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Division 13:  Agriculture and Food, $175 466 000 - 
Mrs J. Hughes, Chairman.  

Mr M.P. Whitely, Parliamentary Secretary.  

Mr I. Longson, Director General.  

Mr M.J. Marsh, Executive Director, Business Services.  

Mr D. Hartley, Executive Director, Natural Resource Management.  

Mr G. Wilson, Director, Policy and Planning.  

Mr T. Jupp, Principal Policy Adviser, Office of the Minister for Agriculture and Food.  
The CHAIRMAN:  This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff.  The daily proof Hansard will 
be published at 9.00 am tomorrow. 
The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be restricted to discussion of those items for which 
a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account.  This is the prime focus of the committee.  While there 
is scope for members to examine many matters, questions need to be clearly related to a page number, item, 
program, or amount within the volumes.  For example, members are free to pursue performance indicators that 
are included in the budget statements while there remains a clear link between the questions and the estimates.  It 
is the intention of the Chairman to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that 
both questions and answers are short and to the point. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee, rather than asking that the 
question be put on notice for the next sitting week.  For the purpose of following up the provision of this 
information, I ask the minister to clearly indicate to the committee which supplementary information he agrees to 
provide and I will then allocate a reference number.  If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the 
minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the committee clerk by 8 June 2007, so that members 
may read it before the report and third reading stages.  If the supplementary information cannot be provided 
within that time, written advice is required of the day by which the information will be made available.  Details 
in relation to supplementary information have been provided to both members and advisers and, accordingly, I 
ask the minister to cooperate with those requirements. 

I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice with the Clerk’s office.  Only supplementary information that the minister agrees to provide 
will be sought by 8 June 2007. 

It will also greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the program statements volumes or the consolidated fund 
estimates, members give the page number, item, program and amount in preface to their question. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I draw the attention of the parliamentary secretary to page 276 under the heading “Capital 
Works Program”.  The first item in the list refers to the $126.5 million for the relocation of the department’s 
headquarters and biosecurity facilities to Murdoch University.  Can the parliamentary secretary tell the 
committee what new money has been allocated in the 2007-08 financial year for this relocation, and how much 
of the $126.5 million is allocated this year and in subsequent years?  This is just for the relocation alone.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I might initially refer that question to Mr Marsh.  

Mr M.J. Marsh:  The amount allocated this year is $57.3 million, and the allocation over the life of the project 
is $126 million.  The initial stages of the construction project are in the planning and documentation process.  
My recollection is that the number for the current budget year is just over $3 million.  Obviously, the allocation 
escalates as time goes by.  Expenditure on the headquarters is $3.38 million in the current budget year, and that 
has to do with the planning, documentation and design. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Can the parliamentary secretary outline where the $57.3 million is identified in the budget 
documents? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Once again I ask Mr Marsh to reply. 

Mr M.J. Marsh:  The problem with the funding of the capital project is that it has been done over a series of 
decision processes.  The total allocation for that particular aspect of the construction is $126 million.  To go back 
three years, there was an allocation of $26 million, and then that allocation has been adjusted upwards over a 
series of budget years, so that the total is now at $126.5 million for that aspect.  A further $60 million has been 
allocated for the agriculture research institute, for the construction of phase 1 and the planning of phases 2 and 3.  
The total allocation for that capital project now exceeds $180 million.  However, the allocation has occurred over 
a period of years. 
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Mr G. SNOOK:  I am very confused.  I cannot quite follow the explanation that $57.3 million was allocated in 
this year’s budget.  I would like to know where that is identified. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I have a paper that I seek to table, a copy of which I will pass to the member, outlining 
the funding for the $126 million over the coming year and the out years.  I seek to table that. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Member, we are unable to table documents in the estimates committee.  The parliamentary 
secretary can offer it as supplementary information. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I seek to provide a copy to the member.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Can the parliamentary secretary define exactly what he is passing over? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  It is a paper that outlines the spread of the $126 million for the new headquarters and the 
biosecurity facility relocation to the Murdoch site. 

[Supplementary Information No A48.] 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I find that a little unusual.  In most capital works programs, if there is a commitment of 
$126.5 million for works, it is a capital expenditure, so physical works will be undertaken as well as the costs of 
relocation etc associated with this.  I would like the parliamentary secretary to identify where in the Budget 
Statements that specific spending for this year and subsequent years is allocated. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  That information is contained on pages 276 and 277. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The table on page 277 shows that we are looking at $8.56 million this year. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I will pass that question to the director general. 

Mr I. Longson:  The $8.56 million the member is referring to in the table on page 277 is the total cost of capital 
works for 2007-08.  The table on page 276 provides a breakdown of the expenditure proposed in 2007-08.  The 
bottom line of that table shows the figure of $8.56 million expected to be spent in the coming financial year, of 
which $3.35 million is for the headquarters and biosecurity facility relocation project.  That is all planning 
money for the project.  At the top of page 277, the amounts of capital are included in the totals for the 2009-10 
and 2010-11 forward estimates.  That is when the bulk of the expenditure and the building of the facilities will 
occur.  The parliamentary secretary has tabled as supplementary information a complete flow of those funds and 
when they will be spent on that project through the out years. 

