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Division 11:  Agriculture, $120 243 000- 
Hon George Cash, Chairman. 

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

Mr I. Longson, Acting Director General. 

Dr D. Bowran, Acting Executive Director, Plant Industries. 

Mr C. Thorn, Executive Director, Animal Industries. 

Mr H. Steingiesser, Executive Director, Trade and Development. 

Mr R. Delane, Acting Executive Director, Policy and Business Services. 

Mr M.J. Marsh, Executive Director, Corporate Services. 

Mr D. Hartley, Executive Director, Agricultural Resource Management. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I welcome members 
and advisers to today’s hearing. 

Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament to scrutinise the 
Budget Papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The committee values that assistance. 

It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the Budget Statements volumes or the consolidated fund 
estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount, and so on in preface to their questions. 

If supplementary information is to be provided, it is to be delivered to the committee’s clerk within five working 
days of receipt of the questions.  An example of the required Hansard style for the documents has been provided 
to advisers. 

The committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the 
extent of personal observations.  

Has each of the witnesses signed the “Information for Witnesses” form and did they read and understand it?  All 
witnesses have indicated in the affirmative.   

Would the minister like to make any introductory comments?  

HON KIM CHANCE:  I do not usually do this but it will clarify some issues.  The budget for the Department of 
Agriculture includes a number of significant items that I believe need to be raised to place the whole budget in 
context.  The change in funding as depicted on page 221 of $121.595 million in 2003-04 to $120.243 million in 
2004-05 represents a reduction of $1.3 million.  This does not represent a reduction in cash terms.  Cash funding 
has increased by $1.96 million; however, accrual appropriations have declined by $3.3 million.  The accrual 
appropriations do not affect the operations of the department; they merely reflect a change in accounting for 
depreciation and capital user charges.   

Another issue is highlighted when comparing the actual figures for 2003-04 with the budget for 2004-05.  
Honourable members will note that the proposed budget is considerably less than the amount expended in this 
current financial year.  The major cause of this variation relates to a significant carryover of funds from the 
2002-03 financial year to 2003-04.  Approximately $34 million was carried forward from 2002-03 to 2003-04, 
made up of Natural Heritage Trust funds, $12.7 million, which arrived in June 2003; funds for external research 
projects delayed in 2002-03 due to poor seasonal conditions; dry season and exceptional circumstances schemes, 
$2.3 million; dairy assistance package, $4 million; savings strategy for projected permanent staff commitments, 
$4 million; research and development projects delayed due to seasonal conditions, $1.4 million; and tied funding 
for research development agreements, $2.7 million. 

In addition to the continuation of the excellent work of the department, this budget reflects an increased 
commitment to biosecurity, salinity, redevelopment of the Kimberley research station and relocation of the South 
Perth headquarters.  An amount of $4.4 million will be provided over four years to improve the capability of this 
State to deal with increasing animal biosecurity risks.  Previously announced was the Government’s commitment 
of $158 million to match the Commonwealth Government’s national action plan, bringing the total State’s 
commitment for salinity and water quality to $316 million over four years.  An amount of $2 million has been 
allocated to upgrade the Kimberley research facilities and $26 million for the first stage of the relocation of the 
South Perth headquarters.   
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The CHAIRMAN:  Before we begin, I indicate to members that responses to certain questions have been placed 
on notice and are now tabled.  The lead speakers for the respective parties are Hon Bruce Donaldson, Hon 
Louise Pratt and Hon Christine Sharp. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I thank the minister for that explanation, as it relates to my questions.  I will stay 
with the out years on page 221, which indicate significant gains in 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08.  Are those 
gains to do with the commitment under Natural Heritage Trust funding and the State’s requirement to match the 
commonwealth dollars? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, primarily.  The breakdown of the increase, which is directly attributable to matching 
NAP funds, is $14 million in 2005-06, $32 million in 2006-07 and $33.4 million in 2007-08. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Does that mean, in fact, that there will not be a great net appropriation for the 
Department of Agriculture for general service delivery during those years? 

