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Division 12:  Department of Agriculture, $121 595 000 -  
Hon Kate Doust, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon Kim Chance, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. 

Dr G. Robertson, Director General. 

Mr I. Longson, Executive Director, Policy and Business Services. 

Mr R. Lucas, Acting Executive Director, Corporate Services. 

Mr R. Delane, Executive Director, Plant Industries. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I would like to 
welcome you to today’s hearing.  Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in 
assisting Parliament to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The committee 
values that assistance.   

It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the Budget Statements volumes or the consolidated fund 
estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount, and so on in preface to their questions.  If 
supplementary information is to be provided, I ask your cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the 
committee’s clerk within five working days of receipt of the questions.  An example of the required Hansard 
style for the documents has been provided to your advisers.   

The committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the 
extent of personal observations.  For the benefit of members and Hansard, I ask the minister to introduce his 
advisers to the committee, and for each adviser to please state their full name, contact address and the capacity in 
which they appear before the committee.   
Has each witness read, understood and completed the Information for Witnesses form? 
WITNESSES:  Yes. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Do all the witnesses fully understand the meaning and effect of the provisions of 
that document? 
WITNESSES:  Yes. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Before commencing the questions, I indicate that the lead speakers for the parties 
for this section tonight are Hon Dee Margetts for the Greens (WA), Hon Frank Hough for One Nation, Hon 
Murray Criddle for the National Party, Hon Ed Dermer for the Labor Party and Hon Bruce Donaldson for the 
Liberal Party.  Given that only an hour has been allocated to this division, I ask people to keep their questions 
and responses as succinct as possible.   
[8.10 pm]  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to the appropriation and forward estimates table on page 219.  We can all 
see that there has been a cut to the budget of about $7 million.  I assume that the 3.3 per cent inflation rate has 
not been factored in, which would mean that there is a greater cut to the budget than what appears in the budget 
papers.  The number of full-time equivalents has dropped to 1 566.  What will this mean to the department’s 
expenditure?  What services will be cut and from which areas did those employees who are no longer part of the 
Department of Agriculture come?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Bruce Donaldson referred to a $7 million reduction.  Presumably, that figure is 
predicated on a comparison of the 2002-03 estimated actual of $128 million and the 2003-04 budget estimate of 
$121 million, which is shown on the fifth line item in the first list of figures on page 219.  The honourable 
member justifiably points to that as a $7 million reduction.  Without the supporting information in the budget, it 
is a reasonable assumption to draw.  I am a long-term critic of the way the budget papers are presented as they 
provide insufficient information for members to make judgments.  I am not at all critical of Hon Bruce 
Donaldson drawing that assumption.  In point of fact, there is a reduction.  I have figures, but I will go into those 
later as I think Hon Murray Criddle will ask a question about them.  I will leave those until then so that I can 
explain what is the core consolidated fund reduction.  There are two principal reasons for the $7 million 
reduction, both of which relate to the finalisation of one-off programs.  There is a reduction of $4.23 million as a 
result of the finalisation of the dairy industry assistance plan.  That plan finished in 2002-03, and the 
$4.23 million funding is not carried forward into the next budget year.  The other significant part of the reduction 
is the finalisation of drought-affected farming communities assistance, which represents $3.4 million.  Last year 
we budgeted for a drought, but this year we did not.  Other programs that have ended are the adverse seasons 
funding of $600 000 and the $1.6 million commitment that comprised the Western Australian contribution to the 
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eradication of red imported fire ants in Queensland.  That program ended in the current year and there is no 
provision for it in this year’s budget.  Those figures add up to far more than $7 million; however, a number of 
increases offset that.  It balances at about $7 million.  We will go into the finer details soon.  The short answer to 
the question is that in 2002-03 a number of one-off or, more accurately, ad hoc funding measures finished.  Sums 
that were allocated for 2002-03 do not reappear in 2003-04.  That makes up the bulk of that $7 million.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Has the 3.3 per cent inflation rate, which the Treasurer has recognised, been 
factored into the budget?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, it has.  There is an increase in the recurrent consolidated fund base to the Department 
of Agriculture of $1.596 million.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The eighth dot point on page 231, under major achievements for 2002-03, refers 
to the department’s having developed guidelines for and managed its contribution to the dry season advisory 
response.  That included the distribution of grants of up to $6 000 for drought-affected regions.  How many 
applications for that $6 000 have been received, how many were approved and what is the total that has been 
allocated?   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am certain that we can provide those figures.  They are readily available but we may not 
have them with us tonight.  The rate of approval for agricultural-related applications for what we call the dry 
seasons assistance scheme 2 is 90 per cent, and the rate of approval for applications relating to the pastoral area 
is at this stage 100 per cent.  We will provide the member with the exact figures later.  They are sent to me on a 
monthly basis, so I know that they are readily available.  Very approximately, $3 million has been distributed to 
farmers and pastoralists under that provision.  We will provide up-to-date information.  It is a rapidly moving 
issue.  
[Supplementary Information No 19.] 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The third dot point on page 232 refers to mutation breeding methods which have 
been successfully utilised for a key herbicide tolerance trait in wheat and which will be used to develop tolerance 
to new herbicide groups and improved disease resistance.  These will also be applied to lupins, faba beans, 
barley and some oilseed crops.  Could the minister explain what the department is looking for in the way of 
herbicide tolerance?  I realise that it is not resistance.  What types of chemicals or herbicides does the breeding 
program target?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will bounce this to the scientists as it is a scientific question.   

