

Greg Mifsud | National Wild Dog Management Coordinator
CENTRE FOR INVASIVES SPECIES SOLUTIONS

Email; SEEEEN T
ﬁ % &‘) NATIONAL
WILD DOG
NIRE FOR ACTION PLAN

INVASIVE SPECIES SOLUTIONS







Doc 9

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

To: Out'of scope | Clause §(1
Subject: Wild dog SA/Vic

Date: Wednesday, 17 April 2024 10:53:00 AM

Hi B and Greg

Please note below motion from last week in Upper House SA Parliament about Vic wild dogs last
week.

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Ammals | Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary
Industries and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M: FiSS S

https://hansardsearch.parliament.sa.gov. au/dallv/uh/2024 04-10/427sid=929c87813bda4ccea

WILD DOG MANAGEMENT

The Hon. N.J. CENTOFANTI (Leader of the Opposition) (16:48): | move:

That this council—

1. Acknowledges the livestock industry's longstanding contribution to the South Australian economy;

2. Notes that changes to the policy for wild dog management by the Victorian state Labor government
have resulted in an immediate threat to livestock along the affected border of South Australia;

3. Acknowledges that the impact of policy decisions transcend state boundaries;

4. Notes that the reappointment of a Cross Border Commissioner continues to be delayed to the detriment
of cross-border communities; and

5. Calls on the Malinauskas government to show leadership on this issue to ensure the Victorian state Labor
government continues to manage their wild dog and dingo populations into the future.

Ripped throats, faces torn off, back legs missing, gouges to the belly, raw bleeding, weeping
in agonising pain, screaming and left to bleed, and stressed, to die, surrounded by other
terrified livestock. It might be confronting and it is certainly gruesome, but that is the reality
of wild dog attacks on a working farm. The majority of mauled animals do not survive.
Whether they be native animals, sheep, cows, alpacas, poultry or domesticated working dogs,
a single wild dog can cause mayhem on a farm. A pack of wild dogs hunting together can be

catastrophic. An InDaily article from last year opens:
Farmer Nathan Redpath recalls moving 2000 pregnant ewes into a northern Flinders Ranges paddock and
within eight months losing 500 of them to wild dogs and dingoes. No lambs survived.

Wild dog incursions cost Australian farmers millions of dollars per annum. Travis Tobin, CEO
of Livestock SA, estimates that, prior to the 2019 wild dog fence upgrades, that figure would
sit at around $4 million per annum for sheep exclusively.

| myself as a country veterinarian have seen the aftermath of multiple wild dog attacks on
agricultural lands, particularly on flocks of sheep. By the time the landowners were able to
alert our clinic and | arrived on the farm, these animals were usually in shock, often covered
in blood and were hugely susceptible to their wounds becoming infected or flyblown into the
future, if they survived at all. To be blunt, mostly our job and my job was to euthanase these
animals so damaged and torn and so far gone in shock and pain that all we could do was
ease their suffering.

Wild dogs—that is, dingoes and mixed-breed dingo mongrels—are known to not only hunt
for food but for sport, for the chase. They often attack from behind. Many of the wounds |
attended to were on the rear legs and tails of the livestock attempting to run away. The
Minister for Primary Industries knows this grisly reality and we the opposition applaud the
plan to continue the improvements and maintenance of the wild dog fence in South Australia
to protect our livestock, native animals, farmers and their working animals. As already noted,
the major investment began on that program in 2019, and we intend to continue this
important bipartisan approach to wild dog incursion.

But we are one land, and wild dogs do not care about state boundaries. Whilst we have
responsible landowners across the country, they cannot and should not have to bear the
brunt of bad policy by city-centric bureaucrats. What we have seen from the Victorian
government recently is reckless, irresponsible and flies in the face of both animal and




community safety. What we are witnessing is a winding back of the 'unprotected status' of
wild dogs in western Victoria at a time when we know there are wild dog incursions in South
Australia from the Victorian border.

The Ngarkat Conservation Park is fast becoming an expressway for wild dogs between
privately owned and managed lands. The Victorian government's recent decision to end wild
dog control programs in the state's north-west has created concern for livestock producers
and hobby farmers on both sides of the South Australian-Victorian border.

Livestock SA have stated publicly that they have real concerns about the potential impact of
this decision. It is noted that it is not only the cost of lost livestock but the very real added
personal and social trauma of dealing with the aftermath of wild dog attacks as well as the
obvious animal welfare concerns.

National industry information site Sheep Central notes that the Allan Labor government is
also investigating concerning recommendations in the parliamentary report into ecosystem
decline in Victoria that included removing the order-in-council with its three-kilometre
livestock protection buffer, reintroducing dingoes in some parks such as the Grampians and
phasing out 1080 baiting.

According to the National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination Committee, the government's
choice has left livestock producers in the area vulnerable to wild dog attacks, with insufficient
resources for prevention. This will certainly leak across the border into South Australia. Geoff
Power, the committee chair, expressed deep disappointment at the lack of industry
involvement and consultation in this decision, emphasising its potentially severe
consequences for livestock producers in the north-west region.

It strikes me as incredibly shortsighted that conservation and animal rights groups and some
First Nations corporations have welcomed the dingoes' protection, yet are willing to see a
plethora of livestock, hobby farm animals and domestic pets mauled ferociously for sport by
these now protected hunting packs.

It should be noted that, according to wild dog management coordinator Greg Mifsud,
Museums Victoria has updated the taxonomy of the dingo to bring it in line with the
Australian Faunal Directory and the recommendations of the Australasian Mammal
Taxonomy Consortium. Mr Mifsud has said:

This change in taxonomy within Victoria means that the dingo is no longer considered a subspecies of wolf
(Canis lupus), but actually an ancient type of domestic dog (Canis familiaris), bringing into the question the
need to change the Victorian Wild Dog Management Program at all.

As the dingo is now considered a wild living dog, there is no longer need to have special provisions for their
control—they can and should be managed as wild dogs on private property without further restrictions.
He then goes to state that:

This change in classification poses a new consideration for the Victorian government as it reviews wild dog
control in the state.

This shows the complete inconsistency between the Victorian government's policymakers and
its own state museum, which must be called out by the leaders in this state.

CEOQ Travis Tobin of Livestock SA is quoted in the Stock Journal as saying, 'You can't make
these decisions in isolation when your decisions are going to have severe impact on others.'
The opposition completely agrees. This issue absolutely underlines the importance of the role
of the Cross Border Commissioner in facilitating communication about cross-border issues.
Communication between state governments is imperative on issues where decisions have the
almost instant impact across state lines.

| note that the minister is quoted as noting that she has written to the Victorian agricultural
minister Ros Spence multiple times regarding the potential impact of altering wild dog
management strategies in South Australia's livestock industry. Writing is a start, but a letter is
too easy to downplay or ignore. Trust me, | have written plenty of letters to the current
minister and a number of her colleagues on various issues, only to be provided with the
standard 'thanks for writing' response, with no practical outcomes.

These farmers need practical outcomes and they need it fast. They need a minister who will
stand up, who will be the leader they deserve and who will fight to ensure the wild dog and
dingo populations are managed appropriately into the future. They need a Cross Border



Commissioner who can 100 per cent focus on this issue as a priority. Farmers on the ground
are begging for a line into PIRSA—they want to deal with someone who understands
regional cross-border realities.

Our farmers should not have to suffer the incompetence and repercussions of terrible policy
decisions and six-monthly reviews and research periods at the behest of animal groups that
would see the entire livestock industry dismantled. | commend this motion to the chamber on
behalf of the South Australian producers now at risk from these decisions across the nearby
border in Victoria.

Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. J.E. Hanson.

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary
Industries and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M: FiESSISENNN



Doc 10

From:

To:

Cc:

Subject: BFWDCC Meeting No 39 Agenda and Meeting Papers
Date: Thursday, 9 October 2025 1:52:22 PM

Attachments: Qutlook-Fmail face.png

OFFICIAL: Sensitive

Hi Everyone,
| hope this message finds you well.

Please note that some additional reading material has come through after the agenda
papers were circulated. It’s relevant to our upcoming meeting on Monday and may help
inform our discussion.

I’ve attached the documents for your reference. If you have time to review it ahead of the
meeting, that would be greatly appreciated.

Thank you for your understanding.

Kind Regards,

Business Support Coordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

28 Vaughan Tce

PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343
landscape.sa.gov.au/mr,

CIRCICICD

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and



work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended
recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.

From: FESES0T (L andscapesa) <SRSES@III
Sent: Friday, October 3, 2025 4:34 PM

To:QUGRSEORE
Quferseope T Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>;

Subject: BFWDCC Meeting No 39 Agenda and Meeting Papers

OFFICIAL: Sensitive

Good Afternoon Everyone,

| hope you're all having a great week.

Please find attached the agenda and meeting papers to help you prepare for our upcoming
meeting on Monday 13th October. If you have any questions or need anything clarified
before then, feel free to reach out.

Kindest Regards,

Business Support Coordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

[SEIEELIE |

28 Vaughan Tce

PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/




The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.
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Doc 10a

Subject: WildDogScan - New damage record for Box Flat Wild Dog Committee
WildDogScan- New damage record

Click here to view this record on the map

Created by:

Name: Clause 6(1)
Email: Clause 6(1)
Clause 6(1)

Username:

Member of group: Box Flat Wild Dog Committee

Record details:

Summary: Sheep killed: 0
Sheep mauled: 5

Comments: Neighbours 2 sheep killed. Black animal going across paddock towards
Dukes Highway Happenings over last 4 weeks

Location details:
Date: 07 Oct 2025
Latitude: SIS 60
Longitude: Flause6()
Image: No

Type: Public

Unique ID: FRIEEEE0

Instructions - Learn how to record or view information in WildDogScan ? Click here

Additional Information:

e Glovebox guide for managing wild dogs

o Afield guide to poison baiting: wild dogs and foxes




13/10/2025

Victorian Northwest Report;

map below)

Doc 10b

Dingoes are still active within the Wagon Flat/Yanac / Broughton area (see orange area in

There has been 6 Dingoes captured on remote cameras within this area
Recent activity is pushing into open farmland

Dingo activity is very quiet within the remainder of the Big Desert and Wyperfeld NP
e No 1080 fox baiting

Electric fence “outrigger” trials at four properties have been promising and will be

evaluated over time as a non-lethal control method

Clause 6(1)

Vertebrate Species Management Coordinator, NW

DEECA/ Mildura

Pinnaroo |

Keith
)

=0

Bordertown *

|
|

Wyperfeld
NP
Hopetoun'y
.-"J!
Warracknabeal
-
Nhill
»

B210)
Dimboola‘s
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Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee
Draft Minutes

Acknowledgement of Country
We acknowledge Aboriginal people as the First Peoples and Nations of the lands and water we live and work upon, and we
pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging. We acknowledge and respect the deep spiritual connection
and relationship that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have to Country.

Meeting Title: No 39

Date: 13 October 2025
Time 1:30pm
Location: Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board Lameroo Office
Members: SEEsE a0 (Chair) (Tatiara District Council),cmsm (Coorong

District Council), HIaUSE6(1) (Southern Mallee District Council), FEUSEEET
(Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board), ey L (Limestone Coast
Landscape Board), b ik (Department of Primary Industries and Regions-
Biosecurity) Qlause 6(1) .',(Nét'ional Parks and Wildlife Service) and BBUSESIT | ivestock

SA
Attendees )
Landscape SA Staff: Clausa 6(1'); » Cl"auaa E{1)  Clause 6(1) Murraylands
and Riverland Landscape Board) Clause 6{"’*"(Limestone Coast Landscape Board)
Guests: |6 (Cross Border Commissioner), Clause 6(1) (National Parks and
Wildlife Service)
Clause B(1) Cinase 601 .
gl atrices . j (Sheep Industry Fund), 8" (Department Energy, Environment
and Climate Action,
Absent
Welcome
1.1 |The Chair, FiSiSSS{H acknowledged the Country, welcomed all present, noted the apologies

and checked the agenda.

Minutes of Previous Meeting

Clause 6{1) — Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee
Minutes of the previous meetings held on 17 March 2025 were reviewed and were adopted as
circulated.
12
Moved — Clausa B(T) ™

Seconded — SEISEE

All in favour — Yes.

Business and Actions Arising
F:muse foLy — Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee
1.3 |Richard discussed the Actions arising:

e |tem 4.1 (35) - aRR) \to draft information, provide to committee for comment, and then
distribute to councils etc to get message out. — completed can be removed.

OFFICIAL
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e Item 4.4 (35) - NPWS will update WildDogScan with the scheduled monitoring site
information/results (Ongoing) — this will remain an ongoing as NPWS continue to work with
i) “from Feral Scan and will remain on the action items.

e [tem 4.5 (35) - ) ‘and SASEE 45 1ok at communications strategy for the
committee — this item will be re mvestngated

Victorian Report

Wﬁm " Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

The Chair discussed the written reports submitted by FESSSEIIEE, g CESEBI yith the
committee.

DEW/National Parks and Wildlife Service Report
i - National Parks and Wildlife Service
|80 discussed the National Parks and Wildlife Service Report with the committee. Key items of this
report included:
e Wild Dog Report on 8 June 2025 10km North of Pinnaroo. Animal was shot.
e Baiting:
2.2 o 08/05/2025 —29/05/2025 1060 Manufactured Roo Baits dropped.
o 21/08/2025 — 30/08/2025 964 Manufactured Roo Baits dropped.
e Monitoring:
o June 2025 — No sites recorded Dingo Presence, 6 Sites recorded fox signs, 1 site
recorded cat signs, 1 site recorded goat signs, 1 site recorded deer signs and 4 sites
recorded rabbits signs.

2.1

Landscape Boards Report
] ﬁm .~ Murraylands District Team Leader — Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board

Clause 6(1) _ Northern Operations Team Leader- Limestone Coast Landscape board
crauses(‘l) 'discussed the Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board report with the
‘Committee. Key points of this report were:

e District staff were contacted by a landholder from C'ﬂumﬁw in late August. They were
enquiring about the dog that had been shot in the area. They reported having lost a number
of baby goats around the same time and after discussion, suspected that they had seen the
same dog as the one that was shot. The landholder didn't require any further assistance or
take up the offer of bait due to being confident the dog had been destroyed. There have been
no further reports of wild dog impacts since the one reported was destroyed.

GEISEBI gave a verbal report about the Limestone Coast Landscape Board region with the
committee. Key points of this report were:

e Landholder has had 5 sheep mauled over a period of 4 to 5 weeks, they have seen a black
animal heading across the paddock towards Dukes Highway.

e Llandholder did not want to bait due to owning multiple high value working dogs.

23

Blosecurlty SA Report

(acsg) Principal Biosecurity Officer- Department of Primary Industries and Regions
EIRUSSBAY Giscussed the PIRSA Biosecurity SA Report with the committee. Key points of this report

were:

24 e Professional Trapper has reported signs of 9 to 10 dogs within their survey zone within
Ngarkat.

e There has been a nomination by Dingo Advocates that the Wild Dogs in Big Desert and
Ngarkat should be declared as an endangered species.

e The PIRSA dog trappes has noted a high density of foxes in Ngarkat.

OFFICIAL
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Clause 9(1)

SA Wild Dog Advisory Group report

25 |ClESEsy — Councillor — Southern Mallee District Council
Caliss

WS et the committee know that SAWDAG have not met again since the last Box Flat meeting.
3. Financial Update and Report

Financial Update and Report
Claiiss 6(1)
BT

— Murraylands District Team Leader — Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
discussed the financial reports with the committee.

3.1 |Decision:

Moved — ElBESSEAR

Seconded — FEUSEEN

All in favour — Yes.

Other Business
NIL

Advice to the Boards

ACTION: PIRSA to approach National Parks and Wildlife Service and Murraylands and Riverland
Landscape Board and Limestone Coast Landscape Board with a proposal to codesign an aerial baiting
program of full strength wild dog baits for foxes and wild dogs in and around the Ngarkat conservation
park in an ongoing capacity, this is to include a supply of the baits and buffer for emergency response
4.2 purposes. To clarify, this is a control measure of foxes, if fox numbers are not adequately controlled, wild
dogs will have a reduced opportunity to access the baits.