[2.10 pm] 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The amount of $8.56 million that the member has referred to is the total cost of capital 
works. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Is that across all sectors? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Yes, that is across all sectors of agriculture.  An amount of $3.35 million has been 
allocated to the new headquarters and the biosecurity relocation project, and that is outlined at the bottom of 
page 276.  The other $5.2 million is made up of $3.3 million for the capital equipment replacement program; 
$700 000 for the bait production unit; $560 000 for planning the phase 1 rollout of Agriculture Research Western 
Australia, which involves its co-location with Murdoch University in the first instance and extends to University 
of Western Australia and Curtin University in the out years; and $650 000 for the south Boulder quarantine 
inspection yards.  The total capital works budget is $8.56 million. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I allocated A47 to that supplementary information; it should have been A48. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I understand that we cannot table documents, but could they be handed across the 
chamber? 

The CHAIRMAN:  It was asked to be tabled, but supplementary information will be available to members. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We want to see it now. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Is there a reason that we cannot see it now? 

The CHAIRMAN:  No, not if the parliamentary secretary would like to pass it across the chamber. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I certainly did not have a problem with giving the member a copy.  My intention was to 
pass it across the chamber. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is only a little clearer now.  We were informed that $57.3 million was the total amount of 
capital works, but I still cannot quantify that.  It is beginning to appear to me that the $126 million relocation 
allocation is spread out well beyond 2010-11, and there is a total capital works component.  Correct me if I am 
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wrong, but no more than $3.35 million will be spent this year on the new headquarters and biosecurity relocation 
project, which was the essence of my question. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  This year there is only $3.35 million for the planning of that project and a further 
$560 000 for the planning of the Agriculture Research Western Australia phase 1 rollout.  However, if the 
member looks at the document that I have just given him, he will see the figure at the bottom of the page that is 
highlighted in beige.  That is the projection for the out years.  The total for the out years to 2010-11 is 
$126 million. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  In the beige area in the document that has just been presented to us is a figure of $21 million 
for 2007-08.  Where is that figure reflected in the budget papers? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  That is the total allocation.  The amount of $3.35 million is estimated to be expended in 
the coming year, and that is purely for planning reasons.  There will not be any visible works done; it is simply 
for planning at this stage.  That is the total amount of approved funding.  I invite the director general to clarify 
that matter. 
Mr I. Longson:  I apologise for the confusion.  The table that has been provided as supplementary information 
A48 indicates the approval of funds in the year that they have been approved and budgeted to be expended.  
These are the actual funds that have been allocated to the project.  In terms of the expenditure, as the 
parliamentary secretary has indicated, amounts of $3.35 million and $560 000 are expected to be spent in the 
coming year only on planning.  The full amounts for the $126 million and the allocation for phase 1 of 
Agriculture Research Western Australia at Murdoch are shown on page 277 in the forward estimates for 2009-10 
and 2010-11.  The project is still expected to be completed in the 2010-11 year and the money expense is cash 
flowed forward into those years.  Supplementary information A48 shows the approval of funds and in what year 
they have been cash flowed into. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  Is this $21 million approved funding under the budgetary process, or is this the department’s 
expected wish list expenditure?  Members deal only with what is in the budget papers.  We were not privy to the 
supplementary information previously.  We are approving the allocation and appropriation of funds.  I want to 
know what the relationship is between the $21 million for this year and the allocation to be appropriated today. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The balance of the $21 million will simply sit in reserves.  It has been pre-funded, as it 
were. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  Has it been pre-funded from last year? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Obviously, as the member has quite correctly identified, the expenditure to date is lower 
than the amounts that have been allocated.  It will equalise in 2010-11.  There is a degree of pre-funding going 
on.  That balance will simply sit in reserves.  However, the amount that will be expended in 2007-08 is 
$3.35 million.  That will be the value of work done on the project.  The amount of $126 million will be allocated 
and expended from the current financial year all the way through to the end of 2010-11 when the project is 
completed. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I understand that, but the parliamentary secretary is certainly not painting a very clear picture.  
He has said that these moneys are reserved.  Does he mean that they are held in reserve?  By whom?  Are these 
reserves approved by Treasury? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Yes. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Where is the money? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I will refer that to the director general. 

[2.20 pm] 