Dr ROBERTSON:  The work with herbicide tolerance has involved the use of a non-genetically modified gene, 
imidazolinone, which is originally from BASF Australia Ltd.  We have identified another couple of naturally 
occurring genes for that resistance.  We have over the past three years put it into a number of Australian wheats, 
including varieties such as Wyalkatchem in Western Australia.  It is not one of the GM proprietary genes, but it 
is a national one that is working quite well in Western Australian circumstances.   

[8.20 pm] 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Legislation is before the House relating to genetic modification.  What role is the 
Department of Agriculture playing in undertaking ongoing market research into the developments around the 
rest of the world?  What role does the department see it will play in the ongoing debate?  Given the moratorium 
is in place, if established by the Houses of Parliament, the minister could intercede and within two years, say, 
determine that sufficient advice around the world indicates that the GM bogyman is not as first appeared.  I 
wonder where the Department of Agriculture will place itself in providing advice to a minister of the Crown at 
the appropriate time.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will leave the first part of the question for Dr Robertson.  It is effectively a question 
about the development of the science itself.  To the second part of the question, from the Government’s point of 
view the department has an important role to play.  It is primarily a scientific organisation, rather than a market 
research organisation.  It has some skills in economic analysis and research; however, that is an area for which 
we need to look outside the industry.  It is a much bigger question than the agricultural aspect.  It is essentially a 
question about marketing, and not so much about the production elements, where our strengths lie.  To put the 
question in context - that is, what is the department’s role in respect of the community’s analysis of the difficult 
questions - the department and the ministry share a common view that the department’s role is to facilitate 
informed debate about the agricultural and consumer-related issues insofar as we are qualified to do so.  We see 
ourselves playing an important role.  The department has already on its own, and in conjunction with other 
parties - notably, Women in Agriculture - played an important role in getting information, both scientific and 
consumer-based, into consumers’ hands.  Women in Agriculture put consumer-based information in the public 
domain with the department’s sponsorship.  People with wide-ranging views about the role of GMs in society 
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were drawn into the process, which was best exemplified by the seminar held a few months ago at the University 
of Western Australia.   

