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WHEAT GROWERS - SALE OPTIONS 
Motion 

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [4.00 pm]:  I move - 

That this house calls on the federal government to take immediate action to allow Western Australian 
wheat growers to have the option of selling their wheat from this year’s harvest to buyers of their 
choice, which would include AWB.  

The wheat industry in Western Australia is in dire crisis.  It is a very unusual situation that has come about as a 
result of a number of circumstances that have occurred to create a very difficult situation for Western Australian 
wheat growers.  I will take a couple of minutes for members of this house who do not have a good understanding 
of how the wheat industry is structured in Western Australia and the nation to paint a picture of the Australian 
wheat industry.  In an average season about 20 to 25 million tonnes of wheat is produced throughout Australia.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  When I was sitting in the chair yesterday everyone wanted to 
hold meetings around the chamber.  When members are on their feet they want their voice to be heard.  I am sure 
the member for Moore also does.  If members want to have meetings, will they please go outside.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Hear, hear!  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  This issue is far more important than any of the small 
domestic conversations that are taking place in this house that may relate to the previous discussion on the 
Liquor Licensing Act.  This is of critical importance to the wellbeing of many rural Western Australians and to 
the economy.   

The national domestic consumption of wheat in Australia is approximately six million tonnes.  That wheat is 
used in all the products derived from wheat and flour.  That six million tonnes is taken from the average harvest 
of 20 to 25 million tonnes.  Some sections of the Western Australian wheatbelt have suffered three consecutive 
years of drought, followed by one good season, and then this year another drought; in fact, the worst drought in 
living memory in the affected areas.  Coupled with that, many areas of the grain growing parts of New South 
Wales, Queensland and Victoria have been in the grip of a drought for a few years and, in some parts of New 
South Wales, up to five years.  Over that time there has been very little production.  The economic impact of 
these droughts on this nation is enormous.   

The average annual wheat crop in Western Australia amounts to about 12 million tonnes.  In an exceptional 
season, such as last year’s season and one that occurred a number of years ago, it can rise to about 13 or 14 
million tonnes.  However, due to the drought conditions we are experiencing in Western Australia, it is estimated 
that the wheat production this year will be about six million or possibly only four million tonnes.  That is 
significantly lower, being more than 50 per cent down across the whole of the state.  Production in some parts of 
the Geraldton CBH zone will be down 80 per cent.  Deliveries, which have already commenced in that area, are 
about two weeks early because of the dry season.  However, probably in your neck of the woods, Mr Acting 
Speaker, and the southern region of the state there are some good to average crops.  Nonetheless, there is an 
enormous amount of concern in the wheatbelt.   

After six million tonnes of this year’s national harvest has been used for domestic consumption and feed for 
stock, particularly in the eastern states because of the large feed lots on the eastern seaboard, which are not found 
in Western Australia to that extent, we will be left with roughly four or five million tonnes for export.  That 
export crop will be, principally, all of Western Australia’s production.  In fact, it is estimated that, perhaps for 
the first time ever, there is a chance that the eastern seaboard will need to import wheat to meet the mix of feed 
and domestic market needs if the estimates of their crop fall below what are currently the early indications.   

This motion is not directed at dismantling the single desk.  That is not what this motion is about.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Come on.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Members of the National Party think that that will occur.  They will possibly deliver an 
argument to suggest that that will occur.  I ask members in this house: if we sit here and do nothing, what is the 
alternative?  The alternative could cause some wheat growers to go to the wall.  That is what is likely to happen.  
A scenario has developed in which, as I said, a most unusual combination of circumstances have arisen; namely, 
the sole buyer of wheat in Australia, AWB, which is protected under legislation as everybody is aware, is in 
rather an awful lot of trouble.  The Cole inquiry has yet to bring down its findings, and I am not pre-empting 
them.  However, if we view the relevant press reports as being only very marginally accurate, AWB appears to 
be in much trouble.  It is faced with enormous costs.  There is a great lack of confidence among wheat growers, 
and, sadly, that lack of confidence is increasing by the day.   
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Mr B.J. Grylls:  Which growers?    

Mr G. SNOOK:  The largest wheat grower in New South Wales and in Australia has indicated that he will not 
deliver wheat to AWB.  According to yesterday’s press, which the member for Merredin will have read, 
producers in Western Australia are not confident about delivering their wheat to AWB.   

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member for Merredin can answer his question by watching to see how much wheat is 
consigned to AWB.  Farmers can warehouse their wheat, albeit at a cost.  What we all fear will be the impact on 
AWB could be a consequence of no action anyway.  We have to make that judgment.  We could do nothing and 
allow that to occur.  That would have the same end result that members of the National Party and others argue 
would impact badly on AWB.  What should we do?  Should we do nothing and let that occur?  The farmers have 
a choice.  We cannot hold a gun at the farmers’ heads and tell them to deliver.  However, that is what the 
legislation does.  Currently the farmers have no choice, but that is an argument for another day.  I am talking 
about circumstances that have created an exceptional scenario that will have dire consequences.  The sole buyer 
of wheat is in real strife and is under threat from many quarters.  There are threats of a class action being taken 
by Australian wheat growers against AWB for the losses it has incurred in its dealings in Iraq.  Overseas 
growers, particularly from the United States, also are threatening to mount a class action against AWB for its 
dealings in Iraq.  Further, the Australian Taxation Office is investigating AWB based on the findings of the Cole 
inquiry.  AWB has announced that its legal expenses will be between $20 million and $30 million. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Who pays for that? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I will give the member one guess.  I will save that matter for later. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I have nothing against AWB.  The fact remains that the sole buyer of the member’s wheat is 
tied to AWB.  Let us not go back down the issue of the single desk.  Wheat growers have told me at meetings I 
have attended that AWB has 85 per cent of the market.  It has been acknowledged that 80 or 85 per cent of 
growers support AWB and the national wheat pool.  A company that has the loyalty of 85 per cent of the market 
should be able to run a good business if it has to compete for only 15 or 20 per cent of the market.  I ask 
members to keep that point in mind. 

AWB (International) charges $65 million for the handling, marketing, shipping and sale of the export harvest.  
About 90 per cent of the 4 million or 6 million tonnes of wheat harvested in WA will be exported.  Guess who 
will share in the $65 million cost?  It is the wheat growers.  The eastern states’ wheat growers receive the benefit 
of the domestic market price.  They receive also the benefit of the industry price for feed wheat, which is high.  
Last week the Chicago Board of Trade increased the price of wheat by US30c a bushel to US530c a bushel, 
which equates to roughly $A280 a tonne.  AWB increased its price for the pool by $A8, which increased it to 
roughly $A240 per tonne.  There is a gap of $A40 a tonne against the price for wheat that can be obtained on the 
international market for this year’s wheat harvest and the amount that AWB is offering.  Why?  It is because it 
has command of the whole harvest.  Is it an indication that AWB must be careful because it has obligations and 
commitments to meet down the track, which goes without saying, or is it because that is all it can afford to pay?  
Western Australian wheat growers ought to know what the truth is.  One view is that investment fund managers 
are speculating on futures and are driving up the price.  Like all other traders and buyers, AWB has been hedging 
on the assumption that the harvest will be about 15 million tonnes.  We now know it will be just 12 million 
tonnes or even less; indeed, it is likely to be 10 million tonnes.  There is a discrepancy in the current figures of 
approximately $A40 a tonne.  That will be a substantial loss to wheat growers in WA.  Western Australian wheat 
growers will be severely affected.  Like all growers, they must sell their wheat through the pool, which is 
controlled by AWB.  Do people blame the wheat farmers for being nervous about consigning their crops?  There 
is a distinct possibility that adverse findings will be made against AWB and that substantial costs will be 
awarded against it.  What is its alternative?  As I have said, we can do nothing but sit back and watch the losses 
accrue.  Yesterday in the house members talked about deregulation.  I did not hear too many members say that 
they did not want the liquor industry to be deregulated, as long as it was managed steadily.  I am not advocating 
that.  However, I am advocating that this year farmers be given a choice.  The legislation could be set.  Members 
represent Western Australian interests.  I hold grave fears that the federal government may consider Western 
Australian wheat growers as sacrificial lambs.  In other words, they could be hung out to dry.  Members can read 
into that what they like.  That is how seriously I consider the matter to be.  The federal government does not give 
two hoots about what happens in Western Australia. 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 
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Mr G. SNOOK:  The point is that the drought and AWB issue are linked, but probably not in the terms the 
member for Yokine mentioned. 

I will take members through some of the possible scenarios.  As I said, the pool price for wheat increased by $A8 
a tonne last week and it is now $A240 a tonne.  AWB is discounting the price of wheat to Australian wheat 
growers to the tune of $A30 or $A40 - it is closer to $A40.  The farmers are faced with the critical choice of 
whether to consign their crops or warehouse their wheat.  AWB is not expecting to sell any of the 2006 harvest 
until the new marketing year in the northern hemisphere.  About $A1.5 billion and $A2 billion remains in last 
year’s pool.  AWB has that.  It does not tell anybody, let alone the growers, how much it is, which is fair enough.  
I accept that businesses must ensure that they manage their business affairs in a confidential, commercially 
sensitive and advantageous way.  However, under this scenario the farmers have lost control of their wheat.  
They know that the international price of wheat is increasing.  The farmers have given last year’s wheat to AWB.  
Will AWB quarantine last year’s harvest from litigation and expenses resulting from the Iraq scenario?  It has 
said it will guarantee and quarantine claims against this year’s harvest.  Even that might be questionable.  I 
would like to know how that would stand up.  Information I have to hand leads me to believe that a claim may be 
made against all that wheat.  It could be argued there could be a claim to previous harvests that have been 
delivered. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  From whom?  You said you had information to hand. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member will recall that Evans and Tate, the wine producers - I stand to be corrected on 
naming that organisation, but a major wine producer - finished up in the hands of a receiver.  Under corporations 
law and the tax laws the liquidator had the capacity to go back two delivery seasons.  I am assuming that if that 
applies to one primary sector, it could apply to wheat.  I admit it is subject to legal challenge and qualification.  I 
am not trying to say that that will happen.  I am simply saying there is evidently a case where that could have 
happened.  It was not called upon. 

This year’s harvest will be sold mainly towards the middle of next year at what are forecast to be declining 
prices.  Why is that?  It is because the new harvest is coming on; and let us assume and hope that the drought 
breaks.  Volumes will be up, which will naturally drive prices down.  That is a normal occurrence.  Eastern 
states’ wheat growers have had the benefit of domestic prices, demand from the feedlot industry and the shortage 
of supply.  West Australian growers have had no advantage - none whatsoever.  Western Australian growers will 
be locked in unless we do something.  That is why I have moved this motion calling on this Parliament to urge 
the federal government to take action for this year’s harvest and get on with the job.  It has the power - it is 
beyond our power in this state - to give some relief to Western Australian wheat growers. 

Over the past week, nearby wheat values have risen dramatically, as I have said, due to the shortfall in supplies, 
and speculative interest in owning wheat futures has increased.  At the same time, deferred values have fallen 
and are expected to fall further as production rebounds in 2007.  With the potential of around six million metric 
tonnes of stock from the 2005 harvest yet to be sold and with the majority of the 2006 harvest coming, which 
will not be sold into the pool until about this time in 2007 because the trading year ends in October each year, the 
only growers who can benefit from this current price rise are those on the eastern seaboard who can sell 
domestically and those who delivered into the 2005 national pool.  Because prices for the second half of 2007 
will fall, as indicated by analysts and industry gurus, there will be very little flow back into the coffers of 
Western Australian wheat growers.  In addition, some take the view that AWB has substantially sold positions in 
nearby futures markets in Chicago as well as taking speculative spread positions.  None of these positions 
matches the timing of underlying physical exposure.  They cannot be classified as a hedge and hence are now 
purely speculative positions.  With the wash-up of what has happened with the Chicago futures market over the 
past week, the situation is yet to be fully played out.  Analysts estimate there will be losses between $50 million 
and $70 million.  They are all speculative figures and it is way beyond my capacity to analyse them, but that is 
what analysts are saying. 