[2.10 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There is a range of issues, some of which I have referred to, that account for variations 
and can make the accounts rather difficult to understand.  The best way to de-stratify the issues is to refer to what 
is called the recurrent consolidated fund base; that is, the base funding of the department.  That shows a 
consistent figure from the 2003-04 budget to the 2007-08 forward estimate.  The figure of $86.7 million remains 
constant in each year. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to page 246 of the Budget Statements.  The number of full-time equivalent 
positions in the department has reduced from 1 590 in 2002-03 to 1 517 in 2003-04 and 1 383 in 2004-05.  Is the 
reduction in staff numbers connected with the Commonwealth taking over the quarantine service or is it a more 
generalised reduction? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  In greater part, yes.  A total of 192 staff are involved in the transfer from the State’s books 
to the Commonwealth’s books of the work of the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service.  If my 
recollection serves me correctly, that should leave a shortfall of 15 full-time equivalent positions.  Three of those 
positions are in corporate services and 12 are spread across the agency.  At least some of the 15 positions are 
related to the servicing of requirements for the 192 AQIS staff, but they remain on the State’s books.  For 
example, it is very likely that the three corporate services staff are involved in that shift.  If my memory serves 
me correctly, the Commonwealth was paying the state Department of Agriculture $180 000 a year to service 
those positions.  We will be dispensing with those three positions. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to the output and appropriation summary at page 225.  Output 1 is food 
and fibre industry development.  The estimated actual for 2003-04 is $111.95 million yet the 2004-05 budget 
estimate is $87.141 million.  The third output is biosecurity, which was mentioned by the minister as a priority 
area.  That has suffered a decrease from the estimated actual for 2003-04 of $63.945 million to the 2004-05 
budget estimate of $52.125 million. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  This is one of the components that has been affected by carryovers.  There was 
underexpenditure in 2002-03, which resulted from project delays and, in large part, seasonal factors.  As a result 
of that, funds were carried over into 2003-04, which are shown as the rather inflated estimated actual.  The 
underspending occurred in the following areas: $4.2 million for the Grains Research and Development 
Corporation, $3.1 million for the dairy assistance scheme and $1 million for the Cooperative Research Centre 
research grants.  In addition, there were three smaller amounts of $600 000 for Horticulture Australia, $650 000 
for the Australian Wool Corporation and $400 000 for the Grain Licensing Authority.  I am sorry, I was going 
back one additional year.  The factors that I mentioned do not change; however, the line items do.  What I think 
we are seeking is the variation between the 2003-04 estimated actual and the 2004-05 budget.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Okay.  I will start again.  That variance is a total of $24.809 million.  The explanation for 
the variance is that the carryover funding in 2003-04 is not available in 2004-05.  That carryover funding arrived 
late in the year.  There was also external carryover funding.  Again, that came in during 2003-04.  That does not 
show in the books for 2004-05 even though it will be largely spent in 2004-05.  When funds arrive at the end of 
the financial year, under accrual accounting we have to show them in the year in which they arrive.  That is the 
impact.  The external funding amounts to $10.6 million.  In those two items exist the lion’s share.  Another item 
is the Enterprise Grains Australia funding arrangements.  Again, they were not finalised in 2004-05.  Since the 
preparation of the budget papers, negotiations have progressed and current funding arrangements are expected to 
continue.  That amounts to some $5.4 million.  There are a number of smaller items, but the answer is basically 
contained in those three.   
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Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  How many full-time equivalent employees are in the regional offices around the 
State?  The minister may have to take this question on notice.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, I think we have those figures. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  How many staff are actually employed on contract-based programs and projects?  
A matter that has been raised a number of times with me is the number of contract-based projects.  I have been 
told that it seems to take 10 months to do the work and then the next two months are spent developing the next 
program or submissions for another round of funding to continue the project.  It seems to be a waste of effort and 
productivity by having so many contract-based staff on some of the projects.  I do not know whether that 
situation has been exaggerated to me; however, I raise it as an issue. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will deal with the second part of the second question first.  I could not agree with the 
member more; I think there is inefficiency in the way in which short-term contracted positions are rolled out.  I 
do not know the answer to that.  However, that is caused principally because these positions are funded by 
external research projects or, in the case of the land care coordinators, directly by the Commonwealth.  That 
issue has now largely moved towards resolution, because the employer of that class of person will in the future 
be the natural resource management groups, which will be better able to structure their arrangements because 
they will have longer-term funding as a result of the roll out of the national action plan.  In relation to the first 
part of the second question, there are a significant number of contracted employees of the class to which the 
member referred.  We can give those figures, but we will have to take that part of the question on notice.   