Dr ROBERTSON:  The department’s role is in two areas.  First, we focus very much on understanding the 
genetics of the plants with which we work.  This is particularly the case with wheat, barley and some of the other 
pastures, which are the main ones.  Wheat is a complicated plant in its genetics, and has three complete sets of 
chromosomes.  It has an immense set of genes.  If one understands where they are, and when and how they are 
expressed, one can make significant gains.  Second, we are very involved in keeping a watching brief on the GM 
technology itself.  We look at what people might bring into Western Australia for trial purposes and provide 
direct advice of a technical nature back to the federal Office of the Gene Technology Regulator.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  One of the department’s major initiatives for 2003-04 under output 2, agricultural 
resource management, is to develop an improved regulatory process for managing large scale drainage 
developments in agricultural areas.  I refer to page 235 of budget paper No 2.  How much is budgeted for in 
2003-04 for the initiative, and will the Department of Agriculture work in conjunction with the Water and Rivers 
Commission on the initiative?  What liaison will occur and advice be sought from other departments? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  As part of the salinity funding matrix, that program lies within the Department of 
Agriculture’s budget.  The drainage component of the agriculture resource management project is entitled the 
engineering water management system.  The estimated actual expenditure for the coming year was 
$1.56 million.  The budget estimate, of course, will depend to some extent on progress with issues surrounding 
the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality bilateral agreement.  At this stage, the budgeted amount 
is $1.453 million for this financial year.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The second part the question was whether the Department of Agriculture will be 
working with the Water and Rivers Commission, and with which other departments will liaison occur on the 
project?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is almost certain that it will work with the Water and Rivers Commission, and probably 
the Department of Conservation and Land Management will be a close partner in that process.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  My second question relates to output 1, food and fibre industry developments, as 
outlined on page 232 of budget paper No 2.  This reads - 

further expansion of the Western Australian wine industry will be supported through the development 
and introduction of new water saving irrigation technologies to increase water efficiency and improve 
the quality of the wine grapes produced in key production areas, such as Frankland and Margaret River;   

What is the department’s budget for the development and introduction of the new water saving irrigation?  What 
time frame is set for the development and implementation of the technology, and will it be available to producers 
other than wine grape producers?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  While officers are researching the precise details, if available, I will answer the last 
question first.  Yes, the technology will almost certainly be made widely available.  Indeed, the department is 
already doing extensive work in viticulture and horticulture.  I am also aware of some innovative work on olive 
groves.  Water use efficiency is one of the most important and, in some areas, most badly needed innovations in 
agriculture today.  The irrigation systems we have relied on in the past, not only in the eastern States but also 
here, to some extent are archaic.  We have flood irrigation systems working on pastures and areas that have been 
adequately laser levelled and, in some cases, using far more water than is appropriate for the task or is 
environmentally sustainable.  I am not sure if we have located the numbers that the member asked for or if that is 
even possible - we will have to get back to the member about that.  However, I now refer to Dr Robertson. 

[8.30 pm] 

Dr ROBERTSON:  With regard to irrigation on viticulture, we can provide the specific data as supplementary 
information.  The technology used with viticulture and particularly wine grapes is quite different from the overall 
program used to enhance the efficiency of water use on general crops.  That is particularly so because we are 
considering a process with viticulture called deficit watering that involves detailed monitoring of the soil water 
conditions and replacing part of the water that is used.  It is proving to give not only excellent yields but also 
high quality grapes.  It is slightly different technology from the broader technologies that we have been using.   

[Supplementary Information No 20.] 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Will the money that was not spent in the Agriculture Protection Board’s budget for 
2002-03 be carried over to 2003-04?   
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Mr DELANE:  Yes, it will be.  Under the current budget management arrangements, all funds are carried 
forward as close as possible to the area where any under-expenditures occurred.  Those funds will be applied to 
those same areas in the coming year.   

Hon ED DERMER:  I refer to page 222 of the Budget Statements and major policy decisions.  Reference is made 
to the commonwealth Natural Heritage Trust.  Clearly, the forward estimate for 2004-05 includes a $5 million 
increase on the budget estimate for 2003-04.  I am interested in this increase and its implications for the work of 
the Department of Agriculture and the agricultural industry and community in general.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is an interesting question because since the budget papers were printed there has 
been a change in circumstances in that regard.  I heard about this change only today, but this question provides 
us with the opportunity to alert honourable members because it is a significant change.  A lot of confusion and 
uncertainty in the community has been caused by the interruptions in and the cuts to NHT funding.  Western 
Australia’s nominal allocation over the current year and the next two years was thought to have been only 
$42 million.  We are now aware that the NHT allocation in the next budget year will be some $3.9 million more 
than is advised in the budget papers.  That is a significant amount.  Notwithstanding that, the $42 million that 
will now become $45.9 million - which will still be spread over three years - is still significantly less than what 
we have received over the past five years when we have averaged about $27 million to $29 million a year.  It is 
true that the Commonwealth may provide further funding from a contestable $40 million Australia-wide regional 
pool over the next two years, but Western Australia’s share of this is uncertain at this stage.  Separately from the 
old national land care program moneys, the Commonwealth has provided $3.14 million up until 30 June 2003 for 
47 full-time equivalent coordinator positions throughout the State.   