Western Australian wheat growers who are forced to deliver to AWB’s national pool could be faced with falling 
wheat prices as well as significant speculative losses on futures.  Those losses apply to traders as well.  I concede 
that.  They are no different from AWB if they have gone into futures, hedging and speculative markets.  An 
additional concern is the fact that media reports this week indicate that the head of AWB (International) Ltd is 
possibly being recommended for criminal charges.  If AWB loses more of its expertise as a result of losing those 
people who have the capacity to handle the oncoming harvest and the pool, it will lose the capacity to meet - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Who do you mean?  Ian Donges? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  No, Sarah Scales.  That has already come out of the Cole inquiry.  If AWB starts losing people 
of Sarah Scales’ capacity, who has been dealing with the sale and handling of wheat, one has to question where 
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the expertise is.  With the potential for AWB to lose a lot of money in derivatives and the issue getting worse day 
by day, I put it to the house that we need to pressure the federal government to take some immediate action and 
get on with the job for this harvest to protect the interests of Western Australian wheat growers.  This is a very 
serious situation. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [4.26 pm]:  For the benefit of people who perhaps do not fully understand wheat 
marketing in Australia, and indeed in Western Australia, I would like to share some of the corporate history of 
the Australian Wheat Board.  AWB dates back to 1915.  During World War I the Australian wheat pooling 
scheme was created to assist wheat growers.  The pool was administered by the Australian Wheat Board, 
comprising the Prime Minister and a minister from each of the wheat-growing states.  The Wheat Board ceased 
to operate in 1921 as it was always intended that the pooling scheme would end after the war.  The Australian 
Wheat Board was established as a statutory authority in 1939 and continued in existence as a government-
controlled marketing authority under successive pieces of legislation until July 1999. 

In 1989, the government established the wheat industry fund, imposing compulsory levies on wheat sales.  This 
fund was held and managed by the Australian Wheat Board, and by July 1999 it was approximately 
$600 million.  In 1992, the commonwealth government, with bipartisan support, decided to cease the 
government guarantee on borrowings and an alternative structure was required to finance borrowings.  Four 
years later the Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, John Anderson, indicated that the statutory 
arrangements could not continue and that growers would be responsible for their own financing from July 1999.  
A working group was subsequently formed to facilitate growers’ input to the restructuring process with 
representation through the Grain Council of Australia, AWB, and the Department of Primary Industries and 
Energy.  After examination by the working group, it was agreed that the best model, the new AWB, would be a 
dual-class structure called the grower corporate model.  The government’s broad agreement to the new 
recommended structure was announced in 1997. 

In July 1999, the wheat industry fund was transferred to AWB and the B-class shares were issued to holders of 
units in that fund.  A-class shares were issued to persons who met the definition of growers in the AWB 
constitution, and upon the issue of A-class and B-class shares, AWB became a substantially grower-owned 
corporation.  However, it is interesting to note that, currently, 70 per cent of share interests are held by growers 
and 30 per cent by investors.  In August 2001, AWB was floated publicly, with B-class shares listed on the 
Australian Stock Exchange.  In 2003, AWB acquired Landmark from Wesfarmers Ltd.  Australian wheat 
growers still rely for their export market on AWB (International), which handles the total export market for 
Australian wheat.  That is distinct from the domestic market which, as the member for Moore has described, 
constitutes an output of about six million tonnes.  The domestic market - this is particularly relevant to people in 
the eastern states - is already a deregulated market.  Australian wheat growers are still reliant on the export 
market and the AWBI veto on the control pool.  That means that there is a government statutory authority called 
the Wheat Export Authority.  The Wheat Export Authority, by legislation, issues licences to export the 
Australian wheat crop.  This is enshrined in the federal Wheat Marketing Act 1989.  Part 4, section 57(1) states - 

A person shall not export wheat unless: 

(a) the Authority has given its written consent to the export of the wheat; and - 

In this case, the Wheat Export Authority - 

(b) the export of the wheat is in accordance with the terms of that consent. 

There is a penalty for noncompliance with that provision.  Section 57(1A) states - 

The prohibition in subsection (1) - 

The subsection I have read - 

does not apply to nominated company B. 

Company B under the definition of this legislation is AWBI.  With respect to the control of the export of wheat, 
a person shall not export wheat unless, essentially, the person is the AWBI.  Historically, there were possibly 
market reasons for this.  My father, who was a farmer for 40 years and is now retired, would say that in the 
earlier, tough times, there were good reasons for having one organisation controlling Australia’s entire wheat 
crop.  In today’s terms, that is about 16 per cent of the total world market for wheat.  There is a lot of feeling 
amongst older farmers of my father’s vintage that this concept must be held onto at all costs; that if it is not 
maintained, wheat growers will be undersold; and that is why the single desk is needed.  As the member for 
Moore said, we are not talking about absolutely dismantling the single desk concept.  The concept is that there 
should still be somebody in control, but that the control should be the Wheat Export Authority.   
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We all understand and have followed parts of the Cole Inquiry into the AWB.  There are some significant 
concerns about the management of AWB.  It appears that it has been significantly discredited, and that 
significant costs will be incurred when all this comes out in the wash, so to speak.  I am a little concerned, in 
response to the member for Yokine’s question, about who will pay the costs, which could range anywhere from 
$30 million to $200 million plus.  In fact, there is a fear that growers will pay.  Australian wheat growers are still 
reliant on the export market, and the AWBI veto-controlled pool. 

Section 57(3A) of the Wheat Marketing Act 1989 states - 

Before giving a consent, the Authority must consult nominated company B. 

This is a situation in which the statutory wheat exporting authority has to receive the consent of AWB to issue 
licences for the export of Australian wheat.  That is called, I suppose, the power of veto.  Section 57(3B) states - 

The Authority must not give a bulk-export consent without the prior approval in writing of nominated 
company B. 

In the original act, there was an expiry provision under 57(3C), under which the arrangements were to expire on 
1 July 2004.  That did not happen because the Grains Council of Australia Ltd, egged on by AWB, moved that 
the expiry provision should not apply.  An amendment was made, and the previous arrangements therefore did 
not expire in July 2004.  As the member for Moore said, in the present drought-engendered period of recognised 
low productivity, there is a need for wheat producers to maximise the return from their wheat production.  
However, irrespective of whether there is a drought, I think growers are entitled to maximise their price returns. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Would you advocate that for one year or more than one year? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The opposition advocates one year. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  But you don’t? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Yes, I do.  There is a significant discrepancy in the international futures market, and I think 
the member for Moore has made it quite clear that a lot of the grain has been forward-sold, which means that 
growers delivering into the bin are not taking advantage of the ever-increasing price of wheat on the world 
market.  It might be said that it is swings and roundabouts; that one has to take the good with the bad; and that 
too often farmers try to privatise their profits and socialise their losses.  There is an attitude that in bad times, 
AWB is good for wheat growers and that in good times growers want to ditch it and sell wheat for what they can 
get.  In fact, because of the significant problems we are having this season in Western Australia, there are very 
good reasons for growers to make enough to be able to put another crop in for next year.   

Prior to commencement of the harvest, which has already started in my electorate, the season dried off pretty 
quickly.  I believe growers will be faced with some pinched grain.  The opposition recommends that the veto, 
currently residing with AWB (International) Ltd, be transferred to the Wheat Export Authority this year to allow 
other willing exporters to seek licences.  That may in fact most reasonably be Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd in 
Western Australia.  No-one would suggest that CBH does not have some experience in this area, but it also has 
the ability to vertically sell wheat to its mills in Vietnam.  There are therefore some important considerations for 
Western Australia.  The Esperance region in my electorate will potentially have some grain this year.  In fact 
grain from there has been forward sold, but there is a discrepancy of more than $40 a tonne, which will cost my 
electorate somewhere in the vicinity of $2 million. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Do you support AWB doing the forward selling this year, or do you think it should have held 
off and not done any forward selling? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  There are issues with the management of AWB, considering all the problems it has had.  
Members must concede that there are significant concerns about the management of AWB in working towards 
the best interests for all growers.  There is a dichotomy in the structure of AWB about whether it acts for 
growers principally and firstly or for shareholders.  There is a considerable issue about that. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Who would the traders you are advocating to sell the grain be acting for? 

Mr G. Snook:  CBH would act in the best interests of the growers; they are grower-owners. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Why doesn’t the motion refer to CBH then?  Why does it refer to selling to “buyers of their 
choice”, rather than to CBH? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  We could be accused of directing people to a certain licence - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  We could have taken AWB out of the game and kept in place the single desk.  That is why I 
continue to say that you do not support the single desk any longer.  You could have proffered this argument 
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around giving CBH the single desk.  However, by using the word “buyers” you are not supporting the single 
desk. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  If the member for Merredin believes that wheat growers’ interests require protection, that 
control could be exercised by a government statutory authority, such as the Wheat Export Authority, or whatever 
we want to call the authority, whose powers would reside in its right to approve or reject an application from a 
marketer - most likely CBH - for an export licence, and the decision would be based on the benefit that the sale 
would provide to wheat growers first and then to shareholders. 

An interesting question is if, for instance, AWB were to be exempted from the licensing process, how would a 
responsible government statutory authority assess these applications for a licence?  How would a government 
statutory authority view a price offered to wheat growers that was $50 a tonne below the price traded in a so-
called corrupt marketplace?  The days of the horse and cart, when a farmer sat on a stack of bags in a paddock 
waiting for some hawker to drive down the price and accepted the price he was offered, are long gone.  There is 
significant transparency in the whole wheat market scenario. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The opposition is therefore advocating a commonsense view.  We will not throw out the 
baby with the bath water.  We know the market in Western Australia that we are talking about.  We know that 
grain growers in the eastern states are not interested in our market.  All the wheat from growers in the eastern 
states almost certainly goes to the local market.  That is a deregulated market anyway and they get the best price 
on the open market for domestic - non-export - wheat, but Western Australia is out on a limb.  We will have 
enough grain, hopefully, because we grow the lion’s share in any year, for the wheat export market.  In this case 
Western Australia is particularly relevant and has the potential to inflict a lot of pain on eastern states growers.  
The wheat price issue and our inability to construct a system that benefits wheat growers must be examined. 
I return to my reference to the acting chairman of CBH.  Members may say that he has an axe to grind and that 
he can get a licence to sell his wheat to flour mills in Vietnam. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Singapore or Asia. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Yes, South East Asia.  However, Western Australia needs some arrangement for marketing 
grains, particularly this year.  Western Australia previously had a model under the Grain Licensing Authority for 
marketing grains other than wheat.  It was not a bad model.  It was a very reasonable model for handling the 
non-wheat grain market in Western Australia.  We therefore recommend that the veto be transferred from AWB 
to the Wheat Export Authority, to allow willing exporters such as CBH to seek a licence under a model very 
much like the model of the Grain Licensing Authority, as the sky has not fallen in on that authority. 
I encourage members on the government side of the house to support this motion.  I congratulate Kim Beazley 
for elucidating for Western Australia the possible costs of such an authority.  He put a cost of $65 million on this 
option.  However, he included in that cost the impact that the AWB issue will have on Western Australian 
growers.  I congratulate him for that because he at least elucidates the situation that Western Australian grain 
growers are in. 

