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AGRICULTURE 
Question:  Hon Dee Margetts asked:  "Adoption of new food and fibre production technologies, including 
genetic engineering and other biotechnologies … (as) a major drive for change.  The introduction of functional 
foods will become progressively more important in the market place opening up many opportunities" as a 
"Significant Issue and Trend" in 2003-04. (p220, Budget Paper No. 2) 

1. With the Department of Agriculture's five-year moratorium on the release of genetically modified food 
crops in mind, how much of the Department's budget for 2003-04 has been earmarked for agricultural 
biotechnological research purposes? 

2. How much of this budget for biotechnology research will be spend on assessing the commercial potential 
and market opportunities for genetically modified food crops? 

Answer: 

1. $1.29 m is allocated to agricultural biotechnology research in 2003-04.   

Biotechnology is a generic term and includes gene technology and gene modification research and 
development. 

Biotechnology increasingly forms the basis of modern cereal breeding in the form of Functional 
Genomics, Marker Assisted Selection and Doubled Haploidy.  The Department's programs are at the 
forefront of this science in partnership with the State Agricultural Biotechnology Centre at Murdoch 
University, CSIRO Plant Industries and the CRC's for Molecular Plant Breeding and Value Added Wheat. 
The direct investment in 2003-04 in the cereal biotechnology research is $453,500, which attracts external 
funding of $1.49 million.  For pulses and oilseeds the investment is $83,500 with industry funding of 
$80,600. 

Expenditure in genetically modified (GM) cotton research is being reduced in 2003-04 to $250,000.  The 
Animal Health Laboratories will spend $230,000 on improved diagnostic and epidemiological tests for 
animal diseases in 2003-04. The Department is a partner in a national project, “Key Genes for 
Horticulture”, with CSIRO and Horticulture Australia looking at how colour development in apples is 
controlled.  The cost of $110,000 in 2003-04 is met from royalties on apple varieties.  The Department’s 
mango biotechnology project involves improving tissue culture systems and research into genetic 
improvement at a cost of $60,000.  A breeding/hybridisation technology, known as somatic fusion, is 
being applied in horticulture at a cost of $104,500 in 2003-04. 

2. The Department closely monitors information on market trends for genetically modified (GM) food 
crops, in particular GM canola, because the Government is concerned about the possible impacts on the 
marketing of the State’s non-GM agricultural produce.   

Funds have not been allocated for the specific purpose of assessing the commercial potential and market 
opportunities for GM food crops in 2003-04, as commercialisation prospects appear remote at this stage. 

However, the Department is conducting a cost-benefit analysis on GM lupins, at a cost of $20,000 in 
2003-04, to assist with future research and development decision-making. 

 

Question:  Hon Dee Margetts asked:  Funding for the Rural Business Development Corporation's Output 1: 
Farm business development has decreased from $11,670,000 in 2002-03 (Estimated Actual: $15,370,000) to 
$6,332,000 in 2003-04 (p259, Budget Paper No. 2).  Why has there been such a significant decrease in funding 
for farm business development? 

Answer:  Included in the 2002-03 budget was funding for a number of once only projects (three separate 
Exceptional Circumstances (EC) Declarations and the Dry Season 2002 Assistance Scheme). One EC 
declaration ceased in February 2003, the second ceases August 2003 and the third in March 2004. The 2003-04 
budget estimates are for the  remaining second year payments for these declarations. 

Question:  Hon Dee Margetts asked:  Under the Department of Agriculture's Output 3: Biosecurity, a major 
initiative for 2003-04 is "Further harmonisation of international and domestic quarantine policy and regulation 
will be achieved … (as well as a) … science-based review of domestic quarantine protocols … (to) ensure an 
appropriate level of protection to the State, without imposing inappropriate restrictions on trade" (p238, Budget 
Paper No. 2). 

1. How much has the Department of Agriculture budgeted for 2003-04 to coordinate WA's role in the 
quarantine policy/regulation harmonisation process? 
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2. How much has been budgeted for the "science-based review" of domestic quarantine protocols? 