Mr I. Longson:  Again, I am sorry to add to the confusion.  The money is sitting in Treasury as part of the 
state’s general budget.  The explanation for approved funding in supplementary information A48 indicates that 
in 2002-03 there was approval for funding of $26 million for the project, and that was cash flowed as $5 million 
in 2006-07 and $21 million in 2007-08.  This table shows previous approvals, but in the current budget and in 
previous budgets, the expenditure had been deferred.  The initial reason for deferring it was that that was not 
sufficient funding to complete the project; the $26 million that was allocated was not sufficient to complete the 
project.  We went back to government, and in this budget the government has approved the additional 
$52 million required to complete the project.  Therefore, there is now full funding for the project.  It has been re-
cash flowed, as shown in the budget papers, with planning in earnest this financial year, and then the building 
will be completed by 2010-11.  This is a difference of showing the funding approvals and when those funds were 
approved.  What the budget papers clearly demonstrate is the government’s intent in terms of the expenditure of 
those now approved funds. 
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Mr G. SNOOK:  I have a further question.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Member for Moore, one question has turned into eight.  I ask that the member please make 
it succinct so that we can move on to other people who are on the list and waiting to ask questions. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I appreciate the Chairman’s advice, and I respect the need for that.  This is a very important 
matter.  The $126 million constitutes a substantial part of the total allocation from the government to the annual 
budget of the department.  It is very important to have this clear.  I must express my disappointment, 
parliamentary secretary, that this is not placed in a way that is clearly and transparently obvious; otherwise we 
would not have wasted all this time.  In answer to the director general’s response, in essence, the government is 
saying that there were insufficient funds last year to do anything about expenditure, and that a further additional 
amount of money was approved, but still not utilised, and here we are this year spending only $3.35 million.  Is 
that correct? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  No.  What we are basically suggesting is that in 2002-03, $26 million was allocated for 
the relocation.  With cost escalations and reviews of plans, it was realised that that was an inadequate figure.  
Really, it is just a bookkeeping entry.  The significant thing is that we are spending $3.35 million on the planning 
for the construction of the facility, and the total amount of $126 million will be expended by the end of 2010-11. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It will be, will it? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I do not know what the fundamental problem is with pre-funding.  Our commitment is to 
complete this project by 2010-11. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I can tell the parliamentary secretary that the department will need to get a wriggle on. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I cannot see any substance in the member’s concern. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The substance is in transparency; otherwise I would not have had to spend all this time trying 
to get some detail. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I now call the member for Stirling. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I draw the parliamentary secretary’s attention to the second dot point on page 256 relating 
to the relationship between the state and commonwealth governments with regard to natural resource 
management funding.  My understanding is that there has not been a commitment yet by the state government to 
Natural Heritage Trust 3, but there have in fact been announcements from the commonwealth about its 
commitment to that.  I can only assume that decisions are being made about the state government’s commitment 
to this funding.  I want to highlight the angst within the natural resource management groups, in particular, about 
a commitment beyond 2008.  With the substantial funds that they get now and the very rigorous processes that 
they need to go through, they are very keen to get the projects in place well ahead of time to ensure they can bed 
them down, and it concerns them that they do not have a commitment from the state government. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The commonwealth government made public its commitment to the ongoing funding of 
the national action plan for salinity, or NHT3, as it is referred to, two days before we handed down the state 
budget.  We have not as yet been provided with detail of what is on offer.  It is a better situation than what 
happened with the previous round, when it was in fact dumped upon us with no lead time, because, of course, we 
have funding for the next year; that is, 2007-08.  If the member looks at the headline funding of the department, 
which is $174 million in 2007-08 -  

Mr G. SNOOK:  What page is the parliamentary secretary referring to? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Page 253.  If he looks at that, he will notice that it falls to $127 million in the subsequent 
year.  That is simply because of the absence of the equivalent of the NAP funding.  We have a year to negotiate 
with the commonwealth government.  When we know the detail of what is on offer, we will have a chance to 
assess what is on offer, and we will have a chance to assess how much we will put into the project.  Therefore, 
what I am suggesting is that that figure is missing in out years, and it probably punches a hole in the budget in 
the order of $42 million.  That is the primary explanation for the decrease in headline funding.  The simple 
answer is that we were informed about the level of funding two days before we delivered our budget, without 
any detail.  Therefore, over the next year those negotiations will take place, and I think we can be confident that 
there will be allocations in out years. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I have a further question.  I put to the parliamentary secretary that the government does 
not have 12 months to work something through.  I believe there have been historical issues in funding natural 
resource management.  Largely, it probably comes down to federal-state relations.  By not making commitments, 
it always leaves a bit of lag time and hence a hole in the funding needs of the people who are delivering on the 
ground.  I appreciate the need to do the deals, but I put to the parliamentary secretary that the period of 
12 months is not the time frame that we have.  I would have thought it is considerably less than that.  We need to 
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give some lead time to the natural resource management groups to be able to deliver their programs, otherwise 
we will finish up with a hole and hence a lack of commitment.  This is creating substantial angst in those groups. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  We will endeavour to move as fast as possible.  However, I am sure that the member is 
not suggesting that we should have signed up to a deal on which we still have no detail and on which we did not 
have the bottom-line figure until two days before the budget.  However, having said that, we are better placed 
now than we were with the previous round of funding, whereby, because of the absence of detail and because of 
the difficulties in getting detail from and negotiating with the commonwealth government, Western Australia and 
other states had a delay of years in securing the funding.  Therefore, we are better placed than we were with the 
previous round. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I have a further question.  Can the parliamentary secretary confirm that the state is not in 
fact looking at some changes, from the state’s perspective, to how it funds its component, or is it simply prepared 
to follow the same model as previously? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I will get the director general to respond. 

Mr I. Longson:  There has been some preliminary review of the operations of NHT2 and NAP, the programs 
that will be supplanted from 2008-09 by the new NHT3 program, and some thoughts have been provided based 
on that.  The government commissioned the Hicks review.  It has also been the subject of Auditor General 
commentary, and the Department of Treasury and Finance has some reservations.  Those issues are before the 
NRM ministers now, and they are planning to develop the negotiation principles and have them endorsed by 
cabinet, and then proceed, as the parliamentary secretary said, to negotiate as quickly as possible.  Minister 
Chance will be the lead minister negotiating for the state.  Some changes are envisaged.  However, until the 
rules, from the commonwealth’s perspective, are known, it is difficult to engage on those.  For example, NHT3 
is now a much broader program, encompassing much more emphasis on biodiversity and issues such as climate 
change, and not solely salinity, which was the focus of the national action plan.  Therefore, some variances in 
focus by the commonwealth are expected.  Indeed, the state’s negotiating position is, as I said, before the NRM 
ministers as we speak.   

[2.30 pm] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I have a further question for the parliamentary secretary.  Could the parliamentary 
secretary expand on the reservations from Treasury that Mr Longson just mentioned? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I will get the director general to respond. 