In summary, we need a transitional arrangement for this year under the model I have described in which the 
Wheat Export Authority has the licensing power - the government regulator runs the shop - and the legislative 
changes for this year must run to 1 July 2007 in order to handle this wheat crop.  We should not sit still for too 
long.  We all urge the federal government to make some changes to these arrangements so that Western 
Australian wheat growers are not disadvantaged.  As the member for Moore has said, they are already facing 
significant disadvantage.  This issue will be reviewed.  The findings of the Cole commission will hopefully be 
with us by July next year.  That will give time for this issue to be resolved. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I think that July next year is a good time for them to come down.  Hopefully, there 
will be an election in August or September. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I encourage the minister who interjected and other members opposite to encourage Kim 
Beazley to continue with what he has said about a possible restructure to save Western Australian wheat farmers 
from the significant costs that will impact on the state. 
MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.52 pm]:  I welcome the opportunity to 
debate this motion today.  I put on the record that I have just returned from a meeting of 240 wheat growers at 
Merredin.  At that meeting were Ian Donges, the head of AWB (International) Ltd; the new chairman, Gordon 
Davis; and Sarah Scales, who was mentioned earlier.  In framing the arguments that we present in this place we 
have to make a decision on whether we represent the interests of our electorates or whether we represent some 
other set of interests.  I understand the arguments that have been put by the member for Moore and the member 
for Roe.  Those arguments have been advanced in the community over the past 12 months.  Leon Bradley of the 
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Pastoralists and Graziers Association has been very clear and has had a lot of press enunciating that position.  
The federal member for O’Connor, Wilson Tuckey, has also been very clear in announcing that position. 
This motion proposes the deregulation of the wheat industry.  I cannot see how it can be deregulated this year 
and be re-regulated next year.  If we take into account what has been happening in the past 12 months, the idea 
that we can go down this path and then put the egg back together is completely incorrect.  I have no problem 
with that if it is the position of the Western Australian Liberal Party.  It is not a position I can support, because 
we must remember the turmoil of the Cole royal commission, which has been incredibly distressing for people 
not only in the wheat industry, but also in the wider industry that relies on the wheat industry going forward.   
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Not to mention the people of Iraq.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes, I agree.  The people of Iraq.  The issue has occurred over the past 12 months.  I have 
been to two major growers’ meetings.  The message from the growers has come back loud and clear that they 
wish to maintain the single desk selling system and the veto of the holder of the single desk selling system.  They 
do not want to go down the path of having Western Australian wheat growers having the option of selling this 
year’s wheat harvest to buyers of their choice.  There were 600 growers at the meeting in Cunderdin.  It was also 
attended by the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Moore.  They very clearly put that position.  After 
the meeting the member for Moore was reported in the press as saying that he supported the growers’ position.  
In Merredin today 240 growers voted on this motion.  I took this motion to them and said that it would be 
debated in the Parliament today.  I asked them how they wanted me to vote.  Only four out of the 240 growers 
supported the motion.  I know the four well.  Kim Maddock is on the phone regularly to me.  He is a very good 
farmer from Mukinbudin.  John Shadbolt is also another very good farmer from Mukinbudin.  They are big 
players in the industry.  They are innovative farmers.  They support greater flexibility in the marketing of grain.  
I understand why they support that position.  However, if I am to form my position to vote on this motion, I have 
to rely on what my electorate is telling me.  A total of 236 out of 240 people today told me to maintain the veto 
in the current circumstances. 
Mr G. Snook:  How many growers are there? 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Can the member tell me the meeting he went to where this proposition was put forward? 
Mr G. Snook:  Yes. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am talking about 600 growers and 240 growers.  If the member offered for me to meet 
with 240 growers that advocated this position, would he hold that meeting? 
Mr G. Snook:  Yes. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Could the member hold a meeting when the 240 growers advocated this position?  I want to 
know where the member decided that this is a grave problem that we need to address and came up with this 
position. 
Mr G. Snook:  If you ask all the growers who were at the Cunderdin meeting if they fully understood the 
circumstances regarding marketing and all the associated issues, could you honestly say that every one of them 
would be fully informed?  That is the problem. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Is the position of the member that the growers do not know what they have been voting on? 
Mr G. Snook:  A number of people who were at that meeting have contacted me.  They now have great 
concerns. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Why do we not call a public meeting to debate this issue and get the growers onto it?  I am 
worried that this Parliament will make the decision.  All I have to go on is the growers’ meetings that I have been 
to.  I admit that they do not represent a large percentage.  The member has been to the same growers’ meetings 
as I have and they are not advocating that position.  I cannot understand where this position has come from.  If 
the member’s position were that AWB was so intrinsically tied up with Cole that he wanted to transfer the single 
desk to Co-operative Bulk Handling and maintain the power of veto, I could understand that, because I do not 
think we can argue with the fact that the vast majority of growers support single desk marketing.  If we take out 
AWB, the growers support single desk marketing.  Does the member agree with that? 
Mr G. Snook:  I said that. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  If the member agrees that the vast majority of growers want single desk, why does the 
motion call for growers to have buyers of choice?  That would notionally mean more than one. 
Mr G. Snook:  You are getting the single desk mixed up with the issue of the Wheat Export Authority.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The member’s single desk is the Wheat Export Authority whereas if I want to accumulate 
100 000 tonnes, I could apply to that authority to sell it.  If the member for Dawesville wished to do so, he could 
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as well, so that we would have multiple sellers coming through the Wheat Export Authority just like the Grain 
Licensing Authority.   

Mr G. Snook:  Why not? 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The member is advocating the GLA? 
Mr G. Snook:  You are taking the worst-case example.  If it is done smartly, it will be done in the interests of 
the growers. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I keep coming back to the groundswell of growers who have been contacting the member.  I 
have been reading about them in the press.  I have never actually been presented with the groundswell of 
growers.  Can the member show me the letters or tell me the growers I can talk to?  As I said, Kim Maddock is 
someone I am sure has spoken to the member.  John Shadbolt from Mukinbudin and growers like Ron Greentree, 
the biggest grower in the country, have always agreed with deregulation.  They have always called for complete 
deregulation.  If the Liberals want us to support this motion, I would hope that it is more than just Leon Bradley - 
who has been pushing this issue.  I want to know who the growers are. 

Mr G. Snook:  It will be too late for any of that if what we all know turns out to be the case. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Does the member think he has a list of growers that he can give me whom I can call who 
might back up this position?   

Mr G. Snook:  What is the point? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The point is very important.  As I have said, this is a contentious and difficult issue.  There 
is a lot of history and ideology that people do not want changed.  I agree that that is the problem. 

Mr G. Snook:  Member for Merredin, you know that ideology does not pay the bills. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I know that.  However, I want to know which growers are calling for this.  Until the 
member for Moore can tell me who they are, apart from Leon Bradley, I will have great trouble supporting the 
position that he has taken. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  If the Wheat Export Authority tomorrow gave out a tender to a grain trader for 280 bucks a 
tonne, would you support that? 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The Wheat Export Authority cannot currently do that. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  If it were given the power, similar to the GLA, would you support that? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  No, I would not support that. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You would rather that the wheat board sell the wheat at $240 rather than $280. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I will explain the $280, because I think the Leader of the Opposition needs to understand it.  
This happens almost every year to the supporters of single desk marketing and the pool.  Almost every year 
before harvest, the cash price races ahead of the pool.  In this year, the cash price has raced even further ahead of 
it because the drought in the eastern states has driven up the cost in the eastern states.  That is what growers are 
looking at. 
Mr G. Snook:  It is worldwide. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I agree that it is worldwide at the moment on Chicago futures.  It has moved from 440c a 
bushel to 540c a bushel in the past 10 days or so.  That is a spike that could be explained in different ways by 
different people.  As I have said, for supporters of single desk marketing and the pooling system, the grain that is 
delivered to the pool is accumulated and sold to the best buyers at the end.  Under the method that the member is 
advocating, who would be the buyer of last resort? 
Mr G. Snook:  It is the 85 per cent of growers who you claim would support AWB.  I said that if you have 
85 per cent of the market and you cannot run your business on that, that will speak for itself. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The member would take away the ability of AWB to have the power of veto, but would still 
require it to be the buyer of last resort. 

Mr G. Snook:  AWB would have extra capacity to issue licences.  The company has acted in its own interests 
and we finished up with this diabolical mess, which we all agree is not good. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I turn now to the $65 million that is required to run the single desk, because that has been 
the latest issue that the opponents of single desk marketing have used to say that the system needs to be 
dismantled.  If the $65 million figure is disgraceful, why did we not argue about it last year, the year before and 
the year before that? 
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Mr G. Snook:  Did all those growers know about it? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Was it evident then?  It was not evident then. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The cost of managing the single desk has remained the same for the past four or five years.  
That cost was used in the management of selling about 15 million tonnes last year.  I think it has been up to 
about 20 million tonnes.  This year, unfortunately, because of the difficult season, it is down to five million 
tonnes.  Last year that $65 million equated to a cost to growers of about $5 a tonne.  The year before that I think 
it was $7.50 a tonne and the year before that it was $5 a tonne.  That $65 million covers the cost of running the 
single desk from AWB.  In what would be regarded as an average year, it costs about $5, $6 or $7 a tonne to 
manage it. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I know very little about the system, other than what I read in the newspaper.  However, from 
what I have read in the newspaper over the past 18 months, and with the attitude of the federal government, 
would you honestly want to give the company your business?  Apart from the fact that you are talking about the 
single desk, its credibility with people overseas who buy your wheat must be so low that it would be 
unbelievable.  Something needs to be done about it. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Without a doubt, AWB’s credibility has come under enormous pressure. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Isn’t that a better reason to move your business to a company that would be credible for at 
least the next 12 to 18 months? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That may be the case, but my growers are not telling me that; my growers are telling me 
that they support the system as it is.  They are very concerned about the damaging effects of this debate.  If the 
member for Moore can show me the growers who want to change their minds, I would be more than happy to 
support them.  If the member heard the comments that I made when the Cole inquiry began, he would know that 
I started advocating for some flexibility in the market, but the growers have clearly said to me that that is not 
what they want. 

Mr G. Snook:  Are you convinced that the growers really understand and are not driven by emotion, ideology 
and hope? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I would like to be at the meeting at which we tell growers that they do not understand it but 
we do.  That is my concern. 

Mr G. Snook:  No, I am not saying that.  Everyone needs to be in charge of the facts.  I am saying that people 
need to know the full facts.  I am not saying that the 150 growers who were there today did not know that, but 
they are a microcosm of the whole industry. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Short of meetings like that and the meeting at Cunderdin, I am not sure how the member 
can form his opinion.  The agenda of the newspaper that the member for Yokine has read is very clear.  Its 
agenda is to bring down the single desk. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Obviously you must be guided by your growers, and I do not move away from that.  
However, as a layperson, I find it somewhat perplexing. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  They are worried about the outcome should the single desk be removed.  I have referred to 
the buyer of last resort. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I was not arguing the case for or against the single desk.  I was just referring to the issues of 
credibility that have arisen. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I think the motion opposes the single desk.  The cost this year is between $10 and $15 a 
tonne and could go up.  As the amount delivered to the pool comes down, the cost of managing that pool, which 
has a fixed component of $65 million, obviously goes up.  This is the crux of the issue for people who support 
single desk marketing.  For the past four or five years, $65 million has been charged.  If Western Australia had 
had a drought this year and had no grain to sell, and the eastern states had all the grain, would Western 
Australian growers support the eastern states’ call for deregulation because this year they will not pay the cost of 
managing the single desk?  I do not think they would.  That cost ensures that the growers have a buyer of last 
resort and that multiple Australian sellers are not being played off in the international marketplace.  The growers 
keep telling me that that is what they support.  Was a meeting held in Esperance that made the member for Roe 
think that this is what his growers want to happen? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  There was not a meeting in Esperance, but, as you understand, some farmers are fairly 
proactive and forward thinking.  They are usually first-generation farmers who analyse the situation.  
Representations have been made to me, but not by large forums of farmers. 
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Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  There are 6 500 wheat growers in Western Australia.  If they were forced to vote in a 
referendum, would they support this motion? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  It would depend on what you told them.  You would have to inform them. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Have you heard the wheat growers in Nedlands talk about it? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  What does that mean?  I would like the member for Vasse to explain what he means?  Is his 
concern that I have premises in Perth? 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  The same thing occurred with the dairy industry in my patch.  The previous member for 
Stirling conducted some polls on the deregulation of the dairy industry.  The previous member for Stirling, 
Monty House, the Minister for Agriculture at the time, deregulated the dairy industry in Western Australia and 
he did so on the back of a survey in which those growers voted in favour of deregulation.  Do you know why 
they voted in favour of deregulation?  They voted in favour because they knew that if they did not deregulate 
themselves, they would be deregulated without compensation.  That is an example of a group of primary 
producers who did not want to deregulate, but they were told that the outcomes of not deregulating would be 
worse.  I do not claim to know the wheat industry, so I have no idea. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  It is probably a decision that he regrets. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I think the member is right.  However, the difference is that even though the dairy farmers 
did not want to deregulate, they saw what was happening and they sent a message to the Parliament that they 
would deregulate, albeit under sufferance.  If we can get that call from the wheat growers, I will support this 
motion 100 per cent. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  You referred to a referendum.  They might actually vote yes if the circumstances were so bad 
and the outcome so dire, as the dairy farmers were told.  I do not believe that the circumstances in the dairy 
industry were as a bad as those farmers were told, but it might be worse in the wheat industry and those growers 
might vote yes at the end of the day. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is the point I am getting to.  The absence of the support of the wheat growers leads me 
to not support the motion.  Some growers are lobbying me; they would like some flexibility.  However, they are 
in the minority.  While they are in the minority - maybe some lessons have been learnt from the deregulation of 
the dairy industry - I am not prepared to agree to provide the flexibility in the market that is outlined in this 
motion.  I understand the support for Co-operative Bulk Handling and the Grain Pool in some sectors of the 
industry.  Had the member presented a motion for giving the single desk with the power of veto to CBH-GP for 
the year, the issue could have been further supported, but the member is talking about opening up the market 
completely.  I do not believe the wider community has indicated any level of support for that.   