At the moment we must think of the NHT as operating in three stages: NHT; NHT transitional; and NHT 2.  In 
some instances those three programs are operating at the same time and overlaying each other, so it tends to get a 
little complicated.  However, the lack of a smooth transition has frustrated the community that is only trying to 
get on with the stewardship of our natural resources.  The Commonwealth insists that we must distinguish 
between the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality and the NHT.  That is important because 
members must be aware that the State signed its bilateral agreement with the Commonwealth for NHT funding 
back in mid January this year.  However, not a single dollar has been received by the State notwithstanding that 
agreement.  Western Australia was the second State in Australia to achieve bilateral agreement with the 
Commonwealth - Victoria beat us by four or five days and I do not think it has received any funding either.  

On Thursday last week my office received a letter from Ministers Kemp and Truss that outlined arrangements 
for the NHT extension and confirmed statewide funding for 2002-03 and 2003-04.  I can now confidently advise 
that those funds will shortly be released by the Commonwealth.  When that happens, the Commonwealth has 
indicated to the State that WA’s allocation will be in the order of $12.8 million for 2002-03, which is down from 
almost $30 million - it is not much more than a third.  The allocation will be similar for 2003-04 with an 
additional $5.2 million for foundation funding and $6.8 million for priority projects.  A further $700 000 will be 
available for state level funding.   

The general message is that yes, it is complicated.  I am happy to recognise in the budget that there is an upward 
movement in the NHT funding from what has been, in this current year, a very low base historically.  However, 
we seem to be working our way through the relationship with the Commonwealth on the matter and I am 
absolutely delighted to give the Commonwealth credit for the additional $3.9 million that we became aware of 
today, even though it still leaves us well below our historical position.   

Hon ED DERMER:  I refer to the major achievements for 2002-03 that starts on page 229 and concludes on page 
231.  The seventh dot point on page 231 refers to a “Made by Japanese in WA” investment promotion.  I have a 
layman’s understanding of the difficulties that Australian agricultural products have had over the years in being 
exported to Japan, particularly with varieties of wheat and what is and is not appropriate for noodles.  Can the 
minister enlighten us as to the anticipated potential for this investment promotion to increase Western Australian 
agricultural exports to Japan?  

[8.40 pm] 

Dr ROBERTSON:  The program is very much based on the development in Japan where the food industry is 
increasingly outsourcing to other countries the production of food ingredients and final products.  The member 
may be aware of the very successful development of the frozen meal business by Kailis and France over the past 
two or three years which is now putting two million meals a year into a restaurant chain in Tokyo.  Following on 
from that, there was a recognition that a large number of Japanese companies were perhaps somewhat nervous 
about getting rid of the brand indicating that they were Japanese made but finding that they could get much 
better product in a place like Western Australia.  A group of Japanese business houses, largely in the food 
business, are now investing in Western Australia.  The group has taken a copyright on “made by Japanese in 
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Western Australia” as a brand.  We are hoping to see that particular trademark on supermarket shelves in Japan 
in the near future. 