Mr I. Longson:  They principally relate to the nature of the model that we are operating in Western Australia by 
providing funds to incorporated bodies that are not under the statutory control of the state.  Western Australia 
and Queensland are the only two states that operate that model.  It means that the state has responsibilities from 
the commonwealth to make sure that both the commonwealth’s funds and the state’s funds are acquitted, but 
there is no legal control over them.  Once the funds are handed to those separate legal entities, the incorporated 
bodies, although there is the threat of withholding further funding there is actually no control over what the 
funding is expended on, when it is expended and indeed the rules of expenditure.  The difficulty for the state, 
therefore, is that it is being asked to be responsible and to oversight the responsible expenditure of those funds 
on behalf of the commonwealth and the state without any legal power to follow through.  The issue that Treasury 
has raised is whether that should be a feature of the model going forward.  As I say, Western Australia and 
Queensland are the only two states that operate with that model.  Certainly, no-one is questioning the strong 
strength of having the regional bodies set the priorities, approve the projects and decide on what needs to be 
done in their regions.  That is not the issue.  The issue is what control there is over the expenditure to make sure 
it is spent on the agreed project purposes and that it is expended in the expected time line.  Indeed, this will be a 
problem coming up to the end of this program, because there will be a large amount of expenditure in 2007-08, 
and it is not at all clear whether that can be expended in time by 30 June.   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I will ask one question at this stage and come back to another question.  My question 
relates to the third dot point on page 264 in reference to the Biofuels Taskforce that was established by the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  And the member for Stirling. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  It was the member for Stirling, was it?  Could the parliamentary secretary tell me 
whether the Biofuels Taskforce has led to any successful resource proposal from government yet?  Are any funds 
flowing from government to assist with any biofuels strategy?  Can people trying to produce biofuels draw from 
any assistance program from government for the opportunities that biofuels present? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I will get the director general to answer this one. 

Mr I. Longson:  The report, as the member may know, has just been released.   
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Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I did not know it had just been released. 

Mr I. Longson:  It has just been released, I think in the past two weeks.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  In April. 

Mr I. Longson:  In April.  The minister is now seeking comment from interested parties on the 
recommendations and conclusions of that report, closing I believe on 15 July.  Subject to that comment, the 
government will consider its formal response to the task force recommendations and conclusions.  However, 
there is no allocation in these budget papers for the implementation of any of the recommendations.  Again, the 
report was handed down just before the budget was finalised.  The Department of Agriculture and Food has 
made a small allocation of $100 000 towards implementing some of the initial recommendations, or at least 
preparing further information that may be required as a result of government considering the recommendations 
in the report.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Could the parliamentary secretary confirm that the integrated agricultural research institute 
project has been delayed; and, if so, for how long has it been delayed? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Can the member please identify the page? 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The program is in capital works on page 276. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I confirm it has been delayed. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  By how long? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The funding was first approved in 2005-06 at the level of $28 million, with $25 million 
allocated to phase 1 and a further $3 million in 2006-07 for the start of phase 2; again, because escalations have 
required some additional funding.  I will get the director general to clarify exactly what the timing is for the 
rollout of phase 1. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  When I talk about the project, I mean the $125 million project; that is, the new agriculture 
facility and the integrated research facility.  
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The total budget for the project is $186.5 million.  From memory, there is about 
$60.5 million for the research institute co-located with the universities and $126 million for the relocation of the 
department and the biosecurity facilities. 

Mr I. Longson:  Again, without confusing ourselves, hopefully, in the budget papers at page 276 there is an 
explanation under the capital works program that $126.5 million, as indicated, has been allocated for the 
headquarters and biosecurity facilities.  There is an allocation in the budget and forward estimates of 
$60.3 million for the new phase 1, which is the facilities that need to be built at Murdoch University, plus 
planning for phases 2 and 3, which are whatever needs to be established at Curtin University of Technology and 
the University of Western Australia.  I draw attention to the second page of supplementary information A48, 
which shows again that the approved funding to date for these institute projects has been $28 million.  There was 
a supplementary addition of $32 million, which brought an allocation of $60 million to the project, which I 
referred to earlier.  There is an estimated further $19 million required to do whatever building and fit-out is 
needed at the University of Western Australia and Curtin University.  However, the bulk of the project, which is 
the relocation of the research teams, is at the Murdoch precinct and will be adjacent to Murdoch University 
facilities and/or the headquarters and biosecurity facilities, which is the subject of the $126.5 million budget 
item. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I have a supplementary question.  I do not really want to be confused; I want to have it 
clear in my mind.  The out years in the capital works contribution on page 277 in this year’s budget indicate that 
there is $8.56 million in 2007-08, $9.58 million in 2008-09, $25.046 million in 2009-10 and $88.703 million in 
2010-11.  Last year’s budget papers show very clearly that there was supposed to be $11.315 million last year, 
$40.3 million in this year’s budget, $60.6 million in 2008-09 and $3.6 million 2009-10.  It seems to me that there 
needs to be a clear message so that when members talk to their constituents they know exactly what is being 
spent; that is, whether the total is $188 million or whether the figure relates to just the relocation of the 
department’s headquarters or the new agricultural research facility.  I want a clear statement of exactly what will 
be spent this year on the agriculture research facility and what will be spent on the relocation of the biosecurity 
headquarters.  I am more than happy to receive that information by way of supplementary information.  I want a 
clear statement about exactly what will happen with those two projects, which amount to $188 million, and the 
years in which they will be funded.  I want to be able to tell people exactly what is going on. 