We must understand exactly what pooling is all about.  It has stood the test of time.  Time and time again 
international traders, the Americans and people all across the world have tried to dismantle Australia’s single 
desk.  Western Australian and Australian growers generally have always come back to supporting the pooling 
system and the single desk.  It would be a mistake of the greatest order for us to use as a reason to dismantle the 
single desk a difficult drought and perhaps only five million or six million tonnes of grain from Western 
Australia and the fact that $10 or $15 will come off the bottom line of the growers.  This marketing system and 
others, such as the Potato Marketing Board, which the Leader of the Opposition would know about, have been in 
place for many years and have delivered good results to growers, and growers have continued to support them.  
It would be a knee-jerk reaction for us to make a decision like this because of the confluence of the drought, the 
Cole inquiry and the fact that Western Australia will have most of the available wheat to export.  In years to 
come we would ask how we could have let it happen based on that set of events.  That is why much work is to be 
done on motions such as this that talk about what the industry might look like post Cole. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I would have thought that Cole will be reporting quite close to Christmas.  I believe that the 
Cole report will be quite damning of and very damaging for the industry, but we need to understand that AWB is 
the structure that has been used to sell Australian wheat.  Almost all the people who were in charge of AWB 
have been moved aside.  The managing director, Andrew Lindberg, and Trevor Flugge and Michael Long have 
all gone.   

Mr G. Snook interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  There needs to be something better, because if the member is advocating that they cannot 
do it, it means that he thinks there must be someone else out there who can do it.  He must think that people with 
the ability to sell the Australian wheat crop must be out there, because he does not think they are in AWB.  I 
have every faith that we can build AWB again with the systems that are needed.   
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BHP Billiton is involved in the oil for food scandal up to its neck with its Tigres deal.  Are we advocating that 
BHP as a company should be ground into the ground, that it should not be able to continue to sell its products?  
Senior executives of BHP will have to pay the price for their involvement in the oil for food scandal.  I do not 
think that anyone would argue against that.  We are arguing that the managing director, the buyer and the person 
in the company who organised that deal, which seems to have contravened the sanctions for Iraq, need to be 
removed.  However, what are we saying about BHP?  Are we asking that BHP’s ability to sell on the 
international market should be taken away?  We are not attacking BHP but the people who were involved in the 
deal.  I find it quite hard to believe that we have not done the same with AWB.  The AWB debate has become an 
argument about a single desk, when I believe it should be about those people whom Cole has shown to have 
done the wrong thing. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That was the point I was making. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  AWB needs to lose some people.  The board of directors does not have the defence of 
saying that it did not know what was happening.  Members of the board who were there when it was happening 
must take the rap.  We might talk later on about one of the member’s ministers to whom the same argument 
applies.   
Mr R.C. Kucera:  If you support that argument, you must support looking at a couple of federal ministers. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I think they are very much in the spotlight.  I do not think that anyone would deny that.  
Some people in the AWB and BHP structures need to be removed, and Cole will do that.  However, Cole will 
not be forcing BHP to wind down as a company.  Equally, I do not think that Cole should be forcing AWB to 
wind down as a company.  The push for the removal of the single desk is coming from outside influences that 
would like to see greater flexibility in marketing, because selling the Australian wheat crop is a very lucrative 
affair.  All players in international trade would like to get a piece of it.  They have used the oil for food scandal 
and current issues to drive their agenda forward.  Growers in Western Australia are clearly saying that they want 
to maintain the single desk selling system.  CBH and Grain Pool are owned by Western Australian growers and 
they are trying to dismantle the single desk, which is causing great angst amongst growers who would like to 
support both companies, but both companies are now polls apart with their actions in the industry.  It is a very 
difficult time, but I do not think we are in a position to support this motion.  I think the Liberal Party needs to 
make it very clear to Western Australian growers where it stands, because the way I read it, this motion is the 
first step towards deregulation.  I do not have a problem if the Liberal Party supports deregulation, but it should 
make it very clear to growers that that is the position it supports.  We debated liquor licensing last night, and 
members of the Liberal Party made their position very clear.  Its position needs to be made clear in this debate 
also, because we need much more detail on how Liberal Party members think they can take away the power of 
veto from AWB for this one year, because of the drought and the influences that have led to the problems we 
have debated today, and then put it back together again.  The Liberal Party has made it very clear that it supports 
the push for deregulation of the wheat industry.  Maybe that is the argument we should be having. 
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [5.18 pm]:  I will make a few brief comments.  I do not pretend to know much 
at all about wheat farming, but that is not where my interest in this topic comes from.  I became particularly 
interested in the issue of AWB, the Cole inquiry and the Volker report that preceded it, because with my 
background and experience I could see this massive problem looming upon wheat producers and particularly 
Western Australian wheat producers.  For that reason, somewhat unusually, I took it upon myself to write a brief 
report on the issues as I saw them.  I did that on 9 February, when I painted a picture of what had happened and 
what could happen.  Since then unfortunately, particularly for wheat farmers, the situation has deteriorated.  If I 
might say so, and I probably will not win any friends by saying this, I only wish that the wheat industry and the 
greater agricultural sector and their representatives - I refer to their lobby and interest groups - would actually 
take a bigger, broader view and look a little more insightfully into the future.  An element of denial about this 
whole issue emerged as the Cole inquiry got under way.  That is what frustrated me over six months ago.  People 
whose livelihood was derived from the great industry of wheat growing were not seeing something that I thought 
should have been staring them in the face.  As serious as the issue is, it would not have been so bad had the 
federal government acted properly.  The federal government has a lot to answer for in the way in which it has 
handled this issue in not only this year but also preceding years.  I will come back to that. 
I will say why this matters.  The members for Moore and Roe have made the point.  The wheat industry is a great 
industry, but when we are talking about export wheat, Western Australia is not only the largest wheat producing 
state in normal years, and even this year, but it is also by far the dominant export state.  It is the largest provider 
of wheat exports.  Some 90 per cent or more of wheat production from Western Australia goes into export 
markets.  As other members have said tonight, probably half or more of the production of other states goes into 
the domestic market, which will typically command a higher price.  There is an element of comfort for wheat 
producers in New South Wales, Victoria and wherever else, and good luck to them.  They have a domestic 
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market into which they can sell freely and they have the backup of a single desk, AWB, to sell surplus 
production - maybe up to half - to the export market.  Because of this state’s geography and small population, 
Western Australian farmers do not have that choice.  They essentially produce for the export market; they have 
no option.  Wheat export is an entirely different issue for Western Australian farmers than it is for farmers 
elsewhere in Australia.  That is what first drew my attention to this issue.  Western Australia has more at stake, 
and that has been proved to be the case.  As the member for Moore explained, the situation has become 
disastrous.  We face a drought year, AWB losing out on forward sales and the issue of the $65 million 
management fee.  WA is now the only exporting state this year; therefore, the $65 million national management 
fee will fall entirely on Western Australian wheat farmers.  We have suffered three financial whacks: a drought, 
the full $65 million management fee - at least notionally; it might be reduced - and the hedging issue.  Events 
have compounded since I wrote the initial paper on this issue.  Iraq has banned purchases of wheat from AWB, 
albeit, it has not banned Australian wheat per se; and the standing of Australian wheat marketing and, indeed, 
Australian agricultural marketing across the board has been damaged internationally.  The North American 
farmers are pursuing a $1 billion legal damages case against AWB; AWB has claimed $290 million in kickbacks 
as a tax deduction, so the Australian Taxation Office is now pursuing AWB; legal costs from the Cole inquiry 
will probably amount to $20 million; AWB will face penalties and fines as a result of that inquiry; and 
individuals will face criminal charges and probably jail.  This is an extraordinarily serious situation.  I am aghast 
that it has reached this level before, apparently, the farming industry representatives recognised the degree of this 
crisis.  If it was obvious to me on the beach in Cottesloe in February this year, it should have been obvious to 
wheat farmers, wheat organisations and rural groups long before that.  However, only now, as the financial 
crunch is coming, is this crisis being acknowledged.  I congratulate the member for Moore for bringing this issue 
to the Parliament.  From my observation, outside conditions of drought and the like, this is probably the single 
most serious issue facing agriculture in Western Australia, and perhaps even nationally, for decades, perhaps 
since the wool stockpile issue; yet only now, has the member for Moore, to his credit, brought it before this 
Parliament.  This government should have been dealing with this issue a long time ago.  I have not heard of 
anything that has been done.   

I will not cover the history of AWB because the member for Roe outlined that.  However, I well appreciate and 
understand that AWB and its predecessor, the Australian Wheat Board, which was established in 1939, has been 
a long and stable factor in wheat marketing for Australian wheat farmers.  It has been secure and reliable, and 
there is a great deal of loyalty to that concept.  Even given that, when legislation was changed - reference has 
been made to the federal Wheat Marketing Act 1989 when AWB’s marketing role was created and the Wheat 
Export Authority was established to oversee it - AWB had a veto over the Wheat Export Authority.  It was a 
fairly cumbersome arrangement but, in a sense, it was probably okay while it was a government organisation.  
This is one of the points that seems to have been lost, including by many sections of the media.  The restructure 
of AWB and its gradual transfer from a government statutory body into a private, grower-controlled body was 
done through a series of steps.  AWB became a grower-owned and controlled corporation only in July 1999.  In 
a sense, it formally became privatised when it was listed on the Australian Stock Exchange in 2001.  The federal 
government handed it over to grower control, which I endorse.  However, the incredible mistake of the federal 
government was to have it listed on the stock exchange without resolving the statutory conflicts of its structure.  
Effectively, there emerged a grower-controlled AWB, listed on the stock exchange with single desk rights to 
market wheat - it was given, if we like, a licence - with executive powers.  That private organisation was given 
the executive power to stop anyone else having the right to export wheat.  John Howard privatised executive 
power in the most extraordinary bungle I have seen in marketing arrangements in Australia.  A huge error was 
made, and that is part of the problem.  Had the responsible minister or the government of the day corrected the 
structure and separated the Wheat Export Authority from AWB when it was handed over to owner control and 
then listed, there would not be the degree of difficulty that exists today.  A major mistake was made in that 
privatisation.   

Does it matter?  This is what struck me more than six months ago.  We should bear in mind how all this arose 
and why the Cole inquiry exists.  Iraq invaded Kuwait in the early 1990s.  As a result, international trading 
sanctions were imposed on Iraq by the United Nations.  That resulted in a shortage of food, which caused great 
humanitarian suffering within Iraq, starvation and the like.  Consequently, the UN set up an Oil for Food 
program.  Obviously, access to oil was important economically to the west, but it was essentially a humanitarian 
program to allow staple foodstuff to be supplied to the population of Iraq.  With the implementation of that 
program, it became clear that rorting was happening in the form of illicit payments.  As a result, no lesser body 
than the United Nations set up an independent inquiry.  It chose Paul Volker to head it, a former head of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of the United States of America.  One could not find a heavier hitter than Paul Volker.  
From that moment, anyone observing the situation should have realised that this would be a major issue.  A 
United Nations inquiry headed by a person of the standing of Paul Volker would not have been established if 
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serious issues had not been involved.  The magnitude of it should have been recognised immediately.  The 
Volker inquiry found that $1.8 billion in illicit surcharges or kickbacks had been made, and that more than 2 000 
companies and organisations across a host of countries were involved.  However, among those 2 000 companies, 
the one organisation that had provided by far the largest amount in kickbacks was AWB, to the tune of 
$280 million.  No other organisation came anywhere near it.  From the whole Volker inquiry, AWB stood out.  
That should have rung alarm bells immediately.  I guess that was when the federal government started to take 
notice.   

The kickbacks essentially arose, as members will know from reading the media, mainly through the use of a 
Jordanian trucking company called Alia Transport.  It emerged that Alia Transport was half owned by the Iraqi 
regime of Saddam Hussein.  Ostensibly, companies were being charged exorbitant fees for trucking wheat from 
the port into Iraq, and those fees were being channelled into the regime of Saddam Hussein.  The irony of all that 
was, and such was the sham, that Alia never transported one grain of wheat.  This was a rort, by all the reports, 
known widely throughout the area.  AWB was involved, and there is more than circumstantial evidence to 
suggest that officials from the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade were also involved.  I said before that 
AWB did not become a fully grower-owned private organisation until July 1999.  The relationship between 
AWB and Alia preceded that; hence the political sensitivity.  I do not know what Cole’s finding will ultimately 
be, but I suggest that if he reports on it, he will find that the relationship between AWB and Alia relates back to 
the time when AWB was a government organisation.  It is little wonder there will be a heightened degree of 
political sensitivity about this.  There is no doubt that at an administrative and departmental level there was 
widespread knowledge and involvement.  Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade officials and 
AWB officials negotiated contracts and the like.  I do not know the level of knowledge at the ministerial level.  I 
have respect for the ministers involved, and Cole will probably not inquire into or report on that aspect.  In my 
view, the report will go back to that period.  It is a politically sensitive matter and it is an international issue.  
Already this issue has damaged AWB.  AWB’s standing in the international community has been destroyed.  It 
could be renamed or re-badged; maybe that would work.  However, AWB is finished as an internationally 
respected trading organisation.  There is no hope for it at all.  It stands out across the world as a major rorter.  It 
was not rorting Saddam Hussein; it was rorting a humanitarian food program.  Think about it.  It was rorting a 
program to give food to people who were living in appalling conditions.  That is what was rorted.  AWB has 
nowhere to go.  I accept what the member for Merredin is saying: there is a distinction between the single desk 
issue and the AWB issue.  AWB is dead in the water, and has been for a long time.  What charges and penalties 
will be laid as a result of the Cole inquiry only time will tell.  It was largely predictable, and has been so for 
sometime. 