Moved — FIEUSEE)
Seconded —FEISS AT

All in Favour — Yes.

4.1

Next Meeting Details

42
Next Meeting will be March 16, 2026, at 1pm in Lameroo.

43 The meeting closed at 3:00pm

OFFICIAL
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Farlez, Lisa (PIRSA)

From: — (LandscapeSA)

Sent: Friday, 3 October 2025 4:34 PM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA); B8
Cc:

Subject: BFWDCC Meeting No 39 Agenda and Meeting Papers

Attachments: Meeting No 39 BFWDCC Agenda and Papers.pdf

OFFICIAL: Sensitive

Good Afternoon Everyone,

| hope you're all having a great week.

Please find attached the agenda and meeting papers to help you prepare for our upcoming meeting on
Monday 13th October. If you have any questions or need anything clarified before then, feel free to reach out.

Kindest Regards,

Business Support Coordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

28 Vaughan Tce
PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343

000D
VA LANDSCAPE

AT
BSBEL CPRAVLAN oS AN RUERLAND

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and work upon. We
pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their deep spiritual and cultural connection
to Country.
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Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee
Agenda

Acknowledgement of Country
We acknowledge Aboriginal people as the First Peoples and Nations of the lands and water we live and work upon, and we
pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging. We acknowledge and respect the deep spiritual connection
and relationship that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have to Country.

Meeting Title: Meeting No 39

Date: 13 October 2025
Start Time: 1.30pm Finish Time: 3:30pm

Murraylands and Riverland
Landscape Office - Lameroo

Location: Room: Conference Room

Apologies:

Item Time Meeting Standing Items Action

1. Welcome

i [ e Noti Chai
: :30pm otin air
P Apologies and agenda check 4

Acceptance of Meeting 38 Minutes

sz 1:35pm Attachment 1.2 - Minutes of 17 March 2025 Approval Chair
Business and actions arising for the minutes Chair

1.3 1:40pm Attachment 1.3 - Actions Discussion

2. Reports

Victorian report

% 1:45pm Attachment 2.1.1 - Wild Dogs by Alan Be.nnett Noting Chair
Attachment 2.1.2 - Wild Dogs by Terry Miller

DEW/National Parks and Wildlife Service Noting
Report .
2.2 235 pm Attachment 2.2.1- National Parks and Wildlife Service st}
Report
Landscape Boards Report Notin Glause 6(T)
23 |2:05pm g ¥ . —
Biosecurity SA Report
Attachment 2.4.1 - Biosecurity Report .
24  |12:15pm | Attachment 2.4.2 - SA Wild Dog Eradication Program Noting PR 9y,
Attachment 2.4.3 -Landscape Drivers
; : : : Clause 8{T)
25 |2:25pm | SA Wild Dog Advisory Group Report Noting

m Government of

www.landscape.sa.gov.au & south Austraiia




3. Financial report and correspondence

3.1 |2:35pm | Financial Update Report and Discussion Discussion MW”
4. Close
41 |3:05pm | Any Other Business All

42 |3:15pm [ Advice to the Boards

42 |3:25pm | Next meeting details -March 2026

43 |3:30pm | Meeting closed

Page 2 of 95
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Return to Agenda

Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee
Draft Minutes

Acknowledgement of Country
We acknowledge Aboriginal people as the First Peoples and Nations of the lands and water we live and work upon, and we
pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging. We acknowledge and respect the deep spiritual connection
and relationship that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have to Country.

Meeting Title: No 38

Date: 17 March 2025

Time 1:30pm

Location: Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board Lameroo Office
Members: FHEEE ﬁm .- (Chair) (Tatiara District Council), Gmﬁ(ﬂ ‘(Coorong
District Council), F*use 801 ~_[Southern Mallee District »Coun_cil),G"’“’-‘e‘ﬁ”-j
(Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board), FEISEEIY m '

Altendoss Landscape Board) and Clatiseiag) (PIRSA - Biosecurity SA) and BlauSEIT)
(National Parks and Wildlife Service)
Landscape SA Staff: Clanse B(1) Clause 6(1)  Clause B(1) and SIEUSEEH)
(Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board)
i (Sheep Industry Fund), BIEESEEINN CEESSE) , Clase 6(1)

PR R (Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board) Clauseﬁ(i) (Limestone Coast Landscage

Porogies: Boarrd)‘, Clause 6(1) (Department Energy, Environment and Climate Action, Victoria) B
BN National Parks and Wildlife Service)
Absent
Welcome
1.1 |The Chair, HEISESH acknowledged Lands, welcomed all present, noted the apologies and

checked the agenda.

Minutes of Previous Meeting
(’%lause (1 —- Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

Minutes of the previous meetings held on 10 October 2024 were reviewed and were adopted as

circulated.
1.2

Moved — FIEUSEE)
Seconded — BIEUSEEET)

All in favour

Business and Actions Arising

HsaE — Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

Richard discussed the Actions arising:

13 e [tem 4.1 (35) _ [ranse; to draft information, provide to committee for comment, and then
distribute to councils etc to get message out. — completed can be removed.

e Item 4.4 (35) - NPWS will update WildDogScan with the scheduled monitoring site
information/results (Ongoing)! — this will remain an ongoing item and will remain on the
action items.
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* Item 4.5 (35) - Clauseﬁﬂ) ‘and Chuse %W¢o look at communications strategy for the
committee - completed can be removed.

Victorian Report

CIRUSESON Senior Vertebrate Species Management Officer— Department, Energy, Environment &

Climate Action
W 'shared the Victorian Report with the committee before the meeting. Key points of this were:

Victorian Northwest Report.
¢ In the Northwest, the Wild dog/Dingo still remains protected as the population is critically low
and there’s little evidence that Wild dogs/ Dingos are present in large numbers within this
area of the state.

o e 1080 Fox baiting has stopped within this area, and there has been no baiting since March
2024

e The Southern end of the f:lansa'ﬁﬁ.) : - ,E(Qlauseﬁm‘ Area) is still getting wild dog
attacks. Since my last report:

e There has been 30 wild dog incident reports recorded for this area.

*  With 57 stock reported as killed or maimed.

e This area is still getting monitored with remote cameras, with 4 different Dogs captured on
camera now, with 11kms of exclusion fence being put up within this area it has brought three
dogs together that now seem to be working in a pack.

Department for Environment and Water/National Parks and Wildlife Service Report

l;ladseﬁ(}), - District Ranger, Murraylands — National Parks and Wildlife Service

T discussed her report with the committee, key points of this were:

NPWS staff continue to undertake the four rounds of baiting per year within Ngarkat with support

from the M&R and LC Landscape staff.

Baiting is returning to a quarterly program baiting in February, May, August and November. We act as

a point of contact for landholders and park neighbours relating to wild dog impacts.

WILD DOG REPORTS

Report received from B - when called in regarding to Kangaroo Permit, mentioned lambs

being attacked/killed on the border road properties, after speaking with him he made an official

report toSAUSEE1) from the MRLB.

A Dogger also trapped one wild dog within the park. An ear sample was collected for genetic testing
53 and provided to PIRSA.

COORDINATION
National Parks continue to work with Landscape SA staff when issues arise.

FERAL SCAN

National Parks are continuing to work with i DTSN getting data into feral scan from previous
monitoring surveys. Working towards establishing permanent monitoring sites within Wild Dog Scan
so we can build on the information and data for each one rather than having to create a new site
recording and data set for each site for each round of monitoring.

FURTHER INFORMATION
BAITING
DATE LOCATION AMOUNT BAIT COMMENTS

SUBSTRATE
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05/02 - 09/02 Ngarkat CP 1000 Manufactured
2024 Roo Bait
23/4 —04/05 Ngarkat CP Manufactured
2024 Roo Bait
28/10 - 3/11 Ngarkat CP 1080 Manufactured
2024 Roo Bait
10/12 - 14/12 Ngarkat CP Manufactured
2024 Roo Bait
Return to quarterly baiting program
23/02 - 28/02 Ngarkat CP Manufactured
2025 Roo Bait
MONITORING
LOCATION LENGTH RECORDINGS COMMENTS
Ngarkat Conservation | February 2024 2 Sites recorded a Dingo The 2 sites with Dingo
Park (12 Permanent Presence records are both on
Sites) 6 sites recorded fox sign. internal tracks.
3 sites recorded cat sign.
1 site recorded goat sign.
2 sites recorded deer sign.
6 sites recorded rabbit or
hare sign.
Ngarkat Conservation | November 2024 | 2 Sites recorded a Dingo 7 out of 12 sites

Park (12 Permanent
Sites)

Presence (McCallum Track).
4 sites recorded fox sign.

1 site recorded cat sign.

2 site recorded goat sign.
2 sites recorded deer sign.
4 sites recorded rabbit or
hare sign.

surveyed due to poor
weather conditions
making checks lot
viable.

Had issues loading
into feral scan in the
field and yet to load

post survey.

23

Landscape Boards Report
‘?’*"‘S" o — Murraylands District Team Leader - Murraylands & Riverland Landscape Board
BIENSEEO Northern Opﬁ.’[latiné‘v_ﬁ Team Leader — Limestone Coast Landscape Board (not present but
provided report content via

F's“" updated the Committee with their reports. Key points of this were:

Murraylands and Riverland

e WILD DOG REPORTS
From October 2024 To March 2025

o November 2024 (Meribah) _C]auseﬁm reported the loss of a lamb to a
suspected dog attack. Wild dog baits were provided by the Murraylands District team.

o Reports received of 3 domestic farm dogs eating a lamb on EBGSEBINN Meribah.
Landholders suspected they were dogs owned by another landholder in the district.

o February 2025 (Meribah) - E}??se'reported an additional 3 lambs and 4 ewes lost to
dog attack. 2 domestic dogs found on the property with 1 shot.

o Further lamb and ewe losses occurred the following day with an additional 2 dogs
were shot.

o Dogs were suspected to be a local farmer's according to landholder accounts. They
were taken to the local council, but no microchip was located.
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o Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board staff coordinated with PIRSA to utilise
the trapper at this site. No update received from the trapper at this time.

o February 2025 (Ngarkat S80I boundary) -2 801
approximately 30 lambs lost to suspected dog attack on hIS property on the EEISEEM
boundary of Ngarkat. Murraylands District staff offered to supply wild dog baits but
Wade was already coordinating with the PIRSA dog trapper.

* BAITING
o Murraylands and Riverland District staff assisted NPWS staff to bait tracks within
Ngarkat in both December 2024 and February 2025.

o Wild dog baits will continue to be provided to landholders who report wild dog
activity.

Limestone Coast
e Only one dog sighting at Kangaringa

24

Biosecurity SA Report
ﬁ— Senior Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals — PIRSA

Annette gave an update to the committee; key points of this update were:

General

* Implementation of the SA Wild Dog Management Strategy 2023-2033 and the policy
declaring wild dogs for destruction inside the Dog Fence continues. PIRSA and landscape
boards respond to all reports of wild dogs, including those entering from northwest Victoria.

e Minister Scriven recently met with the Victorian ministers of environment and agriculture to
discuss wild dog management. Since the decision, it is understood that 500-600 sheep have
been lost in Victoria; a total of 27 reports of wild dog activity and impacts have occurred in
the Box Flat region (including one this week). Victoria agrees that fox control is necessary.
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PIRSA has proposed a cross-border, landscape-scale fox baiting program as a means for
supporting producers and wildlife in the region.

Trapper program update:

e Funding secured from Livestock SA’s Sheep Industry Fund, Commonwealth and State
governments will see the program run until June 2026. Seven trappers are contracted to
continue this free program; they also train landholders to control wild dogs and use
WildDogScan (WDS). WDS is linked to a management response.

* The professional trapper program began in July 2018, they have now removed 878 wild dogs
from inside the Dog Fence. The first graph below shows the number of sightings, damage,
and control reported for all WildDogScan and for the trappers only among years. Activity was
high in 2019 and 2020, dipped in 2021 and 2022, and recovered in 2023 and 2024. A similar
pattern of increase in 2023 and 2024 is seen in activity recorded in the Box Flat region (second
graph), which is probably also reflective of increased survey effort.

e A trapper worked in Ngarkat CP in February and March 2025, they recorded wild dog activity
along the eastern boundary track and destroyed one wild dog there. They noted, like other
trapper surveys in spring 2023 and 2024, that foxes were highly abundant in the park.
Normally fox baiting occurs before wild dog trappers work in an area to remove foxes and
increase efficacy of trapping efforts. Unfortunately, baiting occurred concurrently with
trapping, and several traps caught foxes. Recommendation from the trapper is for large fox
baiting programs in the area.
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e Concerns in many regions this season, including Far West Coast where
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o Many reports of wild dog activity were made recently, include three of livestock
attacks

o Wild dogs are coming out of scrub areas and from outside the Dog Fence (crossing
grids) looking for water/food; the numbers are very high outside the Dog Fence

o Inresponse, producers, PIRSA trappers, and Dog Fence patrollers have destroyed at
least 15 wild dogs since January 2025
Tracking another 8 wild dogs now
PIRSA staff are headed there this week to run a workshop with affected producers,
which will include trialling 2 x Al cameras at two grids of concern; these cameras will
provide instant email/text alerts to stakeholders when a wild dog is detected

o PIRSA staff are also working with the EP Landscape Board and NPWS to deliver 14,000
baits in an aerial baiting program to the region on 17-19 March 2025

Aerial Baiting Update
* PIRSA collaborate with multiple agencies and groups to deliver aerial baiting programs;
partners include:
o Eyre Peninsula Landscape Board
o SA Arid Lands Landscape Board
o National Parks and Wildlife Service
o Dog Fence Board
e In 2024/25 a total of 100,000 baits will be delivered in aerial programs. It is the third year of a
3-year program funded by the Commonwealth and will have delivered 300,000 baits by June
2025.
e Currently applying for funding to deliver aerial baiting programs targeting wild dogs and
foxes.

Ground Baiting Update
* PIRSA continue to support landscape boards in their ground baiting efforts, including
notifications of wild dog reports within their regions. Around 100,000 baits distributed
annually by the landscape boards.

Dog Fence Rebuild Update
e Progress as of 4 March 2025
o 1,054 km of Dog Fence is rebuilt

o 55 km underway
o 491 km about to commence

o All planning/procurement stages completed
e Rebuild is returning confidence to sector; 11 properties covering over 18,000 km2 (1.8 million
ha) have restocked with over 35,000 more sheep.

Dog Fence Update
e Work to maintain the fence and reduce risks of incursions
* Includes plant control initiatives, bespoke herbicide applicator and new tech for patrollers
e Long term planning, including sustainable funding models

Livestock Productivity and Predator Control Network
* $2.9 million producer-led program, launched in 2023, have started delivering second year of 3
years of engagement activities. The network of 15 groups comprises:
o 108 properties
o > 11 million hectares
o Combined experience > 2,200 years
o Run > 270,000 sheep and > 100,000 cattle
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e So far in 2025, we have delivered 9 workshops on predator control and cyber security and
connectivity for small agribusinesses.

Fox Bait Proposal - seeking feedback from BFWDCC

e PIRSA is in the early stages of planning to deliver a large fox baiting program in areas adjacent
to northwest Victoria. That program would include manufacturing 50,000 baits, delivering
30,000 baits in aerial programs to conservation parks (Ngarkat, Billiatt, Karte, and Peebinga),
and providing 20,000 baits to private properties at risk (i.e. those north Bordertown and
located within the LC and MR landscape bord regions and within designated distance from
the border with northwest Victoria).

* For discussion by BFWDCC. Proposed roles and responsibilities: PIRSA administration
(procurement, contracts, aviation etc.) and manufacture of baits. Landscape boards:
coordinate the distribution of ground baits? NPWS and other landholders: signage and
neighbour notifications?

Action: PIRSA to approach National Parks and Wildlife Service and Murraylands and Riverland
Landscape Board and Limestone Coast Landscape Board with a proposal to codesign an aerial baiting
program of wild dogs in Ngarkat conservation park in an ongoing capacity, this is to include a supply of
the baits and Buffer for emergency response purposes.

Moved: SEUSS 6

Seconded: [

All in favour

3. Financial Reports

SA Wild Dog Advisory Group report
Clause 6(1)

Clatse 6(1)

— Councillor — Southern Mallee District Council

Gave a report on the SA Wild Dog Advisory Group, key points of this were:
e Report from PIRSA Biosecurity SA was included in the meeting.
e Mention of Victoria needing to install a Dog Fence along the border.