[Supplementary Information No 92.] 
[2.20 pm] 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  That information will be on the number of contract employees in the department.  The 
answer to the first part of the member’s question is as follows: total metropolitan staff, 773.6 positions; total 
central agricultural staff, 179.6; total northern agricultural staff, 109.5; total northern rangelands staff, 67; total 
south west agricultural staff, 133.9; total southern agricultural staff, 195.1; and total southern rangelands staff, 
41.7.  That is a grand total of 1500.36, which amounts to about 50 per cent between the metropolitan area and 
country areas as at 6 May 2004.   
I now introduce Mr Marsh. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Mr Marsh, have you completed the “Information for Witness” form and have you 
read and understood the content of it?   

Mr MARSH:  I have.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am particularly concerned about the impact of climate change on agriculture in 
Western Australia.  I note that there has been a significant commitment by the Department of Agriculture to the 
Indian Ocean climate initiative over the past year.  What will be the nature of the ongoing commitment to this 
project?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am very happy to have been asked this question because, just a couple of days ago, I 
attended at the Department of Agriculture the day on which the department runs its forum to provide the 
seasonal outlook forecast.  Since then, I have had some correspondence from one of the farm advisers who 
formed a part of that audience.  In that letter, he recognised the enormous value of long-season forecasting.  I 
have been very impressed with what I have seen coming out of the department and one private sector provider in 
Western Australia.  As a result, and after discussions with the Department of Agriculture, we have provided an 
additional $500 000 to our climate forecasting program.  That has resulted in some considerable gearing and, 
already, that program has attracted $850 000 from the Grains Research and Development Corporation.  I 
welcome and applaud GRDC’s recognition of the worth of this program.  I have said before that if the 
Government could do nothing else for farmers than to provide full seasonal forecasts with an 85 per cent or 
better reliability, that would be all we would have to do.  That would be of such an enormous advantage to 
farmers when making their planning decisions, and it has been thoroughly reinforced by the letter I received 
from one farm adviser.  He indicated that amongst his top 10 clients, the savings that were realised as a result of 
the past two seasonal forecasts from the Department of Agriculture have had a net worth of over $4 million for 
those 10 clients.  It is a process in which we are gaining confidence.  It would be dangerous to say that we have 
anywhere near the confidence that we need to have, but we have certainly had enough encouragement with what 
we have seen to make a very significant investment in that area.   
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  In the minister’s opening statement, he outlined something to do with the expansion of 
the Kimberley regional office and said that some $2 million has been allocated for new works there.  I would like 
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to have some further detail on those works and some background information about why they are strategically 
important.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Frank Wise Institute, or the Kimberley research station, was established in 1945 as a 
joint commonwealth-state venture between the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation 
and the Department of Agriculture.  In 1985 the department gained full control of the facility, when it was 
renamed the Frank Wise Institute.  As a result of that history, some of the buildings are now more that half a 
century old, and have well and truly passed their use-by date.  It is proposed to develop the site with new office 
and laboratory buildings to replace the existing facilities, because even at its current level of use the department 
feels heavily constrained by the capacity of the facilities that surround it.  That, of course, will change.  Major 
changes are due to happen in the east Kimberley, which will be serviced by the research capacity of the Frank 
Wise Institute and will dictate a need for much improved facilities.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Page 225 makes reference to biosecurity.  There are other references, particularly in 
relation to the national livestock identification scheme.  Just over $1 million has been allocated for that.  That 
seems to be a fairly significant allocation.  What is the national livestock identification scheme, and why is it 
important enough to receive such a significant level of funding?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I referred in my opening comments to an increased commitment to biosecurity by the 
department.  Biosecurity now absorbs an amount rapidly approaching one-third of our total budget.  The 
international drivers for that are outbreaks of bovine spongiform encephalopathy and foot-and-mouth disease in 
other beef-producing countries.  We do not have either of those diseases in Western Australia, and we do not 
want them.  Our access to international markets and, in large part, the price we can achieve for beef, is dependent 
upon keeping those issues under control.  This is a national, not simply a state, matter.  One of the things we 
must do to convince our buyers that they can have confidence in Australian beef is to have an effective trace-
back and trace-forward system so that we are able to positively identify not only the animal that might have 
shown up as an issue but also where that animal came from and its history.  If there is an exotic animal disease 
issue, we need to be able to trace it forward and immediately nail the disease outbreak before it gets away.  The 
cost of the United Kingdom not having such technology during its most recent outbreak of foot-and-mouth 
disease was horrendous, and the largely unnecessary destruction of animal herds as a result of not having 
appropriate technology was an enormous cost to the economy.  Leaving aside for the moment the cost to 
agriculture in the UK, the cost to tourism in the UK as a result of the foot-and-mouth disease outbreak was 
estimated at £5 billion.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  That is not to mention the cost to human life as well.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed, and that is one of the reasons we are pressing on hard with the NLIS.  The funds 
referred to by the honourable member were drawn down from the cattle industry compensation fund, the source 
of which is half industry, half government.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Is funding for wild dog control also within the area of biosecurity?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is indeed.  It is in fact agriculture protection, but it falls under the broad heading of 
biosecurity.  