Hon ED DERMER:  That sounds very encouraging.  I refer to the major achievements for 2002-03 on page 230, 
where the first dot point refers to the Department of Agriculture providing forecasts on the likelihood of a dry 
2002 season, which of course eventuated, and how the department delivered seasonal outlooks and a range of 
tactical options for growers confronted by the expected dry season.  I am interested in learning about the 
feedback that may have been received from farmers on the effectiveness of that advice and how helpful it was to 
them in managing that difficult season. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member asked an interesting question, because it is indeed a matter that Dr Robertson 
and I were discussing as recently as this afternoon.  The question of weather forecasting and its accuracy is 
clearly of vital interest to primary producers and others in Western Australia.  The accuracy of medium to long-
term forecasting, however, has been an issue for some years.  The reason it is an issue, even with our 
understanding of the El Nino concept and science around the southern oscillation index, is that the responses by 
the western side of continents generally, not merely Australia, to events of that Oceanic nature, are highly 
variable, and in Western Australia the El Nino responses can vary between positive and negative in the same 
year, which is in stark contrast to the eastern Australian position in which very clear and strong positive or 
negative indicators are good for the whole year.  However, the good news is that people in the Department of 
Agriculture have developed some very sophisticated and apparently very accurate forecasting technology.  There 
is also some private technology around, owned by a retired former employee of the Bureau of Meteorology in 
Western Australia.  That person and the Department of Agriculture are working very closely on developing 
models.  I have seen some of the history of those models taken over the past 15 years.  Some 13 of the 15 models 
were remarkably accurate.  The two that were a bit off were from earlier years.  I think that we are onto 
something.  To get that kind of accuracy in long-term forecasting in Western Australian interests is almost black 
magic and almost involves reading chicken entrails.  It looks to me as though we are getting somewhere.  I have 
been encouraged by what I have seen.  I discussed with Dr Robertson today devoting some additional resources 
to that area.  If we were able to indicate to farmers what seasonal conditions were likely to be, it would be the 
biggest single contribution that the Department of Agriculture could make to farmers and pastoralists in Western 
Australia.  If they know what will happen, they can tailor their operations accordingly.   

Hon ED DERMER:  They would know how much to invest in each season’s planting. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, if not to make more money, at least to minimise the losses during a drought.  If they 
can make those judgments early, they have the opportunity to do that.  I am looking forward to the area 
developing.  It is extremely exciting and its impact on farming will be revolutionary. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The first dot point on page 221 of significant issues and trends for agriculture states that 
there will be increasing opportunities to develop markets for new or value-added products; for example, new 
types of oil or protein products.  Does this extend to the development of the market for industrial load 
tetrahydrocannabinol hemp in view of the fact that it produces a good yield of biodegradable oil for industry and 
foodstuffs?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, it does.  However, as the member will be aware from his close interest in the 
legislative side of this industry, the first hurdle we must leap is the legislative hurdle.  I made inquiries today, in 
fact, about progress towards legislation which would enable the growing of industrial hemp in Western 
Australia.  I am informed that although something of a hiatus has occurred in the position of various agencies on 
this matter, we are now making progress.  I hope to have, if not introduced into the House this year, at least a 
draft in my hand by the end of this calendar year, possibly even during the spring session.  I am not making a 
promise that it will be introduced to the Parliament this year, but it will most certainly be ready for introduction 
in the autumn session next year.  I know it has taken a long time, and I am sorry about that, but we will at last 
have met our obligations to this industry, which is potentially a very important industry.  Once we jump that 
legislative hurdle, I would look forward to the department continuing the quite promising work that it did some 
years ago in its trials with industrial hemp.  Some exciting possibilities are to be found with the winter growing 
species of hemp, particularly out of China.  I am hopeful that we will start to see some realisation of that in the 
oil and fibre markets that are available for industrial hemp. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  This question might have to be put on notice, as it is more about the input to agriculture 
from the Government than the outgoings from agriculture.  Pages 7 and 21 of volume 1 refer to spending on 
agriculture, which is down by 5.3 per cent from almost $128.4 million in 2002-03 to $121.6 million in 2003-04.  

Spending on agriculture amounts to only 1.1 per cent of the total budget.  The first dot point on page 219 reveals 
that the agri-food industries represent more than nine per cent of the State’s economy and employ more that 11 
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per cent of the State’s work force.  Why does the Government see fit to allocate only 1.1 per cent of the total 
budget when the gross state product from agriculture is in the vicinity of nine per cent? 

