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DIVISION 13:  AGRICULTURE - 

Supplementary Information No 43 

Question:  Hon Murray Criddle MLC asked about the location of the new livestock selling centre and whether 
the minister would table the relevant report. 

Answer:  Please find attached a copy of the Department of Agriculture's report "Midland Saleyard - Review of 
Saleyard Options".  [Copy of report held by Committee.] 

Supplementary Information No 44 

Question:  Hon Murray Criddle MLC asked:  A lot of border protection officers have come into Western 
Australia since the federal Government put $60 million into border protection.  How many of those officers are 
reflected in the FTEs in this budget? 

Answer:  

Total FTEs as at 30/6/01     1705 
Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service - Funded FTEs 122 
Total FTEs as at 7/6/02     1620 
AQIS - Funded FTEs     174 

A number of issues to be considered: 

 FTE figures included casual employees.  For 2000/2001 the casual usage was significantly higher due 
to several seasonal factors including the locust control program. 

 While AQIS figures increased by only 52 FTEs, a large proportion were part time positions.  The 
following figures cover the period from when the recruitment activity for FMD commenced in March 
2001: 

AQIS FTEs at February 2001, including Christmas Island, Kununurra, etc. 95 

AQIS FTEs at 7/6/02, including Christmas Island, Kununurra, etc.  174 

AQIS-funded FTE increase associated with FMD was 79 FTEs since March 2001. 

Question:  Hon Dee Margetts MLC asked:  

(1) With regard to the clearing of native vegetation that occurred on Melbourne location 2273 what action 
has been taken by the Department of Agriculture and the Commissioner of Soil and Land Conservation 
in relation to the matter? 

(2) With regard to the substantial and alleged illegal clearing of native vegetation by BGC (Australia) Pty 
Ltd, at the Lakes about 50 kms east of Perth, what actions/investigations including monitoring have 
been undertaken by the Department of Agriculture and Commissioner of Soil and Land Conservation to 
prevent further clearing and resultant degradation to the environment from taking place? 

(3) In relation to the substantial and alleged illegal clearing of vegetation on Swan Location 6398 just 
north of Lancelin, what action has been taken by the Department of Agriculture and the Commissioner 
of Soil and Land Conservation? 

Answer:  

(1) Following an investigation of this land clearing complaint, the owner was prosecuted in the Moora 
court on 6 March 2002.  The fine was $750 with $155.50 costs. 

(2) The non-notified land clearing brought to the Commissioner’s attention over the weekend of 15/16 
December 2001 was investigated and an order from the Supreme Court to prevent further clearing was 
obtained the following day.  Further orders were obtained in January prior to a Soil Conservation Notice 
being issued that prevents further clearing and development on the site.  The land has been monitored 
for compliance with the notice.  Investigation of this case is continuing. 

(3) The Commissioner recently investigated a complaint alleging illegal land clearing had occurred on 
Swan Location 6398. Enquiries revealed that the property is a Crown allotment in the metropolitan area, 
leased to the City of Stirling for an infant health centre, therefore the matter falls outside the area of 
responsibility of the Commissioner for Soil and Land Conservation. 

Question:  Hon Frank Hough asked: 
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(1) Page 5 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook booklet states that the Department of Agriculture "will 
continue to be a major player in the fight against salinity".  How will the $9 million budgeted for 
salinity management over 2002/03 be divided with respect to: 

 (a) further research and development, and appraisal schemes, and 

 (b) actual in-the-ground solutions such as the implementation of engineering measures to manage 
salinity? 

(2) Page 238 of Volume1 indicates that the average hourly costs of persons involved in salinity and natural 
resource Management has risen from an actual figure of $50.46 in 2000/01 to an estimated figure of 
$67.90 over 2002/03. Could the Government please explain how the increased expenses is justified in 
terms of benefits to land managers with salinity problems when no saline land has yet been salvaged? 

(3) Page 246 of Volume1 shows that recipients are now less satisfied than in the recent past with the way 
schemes are administered. In 2000/01 the figure was 94%. It is estimated that the 2001/02 figure was 
86%. This remains the target for 2002/03 and constitutes an 8% drop. Why has recipient satisfaction 
declined? 

Answer: 

(1) (a) The Department of Agriculture has budgeted expenditure of $3 million on salinity 
investigations, research and development, $2 million on appraisal schemes and $3.13 million 
on extension, information provision and support for community groups. 

  Major investment areas are: 
   Revegetation, productive use of saline land and development of low recharge farming 

systems ($1,025,000); 
   Surface and groundwater management ($420,000); 
   Rural towns investigations ($450,000); 
   Land resource assessment and monitoring ($823,000); 
   Development of commercial perennials ($280,000); 
   Rapid catchment appraisal ($2,000,000); 
   Regional extension, education and support to groups ($2,377,000); 
   Statewide management, coordination, national liaison and group support ($754,000) 
 (b) The Department of Agriculture will spend $321,000 on salinity catchment demonstrations and 

also directly support in-the-ground works in the rural towns program with direct grants to 
Shires of $550,000. 

(2) Total costs for salinity and natural resource management have decreased by approximately $3 million 
from 2000/01 to 2002/03.  The measure is new and reflects a change in the reduced number of people 
delivering activities at the same total cost. Following 2000/01, funding for salinity and natural resource 
management shifted to areas requiring less human resources per dollar expended, like demonstration 
catchments and hectares assessed for risks, options and impacts. 