Financial Report

Qﬁuseﬂﬂ) -~ Murraylands District Team Leader — Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
g?;& 'discussed the proposed 2024/25 budget with the committee.

Decision: The Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Approve the 2024/25 Annual Budget
d _ Clatise B(1)
Clause (1)

Move

Seconded —

All in favour - Yes

Funding 2025/2026 — Applications for funding from SIF, Boards and Councils
Clause 81} — Murraylands District Team Leader — Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board

Decision: The Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Approve the no increase for the 2025/26
Annual Budget

Moved — FHaUSEEI

Seconded —RUSSEITE

Al in favour - yes
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Other Business

All
e There is a degree of concern regarding changes to Wild Dog management in the biodiversity
41 bill, however, advice received is that the bill will not change the way wild dogs are managed.
e Will the rainfall deficit have an influence on wild dog numbers i.e. will they search for water
outside the park? The rainfall deficit is affecting flora, so it is presumed fauna is also being
effected.
Advice to the Boards
42
NIL
Next Meeting Details
42
Next Meeting will be 13 October 2025
43 The meeting closed at 3:17pm
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Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

Actions

Item Actions Timeframe  Person Comment Complet

(Meeting) Responsible e

1 4.1 g;?;}s “ o draft information, ASAP gg:’se Letter has been drafted
(35) to committee for and will be sent in the
comment, and then distribute to coming months.
councils etc to get message out.
2 44 NPWS will update WildDogScan | Ongoing NPWS

(35) with the scheduled monitoring
site information/results.

3 45 CIAUSEBIN o d BBUsE8l G ook | Feb 2024 Clausesm A Letter of advice to the
(35) |at Communications and GIEUSEBONT [ Boards in regards to the
Engagement strategy for the Communications Strategy
committee. and if the committee can
be included.
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Claiise (1)

Email from - Wild Dogs

After 18 months of the non-management of wild dogs around the perimeter of the Big
Desert, | think it’s worth just giving a recap of our situation, experiences and the impact
of the lifting of the non-protection order on the lethal control of wild dogs in the 3km
buffer zone in March 2024.

Let’s just reinforce what a highly effective wild dog management program we had
around the Big Desert prior to the decision on the 14/03/2024. In the previous 10 years
we had never lost a sheep to a wild dog attack on our Big Desert properties.

Any wild dog activity or attacks that landholders observed were reported to the relevant
DEECA contact in Mildura and the DEECA dogger was engaged to establish the dog
activity and deploy cameras and traps where necessary when wild dogs were entering
private property causing stock losses and trap and euthanise these dogs. For the last 5
years of this management program he controlled and killed on average 9 wild dogs per
year along a 440k perimeter of the Big Desert. So only those wild dogs that were leaving
the 700,000 ha Big Desert and causing stock losses were controlled, and livestock
losses were kept to extremely low levels, as our experience of no sheep losses from wild
dog attacks in 10 years bears testament to. It was a true win/win situation. Wild dog
numbers were kept to sustainable levels inside the state owned land and live stock
losses from wild dogs in attacks on private land were kept to extremely low numbers. |
think the success of this management plan gave the false impression that stock
predation from wild dogs around the Big Desert just wasn’t a problem, and that the
lifting of the non protection order would have little impact on livestock producers
around the Big Desert. This was even stated by Ros Spence, Minister for Ag, on ABC
radio whilst justifying her decision. This could not have been further from the reality we
were about to face.

It should also be remembered that there was simply no prior consultation with livestock
farmers and communities around the Big Desert before this decision was made, and yet
we were the people with the most at stake, and the last 18 months have clearly shown
the enormous impact this decision has had on all facets of our farming and our lives.
The decision makers, on the other hand, have had to bear no cost or responsibility for
the decision, and the consequences we face on a daily basis.

On the 08/03 last year we had our first ever wild dog attack on part of our property
known as @50 on the west side of the?'“'fsem) , after we put merino
ewes onto a paddock that had been de stocked for many months. This paddock has
numerous clay holes that had held water over summer, and in hindsight the wild dogs
had been accessing water from these holes for some considerable time. We lost 8 ewes
in the direct attack and at least 20 other ewes were bitten. The ewes knocked 2 fences

down and were spread over about 1200 acres. We immediately mustered the ewes and
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moved them across the road to another of our blocks,pm"sf’Iﬁ@'_'i’ ~. I notified DEECA
Mildura that afternoon, as per the protocols of the wild dog management plan, but to
my shock and surprise | was told that no action could be taken because there was a
decision pending. So even though there had been no official change to our wild dog
management plan, we were not allowed to use any form of lethal control on these wild
dogs. We saw 2 wild dogs in this paddock on four separate occasions in the week
following this attack, but were not permitted to use any form of lethal control. Then the
announcement was made on the 14/03/2024 to lift the non protection order and scrap
the highly successful wild dog management plan.

We were told we could apply for an Authority to Control Protected Wildlife for lethal
control of a dingo, which we did, but the whole process and the way we were treated by
the Office of the Conservation Regulator was obscene. We were totally demeaned, put
through the wringer and ultimately told that regardless of our livestock losses, not one
dingo could be lethally controlled due to their highly threatened status. This
assessment was on the back of research by ARl which showed 2 images of wild dogs
from only 15 trail cameras placed in the Big Desert, and an estimate made of wild dogs
numbers being in a range from 40-230. The lowest number was consistently used to cite
the dingo population in the Big Desert. During the months it took to get an outcome
from our application for an ATCPW, we continued to have constant wild dogs attacks on
our property resulting in significant livestock losses. 3 of our neighbours were also
suffering constant attacks. Two other livestock farmers made applications for an
ATCPW and both their experiences mirrored ours.

During this time we constantly moved sheep away from paddocks where wild dogs were
active, we de stocked our FEISEEIIIMost block, S SN ot BEESSBENTE which is still
de stocked now. We made the dfecision to put ukprg,,‘" km of exclusion fence alongour
gwgﬁ(’-"‘boundary where the dogs were entering our property from the Big Desert. This
was in addition to 5 km of existing exclusion fence along the northern side of FE#E 80
This project meant a lot of site work as we moved the fence inside our property by 6 m
due to the harsh and inflexible native vegetation regulations that prevented us from
clearing regrowing vegetation on our existing boundary fence. The cost of the project
was around $300,000 and was completed in November 2024 and we received no
support of any kind from the VIC State Gov for this project. We have a total of‘;’mﬁmof
boundary fence at the Big Desert, so this is a massive undertaking if we are to complete
our boundary. After the fence was completed, the wild dogs changed their movement
patterns and starting coming down the m‘m‘) - ‘and accessing our
property away from where the exclusion fence was, and the sheep attacks and losses
continued for us and ourgj'neighbours. The impact these attacks were having on our

business and our well being were massive, and we felt abandoned and helpless.
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There were some tightly controlled “community consultation meetings” coordinated by
AgVic during winter 2024, limited to less than 10 landholders at each meeting. A
consultant was present who was to write a report from these meetings, which we have
not seen yet. We were offered support with cameras to be set up around our properties
to monitor wild dog activity and movement. These cameras picked up a high number of
images of wild dogs entering our property, but then issues arose around who these
images could be shared with including a reluctance to share them with the effected
landholders who had helped and assisted in the placement of these cameras. A great
deal of trust was lost in this process. The cameras were subsequently removed. We
have been left to manage this abhorrent situation ourselves, largely unsupported by any
state gov departments. There appears no solution to our current situation.

Here are the key points.

We are continuing to have weekly wild dog attacks on our sheep and lambs with total
direct losses now in the hundreds of head.

The wild dogs are now moving further out into the open country and a 5th farmer in our
area is getting impacted. They have never previously had any wild dog attacks. One of
our neighbours has completely destocked their ™ ®acre property due to massive
stock losses in lambing ewes from wild dogs attacks. They have had this property for
over!"years and never had to take such drastic action. Wild dogs will continue to roam
further and become established away from the Big Desert and the implications of this
on the sheep industry in our whole area could be catastrophic.

Our ability to run sheep safely on our Big Desert land is now under serious doubt. This
land is best suited to sheep production and sheep production is central to our farm
viability.

Croppingis high cost and very risky in this area with highly variable climate and light
soils.

Cattle are harder to run with more infrastructure, higher feed and water demands and
less suited to our environment. The experience of northern cattle producers shows that
cattle are not immune to the impact of wild dogs.

We are extremely limited in non lethal control options to protect our stock. Large
paddocks and hilly terrain with large areas of remnant vegetation make it very difficult
for guardian animals to be effective. We have tried alpacas. Our neighbour has FESE 80
and yet he has been as heavily impacted from wild dog attacks as we have. We are still
waiting on the commencement of the project around guardian animals as part of our
support package.
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Exclusion fencing is a massive cost, and our experience shows that unless our entire
property perimeter is enclosed then we are still vulnerable to wild dogs attacks. And our
fencing just pushes wild dogs to other properties not exclusion fenced. It doesn’t solve
the big picture problem. The trial offset electric fencing on the outside of existing
boundary fencing is not applicable or suitable to our area due to our highly vegetated
boundary fence lines and perimeter.

The value of our land has diminished since the decision to commence the non
management of the wild dogs. It would be very hard for us to sell our Big Desert land
now for a fair price if we decided to exit the area and farm elsewhere, an option we are
currently seriously considering.

Clause 6(1)
Clanse5(1)

B vic
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Email from B8USE6 " Wild Dogs
Here is our story.

With running sheep in the desert for®generations and over ©'%"ears we have always
had the dog as a manageable adversary.f***" yere first involved in the desert in P50
with grazing licences from the SA borderFfause 61)
FEEEal] endingincrementallyin' | Our private
Clause

ownership of land in the desert started in & selection of adjoining land CIRUSEEM, 5 5

. . Clause o R .
achieved ingy  continuing to this day.

Selective control of the dog was carried out with trapping and to a lesser extent with
baiting.

By the request of landholders mostly at “%own expense over this area ?(%m trapped 20

o . ClI6(1)
-25 dogs every year from 'thefs:'(%'se stillthe mld&':',“* swhen  was engaged by the
DCNRto continue control as a contractor in this area.

This ended abruptly in march 2024 without any consultation with stakeholders.

Prior to the lifting of the unprotection order losses amounted to 2 problem dogs and
losses of approximately 25 head. from march 2024 till june 2025 losses of 80 ewes and
conservatively 300 lambs were incurred till the point of managing stock on this property
was not only financially unviable but also derelict in our duty as shepherds. As a result
this property has been completely destocked with hand feeding undertaken on a

pro I:)ertyCIaus;e 6(1)

Until reinstatement of the unprotection order or the considerable financial cost of
exclusion fencing properties adjoining crown land are now rendered unfit to run sheep.

We fear that the attempt to propagate the dog in the desert will lead to

overpopulation with the dog seeking wider territory. At this early stage we believe we
have noticed changes in the dogs behaviour and if this proves correct the problem will
spread to other areas.

Please contact me regarding any more information.

Re gar dS‘Clause 6(1)
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BOX FLAT WILD DOG COORDINATING COMMITTEE

MEETING REPORT

ORGANISATION National Parks and Wildlife service

REPRESENTATIVE NAME | SlAUse 601 Clause 6(1)

MEETING DATE October 2025

Murraylands district staff continue to undertake the four rounds of baiting per year within Ngarkat with
support from Landscape staff.

Baiting has returned to a quarterly program baiting in a February, May, August and November to cover the
longest period of time with baits on the ground. We act as a point of contact for landholders and park
neighbours relating to wild dog impacts.

WILD DOG REPORTS

Only reports of received were from Clause 6(1) Dog shot north of Pinnaroo body collected for DNA sampling,

no stock attacked cane into mate domestic dog in heat.

DATE LANDHOLDER LOCATION ACTION COMMENTS
8/6/2025 | Flause 6(1) 10km North of Animal shot Didn’t request any
Pinnaroo coming into dog | further baits as they
on heat believed it to be a once

off. samples sent to
PIRSA and Cairnes for
testing

COORDINATION

We continue to work with Landscape when issues arise and have landscape board staff assist with the
scheduled baiting program

FERAL SCAN

Continual issues with recording into feral scan manually for now, Continuing to work with ElaUSE6(1) " on
best approach.

Looking into doing smaller areas of monitoring each round with higher site intensity to see if we can more
information out of the surveys and rotate between areas of the park observed each round.

FURTHER INFORMATION
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BAITING
DATE LOCATION AMOUNT BAIT SUBSTRATE COMMENTS
28/10- Ngarkat CP 1080 Manufactured
3/11/2024 Roo Baits
10/12- Ngarkat CP 930 Manufactured
14/12/2024 Roo Baits
Return to quarterly program
23/2- Ngarkat CP 990 Manufactured
28/2/2025 Roo Baits
8/5- Ngarkat CP 1060 Manufactured
29/5/2025 Roo Baits
21/8- Ngarkat CP 964 Manufactured
30/8/2025 Roo Baits
MONITORING
LOCATION LENGTH RECORDINGS COMMENTS
Ngarkat Conservation | 2 Nights 2 sites Recorded a Dingo 3-6/5/2023 The presence of
park (12 Permanent presence dingos has dropped across
sites) 8 sites recorded fox sign the park whilst cats have
3 sites recorded cat sign risen.
1 site recorded goat sign the 2 sites with dingo records
2 site recorded deer sign are both on internal tracks
6 sites recorded rabbit or hare
sign
Ngarkat Conservation | December Postponed to Feb Postponed due to emergency
park (12 Permanent response and personnel
sites) availability
Ngarkat Conservation | Feb 2024 2 sites Recorded a Dingo the 2 sites with dingo records
park (12 Permanent presence are both on internal tracks
sites) 6 sites recorded fox sign
3 sites recorded cat sign
2 site recorded goat sign
0 site recorded deer sign
5 sites recorded rabbit or hare
sign
Ngarkat Conservation | November 2 sites Recorded a Dingo 7 out of 12 sites surveyed
park (12 Permanent 2024 presence (McCallum Trk) due to poor weather
sites) 4 sites recorded fox sign conditions making checks lot
1 sites recorded cat sign viable.
2 site recorded goat sign Had issued loading into feral
2 site recorded deer sign scan in the field and yet to
4 sites recorded rabbit or hare load post survey
sign
Ngarkat Conservation | June 2025 No sites Recorded a Dingo **2 sites recorded Australian
park (12 Permanent presence) Bustard tracks and one
sites) 6 sites recorded fox sign mature breeding male bird
1 sites recorded cat sign was seen on the bottom of
1 site recorded goat sign
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1 site recorded deer sign
4 sites recorded rabbit or hare
sign

Baan Hill Track whilst doing
the surveys
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Return to Agenda

PIRSA Biosecurity Update:
SA wild dog eradication program
+ Report attached that | will go over at the meeting (Attachment 1)

« Trappers removed 11 dogs so far this financial year, 63 dogs in 2024/25, and a
total of 923 since the program commenced in 2018.

» 1070km of Dog Fence Rebuild has been completed, with the total of 1600km due
to be completed by June 2026

« DogFence Board project underway to build 290 km of new Dog Fence along the
NSW-SA border, $13m funding received by Dog Fence Board

Progress on the review of the SA wild dog policy

Survey of dogs in Ngarkat by professional trapper

* 14in 2023, 21in2024

« 2025 results to be provided at the meeting

Nomination by dingo advocates of the wild dogs in Big Desert and Ngarkat as an
endangered species will be discussed at the meeting

High fox densities in and around Ngarkat.

e
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Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Subject: Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting
Location: 74 Railway Tce, Lameroo South Australia 5302, Australia
Start: Mon 13/10/2025 1:00 PM
End: Mon 13/10/2025 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative
Recurrence: (none)
Organizer: _ (LandscapeSA)
Required Attendees:
Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Optional Attendees:

Microsoft Teams nced help?

Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 427 641 474 162 8

Passcode: sU6D3SS6

Doc 11

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 132 587 983 9

More info

For organizers: Meeting options
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Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Subject: Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting
Location: 74 Railway Tce, Lameroo South Australia 5302, Australia
Start: Mon 13/10/2025 1:30 PM

End: Mon 13/10/2025 3:30 PM

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Organizer: (LandscapeSA)
Required Attendees:

R -, Brad (PIRSA);

Optional Attendees:

Hi Everyone,

Just confirming our upcoming Boxed Flat Wild Dog Committee meeting is scheduled for Monday, 13
October at 1:30pm.

The agenda and supporting documents will be sent later today.
If you haven’t already responded, could you please confirm your availability? Much appreciated!

Kind Regards,

Microsoft Teams need help:

Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 427 641 474 162 8

Passcode: sU6D3SS6

Join on a video conferencing device

Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au



Video ID: 132 587 983 9

More info

For organizers: Meeting options
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Findlow, Ellan (PIRSA)

Subject: Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting
Location: 74 Railway Tce, Lameroo South Australia 5302, Australia
Start: Mon 13/10/2025 2:00 PM

End: Mon 13/10/2025 4:00 PM

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Organizer: _ (LandscapeSA)

Required Attendees:

UISTSEGRET T Page, Brad (PIRSA);

Optional Attendees:

Microsoft Teams need help?

Join the meeting now
Meeting ID: 427 641 474 162 8
Passcode: sU6D3SS6

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 132 587 983 9

More info

For organizers: Meeting options
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From: Clause (1) (LandscapeSA)
To: Out of scope
Out of scope Page. Brad (PIRSA); Duf 6f Scope
Cc: Out of scope
Subject: Boxed Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee | March 16
Date: Monday, 9 February 2026 1:39:09 PM
Attachments: Outlook-Email face.png

Outlook-Email inst.png
Outlook-Email Twit.png
Outlook-Email yout.png
Outlook-n10zbnay.png
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Good afternoon everyone,

I hope you’re all well. With the meeting invitation now sent, | just wanted to check if there
are any items you’d like included on the agenda. Please feel free to send them through
when you can.

Also, if you have any reports or documents to be included with the agenda papers, if you
can email them to me by Friday, 6 March, that would be much appreciated.

Kind Regards,
Clause 6(1)

Business Support Coordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

Clause 6(1)

28 Vaughan Tce

PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

he information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of tf

1e information to anyone other than the intended

ecipient is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email
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From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
To: Clause 6(1) (L andscapeSA)
Cc: Clause 6(1)

Subject: RE: Request for a agenda items at Box Flat meeting
Date: Tuesday, 7 October 2025 10:06:00 AM

Attachments: Big Desert Farmer destocks 26 Aug 25.docx
image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image009.png
image010.png

Hi Clause 6(1)

Sorry for my slow response
Ive attached the article

| also have some video from an earlier series of attached by dogs in June 2025 on the same
property. Ill try to have it on my laptop for the meeting, if required

Cheers, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P:
(08) 8429 0803 | M: EEESEEE

From: F1aUse 601 (LandscapeSA) <Ase 66 >
Sent: Friday, 3 October 2025 10:03 AM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>

Subject: Fw: Request for a agenda items at Box Flat meeting

OFFICIAL
Hi Brad,
Just putting together the agenda today for the boxed Flat meeting today and was
wondering if have a copy of the Big Desert farm destocks, while new property faces
dingo attacks news article.

Thanks Brad.

Kind Regards,

Clause 6(1)



Business Support Coordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

28 Vaughan Tce

PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended
recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.

From: FIRISEBMITIEREE S

Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2025 6:42 PM

Cc: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>
Subject: Fwd: Request for a agenda items at Box Flat meeting

Hi BRsSEO

Canyou please include these items to our agenda for the October meeting.

Regards

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Page, Brad (PIRSA)" <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>
Date: 18 September 2025 at 1:42:21 pm ACST

Cc: "Stevens, James (PIRSA)" <James.Stevens@sa.gov.au>
Subject: Request for a agenda items at Box Flat meeting

OFFICIAL

Hi Richard



[-<]

Would you please consider putting these two items on the agenda for the
upcoming Box Flat meeting:

® Attached draft paper on counts of dingoes in NW Victoria. Note that
researchers around Australia are preparing a response to this draft
paper.

® Big Desert farm destocks, while new property faces dingo attacks.
Please put this news article on the agenda, to ensure we have a formal
chance to discuss the dog impacts on sheep that are happening in Vic
and SA

® September 2025 survey of wild dogs in Ngarkat by wild dog trapper

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals

Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary Industries and Regions
Government of South Australia

CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064

T: 08 8429 0803 | M: FIUSES@ENN | F: Brad.Page@sa.gov.au
pir.sa.gov.au

The Department of Primary Industries and Regions respects Aboriginal people as the state’s first people
and nations. We recognise Aboriginal people as traditional owners and occupants of South Australian land
and waters. We pay our respects to Aboriginal cultures and to Elders past, present and emerging.

Disclaimer: The information in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information by
anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
To: [BIBUSE BN T andscapesA); _Lands:anﬁﬁl.-
Ca: —
Subject: RE: BFWDCC Draft Minutes of meeting 39
Date: Friday, 17 October 2025 1:38:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.,png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Hi RN

Thanks. | agree with the edit that -suggested below, otherwise the minutes are a good
record.

Regards, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | CSIRQ Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P:
(08) 8429 0803 | M:

From: ISR LandscapesA) <SS

Sent: Thursday, 16 October 2025 10:42 AM
To:

Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>;

Subject: RE: BFWDCC Draft Minutes of meeting 39

OFFICIAL

hi PR |

Please add me as attending on Teams

| suggest this should be removed

Regards




From (LandscapeSA)
Sent: Thursday, 16 October 2025 9:49 AM

Page Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page @sa.gov.au>; SAUSEBE) s

Subject: BFWDCC Draft Minutes of meeting 39
Importance: High

OFFICIAL

Dear Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Members,
Please see attached the draft minutes of meeting 39.
If you wish to have any changes made, please let me know.

Thank you

Kind Regards

Business Support Coordinator Murraylands

Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board

Ph 08 8532 9100

M

Units 5 - 6, Level 1 Sturt Centre, 2 Sturt Reserve Road, Murray Bridge SA 5253
PO Box 2343, Murray Bridge SA 5253

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended
recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.
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[IESEBITN (L andscapesA)

e
—

Subject: Re: BFWDCC Draft Minutes of meeting 39
Date: Thursday, 16 October 2025 10:46:51 AM
Attachments: image001.png

From:
To:

OFFICIAL

Sorry fii" will add in.

| will remove the suggested section as mentioned.

Thank you

Kind Regards

Business Support Coordinator Murraylands

Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board

Ph 08 8532 9100

M

Units 5 - 6, Level 1 Sturt Centre, 2 Sturt Reserve Road, Murray Bridge SA 5253
PO Box 2343, Murray Bridge SA 5253

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr,

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged Use or disclosure of the infarmation fo anyone other than the intended
racipient is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have raceived this email in error please advise by return email

From: EESSESIINN (L andscapeSA) < FESESII.

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:41 AM
To: O i g




SRESSOT e Page,
Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>; SRS

Cc:

Subject: RE: BFWDCC Draft Minutes of meeting 39

OFFICIAL

Hi FEEEEET

Please add me as attending on Teams

| suggest this should be removed

Regards

From: FIRUSEBEITTT (LandscapeSA) <HIRUSEBEITTTs

Sent: Thursday, 16 October 2025 9:49 AM

To: BRISEBMI

Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>;

Subject: BFWDCC Draft Minutes of meeting 39
Importance: High

OFFICIAL

Dear Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Members,

Please see attached the draft minutes of meeting 39.

If you wish to have any changes made, please let me know.

Thank you



Kind Regards

Business Support Coordinator Murraylands

Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board

Ph 08 8532 9100

M Clause 6(1) |

Units 5 - 6, Level 1 Sturt Centre, 2 Sturt Reserve Road, Murray Bridge SA 5253
PO Box 2343, Murray Bridge SA 5253

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended
recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.
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Farley. Lisa (PIRSA)

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Sent: Monday, 18 November 2024 11:44 AM

To: greg.mifsud@invasives.com.au

Subject: Re: Will wild dogs and foxes for Victoria affect SA farmers near the border?
Hey greg

Alan Bennet may be interested in this ACTA newsletter snippet. Pls feel free to forward.
cheers, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer— Pest Animals | Blogecurlty Division | Department of Primary
Industries and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M; # = Hi =

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Sent: Monday, 18 November 2024 11:39 AM

To: Scanlon, Annette (PIRSA) ; greg.mifsud@invasives.com.au ; lan Evans

Subject: Fw: Will wild dogs and foxes for Victoria affect SA farmers near the border?

Hi Annette and Greg
Annette, this is the article | mentioned earlier, for inclusion with the letter.

Greg, are you aware whether Vic Govt was able to better protect themselves from additional action for
not controlling pests/weeds? See this part of the article:

The Outcome

The Crown lodged notice of appeal but this
was withdrawn. We are advised that, since
this ruling steps may have been taken to
reduce the liabilities of the State under such
claims,

Annette/Greg, this may warrant discussion at the lama/maremma workshop. If there is still a risk that
neighbours are not controlling pests, and if this presents some risk to them if their neighbours suffer
nuisance, then we should ensure the workshop includes discussion "because lama/maremma push
wild dogs and foxes to neighbouring properties (ie they dont kill them), then lama/maremma may not
help landholders meet their obligations under various land management acts"

cheers, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Blosecunty Division | Department of Primary

)

Industries and Regions | P: (08) 84290803 |[M:

From: Linton.Staples
Sent: Thursday, 14 November 2024 3:32 PM




To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Cc: ian.evans@wool.com ; Hayley Barry

Subject: Will wild dogs and foxes for Victoria affect SA farmers near the border?

You don't often get email from Istaples@animalcontrol.com.au. Learn why this is important

Hi Brad,

| was speaking with lan Evans today and alerted him to a Supreme court case in Victoria where a farmer sued the
state for not controlling wild dogs that were predating his sheep.

lan said that you might be interested in this legal precedent, as it seems probable that pests from Vic will soon (if
not already) affect landholders on the SA side of the imaginary border fence! Note visa versa also applies!

| reviewed the case many (20!) years ago in the ACTA newsletter and this is attached. At the end | give details of the
full 80 page ruling if you want to read it all. Justice Gillard (no relation to the then female Prime Minister) was
regarded as one of the best Supreme court judges and had few, if any, judgements overturned or successfully
challenged. He knew the importance of the case for all landowners. He has passed now but a mutual friend did
pass my review on to him many years ago and the feedback was that | had summarised the key points well. The
farmer also died before he got any of the awarded settlement -so a very sad story.

Perhaps this may be applicable to a situation where failure to control pests in one state affects the rights of
landholders in another state to enjoy their land. Notice of the nuisance must be given and the nuisance source
property must then “take a measured duty of care” to rectify the nuisance or becomes liable for losses incurred. |
did note that the state was implementing measures to reduce the future legal risk, but | do not know what
measures were taken legally.

Happy reading. Apologies if Hayley has already sent this to you.

Regards Linton

Dr Linton Staples

Managing Director

Animal Control Technologies (Australia) Pty Ltd
46-50 Freight Drive

Somertan 3062 Vic

AUSTRALIA

Office: +61 3 9308 9688

Mobile: SilSSEIN

Email: lstaples@animalcontrol.com.au

Web: www.animalcontrol.com.au

Excellence in Pest
Animal Management

Note: This omail and any files transmitted with it may conlain privileged and confidential information intended only lor the use of the addressee named

above. If you are not the intended recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution of the contents and/or

attachment is prohibited. If yau have receivad this message in error please accept our apologies and delete jit immediately from your system and notify the
sender by return email,

|

(N
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From: EIAUSERITIT (LandscapeSA)

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Subject: RE: Box Flat Minutes

Date: Thursday, 21 November 2024 8:54:04 AM

Attachments: BEWDCC Qut of Session Meeting 26.03,2024.docx

OFFICIAL
Hi Brad | have just seen your other email. Apologies | have also found the 26.03.2024. Please see
February 2024, June 2024 and October 2024 attached.
Kind Regards

Administration Officer/Volunteer Support
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board

Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri

Ph08 8
M BiausE
Units 5 - 6, Level 1 Sturt Centre, 2 Sturt Reserve Road, Murray Bridge SA 5253
PO Box 2343, Murray Bridge SA 5253

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/

(]

532 9100

The .l(/iuririay—lva*n&;n&ﬁiveaana I—_éngz;';:‘arpé»Boa}d agk;\owgdé;s the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their deep

spiritual and cultural connection to Country.
The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended recipient is
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2024 8:44 AM
To: B :
Subject: RE: Box Flat Minutes

OFFICIAL
Hi PRI
Please send me the final versions of minutes for
30/4/24
26/3/24
Thanks, Brad
Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M: FEUSsEmI

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2024 3:59 PM

To: BESEBIIIN] (Landscapesh) FESIEMN
Subject: Box Flat Minutes
Hi (15 K (AR




Would you please email me the minutes, excluding the draft minutes from the last meeting, of
the box flat meetings for this calendar year

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals

Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary Industries and Regions

Government of South Australia | Building 1, Entry 4 Waite Rd, Urrbrae

GPO Box 1671 Adelaide SA 5001

T: 08 8429 0803 | M: FlAUsE 6(1) | E: Brad.Page@sa.gov.au
pir.sa.gov.au

The Department of Primary Industries and Regions respects Aboriginal people as the state’s first people and
nations. We recognise Aboriginal people as traditional owners and occupants of South Australian land and
waters. We pay our respects to Aboriginal cultures and to Elders past, present and emerging.

Disclaimer: The information in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information by
anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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Doc 19a

Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee
Draft Minutes

Acknowledgement of Country
We acknowledge Aboriginal people as the First Peoples and Nations of the lands and water we live and work upon, and we
pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging. We acknowledge and respect the deep spiritual connection
and relationship that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have to Country.

Meeting Title: Sp

Date: 26 March 2024

Time 12:00pm

Location: Teams '
Clase 6(1) (Chair & Tatiara DC), B 88T (Coorong DC), FH ¥ # T (DEW
— NPWS District Ranger Murraylands), BEISEEII 5 p|RSA) Fals= S

Attendees ; Clause 6(1) ! :
(Limestone Coast Landscape Board), 7" ™ (Murraylands and Riverland
Landscape Board) and FEESEa (Minutes)

Change to Order in Council, stopping wild dog control in North West Victoria
All Members

¢ National Parks and Wildlife Service have noted that monitoring impacts of wild dogs
is difficult

e PIRSA Biosecurity noted that monitoring is possible under the PIRSA-MLS Project,
and that monitoring would be targeted at detecting the presence of any dogs

¢ Group to note the research showing wild dogs have little influence over wild fox and
cat populations. (Research paper was sent to committee members after meeting).
pasEE0Y is planning to do a media interview.

11
The Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee recommends to the Limestone Coast and

Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Boards that they should:

a. Engage with the SA Minister for Climate, Environment and Water, the SA Minister for
Primary Industries and Regional Development, the Office of the Cross Border
Commissioner in SA and the Victorian Minister for Agriculture and impacted Victorian
Catchment Management Authorities to ensure they are aware of the impact of this
decision on SA producers.

b. Engage with the Victorian Government to ensure they are aware of the likely impact of
this decision on SA producers who have previously not seen activity of Dingoes and Wild
Dogs, to seek a review of the Order in Council and seeking compensation for measures
that will be required to prevent wild dog incursions from Victoria.

OFFICIAL
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Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee
Draft Minutes

Acknowledgement of Country
We acknowledge Aboriginal people as the First Peoples and Nations of the lands and water we live and work upon, and we
pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging. We acknowledge and respect the deep spiritual connection
and relationship that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have to Country.

Meeting Title: Special Meeting 05/06/2024

Date: 5% of June 2024

Time 1:30pm

Location: Lameroo Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board Office
AR H) (Chair), ERisaT) (Coorong DO), BIEISEBMT (National Parks
and Wildlife Service), FIFS6i (DEECA), B8 Southern Mallee
DC), FAEEEI (| imestone Coast Landscape Team Leader Northern

Attendees g Clause 6(1) L8 L2 L %
Operations), _ (District Officer Murraylands and Riverland
Landscape Board), 84S 6 (Biosecurity SA), s & PHsEERY
Clagse 6(1)

(Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board - Minutes)

BEUSEBMT (General Manager Limestone Coast Landscape Board), Fir i)
(Manager, Murraylands & Riverland Landscape Board), PEIS&5(T
; (Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board), R 50 (National Parks

Apologies: d Wildlife Service) EEUSEsHTm : .
and Wildlife Service) (Senior Wild Dog Controller, Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning), Ctause 6(1) (Limestone Coast
Landscape Board)

Absent

Welcome

1.1 [The Chair, [
and checked the agenda.