3. What time frame has been set for this "science-based review"? 

4. Does the Department consider any of this state's existing quarantine policies and regulations to be 
"inappropriate restrictions on trade"? 

5. If yes to (4) - 

a) Could details of the particular policies/regulations be provided? 

b) How does the Department intend to address this issue? 

6. Who (in the Department) will be responsible for determining which of this state's existing quarantine 
policies and regulations are "inappropriate restrictions on trade"? 

Answer: 

1. 2003-04 budget for this work is $700,000. 

2. Domestic quarantine protocol review is a part of the overall activity which is budgeted for $700,000. 

3. Quarantine protocols are being reviewed using the internationally accepted pest risk analysis. It is an on-
going process, which depends on changes in trade patterns for commodities that present quarantine risk, 
pest risk status and availability of options for risk mitigation. 

4. Pest risk is dynamic and quarantine policies and regulations evolve as pest risk profiles change and new 
information regarding the pest biology and risk management becomes available. The Department does not 
consider existing policies and regulations to be restrictive to trade. 

5. a) Not applicable 

b) Not applicable 

6. The policy team of the Plant Health Program of the Department will identify the need for any change to 
policies and regulations and recommend changes to the Executive Director Plant Industries, Director General 
and Minister for Agriculture. 

Question:  Dee Margetts asked:  I refer to ongoing investigations into the practices of herbicide spraying in the 
Kimberley in the 1970s and 1980s, the current Armstrong report and the Government's commitments to 
providing health care and/or compensation to injured workers or relatives of deceased workers: 

1. What funding provisions have been made this year for matters relating to this issue? 

2. What specific appropriations have been set aside for compensating former workers or their families? 

3. What specific appropriations have been set aside for providing specialist health care for former 
workers, and and/or travel expenses to enable them to access specialist health care? 

Answer: 

1. Funding for the Government’s response to the Kimberley Chemical Use Review, which includes costs 
for the Expert Medical Panel, chaired by Professor Bruce Armstrong, and the Kimberley Nurse Support 
and Liaison Service, was budgeted at $326,000 for 2002/03.  This provision has not been fully 
expended and funds will be carried into 2003/04 to meet costs estimated at $30,000 for the Expert 
Medical Panel and $140,000 for the Nurse Support and Liaison Service.  Costs are being equally shared 
by the Agriculture and Health portfolios. 

2. There are no specific appropriations set aside for compensation. 

3. Neither the Agriculture Protection Board nor Department of Agriculture has any appropriation for 
specialist medical care and/or travel expenses for former workers who were involved with herbicide 
spraying in the Kimberley. 

Question:  Hon Dee Margetts:  The Department of Agriculture has identified the "increasing urbanisation and 
associated competition for water resources" as a "Significant Issue and Trend" that will affect the Department's 
budget and operations in the next financial year (p220, Budget Paper No. 2).  Subsequently, "pressure will 
remain to ensure efficient, high-value use of available land and water resources". 

1. How much has been budgeted to ensure the "efficient, high-value use of available land and water 
resources? 
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2. Will the Department of Agriculture be working in conjunction with the Water and Rivers Commission to 
determine how water resources can be used more efficiently? 

3. Will the Department of Agriculture be using the State Water Strategy to inform the approach it takes 
with regard to the increased "competition for water resources" as a result of urbanisation? 

4. Will the Department of Agriculture be working in conjunction with the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management to determine how land resources can be used more efficiently? 

Answer: 

1. This is core business for the Department and a component of a range of activities including resource 
assessment and planning, productive efficiency and environmental management within the horticulture, 
dairy and resource management programs.  Precise figures are therefore difficult to provide. Specific 
expenditures include: 

•  Sustainable horticulture on the Swan Coastal Plain - $0.4 m 

•  Premium Wine and Table Grape production - $0.73 m 

•  Sustainable production of vegetable crops - $1.08 m 

•  Land Resource Assessment and land use planning - $0.6 m 

•  Nutrient and water management - $0.41 m. 