[8.50 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is an interesting question.  I have not heard the question put in quite that way before.  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  It was not meant to be a trick question.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, it is a very interesting question.  I encourage the member to look at other production-
based portfolios.  Agriculture is among a number of other portfolios that rely on production.  The timber 
industry, for example, another of my portfolios, is also a significant contributor to the State’s revenue.  However, 
the allocation from the budget to the timber industry in a production sense is nil because the Forest Products 
Commission is not a consolidated fund agency.  We have borrowings and therefore it will appear in the estimates 
shortly.  However, its quite significant contribution to the economy is based on a nil consolidated fund 
allocation.  Fisheries, for example, a significant contributor in all its aspects, including pearling and wild fish 
capture, receives some allocation from the consolidated fund.  Primarily, those allocations are made for the 
interests of the recreational fishery because all the major fisheries are now fully cost recovered.  The new and 
developing fisheries - aquaculture - and the recreational fishery receive some support from the Government.  The 
mining industry, for example, makes a massive contribution to the State’s economy, yet it receives a tiny 
consolidated fund allocation.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is in other portfolios, such as the upgraded Geraldton port which benefits both 
industries.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is true, there is a crossover.  I am interested in the question and I would like to extend 
it further so that I can understand what it actually means.  If we want to examine the fundamentals of the 
agriculture budget, we must examine the difficulties we are having.  There is no need to deny that we are 
suffering from budget cuts.  However, they are not as great as they are sometimes presented; nonetheless, they 
are significant and real.  Another agency such as fisheries is rolling along very nicely and not suffering budget 
cuts.  Why is this occurring?  Fisheries, or at least the major fishing industries, have taken control of their 
industries.  They are self-funding.  The regulatory component is provided by government, but agriculture is yet 
to reach that stage.  It is still in a mendicant role, although in some areas it has done superbly well; for example, 
skeleton weed control is one of those areas.  In too many areas, large and mature industries are still looking to 
the Government for assistance.  Industries can do that but at a cost to themselves.  That is something that the 
fishing industries have come to terms with.  Many in agriculture have not come to terms with it.  That is one of 
the difficulties we have.  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  On page 223, the output and appropriation summary reveals that biosecurity will 
receive a reduction of $4.9 million from $63.5 million to $58.6. million.  Can rural Western Australia expect a 
decline in biosecurity standards in the face of this cut?  Can the Government guarantee Western Australian 
farmers that $58.6 million is sufficient to militate against the risk of an outbreak of serious animal diseases such 
as foot and mouth, mad cow and nipper virus, which have the potential to devastate our sheep and cattle 
industries?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Biosecurity is one of those areas in agriculture that is experiencing not only nominal 
increases but also real increases.  It is an area in which both the State and Commonwealth have made quite 
spectacular investments.  The budget sum compared with, for example, the 2002-03 budget - these are the 
comparable figures - was $51 million, and the 2003-04 budget is $58 million.  That means a $7 million increase.  
It is true that if we compare the 2002-03 estimated actual with the budget year figure, a reduction inevitably 
occurs because comparing budgets and actuals is not comparing apples with apples.  The largest component of 
the difference between those two figures is the reduction in the red fire ant funding commitment.  That is the end 
of our funding commitment to Queensland for that process.  It means that, although nationally we invested some 
$147 million in that project, our share of it came to an end in 2002-03 and is not required next year.  Another key 
issue was the animal health laboratories activities, which are expected to reduce as a result of the loss of export 
activities in China and Israel.  The third component was an Australian Quarantine Inspection Service funding 
adjustment, which is aligned with the commonwealth estimates.  Some of them represent accounting figures and 
some represent cessation of programs.  The key issue is to compare apples with apples and this is one area in 
which spending is increasing.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have had briefings from departmental officers and I thank the minister for them; 
they are appreciated.  I indicated to those people that I would require CF funding and Agriculture Protection 
Board funding.  If they are available for the preceding years and this year, will the minister table them?   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am happy to do that.  The APB figures are stripped of all external impacts.  They are the 
core funding allocations.  The APB budget figures do not include funding for skeleton weed because it is a 
variable.  They do not include the pastoralists’ contribution through the agriculture protection rate.  In 2000-01 
the core funding was $11.89 million; 2001-02, $11.137 million; 2002-03, $10.985 million; and 2003-04, 
$11.613 million.  Included in the Department of Agriculture’s budget, again without the one-off allocations, are 
the productivity and assurance dividends, the Expenditure Review Committee savings, and wage parity increases 
and the provision for cost inflation, but it is otherwise stripped to its base figure.  In 2000-01 that amount was 
$73.065 million.  In 2001-02 the amount was $69.001 million.  In 2002-03 the amount was $68.605 million and 
in 2003-04 it is $68.064 million.  An analysis of those figures shows a cash reduction of about $5 million.  It 
would be greater than that if the consumer price index were taken into account.  They are the cash figures.  I 
have an additional note on the Agriculture Protection Board money; it does not include funds for the locust 
program or money to top up the skeleton weed program.  It is basically the core funding.  Those are the issues.  I 
had not seen the numbers done in that way until tonight.  It indicates that the Government has made choices 
about its commitment to funding agriculture in relation to other agencies.  Those choices have costs in cash 
terms of $5 million a year, plus whatever the gearing is for CPI.  I am happy to be able to provide those figures 
in that form.  If I were able to find some way to punch another $20 million into that, I would be happy to do so; 
however, it would need to be an area that was justified by its scientific outcomes.  That is one aspect on which 
we are working tirelessly.   