Terms of Reference
Clause 6(1)

acknowledged Lands, welcomed all present, noted the apologies

— Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

Basgsn) ‘discussed the Terms of Reference with the Committee Key Points of this

s follows:
o Add PSSR, o1d of sentence on 1.1

e Insection4.1.1
=l o Remove SA from the end of Biosecurity Unit, Biosecurity SAUnder Sheep

Industry Fund Board include Livestock SA

e Insection 5.4.1 Remove “Constituent Organisation” and change to All Member
Organisations

o Section 6.2 change to the following:6.2 The Committee Chair and
Administrative Officer, together with staff members of Murraylands and
Riverland Landscape Board and Limestone Coast Landscape Board will be

OFFICIAL
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provided with a delegation from the Murraylands and Riverland Landscape
Board to engage in or instigate other operational activities in response to wild
dog sightings or stock attacks, but only in accordance with a procedures
approved by the Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board.

e Insection 8.2 Remove all the dollar values and put split amounts instead.

e TOR 8.1 funding requested annually
o In order for the BFWDCC to return to a balance of $30,000 at the start of the
2025/26 financial year, meeting the intent of the Terms of Reference 8.1,
funds of $35,550 will need to be sought from contributing bodies.

Current

2024/25 2025/26
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board | $2,500 $5,925
Limestone Coast Landscape Board $2,500 $5,925
Sheep Industry Fund $5,100 $11,850
Coorong District Council $1,700 $3,950
Southern Mallee District Council $1,700 $3,950
Tatiara District Council $1,700 $3,950

Contributions to be sought will therefore increase to the following:

o For noting,

* The committee agreed in February 2024 to increase the amount of
funding towards wild dog bait provision in NPWS to $12,264, with the
understanding this would push budget below the $30,000.

= The committee agreed in April 2024 to increase the number of
meetings to four per year (two on MS Teams, two in person).

= Costs of bait have increased several times while the BFWDCC budget
has remained static.

* The proposed $35,550 amount assumes the fox bait program has not
been budgeted, and will need to be a consideration of the committee
if surplus exists.

= Cost recovery from operational activities (as described in TOR 6.3)
have not been updated for several years and will need to increase to
$7,300 + $300. These figures were also calculated on salary, not fee-
for-service as stated in the budget.

* Should the committee elect to reduce the amount of funding sought
then the $30,000 will be achieved for multiple years, and will need to
seek in excess of $21,600. Calculations suggest that $21,600 = 0%
growth.

OFFICIAL
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ACTION: The Administrative Officer of the Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee to
amend the Terms of References as above.

Update from Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Change Victoria

Clause 6(1) — Engagement Officer - Department of Energy, Environment and Climate

Change Victoria
Fraser held a discussion with the members of the committee, key points of this were:

e DEECCA is trying to coordinate some landscape scale pest program for land owners.

e They are looking at increasing programs across border.

e The best practice is making sure people are aware to do proper risk assessment
before laying baits.

e There is research being done in Australia relating to the depth of baits being buried
to target foxes, being sure foxes are taking bait rather than dingoes. These research
programs are run on private land but is currently in talks with Public Land in Big
Desert

e Fraser can talk to private owners regarding other vertebrate species management
such as foxes, rabbits and goats.

e Victorians are encouraged to come to small group discussions that are being held,

2.2 - ; .
the main aim of these is to understand what they want collectively
0 It was expressed that Victorians are concerned that the small meetings 6-10
are going to be more like consultations and are a bit sneaky.
0 Fraser explained that the smaller groups are so it's more targeted and they
can all have a voice,
o It will be relayed back to Victorian farmers that it's good to have those
meetings and coordinate getting rid of foxes before we do dog control.
SR Contact Details are —
Clause 6(1)
Engagement Officer - Vertebrate Pests | Plants, Chemicals and Invasives Branch
Biosecurity and Agricultural Services | Agriculture Victoria | Department of Energy,
Environment and Climate Action
703-709 Raglan Pde, WARRNAMBOOL, Victoria 3280
M: Clause 6(1) I E:CIause 6(1)
deeca.vic.gov.au
Communications Strategy
Clause 6(1) — District Officer - Murraylands & Riverland Landscape Board
SRS pdated the committee on the current communication strategy. Key points of this
were:
2.3 e The monitoring and Scanning of Dog Activities and Contact with Land Owners is
ongoing.
e Extra Media Releases and Signs are to be put up if and influx of Dog Activities and
attacks. occur
e A flyer may be developed to be sent out to land owners
5 Update from Primary Industries and Regions South Australia
4

Clause 61) — Senior Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals — PIRSA
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Annette gave a verbal update to the committee on the following:

The aerial baiting program has seen 65,000 wild dog baits delivered in April and May
2024 across South Australia.

The trapper Program continues to be very buys at this time with 842 dogs destroyed
since 2018, 14 were in May 2024.

PIRSA has concern around the spring numbers to come.
One wild dog has been destroyed in May on a Ngarkat bordering property.
Cats and foxes are also very abundant across South Australia.

PIRSA is very interested in supporting both Landscape Board work including holding
workshops and trapping programs.

PIRSA is working with Victoria for a potential fox control program.

3.1

Other Business
All Members

Clause 6(1) passed out report and maps for National Parks

0 Summary of Observation Change and Maps showing tracks and distribution
across the park.

Wild Dog report for the Victorian Mallee Region
Received - Wednesday 5th June 2024
How things can change so quick since my last report on Monday 19" February 2024
The decision by the Victorian Government to immediately end the dingo
unprotection order in the northwest of the state was announced on Thursday 14"
March 2024. Taking us all by surprise. Therefore, stopping my trapping and baiting
immediately.
Since this decision there has been continuous wild dog activity happening down the
GIAUSEBM o\ of the Big Desert around the © ¢ 88 area on the Western side of
theClause 6(1)
1 farmer has lost around 20 to 30 sheep to date and the farmer next door has lost
around 15 to 20 sheep
1 farmer on the "« ) end of the Big Desert near SEUSEBINTh o reported 4

g p
lambs killed only a couple days ago.
There has been no 1080 baiting done since last report.
Ag Vic/ DEECA personal are about to proceed with their pilot programme meetings
with those landowners affected that join the Big Desert State Forest
Clause 6(1)
Senior Wild Dog Control Officer
Mildura

3.2

Next Meeting Details
Next Meeting will be 14 October 2024.

3.3

The meeting closed at 2.38 pm
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From: BIENSSEMIN (LandscapeSA)
To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Subject: RE: Box Flat Minutes
Date: Thursday, 21 November 2024 8:50:48 AM
Attachments: Draft Minutes Special Meeting 30,04.2024 V2.docx
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Hi Brad,

Please see attached 30/04/2024.

The Meeting on the 26/03/2024 was a brief teams discussion (10 Minutes) that was not
recorded in minutes.

Thank you

Kind Regards

A=

Administration Officer/Volunteer Support

Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board

Mon Tues Wed Thurs Fri

Ph 08 8532 9100
MRS

Units 5- 6, Level 1 Sturt Centre, 2 Sturt Reserve Road, Murray Bridge SA 5253
PO Box 2343, Murray Bridge SA 5253

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/

|

b e T |

The Murraylands and Riverland Landsca pe Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and

work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their deep

spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended recipient is
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2024 8:44 AM

To: PEISSEMEN (| andscapeSA)

Subject: RE: Box Flat Minutes

OFFICIAL
Hi EEEEEE S
Please send me the final versions of minutes for
30/4/24
26/3/24
Thanks, Brad
Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M: & '

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2024 3:59 PM

To: BB (| andscapeSA)

Subject: Box Flat Minutes




Hi Clause 6(1)

Would you please email me the minutes, excluding the draft minutes from the last meeting, of
the box flat meetings for this calendar year

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals

Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary Industries and Regions

Government of South Australia | Building 1, Entry 4 Waite Rd, Urrbrae

GPO Box 1671 Adelaide SA 5001

T: 08 8429 0803 | M: Flause 6(1) | E: Brad.Page@sa.gov.au
pir.sa.gov.au

The Department of Primary Industries and Regions respects Aboriginal people as the state’s first people and
nations. We recognise Aboriginal people as traditional owners and occupants of South Australian land and
waters. We pay our respects to Aboriginal cultures and to Elders past, present and emerging.

Disclaimer: The information in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information by
anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee
Draft Minutes

Acknowledgement of Country
We acknowledge Aboriginal people as the First Peoples and Nations of the lands and water we live and work upon, and we
pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging. We acknowledge and respect the deep spiritual connection
and relationship that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have to Country.

Meeting Title: Special Meeting 30 April 2024

Date: 30 April 2024
Time 12:00pm
Location: Teams
% k] (Chair & Tatiara DC), BESSEEIT(Coorong DC), HaUSE ()
(Southern Mallee DC), FEESSEEIITE (DEW — NPWS District Ranger Murraylands),
Abtenduis o ) = R AL CEEE G} _ (Limestone Coast Landscape v~
Board), FiSUEES(H (Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board), #5600
Clauséﬁm(giosecurity Sp), GlauseB(1) | Clause6(1) 5 Clause (1)
(Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board) #2481} '(Minutes)
Apologies:
B Coorong DC), R (Murraylands and Riverland
Absent
Landscape Board),

Welcome

1.1 |The Chair, q&m&m : , acknowledged Lands, welcomed all present, noted the apologies
and checked the agenda.

History/Background of BFWDCC
BlEmEE — Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

21 SEUSE discussed the history and background of the Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating

Committee. Keys points of this are:
s has been in contact with Minister Clare Scriven about similar things
outlined in the letter sent from q*’“se &

Update of Wild Dog Management in North West Victoria
Clanse 6{1)

— Senior Biosecurity Officer — Primary Industries and Regions South Australia

Annette updated the committee on Wild Dog Management in North West Victoria. Key
points of this update are:

e The Victorian Museum has updated their Taxonomy to align with all other

2.2
jurisdictions within Australia.

e Itis currently unknown how the interpretation will playout in terms of the legislation.

¢ There has been a few reported Wild Dog attacks in the last few months with the
biggest being 30 sheep mauled in north-west Victoria, this producer has been unable
to obtain a permit to destroy the wild dog regardless of the attacks.

OFFICIAL
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e There has been Wild Dog attacks reported north-west of Ngarkat, reactive baiting
was done and no more reports have been received.

e The Victorian state-wide Order in Councils decision is still being reviewed, PIRSA is
trying to have input into this at the director and ministerial level. Minister Scriven is
seeking a Ministerial meeting with the Agriculture Minister and the Environment
Minister but no date has been set as yet.

Review of Terms of Reference of BFWDCC

Clause 6(1) — Chair - Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

FREEST discussed with the committee the Terms of Reference for the Box Flat Wild Dog

2.3 |Coordinating Committee, key points of this were:

e The Terms of Reference has been shared with the committee, at the next Face to Face
meeting in June 2024 they will be discussed in more depth to ensure they are up to
date.

Monitoring and Reporting of Wild Dogs

Clause 6(1) — Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

SO discussed with the committee monitoring and reporting of Wild Dogs. Key points of
2.4 |this discussion were:

e National Parks and Wildlife South Australia have finished their quarterly baiting in the
past fortnight.

e Monitoring will commence in 2 weeks' time.

Proactive Management and Funding

Clause 6(1) — Chair — Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee

g("'l")use discussed with the committee proactive management and funding. Key points of this
discussion were:

e Meeting will stay the same with extra meetings called quarterly if required.

e District staff of the Landscape Boards to look into:

0 Running workshops with PIRSA to further educate landholders in the
surrounding area.
2.5 o Develop a communications strategy to target border properties and promote
WildDog Scan.
0 Look at direct calling neighbouring properties to get their involvement.
o Look into potential for aerial baiting on private land, getting the permissions
in place if this is required down the line.
ACTION: Landscape Board staff and Chair to have a strategy prepared to bring back to the
June 2024 meeting to discuss with the committee.
ACTION: P88 +5 prepare proposed financial contributions listed in the TOR and 25/26
financial budget.
Other Business
All Members
3.1

e Ross Spence written back to Minister Scriven with the reasoning behind the Victoria
Order in Council decision.
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3.2

Next Meeting Details

Next Meeting will be 4™ June 2024 Lameroo

3.3

The meeting closed at 1:02pm
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From:
To:
Subject: Re: Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting
Date: Tuesday, 19 August 2025 10:37:43 AM
Attachments: image.png
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Hi Brad,

No worries at all. I'll send one through shortly for you.

Kind Regards,

Business upo oordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

Clause 6(1)

28 c
PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343
landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/

GGG

(]

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the
lands and waters we live and work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present
and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their deep spiritual and cultural connection to
Country.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or
disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2025 10:25 AM

To: Scanlon, Annette (PIRSA) ; FEUBSEEEI (| andscapeSA)

Subject: RE: Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting
OFFICIAL

Hi v{;:,.vr ok é

Wuld ylease send me the meeting invite
Thanks, Brad
Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division |



Department of Primary Industries and Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40
Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M: Fase 601

From: Scanlon, Annette (PIRSA)

Sent: Tuesday, 19 August 2025 10:23 AM

To: ClEAISEEE (LandscapeSA)

Cc: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Subject: Declined: Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Meeting
When: Monday, 13 October 2025 1:00 PM-3:00 PM (UTC+09:30) Adelaide.
Where: 74 Railway Tce, Lameroo South Australia 5302, Australia

Hi “°%9 please note that Brad Page will be attending in my place.

Many thanks

Annette
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Out of Session Meeting
Date: Thursday, 28 March 2024 11:40:17 AM
Attachments: BEWDCC Out of Session Meeting 26.03.2024.docx
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Dear All,

| have received a request to add further detail to the minutes. Please see revised version
attached.
Regards,

Administration Officer

Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board

Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday

Ph 08 8532 9100

Direct 03 I

Units 5 - 6, Level 1 Sturt Centre, 2 Sturt Reserve Road, Murray Bridge SA 5253
PO Box 2343, Murray Bridge SA 5253

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/
cid:image001.png@01D72191.5155C8F0

(2]

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their deep

spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended recipient is
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.

From: PSS andscapeSA)
Sent: Wednesday, 27 March 2024 12:38 PM
To: Page, Brad (PIRSA) ;

CoOuworsmpe

Subject: Box Flat Wild Dog Coordinating Committee Out of Session Meeting

Importance: High
OFFICIAL
Dear All,
Please see attached draft minutes from yesterday’s out of session meeting.
Thank you.
Kind Regards

Administration Officer

Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday

Ph 08 8532 9100



Direct 08 PUEGRSEopE
Units 5 - 6, Level 1 Sturt Centre, 2 Sturt Reserve Road, Murray Bridge SA 5253
PO Box 2343, Murray Bridge SA 5253

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/
cid:image001.png@01D72191.5155C8F0

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their deep

spiritual and cultural connection to Country.
The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to anyone other than the intended recipient is
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please advise by return email.
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From: IERSETEMIT (L andscapesA)

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Subject: Re: Request for Reports and Contributions — Upcoming Box Hat Wild Dog Committee Meeting
Date: Tuesday, 30 September 2025 4:08:56 PM

Attachments: image001.png

OFFICIAL: Sensitive
Thanks Brad, much appreciated.

Kind Regards,

Business Support Coordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

28 Vaughan Tce
PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/
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The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

ton to anyene other than the intended

J email

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>

Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 4:06 PM

To: FEESSEIIT(| andscapeSA) CEEERIIINN@sa.gov.au>
Colousenn) - Omsemn

Subject: RE: Request for Reports and Contributions — Upcoming Box Flat Wild Dog Committee
Meeting

OFFICIAL: Sensitive



Hi ERSE 8T
The update from PIRSA Biosecurity is below.