I do not think that anyone would dispute the fact that AWB behaved corruptly.  Volker effectively found that.  It 
seems from the evidence that has been given under oath that the behaviour of AWB has been corrupt.  I do not 
hear anyone anywhere disputing that.  It is fairly obvious that AWB will be found to be corrupt.  Therefore, how 
can the federal government possibly compel honest, hardworking and decent wheat farmers to deliver their 
wheat harvest to an organisation that has behaved corruptly?  What type of ethical standard is that?  What 
message are we sending to our community and internationally? 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  And the farmers are being charged for it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  AWB is charging them.  I can appreciate that everyone in the wheat industry is upset 
because it is costing them money.  However, let us step back.  The federal government, which made a mess of 
the privatisation, did not do the obvious, although it easily could have done so.  Effectively, it is now compelling 
wheat farmers to hand over their wheat to an organisation that I assume will be found to be corrupt.  It has 
essentially been found to be corrupt by the United Nations inquiry conducted by Volker.  That is astounding.  
How can the government talk about ethical conduct and fair rules of competition in the marketplace when that 
situation is placed on Western Australian and Australian farmers? 

Where can we go?  The intent of the motion can be argued.  I recognise that there is a distinction regarding the 
single desk.  It is ironic that under the rules of the national competition policy - the Treasurer referred to it a 
moment ago by way of interjection - this state, quite properly, was required to separate the grain pool, which 
markets coarse grains from Western Australia, from the Grain Licensing Authority, which is the regulatory body.  
We passed legislation in 2002 that separated those roles.  Had the commonwealth government simply done with 
AWB that which it required of the states, it would have had far less of a problem.  The hypocrisy of that is 
absolutely astounding.  That would not necessarily have changed the single desk situation, but at least the 
regulatory body would have been separated and it may have been able to have played a constructive role in the 
matter.  Over the past 12 months it has been absolutely powerless during the saga of AWB and the kickback 
scandal.  The body that could have played a role was muted; it could not do anything.  That matter should have 
been corrected. 
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I feel very sorry for wheat farmers.  As the member for Moore explained, the full burden of the affair is falling 
fairly and squarely on Western Australian wheat farmers, who are also experiencing a hard year; many of them 
have virtually no crop.  Harvesting has started.  When I was driving this morning, I was listening to a report 
about the drought and heard that grain is being delivered.  The farmers in the northern part of the wheatbelt do 
not have much wheat, but they are beginning to harvest and deliver grain.  In my view, they should have the 
right to sell that wheat to a body other than AWB for export.  They should not be compelled to deal with a 
corrupt organisation.  That is un-Australian.  It is indefensible and unconscionable.  The practical solution is to 
allow people to deliver their grain through Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd, which as the member for Merredin 
said is a grower owned and controlled organisation.  Why should CBH not be allowed to market Western 
Australian grain internationally?  It is hardly a radical change, but at least it would give farmers a choice.  If they 
wanted to go through AWB, they could and if they wanted to market it through CBH, they could do that also.  I 
recognise that that has ramifications for the single desk policy, but it is hardly a radical change.  I am not having 
a go at the National Party members, but I hope this Parliament will unanimously support this proposition.  For 
once, instead of grizzling about Canberra we should stand up as a Parliament and stand up for our wheat farmers 
and their right to deal independently through their organisation to sell their product.  It would send a good 
message to Canberra if we passed such a resolution and stood up for our industry and farmers.  There is no risk 
in doing that.  I heard what the member for Merredin said and I can understand the differences regarding the 
single desk.  However, it is not a radical proposal to allow CBH to market Western Australian wheat.  Can it be 
done?  The federal government could have legislated in a matter of a couple of days - as it is prone to do - to 
change the power of veto.  However, it has not done that.  The Prime Minister’s answer is to wait until the Cole 
inquiry has reported.  That will probably occur in February or March next year at the earliest because it is a 
complex set of issues.  Meanwhile, our farmers have nowhere to go.  It is not an issue for the east coast growers 
because they will not be exporting their grain; they are selling only to the domestic market. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is not a political issue on the east coast.  The farmers there will debate it at meetings, 
which farmers love to do - they have lots of those - but it is not a critical issue for them today because their 
wheat is going to the already deregulated domestic market for which they will effectively receive a ruling market 
price.  Our farmers will be compelled to sell to a corrupt AWB at lower prices through AWB’s bungled hedging 
arrangements.  We should stand up for the farmers as a Parliament.  We should forget about the sensitivities.  If 
it causes some embarrassment in Canberra, bad luck.  Canberra bungled this.  It bungled the privatisation by not 
fixing up the regulatory arrangements and by not acting.  I say to federal members of parliament, regardless of 
which party they belong to, that it is about time they began to represent the interests of Western Australians in 
Canberra instead of representing the interests of Canberra in Western Australia.  Let us stand up for our farmers. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [5.37 pm]:  I too will make a short contribution to this debate.  I am aware of the 
time and of the need to debate the next matter very soon.  I rise in support of the member for Merredin.  I will 
use an example to tease out the debate in the short time that is available to me.   
At the start of last year when I entered Parliament, a natural disaster occurred in my electorate when it was 
significantly flooded in April last year.  When that happened, there was a lot of debate and discussion in the heat 
of the moment about the disaster relief arrangements that were in place regarding the state and federal 
government’s response.  At the time I was an advocate of providing support to the people I represent.  I still do 
advocate that and will continue to advocate it in the future.  Later, I made a case in response to a debate that was 
led by the member for Roe regarding a situation that occurred in Lake Grace.  I argued that the time to debate the 
disaster relief arrangements is when we are not smack bang in the middle of a disaster.  It should be debated 
when no emotion is attached to it and the issue can be looked at objectively.  The Parliament could then make 
good and proper decisions about the direction that would need to be taken, and sensible processes could be put in 
place.  Likewise, now is not the right time to debate the merits of the single desk policy.  I understand that the 
motion is not centred on the debate of the single desk and I understand also that the member for Moore is 
presenting a case to address the issues that he considers are immediate regarding the dire needs of the wheat 
industry.  I support those comments.  It is not as simple as saying we are going to pull this thing down and then 
put it back in place next year.  All the arguments I have heard put forward by the Liberal Party have centred on 
the issue of the single desk and the need for some significant changes. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  What does the motion say? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  The motion is quite different; I understand that.  When I was talking to the member for 
Moore, I had some sympathy for his position.  I do not see that position being pushed in this debate.  Therefore, I 
have some concerns about this being the thin end of the wedge.  There is no doubt about where the federal 
Liberal backbenchers stand on this matter.  There are articles in The Courier Mail, The Sydney Morning Herald 
and The Australian Financial Review - I have them all here - about exactly where those members stand in regard 
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to the single desk and their concerns with it.  The time to have this debate is not now; it will be when we are free 
of the pressures of the Cole inquiry and the drought, which is a serious issue for people in the eastern states as 
well as for Western Australian wheat farmers, and of the current cash price for wheat rising above the forward 
selling price that AWB has been able to secure.  It is an environment that is not conducive to good debate about 
where people stand on this issue.  Yes, the National Party has been a solid supporter of the single desk.  We 
believe that is the position the growers of Western Australia want and the position that the people we represent 
want.  We will be strong advocates for that.  If we look at who opposes the single desk model, because I think 
this is largely a single desk argument, and the attached power of veto, we see it is the United States.  We saw 
how strongly the US fought for changes to the Australian single desk.  It is my belief that the vigour with which 
the United States argued its case tells us exactly how strong the single desk position is when it comes to 
negotiating wheat prices in markets for Australian wheat growers.  If AWB is out there with the whole 
12 million tonnes of Australian wheat to sell on the international market, it gives AWB a helluva lot of strength.  
I think the principle is sound.  It has worked very well for many years and it is still strongly supported by the 
growers of Western Australia.  It may be that there will be a debate about whether that is the appropriate position 
for wheat farmers in the future.  That debate cannot happen in the context in which we find ourselves now when 
all these artificial factors have some influence on the decision-making process.  We need to get out of this 
situation before we have that debate. 
As I said, I have some sympathy for the position of the member for Moore in trying to address the more 
immediate concerns of Western Australian wheat growers, but I am not convinced that this argument is being put 
forward in support of those concerns.  I am convinced there is another agenda and I am concerned it is the thin 
end of the wedge in relation to the single desk.  I do not believe that agenda supports the position of Western 
Australian wheat farmers. 

The other people who seem to be opposing this selling model are the big players - the big traders and big wheat 
farmers who have a substantial crop to put on the market.  I am not convinced that the average wheat grower and 
the small farm wheat grower will be supported by a change to the single desk model.  They are the people with 
whom we are talking regularly and they were among the 150 people that the member for Merredin was talking 
about.  They were among the 500 people at the March meeting at Cunderdin and they are the ones who have an 
interest in what happens to their grain.  I am not convinced that they do not know how the system works.  I am 
sure they do.  They have a vested interest in that.  We are talking about the big business end of town looking for 
a change.  I do not know that that is necessarily the right way to go for the benefit of all wheat growers in 
Western Australia.  That is why we are taking the position we have outlined.  I want to highlight very strongly 
that the time to have this debate and look at changes is not when we are in the thick of all these artificial factors 
that are influencing the situation.  Our buyers must be laughing that we are having this discussion and debate 
now.  They will see our position as being fractured and they will see it as an opportunity.  We cannot let that 
happen, and for that reason the Nationals will not support this motion. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [5.44 pm]:  Let me make it very clear 
from the outset that this motion is not about the single desk.  This motion states - 

That this house calls on the federal government to take immediate action to allow Western Australian 
wheat growers to have the option to sell their wheat from this year’s harvest to buyers of their choice, 
which would include AWB. 

Debates of this kind always range around the topic.  The member for Cottesloe has talked about AWB and the 
Cole inquiry and other members have talked about the single desk.  We have a crisis in wheat marketing in 
Western Australia right now.  We have a very small crop - half the normal crop - and it looks like we will have 
about 4.5 million tonnes of wheat to export.  Western Australia will be the only state that will be exporting a 
significant amount of wheat.  That means the fee for the total cost of running the pool, which was $65 million - I 
understand the new chairman announced the other day that it could come down to $61 million - is charged by 
AWB to AWB (International).  The full cost of that $61 million will be borne by Western Australian wheat 
farmers.  Added to that, we understand on good advice that AWBI’s spread trades, more than its hedges, have 
gone pretty bad; they are not looking very good.  The pool is designed to provide an average over time.  In the 
case of AWB it is usually one harvest to the next harvest.  It has virtually forward sold the whole pool and 
speculated on growers’ grain.  I understand the costs of that could be in excess of $100 million.  I do not know 
whether the member for Merredin can say whether AWB’s trading losses were discussed at those meetings. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  They did talk about them.  If you want to have a single desk, you expect them to forward sell.  
If they forward sell and then there is a drought and the domestic price goes through the roof, their position will 
be much less - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It was highly speculative.  Did they say how much they thought they would lose? 
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Mr B.J. Grylls:  No. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Of course they would not.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Is the hedge higher than the annual production? 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Hedging goes from pool to pool; these are forward selling.   
Mr B.J. Grylls:  They have had to wash out the contracts. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The price has gone crazy and they have lost a lot of money.  A lot of the people who are 
engaged in speculative trading for AWB are on commission and they have made some bad calls, given that the 
price has gone crazy because of investors in the international market.  We are facing a situation where the cost of 
running the pool and AWB’s trading losses could be anywhere between $100 million and $170 million.  Who 
will bear the brunt of that cost?  It will be Western Australian wheat growers, not those in the eastern states.  I 
can understand the National Party’s position when Minister Vaile said yesterday or today that nothing would 
happen until Cole reported, which means that Western Australian wheat growers will be hung out to dry.  We 
have also had Barnaby Joyce talking about the single desk.  I do not want to talk about the single desk; I want to 
talk about a mechanism whereby Western Australian grain growers can take advantage of the high world price 
for wheat.   
We have an opportunity today as a Parliament, if we pass this motion, to send the commonwealth government a 
very strong message that it should adopt whatever mechanism is needed - in other words, it should provide the 
ability for AWBI or the Wheat Export Authority to provide a licence to an exporter or a trader from Western 
Australia.  Ideally it would be CBH, but we cannot really rule out Brooks Grain Pty Ltd or one of the other 
traders.  If they were allowed to export Western Australia’s wheat, we would maximise the price on the 
international market.  If we vote against this motion, members in this place could be denying Western Australian 
growers $40 to $50 a tonne extra on their wheat price.  That is what it is about, and it is really a crisis of two 
dimensions. 