[9.00 pm] 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I must declare an interest and say that that would be welcome.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Kate Doust):  Hon Murray Criddle, do you still require the information that 
the minister has just read out?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am happy with what he has read.  I thank the minister for presenting it.  I have 
some other questions that I would like to put on notice, and also one more question that I would like to ask now.  
I refer to the capital works program on page 240 of the Budget Statements.  The leading point under the works in 
progress is the initial planning for the new headquarter facility, the estimated total cost of which is $1 million.  If 
one goes to the papers with which I have been presented, they indicate that the development of that facility will 
cost $11 million and $14 million in the out years.  What planning has been done?  Where will the facility be 
built?  What progress has been made?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will be quick with my answer because Hon Barry House also wants to ask a question.  
Quite a lot of work has been done.  A range of options are being and have been considered for the South Perth 
and other sites, including Midland, Armadale and Cannington.  We are pretty much resolved on the current site.  
We have not yet decided whether collocation will occur or whether there will be a sell off of surplus land, but it 
is an interesting and broad question.  I am sure we would be delighted to provide Hon Murray Criddle and Hon 
Bruce Donaldson with a briefing on that matter to provide information in greater depth. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  This is a very important question; it concerns the dairy industry.  Shortly after taking 
office, the Minister for Agriculture gave a commitment at the Western Australian dairy industry conference held 
in Busselton in June that year that he would closely monitor the relationship between processors and retailers and 
take action if the farm gate price of milk to producers was forced too low.  At a crisis meeting at Boyanup 
recently, the minister indicated that it was unacceptable that the returns to producers had fallen by 20 to 25 per 
cent since then.  What actions are being taken to address the alarming situation that the Western Australian dairy 
industry is in?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not know whether this is a question to which I can give a short answer, but I will do 
my very best.  I predicated my statements, I think on both occasions, by saying that in the event of market failure 
in the dairy industry, I would take certain actions.  I do not believe there has been market failure.  What has 
happened in the dairy industry is a disgrace.  It is with great regret that I observe what is going on here.  
However, I cannot call it market failure because the international price is being received.  It is only market 
failure if one is not achieving the international price.  Everybody knew when the industry was deregulated that 
the best we could get was probably the international base price.  Notwithstanding that, I am supporting the 
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission-approved collective bargaining discussions that are taking 
place between producers and processors at this time.  As recently as today I spoke to a major national retail chain 
with the aim of having an increase in the price of milk passed on to producers.  I will speak to the other two 
major players in the retail sector on that issue.  I will provide that information to the collective bargaining 
process that is currently under way.  There is a chance we will get some support for that initiative from that 
sector.  A number of other matters are too detailed to go into now.  Also today I discussed with Mr Tony Pratico, 
the President of the Western Australian Farmers Federation milk section, a proposal on which he and 
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WAFarmers are working.  It has some fairly radical elements.  I had a brief discussion with Mr Ian Longson as 
he walked into the Chamber tonight.  I hope to speak with Mr Longson in more detail about that tomorrow.  In 
the event that the WAFarmers’ proposition can be fleshed out over the next week or two, I assure the member 
that that solution would require legislative action.  I will not say more than that.  In that event it would need to 
come back to this House for review.  A range of issues are being dealt with concurrently on milk prices.  It is a 
disgraceful situation.  Pre-deregulation, the farmers’ share of the consumer dollars in the milk industry was $1 in 
every $3.  It has now fallen to less than $1 in every $5.  That is not a sustainable situation.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I thank the Minister for Agriculture, Dr Robertson and the other officers from the 
Department of Agriculture for attending tonight. 

[9.10 pm] 
 