[2.40 pm] 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I think I can put the member’s mind at rest.  The reasons for the delay have been, as I 
said, cost escalations.  However, to give the member the detail he is seeking, in 2007-08 approximately 
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$3.3 million will be expended on the new headquarters and $560 000 on phase 1 of the integrated agricultural 
research institute.  I will provide the total figure rather than breaking it down into individual items.  Of the 
$186 million, the money will be spent as follows: $5.2 million in the coming year, $9.58 million in 2008-09, 
$25 million in 2009-10, $88.7 million in 2010-11 and $72.84 million in 2011-12.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Those two projects have been delayed by not just one year, but two years.  

Mr I. Longson:  I will defer to Mike Marsh, who has responsibility for the project. 

Mr M.J. Marsh:  The cash flows have been deferred by a year at the tail end of the project.  From our point of 
view, for construction purposes, it means that the project will be delayed from 30 June to 1 July.  We need to 
manage the payments of the money out on the project, but we are planning to keep the construction on schedule.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I refer to the last dot point on page 257.  I assume that this will be a product of the 
Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Bill, which will provide an opportunity to charge fees back to the 
industry to raise funds for various projects and initiatives.  One such initiative is footrot control.  It is clearly an 
issue in my electorate, and one about which a number of farmers are anxious.  I refer to the department’s 
commitment to eradicate footrot.  One of the points of anxiety is that when the opportunity comes to charge fees 
back to industry, the industry will be laden with the full breadth of eradicating footrot.  The department’s 
commitment, which was made some time ago, may not be ongoing.  I ask the parliamentary secretary to 
comment on that. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I ask the director general to respond.   

Mr I. Longson:  The member has picked it well.  The industry has a view that it wants to continue with a footrot 
campaign, which is largely perceived to be of direct benefit to those in the industry.  The negotiated position, 
which I understand the Western Australian Farmers Federation and the Pastoralists and Graziers Association 
agreed to, is that they will raise $600 000 a year and contribute that money to the fund.  The Department of 
Agriculture and Food will continue to provide $250 000 towards that campaign for a total budget of $850 000 a 
year which, I understand, is recommended not only for the required resources to run the program that the 
producers want, but also because that amount is similar to current levels of expenditure on the problem.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Is that $250 000 a historical figure?  

Mr I. Longson:  No, historically it is has been in the order of $500 000 and $800 000 a year.  However, given 
the range of requirements, it was decided that that ongoing amount would not eradicate the problem and that it 
was a management problem that would always be with us.  Therefore, it was deemed appropriate that the 
industry deal with the problem.  Industry had its own view about the size of the program and what it wanted 
done.  It has negotiated the position of shared responsibility which, I think, will become a feature of other 
management issues in agriculture in the future.  
The CHAIRMAN:  Members, I bring to your attention the fact that we are halfway through the session and yet 
we are still on division 13.  I am happy to continue with that division if that is the desire of the committee.  
However, we must get through divisions 14, 15, 16 and17.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Madam Chair, noting the importance of agriculture, and without trying to disparage regional 
development, I am sure you would accede to the fact that we must spend a disproportionate amount of time on 
agriculture.   

I refer to page “Major Achievements for 2006-07” on page 272 of the Budget Statements.  The first dot point 
refers to the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Bill.  The bill is currently in the upper house with a series 
of amendments before it, some of which have been introduced by the Minister for Agriculture and Food.  One of 
those amendments, I am informed, seeks to allow the department or some section of it to form into an authority.  
Is that an accurate understanding of what the amendment is about?  Is that the government’s desire?  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I will ask the director general to respond.  

Mr I. Longson:  If passed, the amendment will enable the Department of Agriculture and Food to legally be a 
member of boards in situations in which it is required to join those boards if they have a common-good value for 
agriculture.  For example, many of the cooperative research centres require a legal incorporated body and a 
board.  The department is not able to sit as a board member on those legal entities, because it is not a legal entity 
in its  own right.  It is that sort of activity that the Department of Agriculture and Food seeks to redress with that 
amendment.  There are also issues about the grain breeding programs whereby we must enter into arrangements 
with commercial companies.  We are precluded from doing that under the current arrangement.  The amendment 
will set up the instrument.  It has to be approved by the minister and the Treasurer.  There are controls over the 
use of that power by the Department of Agriculture and Food.  It is an attempt to redress our inability to 
participate in things that we believe are of benefit to agriculture.  
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Mr G. SNOOK:  I understand that.  Does the scope of the amendment mean that the department could be 
deemed an authority?  

Mr I. Longson:  My understanding is that that was not envisaged any of the discussions about the bill.  I may 
need to take that question on notice.  Certainly, there has been no discussion about have the entire department set 
up as an independent authority in its own right.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Would the legislation provide that capacity?  

[2.50 pm] 

Mr I. Longson:  I would need to take that question on notice because, as the member knows, the bill is in the 
committee stage as we speak.  It has certainly not been discussed with me.  It is not the intent of the design.  If it 
is possible because of the clauses in the bill, I will need to take the question on notice and get back to the 
member on whether that is within the scope of the legislation. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I am uncertain, hence the question.  I wonder whether it was government policy or intent to 
move towards creating an authority.  It is not the government’s intent to do that? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  No, it is not. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Could I have that through supplementary information? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Can the parliamentary secretary please define exactly what will be in the supplementary 
information? 

Mr I. Longson:  I seek clarification on the question through the parliamentary secretary.  It certainly establishes 
the ability for the Department of Agriculture and Food to have an authority to participate in those commercial 
activities that I mentioned.  I am not aware of any intent by government - nor has it been expressed - to convert 
the Department of Agriculture and Food as a government department into an authority.  The direct question is 
whether the government envisages converting the Department of Agriculture and Food to an authority.  We can 
have that as a question on notice. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Or the capacity for the legislation to allow that to occur.  That is my point. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the parliamentary secretary happy to provide that information? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Yes. 