(3) The 2001-02 and 2002-03 surveys will include a higher proportion of applicants for Exceptional 
Circumstances support.  The 2000-01 survey included a high number of training grant recipients as that 
type of support represented the most applications during that year.  Applications for training grants are 
simple with an almost 100% approval rate.  Applications for Exceptional Circumstances support are 
more complex and there is a higher number of applications that are declined due to applicants not 
meeting the eligibility criteria.  Furthermore, applicants for Exceptional Circumstances support are 
often in a more stressful situation and are dealing with Centrelink as well as the Department.  The 
anticipated 86% satisfaction rate compares well with the 1998-99 satisfaction rate of 85% and the 1999-
00 satisfaction rate of 88%. 

Question:  Hon Murray Criddle MLA asked:   

(1) With reference to p250 where it shows that FTEs are cut by 55, please detail the following: 
  Which offices will have staff cut? 
  How many staff will be removed from each office? 
  Which program/s do these staff deliver? 

(2) With reference to p228 where it is stated that a Major Policy Decision is a Revision to Service Delivery 
by $2 million in 2002-03 and $4 million in each of the budget out years.  Please provide the following:  
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  In the rationalisation of service delivery locations which offices are to be affected? 

  To what extent will they be affected? 

(3) With reference to p238 under the Cost (efficiency) Output Performance Measures where it states that 
the value of landcare grants has progressively fallen from $20.7 million in 2000-01 to $14 million in 
2002-03, please state:- 

  Why there is a reduction given that we are repeatedly told that this Government has not 
reduced the funds made available to landcare? 

  What regions will be affected? 

  How landcare groups will be affected? 

(4) Page 245 refers to the Cattle Industry Compensation Act.  Please detail the effect of changes to funding 
arrangements for the CICF and whether this will result in the capital component of the fund being 
eroded. 

Answer:  

(1) The staffing reduction is being effected through the management of the normal staff departures.  When 
an employee leaves the position so vacated is assessed to determine if it is critical to the achievement of 
the Department's service delivery targets. 

 If the position is not critical, the position is eliminated and a budget saving achieved.  If the position is 
critical to the service delivery target, transfer of an existing employee is explored and evaluated.  If a 
critical position cannot be filled by internal adjustment then the critical position will be advertised. 

 As this is a reactive process it is not appropriate to target reductions in a particular office or location. 

(2) The rationalisation of service delivery is likely to impact the resourcing in all locations but the intent of 
the management process is to ensure that there is no impact on the achievement of critical service 
delivery objectives.  The overall impact of the Major Policy Decision is about 3% reduction in staff 
resources. 

(3) (i) The figures reflect funding from the Commonwealth Government’s Natural Heritage Trust 
(NHT).  This funding is approved at the discretion of the Commonwealth NHT Ministerial 
Board and administered by the NHT Secretariat located within the Department of Agriculture. 

  The estimate for 2002-03 is based on extrapolations of Commonwealth budget figures and 
discussions with Commonwealth NHT officers. 

  It is anticipated that the Commonwealth’s total allocation for NHT to 2006-07 will also 
decline. 

  On the other hand the State’s allocation to natural resource management has actually increased.  
For example the State’s salinity expenditure has increased from $15 million in 1996 to more 
than $30 million currently.  Additionally the Government has identified approximately $60 
million in new funds for salinity and water quality projects during the next four years. 

 (ii) It is possible that all regions will be affected by the Commonwealth’s reduction in funding.  
The Government will lobby the Commonwealth as a matter of priority to ensure the regions 
receive foundation funding to refine and accredit regional strategies for implementation of 
NHT and the National Action Plan. 

  The Government has also endorsed the Salinity Investment Framework to ensure strategic 
investment of funds occurs across regions. 

 (iii) Less Commonwealth Government funding will be available for landcare groups to conduct 
group activities and implement projects.  However, the State has successfully negotiated with 
the Commonwealth to maintain agreements reached under the Commonwealth-State 
Partnership Agreement so that in-kind contributions from the community, government and 
industry will be recognised.  Consequently groups will not be required to find new additional 
funds. 

  Funds will also be available for groups not traditionally involved in landcare through the 
Australian Government Envirofund.  For example indigenous groups. 

(4) The proposed changes to the Cattle Industry Compensation Act will remove the matching component 
provided to future industry contributions from Consolidated Revenue.  The Funds capital position will 
not be effected providing industry contributes at the appropriate rate. 
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Question:  Hon Robin Chapple MLC:  Can the department provide a breakdown of the level of government 
support across relevant agencies for organic and biodynamic agricultural techniques in this budget? 

Answer:  The Department of Agriculture will provide direct support to the organic industry in Western Australia 
of $100,000 in 2002/03. 

The Department provides no specific support for organic and biodynamic techniques for the grains and 
horticulture industries in the budget. However, it does provide research for all growers and indirect support to 
organic and biodynamic growers through, for example, the development of disease resistant varieties, non-
chemical methods of weed control and the evaluation of different soil ameliorants (such as lime, gypsum, green 
manure crops) to supply nutrients to crops. That component of research that could be directly used by organic 
and biodynamic grain growers is conservatively valued at $400,000 in 2002/3. 

The Department and industry (through Horticulture Australia), fund an initiative to better understand the impact 
of compost on the sustainability of horticulture production systems on sandy soils. This supports industry 
development that underpins organic production techniques. Funding in 2002/03 will be more than $250,000. 

The Department of Agriculture will provide direct support for genetically modified techniques in 2002/03 of: 

 Regulation (requirements of national regulatory system)  $230,000 

 GM field trials (full cost recovery from industry)   $0 

 GM cotton evaluation and compliance with OGTR regulation  $450,000 

 Development of industry protocols      $  40,000 

         $720,000 

The Department of Agriculture is involved in developing advanced technologies, for use in conventional 
breeding programs for horticultural and field crops (not genetic modification), that have general application to 
agriculture, including the organic industry.  This work is undertaken in conjunction with agencies such as Curtin 
University, Murdoch University (State Agricultural Biotechnology Centre) and CSIRO. 
 