Cheers, Brad

SA wild dog eradiaction program

® Report attached that | will go over at the meeting (Attachment 1)

® Trappers removed 11 dogs so far this financial year, 63 dogs in 2024/25, and a total
of 923 since the program commenced in 2018.

® 1070km of Dog Fence Rebuild has been completed, with the total of 1600km due to
be completed by June 2026

® Dog Fence Board project underway to build 290 km of new Dog Fence along the
NSW-SA border, $13m funding received by Dog Fence Board

Progress on the review of the SA wild dog policy
Survey of dogs in Ngarkat by professional trapper

® 14in2023,21in2024
® 2025 results to be provided at the meeting

Nomination by dingo advocates of the wild dogs in Big Desert and Ngarkat as an
endangered species will be discussed at the meeting

High fox densities in and around Ngarkat.

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P:

(08) 8429 0803 | M:FEESERIEN
From:_(Landsca peSA) <_

Sent: Thursday, 25 September 2025 1:12 PM
To: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page @sa.gov.au>

Ce: FIRSSSEITIT SRS



Subject: Request for Reports and Contributions — Upcoming Box Flat Wild Dog Committee
Meeting

OFFICIAL: Sensitive

Good Afternoon Brad,
I hope this message finds you well.

As we prepare for our upcoming meeting, it would be helpful if you could send
through any member reports, updates, or items you’d like included in the agenda
papers by Thursday, 2 October. I've got the paperwork you sent through to Richard
the other day but if you have anything else, feel free to send it through to me. Thank
you!

This will allow us time to compile and circulate the materials in good time ahead of
the meeting. If you have any questions or need a hand with anything, please don’t
hesitate to getin touch.

Thank you in advance for your contributions and ongoing support.

Warmest regards,

Clause 6(1)

Business Support Coordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

Clause 6(1)

28 Vaughan Tce

PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343

landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/
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The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The information in thi il may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information to a \e other than the inten
ecipient is prohibited and may nlawful. If you have received this email in erro d by return ema
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PIRS/

Eradication of Wild Dogs from SA
Sheep Country

Tracking progress of the 10-year eradication program

Program update: March 2025



Eradication of wild dogs from SA sheep country: Tracking progress of

the eradication program

Information current as of March 2025
© Government of South Australia 2025

Disclaimer

PIRSA and its employees do not warrant or make any representation regarding the use, or results of the
use, of the information contained herein as regards to its correctness, accuracy, reliability and currency
or otherwise. PIRSA and its employees expressly disclaim all liability or responsibility to any person
using the information or advice.

All Enquiries

Dr Annette Scanlon

Biosecurity Division - Invasive Species Unit
Department of Primary Industries and Regions (PIRSA)
Level 14, 25 Grenfell Street

GPO Box 1671, Adelaide SA 5001

T Clause 6(1)

E Annette.scanlon@sa.gov.au

WWwWW.pir.sa.gov.au
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“We sold the station at the end of 2018 due to dogs taking everything”

Livestock producer, April 2025



Executive summary

This document provides an update on the implementation of the $15 million, 10-year Wild Dog
Eradication Program, inside the SA Dog Fence.

The government’s commitment to wild dog management in South Australia has increased dramatically
since 2018. Through targeted promotion of industry needs, PIRSA secured the investment to rebuild the
Dog Fence, as well as funding to ramp up other game-changing wild dog control activities. To realise the
benefits of these investments to the state, wild dogs remaining inside the fence must be eradicated.

A program of activities required to achieve eradication was proposed by the livestock industry,
landscape boards, the SA Wild Dog Advisory Group, and other stakeholders. This input is now
encapsulated within the SA Wild Dog Management Strateqy 2023-2033 as Goal 1; the Strategy also
includes activities to support the Dog Fence barrier in the buffer zone (Goal 2) and maintaining cultural
and ecological values of dingoes outside the Dog Fence (Goal 3).

The $15 million, 10-year Wild Dog Eradication Program is the most ambitious and complex part of the
Strategy. Independent economic analyses by BDO EconSearch showed that the program is a worthwhile
investment, with an overwhelmingly positive impact on the South Australian economy, including a net

benefit of $56.8 million and 49 FTE jobs over a 20-year period.

This report provides an update on the progress of eradication activities, including securing funding;
deploying ground and aerial baits; running the trapper program; coordinating; and delivering workshops.

Required in

Percentage

Activi Deli N
ctivity 10 years elivered complete otes
: - $5 million o
Secure funding | $15 million 33% $5 m of $15 m eradication program secured
secured
Land board staff (SAAL, EP, LC
Ground baiting | 24 FTE 12 FTE 50% andscape board staff (SAAL, EP, LC),
requirements taper with time
460.000 b Pending - SIF application to support
Aerial baiting 1 million baits ' y 46% activities from 25/26 until 27/28 (equate to
30 June 2025 o
75% of eradication program)
Pending SIF application to support activities
Trappers 25 FTE 12 48% until 27/28, matched by PIRSA (equate to
75% of eradication program)
State PIRSA staff, requirements taper with time;
7 FTE 4 FTE 579
coordination % all future costs to be covered by PIRSA
o4 45 workshops, fully funded by PIRSA, will be
Workshops 24 delivered 100% delivered until 2027 — exceeding activity
workshops

requirements

“The goal must be eradication, nothing less”

Livestock producer, May 2021



Introduction

Background to the eradication program

The government’s commitment to wild dog management in South Australia has increased dramatically
since 2018. This commitment includes PIRSA support for the Dog Fence Board, to improve their
governance, and for the Minister’'s Wild Dog Advisory Group (SAWDAG), to improve their focus on
strategic priorities.

Through targeted promotion of industry needs, PIRSA secured the $25 million ($10 million each from
State/Commonwealth governments and $5 million from the livestock industry) investment to rebuild the
Dog Fence (now $29 million program), as well as funding to ramp up other game-changing wild dog
control activities.

Following the $29 million rebuild of the SA Dog Fence, wild dog incursions into South Australian sheep
country will soon end. To realise the benefit (between $56.4 million and $112.9 million over 20 years) of
these investments to the state, wild dogs remaining inside the fence must now be eradicated.

The program of activities required to achieve eradication was proposed by the livestock industry,
landscape boards, the SA Wild Dog Advisory Group (SAWDAG), and other stakeholders. These
activities form the backbone of the SA Wild Dog Management Strategy (the Strategy).

2023-2033

South Australian
Wild Dog
Management

4 St;gtegg

,ﬁ._ ,#—

.
.

P ‘ Eradicate wild dogs

inside the Dog Fence

The rebuilding of 1,600 kilometres of the ageing Dog Fence
provides o once-in-a-generation opportunity to eradicate wild
dogs inside the Dog Fence: Most critical for the success of the
eradication program is the involvement of all land managers
inside the Dog Fence. Baiting is the most effective landscape-
scale method to control wild dogs and trapping is important for
targeting wild dogs that do not take baits.

Government
of South Australia




Economic impacts from eradicating wild dogs

Industry sector growth
Wild dogs cost livestock industries in Australia $90 million per year. In 2018-19, it was estimated that
wild dogs injured and killed 20,000 sheep, costing the South Australian livestock sector $4 million.

The rebuild of the Dog Fence will prevent wild dogs moving into pastoral sheep country, but the wild

dogs remaining inside the Dog Fence will continue to impact the industry. The economic benefits of the

Dog Fence will be undermined if wild dogs inside the fence are not also eradicated. The program will:
Ensure sustainability of the $1.5 billion sheep industry, which employs 15,000 people

2. Increase productivity and profitability of the sheep industry by reducing stock losses and the need
for large-scale wild dog control activities

3. Increase capacity of land managers to control wild dogs via training programs, including the use
of existing and emerging technologies

4. Alleviate negative social impacts in rural communities from wild dog attacks

Independent economic analyses

After proposing the $15 million, 10-year Wild Dog Eradication Program, independent economic analyses
were necessary to assess the program’s merit as an investment for government and industry. The
analyses were conducted by BDO EconSearch in May 2021. They found that the program would have
an overwhelmingly positive economic impact (see Figure 1). Specifically, they showed:

e Positive economic impacts will be greater if the program is implemented compared to no action

e The program is a worthwhile investment with a net benefit of $56.8 million over a 20-year period

e The internal rate of return on capital invested is 96% (projects above 6% are considered viable)

e Economic impacts will be sustained for years following the completion of the program in 2032

e Expected impact on gross regional product is $10.3 million over a 20-year period

e Implementing the program will generate 49 FTE jobs by the twentieth year
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Figure 1 Projected economic impacts in FTE jobs (left) and gross state product (right) derived from
implementing the $15 million, 10-year eradication program. Shaded areas completed.



Activities to implement the eradication program

Secure funding

Goal: A $15 million, 10-year budget is required to implement the eradication activities; the intensity of
spending is greatest in the first five years, tapering to 2032.

Requires: $15 million over 10 years to 2032.

Activities: PIRSA continues to work to secure funding from diverse sources, which includes the
Commonwealth Government, State Government, and industry, including Livestock SA, Meat & Livestock
Australia (MLA), and Australian Wool Innovation (AWI).

Outcome: $5 million in funding (33% of program requirements) secured by 30 June 2025.

= Funding secured — ssss==Projected funding

$14,000,000
$12,000,000
$10,000,000
$8,000,000
$6,000,000
$4,000,000

$2,000,000

Figure 2 The secured funding and projected funding needs of the Wild Dog Eradication Program
over 10 years to 2032.
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Coordinated ground baiting

Goal: Coordinated ground baiting is an effective and efficient wild dog control tool. To achieve
eradication inside the Dog Fence requires:

e An intensive, landscape-scale baiting program
e Focus on ensuring landholder compliance with new legislative requirements to bait is required

e Strategic ground baiting by landholders must be conducted twice per annum in pastoral areas, in
autumn and spring, and quarterly in the Ngarkat area

e National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) will conduct baiting, at the same rates, within
protected areas

Requires: 24 FTE agency staff over 10 years.

Activities: 2-3 FTE staff have been working across the state to deliver ground baits. Primarily, they
include staff from the landscape board regions of the Arid Lands, Eyre Peninsula, Murraylands and
Riverland, and Limestone Coast. PIRSA staff and NPWS staff are also involved in facilitating delivery of
ground baits, including responding to incursions. Note that requirements decrease with time.

Outcome: 12 FTE (50% of program requirements) completed by 30 June 2025.
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Figure 3 Number of baits laid in ground programs, projected number of baits in future programs, and
the FTE requirements to deliver the activities of the Wild Dog Eradication Program over 10
years to 2032 (shaded area).



Coordinated aerial baiting

Goal: Aerial baiting programs involve the distribution of wild dog baits into inaccessible and rugged
terrain and wild dog hot spots. Aerial baiting complements the broadscale, ground-baiting programs by
targeting areas that would otherwise become wild dog safe havens.

Requires: 1 million baits delivered over 10 years.

Activities: PIRSA staff have been collaborating with staff from the landscape boards and NPWS to
deliver aerial baiting programs. The number of baits being delivered had been declining since 2017-18.
With the announcement of the Dog Fence Rebuild Project, a large effort was made in 2020-21,
delivering over 150,000 baits. PIRSA received co-funding from the Commonwealth Government to
facilitate the delivery of around 100,000 baits per year over 3 years to June 2025. A total of 460,000
baits have been delivered; the current application to SIF includes aerial baiting programs for the next 3
years (delivering 100,000 baits per annum), with funding to be matched by PIRSA. That initiative would
enable delivery of a further 300,000 baits (total 760,000) by June 2028, which would comprise 76% of
eradication requirements.

Outcome: 460,000 baits (46% of program requirements) deployed by 30 June 2025.
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Figure 4 Number of baits deployed in aerial programs, projected number of baits in future

programs, and tracking the Dog Fence Rebuild Project, for delivering the activities of the
Wild Dog Eradication Program over 10 years to 2032 (shaded area; includes proposed
SIF project over 3 years to June 2028).

“The baiting programs, professional trapper program and the Dog Fence renewal
have had major impact on the wild dog numbers south of the Dog Fence and must
remain a high priority to capitalise on the gains”

Livestock producer, April 2025



Professional Trapper Program

Goal: The statewide SA Wild Dog Trapping Program involves coordination and deployment of a team of
professional wild dog trappers to areas experiencing persistent problems with wild dogs. Eligible
properties must have participated in ground baiting programs in the past 6 months. Trappers target the
elusive wild dogs that do not take baits. They work across all land tenures inside the Dog Fence,
including private properties and municipal and protected areas.

Requires: 25 FTE over 10 years.

Activities: The SA Wild Dog Trapping Program was launched by PIRSA in 2018-19. A large trapping
effort over the last 7 years has removed 881 wild dogs from inside the Dog Fence. The trappers were
highly efficient in the first few years of the program when the numbers were very high, and the Dog
Fence Rebuild Program was in its infancy. As wild dog numbers reduce the time and patience required
to trap the remaining wild dogs increases. Trappers work with landholders and train them in wild dog
detection and control techniques so that early detection and action occurs. The current application to SIF
includes support to continue the trapper program over the next 3 years (delivering 2-3 FTE per annum),
with funding to be matched by PIRSA. That initiative would enable delivery of 19.5 FTE by June 2028,
comprising 78% of eradication requirements.

Outcome:12 FTE (48% of program requirements) completed by 30 June 2025.
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Figure 5 Number of FTE trappers, projected FTE trappers in future programs, and tracking the Dog
Fence Rebuild Project, for delivering the activities of the Wild Dog Eradication Program
over 10 years to 2032 (shaded area; includes proposed SIF project over 3 years to June
2028).

It is “really important not to drop the ball... don't let up control measures”

Livestock producer, May 2021
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Other PIRSA trapper program statistics: the wild dog trappers are very highly regarded by producers.
They work across the state, including in remote and challenging conditions. In addition to controlling the
wild dogs that are difficult to get, they provide training for controlling and reporting of wild dogs. Since
June 2023, they have worked across over 11 million hectares of properties, including pastoral properties,
indigenous land, and public parks.

Initially the effort required to catch wild dogs was very low, with just 15 trapping hours per wild dog
destroyed in 2018-19. As expected, the effort has increased with time, hitting 154 hours per wild dog
destroyed in 2021-22. With some favourable conditions, wild dogs increased in 2022-23 and the effort
required declined. The trend indicates how quickly wild dogs can rebound, and the need to keep
trappers on the ground.
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“Need to keep on with trapping and eradication of wild dogs as they will breed up
again once the pressure Is off.

Livestock producer, May 2021
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Workshops

Goal: Workshops involve engaging with landholders on wild dog controls to build their knowledge and
capacity to manage wild dogs. Over a 10-year period, employees and landowners will turn over, so
some may not have been exposed to wild dog predation. Regular upskilling of these land managers, as
well as introduction to new and emerging technology, is an important component of maintaining wild dog
eradication into the future.

Requires: 24 workshops over 10 years.

Activities: PIRSA and landscape board staff have delivered workshops as required; topics included
baiting on organic properties, trapper training, use of Canid Pest Ejectors (CPEs), and desexing dogs in
remote indigenous communities. Those activities were associated with policy development and strategic
planning.

A 4-year program is now working to deliver 45 wild dog workshops across the state by January 2027.
This producer-led initiative is funded by PIRSA, Livestock SA, and MLA,; it is delivering workshops and
trials to 15 producer groups that experience impacts with wild dogs and includes 3 groups located
outside the Dog Fence (see map). Over 100 properties are involved in the project; together they run over
11 million hectares, have a combined experience in livestock management that exceeds 2,200 years,
and they run over 270,000 sheep and 100,000 cattle. Workshop and trial activities are focused on
predator control and livestock productivity.

Outcome: 24 workshops (100% of program requirements) completed by 30 June 2025.
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Figure 6 The number of workshops delivered and projected for delivery within the Wild Dog
Eradication Program over 10 years to 2032 (shaded area).

Snap shot  Images below provide a snapshot of workshops delivered in the last 18 months with 15
producer groups located across SA in wild dog risk areas.
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State Coordination

Goal: Statewide coordination ensures the seamless management of wild dog control activities across
agencies and land tenures of the State. For example, coordinators work with staff from landscape
boards, Department for Environment and Water (DEW), NPWS, contractors, landholders, industry
representatives, and other stakeholders.