[Supplementary Information No A49.] 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I refer to animal diseases at page 262 of the Budget Statements.  Reference is made to 
the early identification of animal disease being critical to successful control.  What are the symptoms of OJD and 
BJD?  Should the treatment of those conditions simply involve veterinarians prescribing drugs for the affected 
young animals or should there be more of a multidisciplinary approach to the treatment of OJD and BJD?  Could 
the parliamentary secretary tell the committee what the symptoms of OJD and BJD are? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Perhaps the member can enlighten me.  What do OJD and BJD stand for? 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I would have thought that, from the parliamentary secretary’s vast experience of the area 
around Bassendean, he would have known that I am talking about ovine Johne’s disease and bovine Johne’s 
disease.  Maybe the parliamentary secretary can tell us what risks they present to the sheep and goats around 
Bassendean. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I do not think they present a lot of risk to the sheep and goats around Bassendean unless 
of course they have pizzle rot or they are engaging in too much bunting.  We should leave that as the answer and 
move on. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Does the parliamentary secretary want to give me the answers to the questions on 
notice? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Not really, no. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to “Major Policy Decisions” at page 258.  A budget is shown for assistance for 
regional saleyards.  Can I have an indication of where the $8.5 million will be spent in 2008-09?  I also note the 
references to the European house borer, red imported fire ant and European starling.  There is an ongoing budget 
for fire ants but not for the two other pests, which are pretty serious pests I might add.  As such, I have two 
questions: where the $8.5 million will be spent and why do the programs for the other two important pests not go 
into the out years.   
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Plans have not yet been developed for where the $8.5 million for assistance for regional 
saleyards will be spent.  The $8.5 million has been quarantined from the expected sale of the Midland saleyards 
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land.  The anticipated return from the sale is in the order of $38.5 million.  I believe that $30 million has been 
allocated to the Muchea saleyards.  Even if the funding for Muchea were inadequate, the $8.5 million has 
nevertheless been quarantined for regional yards.  The location has not been identified. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  My second question referred to European house borers, red imported fire ants and 
starlings.  The budget has an appropriation of $2.45 million to deal with starlings, which is a problem we are 
very concerned about.  The other two pests are also very important.  It seems that red imported fire ants are 
provided for in the out years but the other two pests are not.  What is the reason for that? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The member is suggesting that starlings are likely to be a problem in the out years.  The 
government is providing funding for only two years, but that is not because it believes that the problem will 
disappear.  It is simply that Treasury has asked us to come back later after an evaluation of the extent of the 
problem.  The Treasury will fund the problem on an “as needed” basis. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I expected that answer.  The fire ants are dealt with in the out years but the other two pests 
are not.  There is an inconsistency. 
Mr I. Longson:  I draw the attention of members to the fact that this is additional money allocated on top of 
money already allocated to these activities in the Department of Agriculture and Food.  The red imported fire ant 
is subject to a national cost-sharing agreement, which runs for a number of years.  I cannot recall when exactly it 
stops but, from memory, it is in 2012.  That is why it appears in the forward estimates.  It is nationally agreed 
and Western Australia is a participant in that agreement. 
We have been dealing with the European house borer as a Western Australian problem.  We have managed to 
get approval from the other states for national cost sharing.  However, there are a number of conditions.  Funding 
will be for two years only and industry is required to contribute 20 per cent of the cost of the program from 
1 January 2008.  There are a number of steps we have to go through with not only Treasury, but also our partners 
in a national cost-sharing arrangement.  They have agreed to fund the arrangement only to the end of calendar 
year 2008, hence the budget figures for the European house borer reflect that.  We fully intend, before the end of 
2008, to have a proposition on the table for state and federal cost sharing similar to the construction of the red 
imported fire ant program. 
European starlings are a state-only problem.  They are endemic across most of Australia except for Western 
Australia.  The state has made an additional allocation of $2.45 million for each of the next two financial years 
on the same basis; that is, by the end of the two-year period, we are to report on the cost-benefit analysis of 
continuing to push the starlings back to the Western Australian border, and on the program and resources 
required to do that.  There is no commitment by government to funding that at this stage, hence it does not 
appear in the forward estimates.  We will be making every effort to have a process that puts that compelling case 
on the table in calendar year 2008. 
[3.00 pm] 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The history of funding shows that in 2004-05 funding for starlings was only $400 000, 
but it rose to $755 000 in 2005-06.  If we look at the current budget period, we can see that there has been a 
substantial increase in funds in response to this program.  The member can be reassured that it is a serious 
commitment to a very serious problem.  If it requires further funding in out years, it will get it at an appropriate 
level. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  The third dot point on page 256 of the Budget Statements refers to climate change.  A 
number of people have made representations to me about the research and development that we might undertake 
to enable us to adapt as an industry to the likely products of climate change.  I also draw attention to the first dot 
point on page 269, which refers to the finalised phase 1 report, which looks at the south west a little more closely 
in this regard.  I would like to get some comment from the parliamentary secretary about the resource 
commitment of the department to the issue of climate change and the adaptation of the agricultural industry in 
response, as well as the opportunities that may well arise from that.  I am not familiar with the phase 1 report.  Is 
it publicly available, and how does it fit with the directions of the department? 