AWB has the power to issue someone with a licence to export Western Australian wheat to the international 
market.  However, if it did that, it would create a problem for AWB as it would handle at least two million or 
three million fewer tonnes.  Western Australians must ask themselves whether Western Australian growers or 
AWB shareholders should shoulder the cost of the dilemmas facing AWB.  I suggest that AWB shareholders 
have been able to gauge what has been happening as a result of the Cole inquiry and so on and have had an 
opportunity to sell their shares, as they have control over them.  Western Australian growers have no control at 
all over their wheat.  It is wrong to suggest that the words of the motion spell the beginning of the end of the 
single desk.  This is a unique situation.  It is very rare.  I do not recall such a situation in which Australia’s major 
grain marketer has had huge legal problems stemming from an international scandal, all the eastern states’ wheat 
will be sold on the domestic market, and all the costs for exporting wheat grown by Australian farmers will be 
borne by Western Australian farmers.  I trust that farmers know exactly what is going on.  The government has 
two weeks to implement a mechanism to permit an export licence to be issued, or for AWB to issue that export 
licence.  Of course, we all know that AWB will not agree to issue an export licence.  Why would it?  It pleases 
itself.  It is therefore a dilemma right across the board. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Can you explain to me, because I obviously don’t know, what would be the mechanism by 
which the federal government would move on this motion, if it were agreeable to it?  Does it have to legislate? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It would need to legislate.  As the Leader of the House knows, legislation takes time to go 
through the houses of Parliament.  Ideally the Wheat Export Authority would be given the opportunity to issue 
export licences.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We know it can do it, but it will do it because it is either pressured by the federal government 
or the federal government will legislate to allow it to do it. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is right.  The ideal situation would be for the federal government to pressure it.  That 
way there would be no argument about removing the single desk or the right of veto.  One mechanism would be 
to remove from AWB the right of veto over the Wheat Export Authority so that the Wheat Export Authority 
could sell the grain.   

This matter is so serious that I took time out yesterday after question time to discuss the matter with the Premier.  
It is a matter that should be approached in a bipartisan way in Western Australia.  As the member for Cottesloe 
said, the current market price on the eastern seaboard is quite high.  In Queensland it is about $370 a tonne; 
internationally it is about $290 a tonne; and AWB’s price is about $240 a tonne.  Therefore, Western Australian 
growers are facing a loss of $50 a tonne and the cost of running the pool.  They could ultimately receive $60 or 
$70 a tonne less than the international price.  They cannot afford that in a year of drought.  There is therefore a 
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combination of events: the drought, AWB in a legal crisis and a small crop.  However, an important aspect for 
members of this place to understand is that there will be no skin off the nose of growers in the eastern states if 
they hang Western Australian wheat growers out to dry.  The growers for whom ministers in the east are 
responsible are all okay.  The domestic and feed markets are running very strongly.  They will probably drop off 
in the near future when feed comes through the market, but the grain market is very high.  I must admit that a lot 
of places in the eastern states are in drought. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Could we send our wheat to the eastern states to supply the domestic market? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It looks like about one million tonnes may go there; then the market will be full.  
Ultimately the argument is that we will have no alternative but to export about four and a half million tonnes.  
The only way we can export it is through AWB.  It could cost Western Australian farmers between $50 and 
$70 a tonne for AWB to market it in that way. 

We as Western Australians should put the acid on the federal government.  The federal government could 
stonewall and say that it will leave the situation as it is because everything on the eastern seaboard is okay and it 
will make Western Australian farmers bear the brunt of this situation.  I know that National Party federal 
ministers on the eastern seaboard have said lately that they will not interfere with the single desk.  There has 
therefore been an obscure debate about the single desk.  A delegation of Western Australian farmers has gone 
over east to try to negotiate with them and get rid of the power of veto.  Getting rid of the single desk is regarded 
in some quarters as the thin end of the wedge.  That is an argument, but I am saying that Western Australia’s 
circumstances are special.  This is the first time in living memory that Western Australia has had a crisis like 
this.  Farmers stand to lose a lot of money.  Those farmers who have good crops will potentially lose hundreds of 
thousands of dollars because they must give their wheat to AWB rather than export it overseas. 

I will give a scenario to the house as an example.  A couple of years ago, as was mentioned, the current 
government brought in legislation to set up the Grain Licensing Authority in Western Australia.  A similar 
proposal is being suggested for the Wheat Export Authority.  Did the single desk for marketing of prescribed 
grains in Western Australia collapse?  No, it did not.  There was a lot of angst about it when it first came in; 
farmer organisations opposed it and so on but it is still working.   

I am saying that this is a unique situation.  The member for Moore crafted this motion very carefully.  It does not 
refer to the single desk.  It asks the federal government to take immediate action to allow Western Australian 
wheat growers the option of selling their wheat from this year’s harvest to a buyer of their choice.  By doing that, 
Western Australian growers and the Western Australian community would maximise the price of their wheat, 
with all the resulting spin-offs that would occur as a result of that.  I can understand the National Party’s 
dilemma.  Some of their colleagues are saying that this motion is about the single desk and whatever.  I would 
like to think that members of this Parliament today have enough commonsense to support this motion; it would 
be no skin off their nose.  If this motion is not acted on in the next two weeks, a lot of grain will go into the bins 
and farmers will have to make up their minds about what they will do with that wheat.  Another aspect of this 
issue is the cost of running the wheat pool.  It is getting very late; the harvest has already started.  Currently the 
wheat export price is $280 a tonne; AWB’s price is $240 a tonne.  On that price alone, therefore, our growers 
will potentially lose between $40 and $50 a tonne. 

I wonder what eastern states farmers would say if the boot were on the other foot and they had to export their 
grain and foot the bill for the full cost of running AWB and its speculative trading losses.  I would bet they 
would ask for an export licence to export their wheat.  However, everybody turns their back on Western 
Australia.  It is about time that Western Australia stood up for itself and demanded that the federal government 
treat our wheat growers fairly and give them the opportunity to export their wheat to the highest possible bidder. 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.58 pm]:  I thank the member for Moore for 
moving this motion, which has raised some very important issues.  I say at the outset that the state government 
acknowledges that Western Australian growers cannot be left alone to carry AWB’s $65 million pool 
management fee.  However, let us be clear about this problem: it has been caused by the current drought 
situation.  All of the cost will fall on Western Australian farmers because, although the west has had bad times 
and many growers have been hit very hard, the drought has virtually destroyed the export market in the east.  
Although the government understands that the future of the single desk and of AWB is a long-term issue, the 
primary cause of the current crisis that Western Australian farmers are facing is that they alone will bear the full 
cost of the $65 million pool management fee.  That is the problem that we should be targeting at the moment.   

The federal government is due to review the role of the single desk in 2010.  Obviously, developments have 
overtaken that date.  The Cole royal commission is due to report on 24 November although, as many members 
have highlighted, that may well be delayed.  However, it is obvious that there will be a response that pre-empts 
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the 2010 review.  Nonetheless, as the member for Stirling said, we should not have that sort of debate in haste.  
We need to have the debate in a thorough and controlled manner.  We need to deal with the problem that 
Western Australian farmers are facing, which is the onerous and unfair imposition of the entire $65 million pool 
management fee. 

The future of AWB and the single desk may or may not be connected in the long term.  However, their future 
requires a long-term response.  It is a long-term problem.  This Parliament must encourage the federal 
government to deal with the immediate short-term problem, which is the impact of the $65 million fee on 
Western Australian growers.  As has been said by many members, Western Australian growers will bear the cost 
of the pooling system.  Despite the fact that Western Australia’s season has been poor, there will be virtually no 
contribution to the export market from eastern states growers.  Other members have highlighted the reasons for 
that.  Eastern states growers have a larger domestic market; therefore, when they have a poor season most of the 
produce is sold to the domestic market.  Effectively, Western Australia will be the only exporter this year.  As 
members will know, only bulk export sales are regulated and marketed through the single desk.  Domestic sales 
are uncontrolled; it is a free market.  Theoretically, there could be an opportunity for the export of grain through 
container handling but, frankly, the costs of that are so high that it becomes prohibitive.  Realistically, AWB is 
the mechanism for marketing wheat internationally. 

Some Western Australian farmers will have the opportunity of selling wheat to the local market.  Traditionally, 
only 15 per cent of local produce is taken up by the local market while about 85 per cent is exported.  That may 
change a little given the season we have just had.  There may be some opportunity to sell to eastern states 
markets.  However, primarily, the major market will remain the international market.   

As I said, the situation facing farmers is not directly caused by the current crisis around AWB.  There is a 
precedent.  In 2002, because of the drought, the burden fell on Western Australian growers.  They had to bear a 
burden of about $15 a tonne for wheat exports.  The motion of the member for Moore highlights a very real 
problem, but has a very prescriptive solution that, frankly, will not work. 

I will now respond directly to the motion.  The commonwealth Wheat Marketing Act grants the single desk to 
AWB (International).  Although it is true that, theoretically, other grain traders can make application through the 
Wheat Export Authority for the export of wheat via bulk shipments, we all know that AWB (International) 
retains the veto over the decisions of the Wheat Export Authority concerning bulk shipments.  Realistically, 
AWB (International) will not allow other grain exporters to export.  There is obviously the precedent of Iraq, 
whereby an exemption was granted.  That was under exceptional circumstances, which I am sure everybody 
understands.  Effectively, they were locked out of the market so the options were either to get other suppliers to 
provide the grain or lose the market to Australian growers.  Those circumstances were a one-off.  AWB will 
probably not allow that to happen because it will act in the interests of its shareholders.  It has a fiduciary duty to 
its shareholders.  It would be acting inappropriately to let that happen.  What is left for the federal government?  
It could try to persuade AWB to allow those markets to open but, frankly, as the law stands, the federal 
government has no power to control AWB.  It cannot remove the right of veto that AWB has over bulk 
shipments. 
Mr G. Snook:  It can legislate. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  It could legislate, but that presents some difficulties.  It would have to amend the Wheat 
Marketing Act.  That is extremely unlikely, given the time frames we have seen.  The member for Stirling hit the 
nail on the head when he said that if these sorts of decisions are made in haste, we will repent at leisure.  The 
harvest is already under way in Western Australia.  We are running into time constraint problems that would 
make it difficult to enact effective, timely and good legislation. 

The member for Stirling also highlighted the Cole royal commission report, which is due to be handed down on 
24 November but may well be delayed.  We need to consider that and what will come out of it, so that the future 
of the single desk and AWB can be determined by the federal government.  It leads us to ask what effective 
options the federal government has.  As I said at the outset, the $65 million burden that is falling on Western 
Australian farmers is a huge imposition; it is an unfair imposition.  It is a problem not just for Western Australian 
farmers.  It is a problem for AWB.  The Minister for Agriculture and Food met today with WAFarmers and was 
informed that many Western Australian farmers will seek to market their wheat to the domestic market.  AWB is 
likely to lose out in those circumstances because it will lose its ability to market its product.  The federal 
government has to work with AWB and WAFarmers to ensure that Western Australian farmers are not 
financially disadvantaged by the burden of $65 million.  The federal government could ask - who knows, 
perhaps it has - AWB to forgo its veto and allow bulk shipment by other exporters.  As I have outlined, that is 
highly unlikely because its shareholders, many of whom are growers, would take a very dim view of that.  The 
most realistic outcome is that the federal government will negotiate with AWB and come to some sort of 
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accommodation whereby they share the impact of the $65 million pool marketing fee so that it does not fall 
unfairly on Western Australian growers.  That is the most realistic option, rather than acting in haste and 
repenting at leisure.  The federal government should be addressing that problem immediately because it affects 
Western Australian farmers.  It should look at the situation in the context of the current drought and recognise 
that Western Australian farmers are doing it hard.  AWB and the federal government could come to some sort of 
accommodation in sharing that cost. 