Requires: 7 FTE over 10 years.

Activities: PIRSA provide coordination of wild dog eradication activities, including effective management
of the statewide trapper program and aerial baiting programs, supporting all agencies to deliver wild dog

eradication activities, engaging with producers and deliver wild dog control training (i.e., through
workshops), providing reports on activities and progress to funding bodies.

Outcome: 4 FTE (57% of program requirements) completed by 30 June 2025.
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Figure 7 Number of FTE staff coordinators required, secured, and projected for delivering the
activities of the Wild Dog Eradication Program over 10 years to 2032 (shaded area).
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Summary of progress

The activities required to achieve wild dog eradication inside the SA Dog Fence are at varying levels of
completion and resourcing (see Table and Figure below). A SIF application for $300,000 per year for 3
years to June 2028 has been submitted to deliver aerial baiting and trapper program in line with other

activities to support delivery of the eradication program.

Required P ¢
Activity over 10 Delivered ercentage | nNotes
complete
years
. . $5 million e
Secure funding | $15 million 33% $5 m of $15 m eradication program secured
secured
Ground baiting | 24 FTE 12 FTE 50% Candseape board salf(Eant., EF LR
requirements taper with time
460.000 b Pending - SIF application to support
Aerial baiting 1 million baits 30 june 2325 46% activities from 25/26 until 27/28 (equate to
75% of eradication program)
Pending SIF application to support activities
Trappers 25 FTE 12 48% until 27/28, matched by PIRSA (equate to
75% of eradication program)
State . PIRSA staff, requirements taper with time;
coordination PETE wrTe % all future costs to be covered by PIRSA
24 45 workshops, fully funded by PIRSA, will be
Workshops 24 delivered | 100% delivered until 2027 — exceeding activity
workshops
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Figure 8 Activities to achieve eradication over 10 years; full line indicates activities are complete or
due for completion; dashed lines indicate the effort required, but not yet resourced.
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Economic and social benefits

Context: The economic and social benefits to producers and their communities from eradicating wild
dogs are undeniable. We know that prior to the rebuild project and wild dog eradication activities,
producers were losing over 20,000 sheep per annum to wild dogs, costing over $4 million; the indirect
costs, such as plummeting lambing percentages with wild dog presence, were costing millions more.

Recently, PIRSA received reports of at least 11 properties covering over 18,000 km? (1.8 million ha)
restocking with over 35,000 more sheep in areas that were smashed by wild dogs just 5 years ago. That
stock equates to around $7 million gained and a $11 million turnaround in the economic fortunes for
those properties inside the Dog Fence. After landscape-scale aerial baiting programs in the region, one
property in the Gawler Ranges also reported an increase in lambing percentages from 85-90% to 120%
in the last 12 months. These gains are encouraging; as part of this initiative PIRSA staff have
undertaken a systematic analysis of producer experiences.

In May 2021, during development of the eradication plan, PIRSA staff worked closely with producers to
understand the impacts from wild dogs. That work included a survey of 30 producers and the calculation
of 20,000 sheep being impacted annually. In March and April 2025, PIRSA staff repeated the survey of
11 producers running 18 properties and more than 100,000 sheep on country exceeding 23,000 km? (2.3
million ha) in area.

Economic gains from wild dog eradication activities: All producers reported a decline in impacts
from wild dogs from 2018 to 2025, with an average decline of 95%. In 2018, producers reported 77
sheep were killed per 100 km? of country, that number is less than 1 sheep per 100 km?. The average
lambing percentage in 2018 with wild dogs present was 43%; at that time, producers estimated that
without wild dogs their lambing percentage would increase to 106%. That prediction has unfolded, with
the same producers reporting an average lambing percentage of 110% in the last 12 months.

In addition to direct benefits to producers from wild dog controls, over 45 SA-based businesses have
been engaged in the rebuild project, including $17 million to the suppliers to provide materials ($9
million) and fencing services ($8.3 million). Other SA businesses engaged include freight providers,
cable locators, landholders, earthworks, engineers, and suppliers of peripheral materials, many of these
businesses are regionally based.

Social benefits from wild dog eradication activities: In the first survey, at least 43% of respondents
indicated severe emotional stress from wild dog attacks. A decrease in wild dog attacks was necessarily
assumed to increase wellbeing, in addition to productivity gains. The recent survey found much
improved outlooks, including optimism and opportunity, as well as importance to maintain the effort and
not to return to previous times (see Table).

“Professional trappers are so valuable. We need them so badly to keep dog
numbers controlled”

Livestock producer, May 2021
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Impact

2021 Survey

2025 Survey

Financial losses

“Whilst dogs kept impacting, we could
never build our breeding ewes up... very
frustrating”

Experiencing “significantly less impacts
than in 2018

Mental health

Wild dogs had. “Massive impact... didn't
matter what we did they just kept
coming... took and still has a huge
impact on wellbeing... | chose to ignore
it, so it doesn't get on top of me... even
the kids are worried their pets are going
fo be attacked by dogs”

“The focus on wild dog control though
the baiting programs, professional
trapper program and the Dog fence
renewal have had major impact on the
wild dog numbers south of the dog fence
and must remain a high priority to
capitalise of the gains made in
controlling wild dogs”

Management

It is “really important not to drop the
ball... don't let up control measures”

“The goal must be eradication, nothing
less”

“The new Dog Fence is a massive
improvement”

“Since the renewal of the dog fence
north of Mount Victor Plumbago, there
has been significantly less dog activity
seen, however we regularly bait’

“Fence is a major improvement, but it
was compromised with flooding rains
and dogs came inside the fence and
have bred up again. We've
killed/trapped 50 dogs inside the fence
in the last 24 months”

“The dogs are not gone yet and won't be for a long time yet... we need to continue
to eradicate these wild dogs and keep good control of the wild dog numbers like
we have now... a couple of years with no control and we will back where we
started. We couldn’t face that again”
Livestock producer, 2021
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rom: SIAUSE BT LandscapesA)
To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Subject: September 2025 survey of wild dogs in Ngarkat by wild dog trapper
Date: Tuesday, 30 September 2025 2:13:11 PM
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OFFICIAL

Hi Brad,

Hope you are well. Do you have the link forthe September 2025 survey of wild dogs
in Ngarkat by wild dog trapper? Just starting to put together agenda and papers for
the upcoming Boxed Flat meeting.

Thank you

Kind Regards,

Business Support Coordinator Riverland
Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board
P 08 8429 8452

28Vaughan Tce
PO Box1374 Berri SA 5343
landscape.sa.gov.au/mr/

CIRCIC IR0

The Murraylands and Riverland Landscape Board acknowledges the First Peoples of the lands and waters we live and
work upon. We pay our respects to their Elders past, present and emerging, and acknowledge and respect their
deep spiritual and cultural connection to Country.

The infermation in this.e-mail may be confidential anc/or legally privileged, Use or dis
recipient is prohibited and may
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Doc 25

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
To: Joanne M Wall (DEFCA)
Subject: Box Flat meeting
Date: Tuesday, 24 September 2024 2:50:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
Hi Joanne

Would you please let me know if you or another senior representative from DEECA could be
available to attend (in-person or online) the next meeting of the Box Flat Dingo Control
Coordinating Committee. If could please confirm you are available, noting that | will then confirm
your invitation via the Chair of the Committee, =% '

The meeting will be held Monday, 14 October 2024 1:30 PM-3:30 PM (SA time) in Lameroo. If
you can attend in-person, | could arrange for one of our staff to drive you from Adelaide to
Lameroo and back.

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals

Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary Industries and Regions

Govemment of South Australia | Building 1, Entry 4 Waite Rd, Urrbrae

GPO Box 1671 Adelaide SA 5001

T: 08 8429 0803 | M:EEESESININN| E: Brad.Page@sa.gov.au

er.sa.gov.au

) | | | -

-
,I,L- — ‘_) Yy

fh;: Department of Primary Industries and Regions respects Aboriginal people as the state’s first people and nations. We
recognise Aboriginal people as traditional owners and occupants of South Australian land and waters. We pay our respects
to Aboriginal cultures and to Elders past, present and emerging.

Disclaimer: The information in this email may be conifidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information by anyone oiher than
the intended recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
To: Outofscops  OUIOTSEOpe (perca)
Subject: FW: articles
Date: Thursday, 28 March 2024 8:58:00 AM
Attachments: Richard Halliday article 28 March 2024.pdf

T k SA article 28 March 2 m
Hi [Eand .

Please see attached articles with an SA perspective. | would appreciate a quick chat today if you
can please make time.

There was a Box Flat meeting on this on Monday.

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary
Industries and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M:
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From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
To: laanne.MJMalL(DEEQA)
Ce: Clause 6(1)
Subject: RE: OFFICIAL: RE: Box Flat meehng
Date: Thursday, 3 October 2024 1:53:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002,png

image003.png

image004,png

image005.png

Thanks for letting me know Joanne

| will let the Chair know. | expect the Committee will discuss this matter in the absence of DEECA.
To inform their discussion, please provide any information that has been released in recent
weeks, including the ARI reports on the dingo population abundance in NW Victoria. |
understand that DEECA planned to release the reports soon after the Order in Council was
resolved.

Regards, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals Blosecunty Division | Department of Primary
Industries and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M: [HiSNSSRt

From: Joanne M Wall (DEECA)

Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2024 1:48 PM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Subject: OFFICIAL: RE: Box Flat meeting

You don't often get email from joanne wall@a

riculture. vic.gov.au. Learn why this is important
OFFICIAL

Hi Brad

Thanks for the invitation. Unfortunately a DEECA representative will not be available to
attend the Box Flat meeting.

Kind Regards

Jo

OFFICIAL

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page @sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 3:21 PM
To: Joanne M Wall (DEECA) <joanne.wall@agriculture.vic.gov.au>
Subject: Box Flat meeting
EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

OFFICIAL

Hi Joanne

Would you please let me know if you or another senior representative from DEECA could be
available to attend (in-person or online) the next meeting of the Box Flat Dingo Control
Coordinating Committee. If could please confirm you are avallable noting that | will then confirm
your invitation via the Chair of the Committee, F8¥8 8- i
The meeting will be held Monday, 14 October 2024 1:30 PM-3: 30 PM (SA time) in Lameroo. If
you can attend in-person, | could arrange for one of our staff to drive you from Adelaide to
Lameroo and back.

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals




Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary Industries and Regions
Government of South Australia | Building 1, Entry 4 Waite Rd, Urrbrae
GPO Box 1671 Adelaide SA 5001

T: 08 8429 0803 | M: PIRUSEB@NN E: Brad.Page@sa.gov.au

pir.sa.gov.au

The Department of Primary Industries and Regions respects Aboriginal people as the state’s first people and nations. We
recognise Aboriginal people as traditional owners and occupants of South Australian land and waters. We pay our respects
to Aboriginal cultures and to Elders past, present and emerging.

Disclaimer: The information in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. Use or disclosure of the information by anyone other than
the intended recipient is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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From: Page, Brad (PIRSA

To: Trevor ] Pisciotta (DEECA)

Cc: Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)

Subject: RE: OFFICIAL: RE: Dingo report of population status in Victoria
Date: Monday, 25 August 2025 4:42:00 PM
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Thanks P ¥ and Trevor

pparently jumped the gun. Looking forward to seeing the report; please send me a copy when you can.
Cheers, Brad
Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of Pnimary Industries and
Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P- (08) 8429 0803 | M,h
From: mDEECA) On Behalf Of Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)
Sent: Monday, 25 August 2025 3:23 PM
To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Cc: Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)
Subject: OFFICIAL: RE: Dingo report of population status in Victoria
Hello Brad,
I have checked with our team and understand that report is yet to be released. Most likely next week.
Happy to discuss.
Ta

Executive Assistant | Office of the Executive Director

Regulatory Policy and Programs | Animal Welfare Victoria
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action (DEECA)
Level 8, 8 Nicholson Street, East Melboumne, Victoria 3002

EClusett)
agriculture.vic gov.au
Available via MS Teams.

=

a B E = (B

We acknowiedge Victorian Traditional Owners and their Elders past and present as the original custodians
of Victoria’s land and waters and commit to genuinely partnering with them and Victoria's Aboriginal
community to progress their aspirations.

(]

OFFICIAL

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page @sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 22 August 2025 9:31 AM

To: Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA) <trevor.x.pisciotta@agriculture.vic.gov.au>
Cc: Secomb, Nick (PIRSA) <Nick.Secomb@sa.gov.au>
Subject: Dingo report of population status in Victoria
EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and
know the content is safe.

OFFICIAL

Hi Trevor

I hope you are well.

Would you please send me a copy of the report that —Nrote on the population sizes of
dingoes in Victoria. | understand from H8#SE 80 that it was released this week.

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page
Principal Biosecurity Officer, Pest Animals
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From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

To: Trevor ] Pisciotta (DEECA)

Subject: RE: OFFICIAL: RE: Dingo report of population status in Victoria
Date: Monday, 8 September 2025 2:42:00 PM
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Hi Trevor

Would you please let me know if the report has been released. Please send me a copy of you have one
available.

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Pnncipal Biosecunty Officer — Pest Amimals | Biosecunty Division | Department of Pamary Industnes and
Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P- (08) 8429 0803 | M'h
From: EIEUSES1) " (DEECA) On Behalf Of Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)

Sent: Monday, 25 August 2025 3:23 PM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Cc: Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)

Subject: OFFICIAL: RE: Dingo report of population status in Victoria

Hello Brad,

| have checked with our team and understand that report is yet to be released. Most likely next week.
Happy to discuss.

e

Executive Assistant | Office of the Executive Director

Regulatory Policy and Programs | Animal Welfare Victoria
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action (DEECA)

Level 8, 8 Nicholson Street, East Melbourne, Victoria 3002
agriculture vic gov.au
Available via MS Teams.

(] E B 8 ® B

We acknowledge Victorian Traditional Owners and their Elders past and present as the original custodians
of Victoria’s land and waters and commit to genuinely partnering with them and Victoria's Aboriginal @
community fo progress their aspirations.
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OFFICIAL

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 22 August 2025 9:31 AM

To: Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA) <trevor.x.pisciotta@agriculture.vic.gov.au>

Cc: Secomb, Nick (PIRSA) <Nick.Secomb@sa.gov.au>
Subject: Dingo report of population status in Victoria

EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and
know the content is safe.

OFFICIAL

Hi Trevor

| hope you are well.

Would you please send me a copy of the report that Dave Ramsay wrote on the population sizes of
dingoes in Victoria. | understand from %4 1) that it was released this week.

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page
Principal Biosecurity Officer, Pest Animals
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From: Page, Brad (PIRSA
To:

Subject: RE: OFFICIAL: RE: reducing impacts
Date: Wednesday, 8 October 2025 12:00:00 PM
Attachments: i

Hi
No, we cannot make that time work.

Please make additional suggestions

Thanks, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecunty Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of Pnmary Industnes and
Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P- (08) 8429 0803 | M: h

From: BIBEEEITT DEECA)

Sent: Wednesday, 8 October 2025 11:53 AM
To: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page @sa.gov.au>
Subject: OFFICIAL: RE: reducing impacts

| You dontoften g email o GBS . s i s ot

No worries Brad

Would it be possible to move the meeting to 4pm Monday 13/107?

Executive Assistant | Office of the Executive Director

Regulatory Policy and Programs | Animal Welfare Victoria
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action (DEECA)
Level 8, 8 Nicholson Street, East Melboumne, Victoria 3002

E:
agriculture.vic. gov.au

Available via MS Teams
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We acknowledge Victorian Traditional Owners and their Elders past and present as the original custodians ‘
of Victoria's land and waters and commit to genuinely partnering with them and Victoria's Aboriginal

L community to progress their aspirations.

=

OFFICIAL

——0riginal Appointment-—-

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Page@sa.gov.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 8 October 2025 11:51 AM

To: Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA); Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)
Subject: reducing impacts



When: Thursday, 9 October 2025 4:00 PM-4:30 PM (UTC+09:30) Adelaide.
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting

EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and
know the content is safe.

Hi Trevor

Changing the time of this meeting to avoid clash with your leadership team

Regards, Brad

Hi Trevor

| trist you are well.

We would appreciate the opportunity to catch up, noting we missed the meeting we had booked a few weeks
ago

This time suits Nick and |, please let me know if it suits you.