Mr D. Hartley:  As members would know, climate change is a very significant issue for Western Australia.  
There are predictions that we could experience a dramatic or significant decrease in rainfall during winter, which 
would have a big impact on our crop production.  There could be a slight increase in rainfall in summer, but, 
more importantly, there would be a temperature rise.  We are already seeing evidence of isohyet lines moving 
westward.  It is a significant issue.  We have responded to that with something in the order of $1 million of 
research funding over a five-year period. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Over five years? 
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Mr D. Hartley:  Over a five-year period.  That is to look at the adaptation of agriculture to climate change.  In 
addition to that, we have done this study in the south west of the state, and I can see no reason that it could not be 
made available. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  That would be great, thanks. 

Mr D. Hartley:  We will continue our input into this area.  The proposed level of funding is approximately 
$1.2 million a year.  This is a mixture of consolidated funds and industry research funds to look at climate 
change adaptation modelling and for research on mitigation and carbon sequestration as options for agriculture to 
offset some of its greenhouse emissions.  As members probably know, something like 20 per cent of the 
greenhouse emissions in the state come from agricultural systems.   
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Does the parliamentary secretary really consider that $1 million over five years towards 
research for the adaptation of the agricultural industry in response to climate change is sufficient? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The first thing is that we need to scope the level of work that we need to do.  The 
funding is considered sufficient for that and for the current identified commitments.  I invite Mr Hartley to add 
anything further. 
Mr D. Hartley:  The $1 million over five years is to find out what the situation is.  I remind the member that 
despite the fact that climate change appears to have been only recently discovered, we at least have been doing 
work on it for the past five years.  I reiterate that we intend for our budget to be about $1.2 million a year from 
this point onwards.  Therefore, $1.2 million is allocated for next year, and the figure for the year after that is 
quite similar.  We are certainly ramping up our input into - 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Is that largely for a scoping study to work out what research needs to be done? 
Mr D. Hartley:  It is largely to do modelling, and to scope out and to try to predict what the impact will be.  
Then we will be able to do more detailed research to decide what we need to do to respond and adapt to the 
potential changes.   
Mr G. SNOOK:  Talking further on the topic of change and innovation, and the need to adapt and adopt and use 
technology, I refer the parliamentary secretary to page 254 of the Budget Statements.  The eighth dot point refers 
to the adoption of new food and fibre production technologies, including the use of biotechnology, etc.  We 
should keep in mind that the department’s mission is -  

The Department will accelerate the success of agriculture, food and fibre industries through 
information, science and innovation, responsible management of the resource base, policy and 
regulation across all elements of the supply chain. 

Given that part of the mission is to accelerate success in the area of biotechnology and science, is the 
parliamentary secretary comfortable that the government’s policy of a moratorium on the growing of genetically 
modified crops does not cut across the bows of the policy? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am comfortable with it.  I think the government’s approach is a cautious approach. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  Like the cautious approach of building a new headquarters? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  GM-free status is a bit like virginity; it can only be lost once.  This government is 
guarding its GM-free status.  We should ensure that the benefits of GM are proved up and not just take some sort 
of blue-sky approach to the future, whereby we assume that there are no problems and that markets do not value 
our GM-free status.  Once we give it away and proceed down the path of GM, that opportunity will be gone.  
Therefore, this government is actively reviewing the approach.  The moratorium lasts, as I understand it, for this 
term of government, and it will be reviewed as we go.  I think that is entirely wise and entirely cautious.  I think 
that protects the long-term viability of our market.  The worst-case scenario is that we are a bit behind. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  What market is the parliamentary secretary referring to?  What market are we protecting? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  We have had discussions about GM-free canola in this place and the premiums that it 
attracts.  I think it is an integrated problem because once -  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  An integrated problem? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  It is an integrated problem in the sense that once agricultural products are marketed as 
being from a GM-free state, it is taken to mean that the state is GM-free across the board.  If we head down the 
GM pathway, it will be done only after careful consideration and when all the benefits are apparent.  Therefore, I 
am entirely comfortable with the government’s approach. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  When the parliamentary secretary says that that is the policy, I take it he means that it is the 
minister’s policy and, obviously, the member’s policy as parliamentary secretary.  Is that also the policy and 
view of the department, universities or scientists? 
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Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am here to represent the minister’s view and therefore the government’s view.  I will 
not pretend to speak on the view of individuals.  I know that, like many other issues, people approach the issue 
of GM from divergent viewpoints.  I would not pretend to be able to speak on behalf of those people.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  The parliamentary secretary is representing the department here.  Is that also the view of the 
department and the science industry? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am representing the government and the minister.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  The parliamentary secretary is continuing to duck and weave - 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am not ducking and weaving.  I have been quite clear in my response.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to “Major Initiatives For 2007-08” and the third dot point from the bottom of 
page 274.  It talks about leadership and technical advice.  I could not find another dot point.  I want to refer 
particularly to bedstraw, which is mentioned in that paragraph.  What is the status of bedstraw in Western 
Australia?  How many farms have been declared quarantined?  Has any compensation been paid to farmers?  
Does the government intend to buy out any farmers?  Is it intended that the compensation continue or be 
expanded? 

[3.10 pm] 

Mr I. Longson:  I would need to take the specifics as a question on notice.  I have a general understanding, and I 
am aware that we are in the process of securing payment to one grower, if we have not already done so.  In terms 
of the numbers and the specifics, I would like to provide that as supplementary information so that I can present 
an accurate response. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I would like the parliamentary secretary to provide information about the status of 
bedstraw as a declared weed, how many farms have been quarantined, what compensation has been paid, and 
whether the government intends to purchase farms.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am happy to provide that information. 