[2.30 pm] 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I have a couple of questions.  I understand the significance of the problem, and I want to 
know what investment is being made in this program in the forthcoming financial year.  However, I also want to 
clarify a matter for my own interest.  Are the wild dogs feral dogs, dingoes or either? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Either.  They are frequently a mix of the two.  Many of the dogs that are poisoned, trapped 
or shot are purebred canis domesticus.  Some are crossed with the dingo.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  To go back to my question, I want to know he nature of the financial commitment to that 
program.  Does it include fox control, or is that also separate? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is a good question.  At the moment, no, we are focusing in this program on dogs, 
because dogs are an agricultural problem; foxes are seen to be an environmental problem, although we are 
working much more closely now with the Department of Conservation and Land Management to try to look at 
the whole question of vertebrate pests as one issue.  That includes not only dogs and foxes but also cats and pigs.  
Foxes, cats and pigs are a real threat to the environment, and very frequently are a vastly underrated threat to 
biodiversity, if that is possible.   

I believe it is necessary for us to start looking at the whole suite of vertebrate pests in a holistic way.  I am 
delighted with the research work that is being done now to cross-fertilise CALM’s work with ours.  I think we 
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will shortly be able to bring out a product which CALM was initially developing for foxes, but which we may 
also be able to apply more broadly; that is, the salami-type bait that is much more attractive to animals and much 
safer and easier to handle. 
Total funding for 2004-05 is $1.789 million - that is in the wild dog program alone.  That is made up of funding 
from the department directly of $1.353 million, and funding from industry of $436 000.  That is an increase of a 
little more than $200 000 on last year’s figure.  There has been a steady rise in the amount of total commitment 
to the dog program, coming from 1999-2000 at $1.239 million.  It is now more than half a million dollars above 
that figure.  There is still a lot more to do.  This will remain an issue for post-budget consideration. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  First of all, two issues were raised earlier.  One was to do with weather and the 
other was to do with the positions of the staff in the areas across the State.  I wonder whether I could have a list 
of the positions of the staff across the State for the past two years. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Can the minister table that for me? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  Mr Chairman, the document we will table covers the past four years. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That will be good.  The other issue is the briefing on the weather.  It is fantastic for 
the minister and for the farm advisers to get a briefing.  I think the farmers would like a look into that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Farmers were present. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I was not. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No.  I will go back to the beginning. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I did not even know that it was on, minister. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No.  The seasonal outlook day is a process that has not been running all that long.  To the 
extent to which the department’s reinvigorated program has been running, it is very early days indeed.  I am 
grateful for the growing interest.  There are a number of things we need to do better to communicate this work, 
including updating our web site and making that more accessible and more relevant.  The farm lobby was 
represented by farm lobby leaders, but I take the member’s point; we do need to get this information out.  There 
are issues, though, that cause us to tread carefully, and I know that the acting director general is keen to explain 
those.  There are issues of law and legal responsibility in the way in which we release this information.  
However, it is such vital information that I agree with the member’s starting position that we need to make this 
more available.   