2. Yes 

3. Yes the Department is fully involved in the implementation of the State Water Strategy. 

4. Yes 

Question:  Hon Dee Margetts asked:  One of the significant issues and trends the Department of Agriculture's 
budget and operations will be influenced by in 2003-04 is the "high reliance" that Western Australian food 
producers have on export markets … as well as the subsequent affects of "changes to the World Trade 
Organisation (WTO) agreements … and subsidisation regimes of the European Union and USA.  Australian 
overtures for a more liberal international agricultural trading environment will be balanced by Australia's own 
regulated marketing arrangements for grain, which is facing pressure for significant change" (p220, Budget 
Paper No. 2). 

1. How significant a change in the Australian agriculture trading regulatory regime does the Department 
of Agriculture think: 

a) Western Australian food producers would be willing to support? 

b) the Federal Government would be willing to support? 

2. How significant a change in the Australian agriculture trading regulatory regime is the Department of 
Agriculture willing to support? 

Answer: 

1. a) The Department understands the majority of Western Australian grain producers are in favour of 
retaining  
             the 'single desk' for wheat, barley, canola and lupin exports. 

b) Australia already has one of the most liberalised trading regimes in the world with the average 
tariff less than 5% and with many agricultural products tariff free.   

The Australian Trade Minister, Mark Vaile has repeatedly reiterated Federal government support 
for Australia's single trading enterprises, including the AWB and has publicly stated that 
Australia's single desk arrangements will be defended in both the WTO negotiations and the 
bilateral negotiations entered into with the US.  This issue was recently raised in the context of 
negotiation with the US over the proposed free trade agreement and also by the WTO agriculture 
committee Chairman Stuart Harbinson.  Harbinson, referring to the arrangements for bulk exports 
of wheat held by the AWB and those single desk arrangements for Australian rice and sugar, 
proposed the single trading desk arrangements be scrapped.  Australia's single trading enterprises, 
including the AWB Ltd are not underwritten by government and are therefore not representative of 
a form of domestic support and do not distort overseas commodity markets for grains as claimed 
by some US farm interests.  Minister Vaile has stated that he is confident that the US will come to 
understand that the AWB operates in the interest of local growers and is not trade distorting. 
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The Federal Minister for Agriculture, Warren Truss has stated that "the government is supportive 
of the AWB as long as it delivers a net benefit to Australian wheat growers and that the majority of 
Australia's 45,000 wheat growers are supportive of the single desk arrangement". 

2. It is not the role of the Department of Agriculture to provide opinion but to provide support and services 
in the form of analysis and advice to the Minister.  

Question:  Hon Dee Margetts asked:  One of the demands the United States is making of our country in the 
proposed Australia-United States Free Trade Agreement is for the removal of existing GM food labelling laws. 

1. Has the Department of Agriculture assessed the potential impact that the removal of these laws (and 
associated industry regulations) would have on West Australian food producers in both the domestic 
and international markets? 

2. If yes to (1) - 

a) Can the findings of this assessment be provided? 

b) Does the Department intend to provide this assessment to the Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade? 

3. If no to (1), does the Department of Agriculture intend to undertake an impact assessment of this nature 
in the near future? 

Answer: 

1. The Commonwealth has advised the States that it will be hard-nosed in defending Australia’s national 
interests throughout the FTA negotiations and in ensuring the maintenance of policies and programs 
which contribute to these interests. 

As far as Australia’s GM food labelling requirements are concerned, the Commonwealth has indicated 
it will remind the United States, during the FTA negotiations, that our GM labelling measures are 
consistent with our WTO commitments under the Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade. 

This advice has been taken at face value and, accordingly, an assessment of the potential of removal of 
GM labelling requirements has not been made. 

2. NA 

3. The Department is not intending to undertake such an assessment in the near future. 

Question:  Hon Murray Criddle asked:   

1. Page 217, Summary of Portfolio Appropriations, Agriculture:  There is a decrease of $6.769 million in 
total appropriations from the 2003-04 estimated actual to the 2003-04 estimate.  Given that some 
regional offices do not even have enough money to carry out field and site visits any more, was the full 
impact of this funding cut taken into account when the budget was drawn up? 