As I implied, the state government cannot support this motion in its current form.  Obviously, in the domestic 
market Western Australian growers already have the capacity to sell to buyers of their choice.  To extinguish the 
single desk for international bulk exports for even one year would effectively extinguish it forever.  As the 
Leader of the National Party said, we cannot simply unmake the egg and then make it again. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  You are selling out Western Australian grain growers!  You are hopeless. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  No, we are not.  We are requesting the federal government to address the immediate 
problem.  We are being asked to jump in boots and all, and avoid the opportunity to address the immediate 
problem.  We have to support and make considered decisions about the single desk in the long term.  I am 
inclined to question what is driving the opposition’s determination.  The member for Merredin could not point to 
any pressure from growers to abandon the single desk.  In fact, he highlighted the fact that there seemed to be 
grower support for the continuation of the single desk, despite all the concerns about AWB at the moment. 
As I said, decisions about the future of the single desk are long-term decisions and should be made for sound, 
long-term reasons.  However, the key message that this Parliament should be sending is that WA growers should 
not be left to bear the burden of AWB (International) Ltd’s service fee.  They should not be the only ones who 
are left to pay the $65 million fee. 
Mr G. Snook:  Who will pay? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I just highlighted that, which the member would have heard if he had been listening. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Can you repeat it because I didn’t hear it? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Basically, I am saying that the federal government should sit down with AWB and deal 
with the immediate situation that Western Australian farmers face; that is, the imposition of the $65 million fee 
that will fall exclusively on Western Australian farmers because they are the only exporters.  We are in a drought 
situation.  The federal government has allocated significant moneys to drought relief, none of which in the initial 
package went to Western Australian farmers.  This is its chance to actually help them by ensuring that they do 
not bear this unreasonable burden. 

Therefore, the government will not support the motion but will in fact seek to amend the motion so that it would 
read - 

That this house calls on the federal government to take immediate action to protect Western Australian 
wheat growers from the inequitable cost impact of AWBI’s $65 million service fee by either agreement 
with, or consideration to, AWB Ltd. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Is the parliamentary secretary moving that as a formal motion 
right now? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Yes, I am. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I therefore move - 

To delete all words after “action” and substitute the following words - 

to protect Western Australian wheat growers from the inequitable cost impact of AWBI’s 
$65 million service fee by either agreement with, or consideration to, AWB Ltd. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [6.12 pm]:  I will speak in support of the amendment 
moved by the parliamentary secretary.  As a number of members have already said, the wheat industry is very 
important to Western Australia, and the wheat industry in Western Australia is important to national wheat 
exports as it is the major producer by far.  This year in particular there has been a drought in the east, and 
Western Australia has also had a very bad drought.  However, clearly, our farmers will produce some crop and 
do a bit better than the farmers in the other states, at least in terms of any excess that will be available for export.  
It is a very important issue.  As has already been pointed out, timeliness is of significance, given that the harvest 
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has already started, and farmers will therefore want to know what the outcome will be for the wheat that they 
produce this season. 

There are a number of issues and they tend to cut across each other.  Clearly, the underlying issue relates to the 
single desk and whether we should maintain it.  A number of members went through some of the history of the 
establishment of that single desk, although I do not think that any members went into detail about why they do or 
do not support a single desk.  It was really just a bit of a chronology of the development of the current structure 
that underpins the single desk for the export of wheat from Australia.  It was interesting that the Leader of the 
National Party claimed that the wheat growers whom he has consulted with and spoken to at meetings he has 
attended are overwhelmingly in support of maintaining the single desk.  Again, if I correctly understood the 
Leader of the National Party, he said that at a meeting he attended today of quite a number of growers, the vast 
majority opposed the motion that has been moved by the Liberal opposition in this house today; that is, they did 
not want to see, even for one year, a breaking away from that single desk. 

Therefore, the questions are: at this stage, do we want to make a move away from the single desk; what are the 
merits of the single desk regarding the export of Australian wheat; and what is the mechanism by which a single 
desk might be maintained, if that is what is decided?  They are very real and valid questions.  I believe that the 
Liberal opposition, in moving the motion, is saying that we could do this for just one year, and we are not really 
dealing with that major issue.  I am not convinced that that is the case.  In the current environment - the Leader 
of the Opposition touched on some of this - there is an absolute scandal with AWB, and its reputation has been 
totally wrecked.  In fact, it was the member for Cottesloe who said - I think I am quoting him correctly - that 
AWB had basically been destroyed by its actions and the revelations through the Cole royal commission.  He 
also went on to call AWB a corrupt organisation.  From the media reports that I have seen, I would concur with 
that.  However, we will have to await the outcome of the Cole inquiry.  Nevertheless, we know that the 
reputation of AWB has certainly been wrecked.  It is a total train wreck.  That obviously has implications for its 
ability to market wheat.  In the future, we may see the effect of that in its ability to get into markets and the 
prices that it might achieve.  However, clearly, AWB is not trading with a reputation that is worth anything; it is 
a huge negative for it. 

There is the potential for criminal charges arising from the Cole royal commission, and there will be a flow-on 
effect of that on both the reputation of AWB and its ongoing operation. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It has nothing to do with this motion.  This motion is about trying to help Western Australian 
farmers. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will come to that.  I think it has a lot to do with this motion.  I am saying to the 
opposition that it is suggesting that AWB could simply be bypassed for a year, while still maintaining a single 
desk. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It can issue an export licence now. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  If the Leader of the Opposition listens to what I am saying, he will find that I am trying to 
build a case for why I do not think the opposition is accurate or honest in suggesting that we could allow a one-
year bypass of AWB - that is, allow choice for one year - and not totally scuttle the single desk.  That is what I 
am putting to the opposition.  I am trying to build a case.  I am saying that currently AWB is in an extremely 
perilous situation in terms of its reputation, its staff facing potential criminal charges, its legal costs for the Cole 
royal commission and the potential for a whole range of litigation that could flow on from the Cole commission.  
That litigation will clearly incur additional legal costs.  There could be penalties imposed on AWB, or it may be 
required to make payments if it loses any cases arising from that litigation.  That weight is on top of AWB.  As 
has already been mentioned, AWB is facing potential trading losses. 

Mr G. Snook:  Why should farmers continue to pay for that, which is what you are telling them to do? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member is saying now that we should write off AWB, write off the single desk, and 
that is it. 

Mr G. Snook:  No.  The difference between the single desk and AWB’s pool - 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I accept that there is clearly a difference between the two.  However, I am putting to the 
member that with AWB in its current perilous state, the opposition’s suggestion of a one-off fix for this year is 
tantamount to saying that we will make the decision now to destroy the single desk. 

Mr G. Snook:  What’s the alternative? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  So the member is accepting that what I am saying is true? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  No, we’re not accepting that at all. 
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Mr G. Snook:  No.  The alternative is - 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am trying to deal with that part of the question first, and then I will be happy to move on 
to the other part.  The part of the question that I am trying to deal with now is that the opposition is saying - I 
take this from what the Leader of the Opposition said - that for this season, because of all the problems and the 
impact that they will have on WA growers, which we are certainly very concerned about, we should simply 
bypass AWB, and that will not destroy the single desk.  Members opposite are saying that because of the parlous 
state of AWB, there will be too great a cost impact on WA growers who are producing wheat this year.  I accept 
that that is the real downside for our growers.  It is not only that the $65 million must be taken out, but also the 
fact that the growers are in such a weakened position that they have many liabilities and costs, and that means 
that whatever wheat they are able to sell, they must take only a percentage of that.  Therefore, the price that WA 
growers will get will be less than they would get on the open market for a whole range of reasons that are caught 
up with AWB and are of AWB’s making. 

Mr G. Snook:  And that’s not fair to WA growers. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I accept that.  The issue then is that we will allow WA growers in this one season to 
bypass AWB - 

Mr G. Snook:  Those who want to. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I know.  That was in the original motion that the member moved; that was the effect of it. 

Mr G. Snook:  Yes. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I do not have an intimate knowledge of wheat.  I spent years and years on my uncle’s 
farm bagging his seed wheat, and I enjoyed being there at harvest time.  However, I do not understand marketing 
of wheat as do many members opposite.  However, in my understanding, the opposition is saying to me that if 
we allowed the original motion, so that WA growers could bypass AWB and go through another agency to get a 
better price for their wheat in the current season, that would not destroy the single desk.  I cannot agree with that 
because all the evidence available to me - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  AWB will not be holding the single desk after the Cole inquiry; it will be somebody else. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  So the Leader of the Opposition has already made that decision. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It might be Landmark, but it will be a different structure from the current one.  Why are you 
asking the taxpayers of Western Australia to bail out the wheat board when growers can export on the free 
market and pay for it themselves? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is a very good question.  I accept the question from the Leader of the Opposition: 
why would we ask taxpayers to bail out Western Australian growers through AWB?  Western Australian 
growers are caught by the requirement to market, which the original motion wanted to bypass.  Many of them are 
shareholders in AWB, and they will lose out there.  The question from the Leader of the Opposition was why 
should the federal government and taxpayers help out.  They should help out because the problem was created by 
the federal government. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  How? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Cottesloe said that in his contribution. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That is a totally different issue. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There are two levels. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  This is to do with 11 million tonnes versus 25 million tonnes.  That is what this is about. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Cottesloe pointed out that the legislative changes were put in place by 
the current federal Liberal government.  It set up a structure whereby there was no integrity in the single desk 
being held by the company, which is there to make a profit. 

Mr G. Snook interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is one reason that the federal government has to accept responsibility for this mess.  
The other reason is that it has willingly turned a blind eye to the cause of the problem with AWB and Iraq. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That has nothing to do with the current situation. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It has everything to do with it.  As I have just said, the current costs -  
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  How is the federal government responsible for the drought that delivered 11 million tonnes 
instead of 25 million tonnes? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am trying to explain it, if the Leader of the Opposition would listen.  He is going off on 
a tangent.  He does not want to listen to a rational argument based on facts.  I know that he has trouble with that, 
but I am trying to put a rational argument based on facts.  He can ignore that.  The drought is an issue, but I am 
dealing with the problems of AWB.  Its reputation and its financial position have been destroyed because the 
federal government allowed it to become the biggest bankroller of Saddam Hussein and all the nasty things that 
he has done.  The federal government was very willing to send our troops to Iraq and put them in danger.  The 
federal Liberal government has been very willing to talk about being tough on terrorism and trying to get rid of 
Saddam Hussein. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  This is absolute nonsense. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Cottesloe, who sits next to the Leader of the Opposition, put on the 
record during this debate that AWB was the biggest contributor to the kickbacks that went to arming Saddam 
Hussein and keeping his regime in power, which is the reason that our troops have been sent to fight in Iraq.  He 
also put on the record that the Alia contract, which was the device through which all this illegal money was 
channelled to Saddam Hussein, was put in place when AWB was a government agency controlled by federal 
government ministers.  That is why the federal government is responsible.  First, it put in place the defective 
structure; and, secondly, it was either complicit or asleep on its watch when nearly $A300 million of AWB 
money was paid to Saddam Hussein to back up his regime, which we were supposedly seeking to undermine and 
destroy.  It is an absolute travesty that the federal Liberal government allowed that to happen.  On that basis, the 
federal government and, unfortunately, Australian taxpayers are obliged to accept some responsibility for 
looking after Western Australian growers.  Western Australian growers do not deserve to bear the brunt of this 
total mismanagement by AWB, which, when it started, was a federal government agency controlled by federal 
government ministers.  The federal government has said that it had intelligence on which it based the decision to 
go to war in Iraq, which has caused the loss of hundreds of thousands of lives.  Funding the regime that we are 
seeking to overthrow is the responsibility of the federal government. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  When the farmers read this speech, they’ll think you’re an idiot.  What you have been talking 
about has nothing to do with the motion. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition obviously does not have much of an idea about facts or 
logic.  I think I am building a case.  He said that, because of the current problems with AWB, this one-year 
bypass has nothing to do with getting rid of the single desk.  That is a nonsense.  If AWB, in the parlous state it 
is in at the moment, were bypassed for one year, it would open up a lot of other problems.  As the parliamentary 
secretary said, issues with the single desk need to be looked at, and everyone agrees with that.  However, if we 
did that in haste to fix the current problem, our growers would not necessarily be any better off.  I have accepted 
the evidence provided by the Leader of the National Party; that is, that the overwhelming majority of growers do 
not want to move away at this time from the use of the single desk and AWB.  The Leader of the National Party 
was right when he asked the member for Moore to give him some counterevidence of the number of growers 
who support this proposal.  Where does the member for Moore see the support among growers for the motion he 
has moved today? 

Mr G. Snook:  Twenty per cent of growers want a choice.  Eighty per cent support the single desk and the 
current situation and 20 per cent do not. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I thank the member for that information.  That seems a bit strange in this game in which 
we seek to represent the majority in a democracy.  Why would the member support 20 per cent of growers and 
not 80 per cent? 