[Supplementary Information No A50.] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I have had representations from some of the farmers, and I understand it is possible for the 
government to buy properties and onsell them or use them as one of the Forest Products Commission’s 
agroforestry projects.  It seems to me that farmers are being well and truly put through the wringer.  There are 
options to resolve these issues, but they just seem to take an inordinate amount of time.  If the parliamentary 
secretary can provide the information, I can follow the matter up.  

[Mr M.J. Cowper took the chair.] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I refer the parliamentary secretary to the list of completed capital works on page 276.  
There is a line item in that list for the Kimberley regional office, or the Frank Wise Institute, which I was 
fortunate to visit last year.  Having looked at the facility, I am aware that, as with many research stations, it is 
really on a maintenance-type program.  Given that expressions of interest have been sought for stage 2 of the 
Ord project, does the department have any intention of ramping up its commitment to the Frank Wise Institute as 
a facility to support the needs of the agricultural community in the Kimberley? 

Mr I. Longson:  When the institute was designed, there was the very real prospect that Ord stage 2 would 
proceed, and therefore considerable thought has been given to what will be required in the way of support 
facilities for staff and laboratories at the Frank Wise Institute.  I will hand over to Mr Mike Marsh, who has 
responsibility for capital projects. 

Mr M.J. Marsh:  Construction is currently going on at the Frank Wise Institute to develop office and laboratory 
facilities to provide a much higher level of support to the agricultural functions in the area.  In part, this is 
motivated by the need for an appropriate level of support, should Ord stage 2 be commenced.  Nine extra 
agricultural and support staff will be able to be accommodated in the new facility.  The construction of the office 
and laboratory facility is not running on schedule.  It was originally planned to be completed by the end of this 
month, but it would appear that under the current building program it will be completed by the end of September.  
The capability of that facility to provide support for Ord stage 2 should be well and truly in place in anticipation 
of that project taking place. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I draw to the attention of members that we still have divisions 14, 15, 16 and 17 to consider, 
and we have about 15 minutes of allocated time left. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  In the absence of any other dot point that I can think of, I again draw attention to the line 
item for the Frank Wise Institute on page 276, and to the research being carried out there on genetically modified 
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cotton.  Is it the intention of the government to maintain its position on genetically modified cotton, and how 
does that impact on Ord stage 2, given that the two major crops, according to the submissions of the proponents, 
will be sugar cane and genetically modified cotton?  Does the government intend to stand by its decision, and 
how will that affect the viability of Ord stage 2?  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The member will be aware that a ministerial genetically modified organism reference 
group and a special advisory panel were established in early 2006.  The group is developing a series of 
discussion papers, which will be released for public consultation.  The first of these commodity discussion 
papers relates to cotton in the Ord River irrigation area.  The paper will cover an overview of the cotton industry, 
the performance of GM cotton, issues with the supply chain, and marketing, health, environmental and legal 
issues, in considering the overall impact on the state and its international competitiveness.  The second of the 
papers will focus on canola.  That is an example of the cautious and informed approach that the government is 
taking to the issue.  We are not ignoring it or turning our back on it; we are developing our final approach 
through cautious and informed research.  I ask the director general whether he has anything to add. 

Mr I. Longson:  I do not really have anything to add.  The discussion paper, I understand, will be released 
shortly, and the government intends to do a review of its position on genetically modified cotton in 2008 in 
conjunction with its review of its position on GM crops generally.  That is about all I can add.  In terms of the 
technical assessment of the suitability of genetically modified cotton as a potential crop for the Ord, it appears as 
a prospective crop alongside sugar.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I could not have said it better myself, given the director general’s position, but the question 
that I asked was directed to the parliamentary secretary.  Given that the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas 
Act 2003 will be compulsorily reviewed in 2008, will the government wait until 2008 before it makes a decision 
on GM cotton?  Given that the government is out there asking for submissions for the use of the land in Ord 
stage 2, how can it in all conscience, given that GM cotton is grown in the most other states, including New 
South Wales and Queensland, embrace this stupid policy of not adopting a crop that is grown elsewhere?  There 
is no doubt in my mind that Ord stage 2 will not be a viable proposition unless there is the option of having GM 
cotton in the mix.  Will the government stick to that decision and say unequivocally that it will not agree to allow 
GM cotton to be grown?  Significant investment, to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars, is ready to go 
into Ord stage 2, while the government is standing on the hose about GM cotton.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I note the view of the member, and how different it is from that of the government.  The 
government will wait until there has been adequate public consultation after the discussion papers have been 
released, and the government will reserve its position.  It is entirely consistent with the answer I gave the 
member for Moore about making thorough decisions, rather than making decisions in haste. 

[3.20 pm] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Is it not true that the government has asked for expressions of interest from investors in 
Ord stage 2 and that genetically modified cotton is one of the areas that they would look at?  Can the government 
afford to wait until 2008?  Surely that issue is imminent.  I presume that expressions of interest are coming in 
now.  Does the government still intend to obfuscate?  It is an unbelievable position for the government to hold.  
Given that genetically modified cotton is grown very successfully in other states, how can the government say 
that it cannot be done in Western Australia?  How can the government make a project work if it cuts out one of 
the most important crops? 

The CHAIRMAN:  I need a question for the parliamentary secretary. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I remind the member that 2008 is not that far away.  Although I note the member’s 
views, there is nothing that I can add to the answer that I have given previously. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I will secede my question as we need to move on. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