Regards, Brad

Microsoft Teams reed help?
Join the meeting now

Meeting ID: 477 551830 304 7
Passcode: DW6BT7IE

Dial in by phone

+618 7079 7539,216953413# Australia, Adelaide
Find a local number

Phone conference ID: 216 953 413#

Join on a video conferencing device
Tenant key: teams@cvn.sa.gov.au
Video ID: 132 976 707 8

More info

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN




Doc 32

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

To: W!Se%ﬂ (DEECA)

Ca: Slause 801 preca);
Subject: RE: OFFICIAL: SA-VIC meetings
Date: Monday, 12 May 2025 1:13:00 PM

Attachments: image001.jpg

Hi SEEEE] o BEEERAT

Thanks for getting in touch.

Im happy to cancel these meetings, and to instead call you if we think you might be able to
help with Vic/SA issues.

We will try to reinstate the meetings with Trevor, which have dropped out of our calendars.

Cheers, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P:
(08) 8429 0803 | M: EiEEEEEEINN

L b
From: FESSEIE DEECA)
Sent: Monday, 12 May 2025 11:30 AM
To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
Cc: SR (DEECA)
Subject: OFFICIAL: SA-VIC meetings
Hi Brad,
I hope you’re well. | noticed we have another SA - VIC meeting scheduled tomorrow
at 11:00am. Jason will be an apology, and while I’m available to attend, | don’t have
any new updates to provide since our last meeting. Please let me know if you would
still like to go ahead.
You may be interested to know that DEECA is holding three community drop-in
sessions this week in north west Victoria (13-15 May in Murrayville, Patchewollock
and Yanac). These sessions aim to increase awareness of the $2.5M dingo support
package, increase engagement with individual projects and supports, and provide an
opportunity for impacted stakeholders to provide feedback. Representatives from
across will be attending, including Jason Wishart and Trevor Pisciotta from Ag Vic. It
will be interesting to hear the feedback we receive.
I’ve also been reflecting on how we can make the most of our monthly meetings.
Jason and | are responsible for a relatively small portion of the dingo support projects
—specifically, the passive camera monitoring on private land (due to conclude 30
June 2025), and the $47K pest animal management project focused on building
public and private land managers capacity to control rabbits, foxes, feral pigs, and
goats.
While we’re more than happy to continue meeting with you, | wonder if it might be
more beneficial for you to connect more regularly with Trevor Pisciotta from Ag Vic
policy (which | believe is already happening), and possibly Bffeﬂiélj*or
someone from his team who oversees invasive species management on public land.
I’d be happy to put you in touch with l"‘1"';"‘*‘ifﬁf?,"or invite him along to our next meeting
BISISEEY s not available tomorrow). He may be able to answer some of your



guestions related to fox management on public land.
Please let me know how you would like to proceed with tomorrow’s meeting, and

future meetings.

Kind Regards
Clause 6(1)

Regional Manager South West — Plants, Chemicals and Invasives
Biosecurity and Agriculture Services | Agriculture Victoria
Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action

219A Main Street, Bacchus Marsh, Victoria 3340
M: Clause 6(1) | E:CIause 6(1)

deeca.vic.gov.au

Facebook | Twitter | Linkedin | Instagram | YouTube

We acknowledge Victorian Traditional Owners and their Elders past and present as the original
custodians of Victoria’s land and waters and commit to genuinely partnering with them and
Victoria’s Aboriginal community to progress their aspirations.

OFFICIAL



Updated as per Internal Review determination 17/6/2026

Doc 33
From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
To: "Trevor ] Pisciotta (DEECA)"; Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)
Subject: RE: reducing impacts
Date: Wednesday, 15 October 2025 8:56:00 AM
Hi EEESSSINN

Thanks for letting us know

Regards, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P:
(08) 8429 0803 | M:

-—-0Original Appointment--—--

From: SSEBINTTDEECA) FRSESII 0N Behalf Of Trevor ) Pisciotta

(DEECA)

Sent: Wednesday, 15 October 2025 8:52 AM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA); Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)

Subject: Declined: reducing impacts

When: Wednesday, 15 October 2025 9:00 AM-9:30 AM (UTC+09:30) Adelaide.
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting

Hi Brad, apologies to be doing this so last minute. Trevor_ and not
working.

I’m declining this to save everyone joining but | will send through meeting slots
separately for a reschedule.

Thank you for your understanding.



Updated as per Internal Review determination 17/6/2026

Doc 34
From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)
To: Trevor ] Pisciotta (DEFCA)
Cc: Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)
Subject: RE: Reducing impacts meeting 4/9/25 (1 week reminder)
Date: Monday, 8 September 2025 11:08:00 AM

Thanks for letting me know

Regards, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P:
(08) 8429 0803 | M: Bt
-—-Original Appointment-——--

From: FB8SE 80 (DEECA) On Behalf Of Trevor J Pisciotta (DEECA)

Sent: Monday, 8 September 2025 11:02 AM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Cc: Secomb, Nick (PIRSA)

Subject: Declined: Reducing impacts meeting 4/9/25 (1 week reminder)
When: Monday, 8 September 2025 2:00 PM-2:30 PM (UTC+09:30) Adelaide.
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting

Good morning,
Apologies, but Trevor won’t be able to make this meeting today.

He has been asked to attend an in-person meeting, so | need to rejig his diary.
Apologies for the inconvenience!



Doc 35
From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

To:
Subject: RE: Unofficial: Baiting fact sheet
Date: Monday, 24 February 2025 2:27:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png
Thanks

Will be interesting to hear how this meeting goes tomoro. My boss is attending, so Ill get
feedback pretty quickly. Call me if youre keen on an update

Cheers, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of
Primary Industries and Regions | CSIRO Building 1, Entry 5, 40 Waite Road, Urrbrae SA 5064 | P:
(08) 8429 0803 | M:ﬁ

From: SiSEEE (DEECA)

Sent: Monday, 24 February 2025 10:42 AM

To: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Subject: Unofficial: Baiting fact sheet

Hi Brad,
Attached is a copy of a baiting fact sheet that was developed to help farmers in the NW.
Cheers,

i = 13

Biosecurity Manager — Established Invasive Animals | Plants, Chemicals &
Invasives

Biosecurity and Agriculture Services | Agriculture Victoria

Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action

Sending to you from Wadawurrung Country.

30-38 Little Malop Street Geelong, Victoria 3220

m: | E B |

Deeca.vic.gov.au

g |
We acknowledge Victorian Traditional Owners and their Elders past and present as the original

custodians of Victoria's land and waters and commit to genuinely partnering with them and
Victoria’s Aboriginal community to progress their aspirations.

Unofficial



Doc 50

From:

To:

Subject: RE: Media release: Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to livestock producers
Date: Tuesday, 12 November 2024 8:53:00 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Thanks for letting us know - Greg and team
regards, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary
Industries and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M:

From: comms@wilddogplan.org.au

Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2024 8:34 AM

To:

Subject: NWDAP Media release: Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to
livestock producers

Dear NWDAP Coordination Committee,
Please find attached and below the media release Ongoing dingo protection in north-
west Victoria poses risks to livestock producers. This release was distributed to
media and other stakeholders this morning.
Please also find an image attached to accompany the media release. If you could
please share this release through your channels, that would be great!
We have published the release on the NWDAP website here and will share on
LinkedIn and X shortly. We will tag your organisation into the LinkedIn post.
With thanks,
ekl S}
_ National Wild Dog Action Plan Communications
Email: comms@wilddogplan.org.au

MEDIA RELEASE
Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to

livestock producers
12 November 2024



The Victorian Government’s ceasing of the dingo unprotection order in north-west
Victoria in March continues to threaten the livelihoods of livestock producers across
Victoria and South Australia, with several reports of producers in the region struggling
with the impacts of wild dog attacks.

Geoff Power, Chair of the National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination Committee
and South Australian wool farmer, said this decision was based on questionable wild
dog population estimates, leaving sheep and cattle producers in the region ill-
equipped to prevent attacks on their livestock.

“We’ve repeatedly requested to view the scientific report the Victorian Government
based their decision on, with no response. As Chair of the National Wild Dog Action
Plan Coordination Committee, the reluctance of the Victorian Government to share
the report is alarming and raises concerns about the validity of the science used to
justify their decision,” said Mr Power.

In addition, the National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination Committee and livestock
industry stakeholders have requested the Victorian Government undertake a peer
review of the paper that informed their decision - in line with standard practice to
inform policy settings - and look forward to seeing results from this review if
undertaken.

Mr Power said, “It’s not just Victorian farmers who are impacted. There is real
concern being felt by South Australian farmers, with 80% of livestock in South
Australia residing in the south-east of the state — right on the verge of the
unprotection order in north-west Victoria.”

As announced last month, the Coordination Committee were pleased by the
Victorian Government’s announcement to continue the dingo unprotection orderin
eastern Victoria; however, dingoes are still protected in the north-west of the state.

‘We’re well aware that wild dogs don’t respect state lines. Over the border in Ngarkat
Conservation Park in South Australia - which is connected to the Big Desert
Wilderness Park in Victoria - recent surveys for wild dogs recorded signs of at least 21
dogs by a professional trapper, in just one small section of the park.

“Given the density of dogs in Ngarkat Conservation Park, | will be recommending to
the South Australian Government that professional trappers are engaged in this area
with urgency, in line with SA policy for management of dingoes inside the fence,” said
Mr Power.

Based on this information, the National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination
Committee is calling on the Victorian Government to review all the available data and
revisit the end of the dingo unprotection order for the north-west of the state.



The National Wild Dog Action Plan Coordination Committee will continue to actively
engage with the Victorian Government on this issue, to ensure livestock producers in
Victoria and South Australia are appropriately protected from the very real impacts of
inadequate wild dog control measures.

For more information on Australia’s approach to wild dog control, visit the National

Wild Dog Action Plan website here.
-ENDS-

Media contact
Clause 6(1)

National Wild Dog Action Plan Communications
E: comms@wilddogplan.org.au| M: SiESSE8E
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From: Brad

) —
peter.fleming@dpi.nsw.gov.au;

Subject: RE: NWDAP - articles of interest

Date: Monday, 23 September 2024 9:10:00 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Thanks for sharing SIESSSSIITINN

Thanks to Greg and team and NWDAP members who pulled together responses.

Cheers, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecurity Division | Department of Primary Industries
and Regions | P: (08) 8429 0803 | M:
From: comms@wilddogplan.org.au

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2024 8:52 AM

To: B TS e a0l

Subject: NWDAP - articles of interest

Dear NWDAP Coordination Committee,

FYI - please see release from NSW Farmers below around wild dog control. We’ll also
share this across NWDAP social media.

Also, not sure if these came around last week, but attached is the article Wendy was
referring to in our comms meeting last Tuesday (see the one titled ‘Prune it back’). The
other article attached was kindly sent to us by-from NFF for distribution to the
Committee, as it may also be handy!
With thanks,
ol S |

National Wild Dog Action Plan Communications
Email: comms@wilddogplan.org.au

ilmage

From: Eliza Fessey, NSW Farmers <fesseye e .au>
Date: Monday, 23 September 2024 at 9:09 AM

To: comms@wilddogplan.org.au <comms@wilddogplan.org.au>
Subject: Call to keep wild dog control

NSW Farmers Media Release



Hi there,

Please see below media release for immediate distribution.
September 23, 2024
Call to keep wild dog control

Wild dog and dingo control must be a top priority for NSW, farmers warn, as a
Victorian government decision could send the predators swarming across state
lines.

The government ruling, due by 1 October, could see the control order for
dingoes lifted in Victoria’s northeast — rendering these animals a protected
species in the state and leaving farmers powerless to stop the predators from
attacking and killing their livestock.

Southern Tablelands sheep and cattle farmer John Rolfe said while the NSW
government had voiced the concerns of farmers around the issue, more must
be done to ensure the control order remained in place.

“Lifting this order means there is nothing Victorian farmers can do to control
wild dogs and dingoes and stop them from killing their calves, lambs or other
livestock en mass,” Mr Rolfe said.

“‘Regardless of whether they’re a wild dog or a dingo, both species viciously
attack and kill livestock, and can travel hundreds of kilometres across the
landscape in a week.

“If Victorians can’t stop their spread, there’s no doubt we will see significant
numbers of these predators flooding into NSW and it will be a huge struggle for
us to get it under control.”

As debate continues around the protection of wild dogs and dingoes, Mr Rolfe
said the state government must be ready to stop the spread of the animals into
the state if the control order is lifted

“This isn’t just a decision that will affect Victoria — the ramifications of
unleashing these wild dogs and dingoes will have a huge impact on NSW
producers too,” Mr Rolfe said.

“Setting a wild species loose in our farming communities is not just naive, but
seriously dangerous, putting our livestock at a grave risk we simply cannot
ignore.



“‘Understanding the issue is the first step for our government, but now, we need
to get coordination and funding secured — and fast — to control these predators
before it’s too late.”

--- ENDS ---
Media Contact:

Eliza Fessey | 0427 411 220 | fesseye@nswfarmers.org.au

Ref: MR/083/24

Contact Us
NSW Farmers
L4/154 Pacific Hwy St Leonards

MSC: 1300 794 000 | Email: emailus@nswfarmers.org.au

Want to change how you receive these emails?
You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.
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Farlex, Lisa (PIRSA)

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Sent: Tuesday, 12 November 2024 8:41 AM

To: R o)

Subject: FW: Media release: Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to
livestock producers

Attachments: Media release_Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to livestock

producers in SA and Victoria.pdf

ik and FMSSO0S
Below FYI

Cheers, Brad

Brad Page | Principal Bi rity Officer - Pest Animals | Biosecunty Division | Department of Primary Industries and Regions | P
{08) 8429 0803 | M:

From: comms@wilddogplan.org.au
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2024 8:34 AM

Page, Brad (PIRSA) ;

Subject: NWDAP Media release: Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to livestock producers

Dear NWDAP Coordination Committee,

Please find attached and below the media release Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses
risks to livestock producers. This release was distributed to media and other stakeholders this morning.

Please also find an image attached to accompany the media release. If you could please share this
release through your channels, that would be great!

We have published the release on the NWDAP website here and will share on LinkedIn and X shortly. We
will tag your organisation into the LinkedIn post.

With thanks,

National Wild Dog Action Plan Communications
Email: comms@wilddogplan.org.au
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Farlez. Lisa (PIRSA) —

From: Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Sent: Tuesday, 12 November 2024 8:40 AM

To: PSSR @ deeca.vic.gov.au

Subject: FW: Media release: Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to
livestock producers

Attachments: Media release_Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to livestock

producers in SA and Victoria.pdf

Hi EERSEENI=
In® ™ absence, | thought you might be interested in this media release.

Cheers Brad

Brad Page | Principal Biosecurity Officer — Pest Animals | Biosecuty Division | Department of Primary Industries and Regions | P
(08) 8429 0803 | Mzi

From: comms@wilddogplan.org.au <comms@wilddogplan.org.au>
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2024 8:34 AM

Brad (PIRSA) <Bradley.Pa Sa.gov.au>

Subject: NWDAP Media release: Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses risks to livestock producers
Dear NWDAP Coordination Committee,

Please find attached and below the media release Ongoing dingo protection in north-west Victoria poses
risks to livestock producers. This release was distributed to media and other stakeholders this morning.

Please also find an image attached to accompany the media release. If you could please share this
release through your channels, that would be great!

We have published the release on the NWDAP website here and will share on LinkedIn and X shortly. We
will tag your organisation into the LinkedIn post.

With thanks

National Wild Dog Action Plan Communications
Email: comms@wilddogplan.org.au
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fue 370% 2024 3:5¢ PM

Page, Brad (PIRSA)

Accepted: Follow up to consultation on dingo conservation and management - meeting with "~ "' from Arthur Rylah Institute
Ta C Trevor | Pescrotta (GEEC A1 ;

Ahen Thiasday, 17 September 2823 7 30 PRA-3: 32 PRY (UTC - 18-00) Canperrg Meinourne, Sydriey.

1ocation Microsoft Teams Meeting

(i) We couldn't find this meeting In the calendar. it may have been moved or deleted.
Page, Brad (PIRSA} hes accepted this meeting.