2. The last paragraph on page 58 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook states that the Department of 
Agriculture is the lead agency for Natural Heritage Trust 2, and expenditure totals $42 million between 
2002-03 and 2004-05.  Please state how much the Department will contribute to NHT2 in 2003-04 and 
point out where in the budget the allocation is. 

3. Page 233, Output 2:  Agricultural resource management:  I refer to the less operating revenue line and 
the reason for the significant variation as the slower than expected rollout of NHT2 and NAP in 2002-
03.  Given that there was no NAP, please specify why the NHT2 rollout was slower than expected and 
state which programs were adversely impacted upon as a result. 

4. Is there a line item in the Agriculture budget showing how much money has been set aside in 2003-04 
for the National Action Plan on Salinity and Water Quality?  If so, please state the specific allocation.  
If there is no line item, please direct me to the initiatives that will make up the 2003-04 allocation for 
NAP. 

Answer: 

1. A significant proportion of the $6.769 m relates to book adjustments and/or the completion or part 
completion of specific commitments, which have little bearing on service delivery.  In particular, the 
$6.769m includes: 

•  Completion of Dairy Assistance package. ($4.23 m) 
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•  Completion of Drought assistance. ($3.4 m) 

•  Reduction in funding for Red Imported Fire Ants as part of our national agreement.  ($1.7m) 

•  The completion of funding into the Multi Peril Crop Insurance study. ($0.3 m) 

•  Completion of provision for 2002 Adverse Season funding. ($0.6 m). 

•  Various adjustments down. ($0.5 m) 

•  Expenditure Review savings. ($2.0 m). 

•  Accrual adjustments increases. ($2.0 m). 

With the exception of Expenditure Review savings, all of the above issues have no bearing on service 
delivery. 

2. The Department does not provide any direct contribution to NHT2.  In accord with the NHT2 
framework, the Department’s contribution will be in-kind.  

3. NHT2 rollout was slower than expected as: 

•  The Bilateral Agreement for the extension of the Natural Heritage Trust was signed in January 
2003.  This established the framework and procedures for NHT2 funding. 

•  The Commonwealth State Steering Committee assessed funding proposals for the major 
components of NHT2 investment and provided its recommendations to Ministers between March 
and May 2003. 

•  Federal Ministers Truss and Kemp have only recently announced their funding decisions for 
Western Australia. 

•  Consequently, funding has not been provided to this State. 

The programs most affected by the delay caused by the Federal Government are those being run by the 
regional groups. 

4. There is no line item for the NAP.  The Department holds matching funds against the NAP for the 
Catchment Demonstration Initiative.  There is $642k held as carryover and an additional $321k in the 
2003/04 budget of the Agricultural Resource Management Program. 

Supplementary Information No 19. 

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?   

Answer: 

As at 5 June 2003: 

 Agricultural area Pastoral area Total 

Applications received 332 21 353 

Applications approved 270 18 288 

Amount approved $1,525,788 $104,364 $1,630,152 

Applications being processed 34 3 37 

I have recently announced extension of the closing date for applications to 31 July 2003. 

An additional $1.5m has been provided for grants under the Farm Water Grants Scheme. 

Supplementary Information No 20. 

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 is outlined as - 

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 
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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?  

Answer:  Currently $50,000 is allocated from the Department’s Wine Project Budget directly on evaluating 
irrigation systems, while part of the $160,000 budget to facilitate technology adoption supports activities to assist 
producers implement water saving technologies like Regulated Deficit Irrigation (RDI) and Partial Rootzone 
Drying (PRD). 

While the principles of RDI are generally well understood by industry, and have been adapted to WA conditions 
by many producers, further evaluation is required on PRD to confirm that it is a viable option in WA.  Although 
developed by the viticulture industry specifically for use in vineyards, the technologies are available to other 
perennial fruit crop growers.  RDI has been evaluated by sections of the fruit industry and the principles have 
been adopted by some producers.  The principles of PRD have been well publicised, however, because of the 
greater inputs required to establish the system, producers are still uncertain of its nett benefits.  It will take a 
further 2-3 seasons to adequately demonstrate its application to WA conditions. 
 
 