Mr G. Snook:  I am not saying that at all. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  What is the member saying? 

Mr G. Snook:  It is about choice.  Do you deny choice? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Did I misunderstand the member?  I thought he said that 20 per cent wanted a choice this 
year and did not want to be bound to sell through AWB. 

Mr G. Snook:  I would bet you that every farmer is worried about carrying the can of $65 million. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Of course they are; we all agree with that.  However, the issue is whether we fix it 
because 20 per cent want it freed up but 80 per cent either do not want it freed up or are uncertain about it, so 
therefore let us look after the 20 per cent of growers.  Are 20 per cent of the wheat growers Liberals and do they 
not want that, and are 80 per cent Nationals and do they want that?  Is that the division we have here? 
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Mr G. Snook:  How many attended out of 6 000 growers?  If you want democracy, give them the facts, tell them 
exactly what they will be faced with and give them a vote.  Then we can say that that is democracy. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is a different issue.  The member did not move a motion calling for a referendum of 
all growers.  That was not in the motion.  The motion asks for a decision to be made.  I appreciate the member’s 
interjection in response to my question.  The National Party has said that the very clear majority of growers do 
not want this change, and the member for Moore indicated in his interjection that he believes that the minority 
want the change.  It seems to me that we need to justify why we should go with the minority.  There is more 
involved in this matter than just the majority and minority of growers.  There are bigger issues with wheat 
marketing and exporters.  It is a national issue.  However, the primary issue to take into account is the views of 
growers. 

Mr G. Snook:  Ask 6 000 growers, not 150 or 600.  Ask everybody.  Everybody votes in a state election. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Has the member done that? 

Mr G. Snook:  No; that is what I am saying.  You are basing your premise on the fact that that is the majority. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, because that is all the evidence that has been presented in the debate.  The Leader of 
the National Party, the member for Merredin, cited two meetings of a substantial number of growers.  I realise 
that that is only a small sample of the total number, but it was a public meeting attended by growers who were 
clearly concerned about the sale of their crop and the role of AWB and the single desk.  I accept the number that 
was given by the Leader of the National Party and that, on both occasions, an overwhelming majority did not 
want to move away from the single desk.  It was only a sample and they might have been biased, but no evidence 
to the contrary has been presented. 

I return to the point.  It does not mean that in every instance the views of growers should override everything 
else, but it is a very important consideration.  On that basis, I do not think we should take a step in haste that 
appears to be against the wishes of the growers.  As has been indicated, some big growers might have a different 
point of view, because they produce very large volumes and work on a different scale; therefore, they might be 
in a stronger position to manage the sale and export of their wheat.  However, a lot of smaller growers do not see 
it that way.  Mr Acting Speaker, I seek an extension of time.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Members cannot have an extension of time on an amendment.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition is suggesting that we are asking the federal government to 
put pressure on AWB to not use its veto so that Western Australian farmers can export their wheat through 
another channel.  The Leader of the Opposition is a bit ingenuous, unless he is indicating that he has no pull with 
the federal Liberal government.  If he thinks it is a matter of getting the federal Liberal government to put a bit of 
pressure on AWB so he can get things changed, he can go ahead and do that.  He does not need a motion which 
declares the position of this house to do that.  We do not believe that the interests of WA growers are necessarily 
served by this motion.  On the surface it looks good, but will the longer term interests of Western Australian 
wheat growers be necessarily served by abandoning the single desk when we have a major issue with AWB and 
the problems it has created?   

As I said earlier, the drought has brought this issue to a head.  Even if we did not have a drought, there would 
still be a substantial issue because of the mismanagement of AWB, which started back in the days when it was 
an agency directly controlled by the federal government.  For those reasons, we believe that the amendment that 
has been moved leaves aside the single desk question for the moment.  It simply says that we have a major issue 
that the federal government is in a position to fix part of; that is, the $60 million to $65 million fee that will fall 
very heavily on Western Australian growers.  We believe the federal government should work with AWB to at 
least relieve that part of the burden placed on Western Australian wheat growers, who are doing it tough enough 
without having to put up with this total mismanagement by the federal government as well.   

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [6.32 pm]:  I understand the intent of the 
amended motion that has come forth.  There is still a bit of a misunderstanding.  I wanted to refer to what I said 
at the meeting today.  I concur that there were only 240 at the meeting but short of everything we have done 
today, 240 is a good place to argue.  I said to the people in that group that if they are supporters of single desk 
marketing and pooling, they have already agreed to the management of that cost.  At the moment that 
management cost is something like $63.5 million.  Anyone can argue that it should be less - we all do - but over 
a period of time that has been the cost of managing single desk marketing.  I said to the growers at the meeting 
today that they cannot make an argument to not pay the $65 million and support the single desk.  If they do not 
support the payment of a management fee to manage the single desk, they are deregulators.  I made that very 
clear to them.  I think the support of 80/20 is pretty close.  Some widespread surveys have been carried out that 
show that.  I am happy to agree with that.  That 20 per cent is there.  Twenty per cent clearly say they do not 
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want to have a buyer of last resort.  They want to be able to sell in the open market and take the best price.  If 
there is a drought, they will take the high price, and if there is an excess of production, they will take the low 
price.  That is the way they want to sell their grain.   

The amendment refers to lobbying the federal government to pay AWB an amount of money to reduce the 
burden of the $65 million management cost.  The problem is that it will not happen quickly enough.  The federal 
government will not make a decision in the time required.  There were no friends of AWB at this meeting of 
growers today.  The growers were saying that if AWB wants them to deliver into a pool that has a $65 million 
management fee, they want that price to come down, because they have the choice of taking cash contracts.  If 
they do that, fewer growers will be delivering into the pool, and the cost of that $65 million on a per tonne basis 
will keep going up.  AWB is under the pump to make a decision in the next couple of days about how it plans to 
sell the notion for the pooling of grain and where that $65 million will come from.  I said to Ian Donges, the head 
of AWB (International), that in the next couple of days it needs to clearly explain to growers the cost of the 
management fee for next year.  I would suggest that if it remains at $65 million, more and more growers will 
deliver to the cash market and the whole notion of pooling will fall apart.  The supporters of the deregulation will 
cause AWB to bring it upon itself by people not delivering into that pool.  The challenge is at the feet of AWB 
right now, not at the feet of the federal government, and it will not matter what we do here.  The growers are 
talking directly to AWB, saying that they will not put their grain into the pool.  They will sell to the cash market 
if they do not see some resolution to this problem of the $65 million management fee.  It is universally accepted 
that a fee of between $5 and $7 a tonne is reasonable for the management of the single desk.  It is not accepted 
that that fee would be $15 or $20 a tonne.  That is the real problem today.  I do not see this amendment solving 
this problem. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The issue is it’s either by agreement or consideration.  So we’re actually asking the federal 
government to become involved in that same consideration or debate that you’ve already alluded to. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I take that point.  If the ABW wants to maintain a pooling system, it needs to come up with 
a solution to this problem.  The concern I have with the $65 million being delivered to AWB is that the 
$65 million goes to AWB Ltd, and AWB Ltd is the shareholder.  This $65 million is what goes to the 
shareholders of AWB.  Not too many growers would appreciate that.  The challenge for the board of AWB Ltd is 
what fee it wants to put on the management of the pool for this year.  It has to make that decision.  I support the 
fact that this motion is asking the federal government to tell that to AWB (International).  However, it does not 
need to be told.  It was told by 240 growers in Merredin today and by 100-odd growers in Koorda yesterday.  I 
am sure this will be the number one issue for the rest of the time representatives from AWB are in WA.   
For members who have been educated on wheat marketing, if people support the single desk, they support the 
fact that a management fee is attached to that.  Growers cannot wait until the year that that management fee 
becomes a burden and say they do not want it any more.  If they take that position, they are in the 20 per cent of 
farmers who support deregulation.  That is the question that I asked the growers today.  I said I do not want to 
have an argument about $65 million.  I take it that AWB will attempt to bring that cost down.  I wanted to know 
whether the growers support the single desk remaining and the power of veto remaining, or whether they support 
the opening up of the market, as was put in the member for Moore’s motion.  The vote at my meeting today was 
as representative or unrepresentative as members would like that to be.  Four people supported the move to open 
up the market and about 236 people supported the status quo.   
MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [6.38 pm]:  This amendment is a cop-out.  It basically says that taxpayers will foot the 
bill for AWB’s incompetence.  It has stuffed up.  Where it started is irrelevant.  The issue is that Western 
Australian wheat growers will be penalised a substantial amount.  We will not know how much they will be 
penalised until the dust has settled.  The fact remains that as a state we will be singularly disadvantaged under 
the whole scenario.  I will be brief because I know that we need to move on to other matters.  The amendment to 
the motion asks the federal government to guarantee that the amount of $65 million will be picked up by the 
taxpayers.  That is untenable.  If we went down the path of what is contained in my motion and the CBH Group 
had the chance to function in the open market, who would pay the market price?  The consumers, the purchasers 
of the wheat, would foot the bill, not the Australian taxpayer.  If ever there was a case of endorsing an 
organisation that has been claimed to be corrupt and incompetent, this is a classic.  We cannot support it.  It is 
not on.  It does nothing.  All it does is further deepen the mire.  I will not have a bar of it.  The price in the free 
market should pay for the difference.  It is waiting to happen.  If CBH had access to that market - AWB is 
prohibiting CBH from doing that for all the obvious reasons - the problem would be partly solved for one year.  
The federal government could introduce the necessary legislative changes into the House of Representatives and 
into the Senate.  It is not too late and it can be done.  This crisis will be totally out of control within another three 
weeks.  It will be a matter of not a few truckloads but the whole harvest rolling in during the next few weeks.  
What will we do then?  Will the Parliament come back in January or February, when we can wring our hands at 
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the lack of action to solve a problem that will have a severe impact on this state’s economy and could send 
farmers to the wall? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Have you spoken to your federal Liberal colleagues about this? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I have been in touch with them.  I repeat what our leader says: not only federal Liberal 
members but all federal members should stand up and represent Western Australia.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Have your federal Liberal colleagues acknowledged that they will support what you are 
calling for? 
Mr G. SNOOK:  Some of them have.  Some were saying last week that they did not know, and they are saying 
this week that they are starting to see what the problem is, which is what many growers are doing as they 
become aware of the seriousness of the problem.  It will hit their back pockets, and it is a question of making a 
commitment to consign or not consign, because farmers who are fortunate enough to have wheat cannot store all 
of it on their properties.  They must warehouse it with CBH at a cost, which is what will happen.   
The main point of the argument, as has been said, is to maintain the single desk.  Will we see the downfall of a 
company regardless, because it is shaping up that way?  There is no way that we could support the taxpayer 
being party to a messed up, corrupt system.  I understand where the minister is coming from, and his attempt at 
goodwill, but we cannot go down that track.  We will look like idiots.  If it all goes pear shaped in another couple 
of months, people will be saying that the Western Australian government was part of chucking more money 
down that big, slippery funnel. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We are talking about money to back WA growers. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  I know what the minister is trying to do, but the cheapest, most cost-effective, decent way to 
do it is to let the market pay the price.  That is the basis of my motion; it is not about destroying the single desk.  
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is where I disagree with you. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  Arguments could inevitably be mounted against that, and I accept it. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [6.45 pm]:  I make one final point that may well have been missed.  It is my 
understanding that the issues facing Western Australian wheat growers have largely brought on this debate.  The 
member for Moore raised the issue of people who have been severely impacted by drought and, hence, have 
significantly decreased yields.  We need to recognise and acknowledge that the action we advocate should help 
those people who are most affected, in this case Western Australian wheat growers who have suffered serious 
impacts from the drought.  The $65 million fee is remitted on the basis of a set dollar per tonne for the tonnage 
that is delivered to the pool, which is how funds are raised to cover the administrative costs of AWB.  The 
member for Moore also mentioned that the impact of the drought is quite different across regional Western 
Australia.  The impact is significant in the area he represents and in the north eastern wheatbelt where there are 
dire needs to be met, but it has impacted at various levels across the state; some areas are not doing too badly.  
He clearly acknowledged that.  We need to acknowledge that if we take a step that removes that $65 million fee 
for AWB or we take some action that means farmers will not have to pay it, the support will go to those who 
deliver grain to the pool and not to the farmers who have no crop at all and are in direct need.  If the federal 
government has $65 million to spare, it should not be used to remove the fee; it should be used to assist the 
drought-affected farmers in the north eastern wheatbelt.  That point needs to be acknowledged when we are 
advocating support for the wheat growers of this state and those who are most affected.  We need to be cautious, 
and ensure that the benefit goes to the people who are most deserving of it. 
Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
Question put and passed.  
 


