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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, BUDGET ALLOCATION 
Statement 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.26 pm]:  As members know, my electorate covers 
approximately 75 per cent of the State and its major industries are agriculture, mining, horticulture and fisheries.  
I was therefore pleased to see the headline to an article in the Broome Advertiser of 13 May 2004, which read 
“Agriculture gets budget bonanza”.  I hasten to add that I read this article before I read the budget papers.  
Members will understand my extreme disappointment when on examining the budget papers I found that the 
total appropriation for the Department of Agriculture was a 0.5 per cent increase on the 2003-04 estimated 
actual.  If the capital works contribution is deducted from that, which might be said to be wholly for the 
department’s new headquarters, we find that the department actually suffers a 1.4 per cent reduction in the 
amount required to fund its outputs.  This 1.4 per cent reduction is based on the 2003-04 estimated actual.  A 
reduction of 3.03 per cent applies when the budget is compared with the 2003-04 budget allocation.  
Accordingly, there is no way that anyone can conclude that agriculture has received a budget bonanza.  In fact, it 
is far from that.   

This year’s budget allocation continues “Good News” Gallop’s plan to eradicate regional Western Australia, so 
that everyone finishes up in the metropolitan area or at the end of the Mandurah railway.  Perhaps that is the only 
way that the Mandurah railway can be profitable, but then again most of the people will not have an income 
because they will have moved to try to find jobs.  We will find ourselves in a catch-22 situation.  Since 2001-02, 
this Government has slashed more than $13 million, or just over 10 per cent, from the budget of the Department 
of Agriculture.  This is incredible.  Quite frankly, I find it amazing that the Government has gone out of its way 
to downplay the value of the Department of Agriculture to Western Australia.  The Department of Agriculture 
provides scientific innovation to the agricultural industry.  It translates into more and/or better and larger crops 
and herds, which translates into more dollars being put into the community in this State; in other words, it keeps 
the engine room ticking over.  It would seem that this Government is prepared to take the value added that the 
department achieves from its scientific innovation, but it is not prepared to continue to provide the funding 
required to sustain those sorts of achievements.  The minister might argue that the out years provision will allow 
the Department of Agriculture to regain its financial status.  Although those figures look good, I doubt that they 
will eventuate.  Moreover, in real terms, the out years figures probably only account for a small increase on the 
2001-02 actuals.   

Members will recall various discussions and questions in this House about the wild dog problem in pastoral 
areas.  Broadly, this problem comes under the responsibility of the Agriculture Protection Board.  Since 2001-02, 
the APB has seen a reduction of $149 million or 8.4 per cent in its net amount appropriated to deliver outputs.  I 
believe the Government is out of touch.  How can it reduce funding when there is a wild dog problem that needs 
to be addressed in a significant way.  The answer comes back to the fact that the Government is totally city-
centric and is unconcerned that it is bringing these outlying regions to their knees.  However, I congratulate the 
Government on its decision to continue with the regional investment fund through the Department of Local 
Government and Regional Development, in particular the decision to increase the annual allocation from 
$15 million to $20 million.  In view of the apparent success of the fund in delivering positive outcomes in the 
regions without the benefit of supporting legislation, I trust that the Government will now withdraw its basically 
defunct Regional Investment Fund Bill 2001, which has gone nowhere in a very long time.  Effectively, why 
further waste Parliament’s time on something that everyone has agreed is totally unnecessary?  The only 
problem I have in principle with the regional investment fund is that I understand that the various development 
commissions can access the fund.  This approach is fundamentally flawed because it provides another 
government agency with the opportunity to double dip into the consolidated fund without parliamentary scrutiny 
of part of the relevant development commission’s funding.   

Another reduction I have noted in the allocation to the Department of Local Government and Regional 
Development gives rise for concern.  On page 346 of the Budget Statements there is no provision in the out years 
to the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.  This non-government organisation undertakes an 
extremely valuable community role and it saddens me that the Gallop Government has apparently decided that it 
no longer deserves financial support from the Government. 

I get the distinct impression that this Government is unsure about what it is doing or what are the responsibilities 
of its agencies, possibly leading to funding inefficiencies.  I specifically refer to recent announcements by the 
Government about searches for potable water sources near Coral Bay and Kununurra.  In the case of Coral Bay, 
the Water Corporation has been tasked whereas the Water and Rivers Commission has got the job for 
Kununurra.  From the answer to question without notice 394 asked in this House today, it appears that it is not 
the function of the Water and Rivers Commission, although it has been providing the advice on the proposed 
alternatives to its drinking water source protection plan.  In fact, we now have to go to LandCorp, which is 
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developing a proposed drilling and investigation program of alternate sources.  In both cases, with the bore field 
as the only apparent source of potable water, I am surprised that neither project has been mentioned in the details 
for either agency in the budget papers.  One could well ask what is going on here?  Which agency has the 
responsibility for searching for potable water supplies in this State and why has this single agency not been 
tasked?  More importantly, the taxpayers in this State should and must ask if their money is being wasted 
through this obvious incompetence with which the department is handling these issues.   
 