Mr LONGSON:  The intent certainly is to make this information available as widely as possible.  The seasonal 
update, to which the minister has referred, is a specific thing requested by the agribusiness and banking sectors 
and industry organisations.  In times of trouble - through the dry season of 2002, for example - we have had 
frequent, almost monthly, briefings.  Those organisations have indicated an interest in having at least two 
seasonal updates a year - one at the start of the season and one towards the start of harvest.  That has been put in 
place.  As the minister has indicated, we are in the process of working out the best way to package that 
information generally for farmers.  We are providing it as fast as we generate it on the web site, and we are 
making it more widely known where people can access that information.  We are planning a monthly seasonal 
update that will go out through the Press to make it widely available.  Also, whenever an industry group meets 
and wants a seasonal update, we are happy to provide that.  They are the means by which we are getting that 
information out.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I do not like having information relayed to me through other people when I have to 
make serious decisions about a property.  I am sure that 9 000 other farmers would agree.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is when the web site will help.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I cannot use a web site.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We can train the member for that, too.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  A lot of people would like to train me in a lot of things!  

One of the dot points on page 242 states that the Department of Agriculture’s role in animal welfare was 
significantly enhanced by the appointment of 10 general inspectors under the new animal welfare legislation.  It 
surprised me to read that.  Who is paying for that?   

Mr THORN:  The regional staff of the Department of Agriculture are mainly in the rangelands area, and they 
have the authorisation to act as inspectors.  It is an adjunct to their normal duties.  There is a very strict set of 
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standard operating procedures for how they are to operate under those guidelines.  The general principle is that in 
the rangelands there is a long distance between locations and other people and there needs to be a presence to 
look at welfare issues in the area.  The Department of Agriculture had that presence.  The net cost to the 
department is quite small, but we believe it is within the production activities of our portfolio.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  When the Act was proclaimed, I understood that no such costs would fall on other 
agencies.   

I would like to follow up with Mr Hartley on the Binnu accord, as the minister has affectionately named it.  
There has been no conclusion to the approaches that were made to some farmers in the Binnu area.  The other 
day the minister said that there was no understanding that that would be finalised.  My understanding of what 
those farmers have said to me is that there would be an appreciation of their position before this seeding 
operational season started.  What is the position now with those farmers?   

[2.40 pm] 

Mr HARTLEY:  The process that we are undertaking at the moment has been an individual review of each 
particular property.  A report has been finalised.  That was undertaken by Dr Richard George.  We are now in the 
process of talking individually to each of the people affected and giving them a complete run-down on the results 
of our investigations and their risk with respect to salinity.   

The CHAIRMAN:  If Hon Murray Criddle has a very quick follow-up question, I will allow it.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The point that needs to be made is that if the land is not being utilised, it will be 
damaged from an environmental point of view, because the soil will blow away.  Farmers have taken action to 
overcome that problem.  Will they be prosecuted for having taken action that will improve their situation?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We need to look at the law in this regard.  An allegation has been made that this land, or 
some of this land, has been cleared without the proper processes being followed.  To suggest that some 
responsibility then rests upon the State, as a result of damage that is directly consequential upon what might have 
been an illegal act, is drawing an extremely long bow.  Perhaps that damage would have been avoided had the 
land not been cleared or had it been appropriately reafforested once the error had been discovered.  However, 
that is where we are now.  The director general of the day entered into an agreement with a number of people in 
Binnu to take scientific measurements to determine whether on-site or off-site salinity might occur as a result of 
that clearing.  That work is under way where the landowners have permitted it to occur.  Some landowners have 
not permitted that work to occur, thereby being in breach of the accord.  I have certainly not taken the view that a 
crop sown could not be harvested, because I believe that even though the crop should not have been sown, it 
would be dog in the manger to suggest that it could not be harvested.  However, we are now talking about people 
who, perhaps for the third time running, are sowing a crop.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Exactly.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Perhaps we need to go back to Binnu and review these issues again. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  No, we do not.  What we need is a decision, minister. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  Let the minister finish his answer.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  In relation to this line of questioning I am not going to say that the Government is 
prepared to ignore the laws that exist and allow what might have been illegal clearing to stand to the benefit of 
the person who carried out that illegal clearing.  I am happy, as I have said, for the department to review the 
situation.  However, as Mr Hartley has said, we will do that on a case-by-case basis, as we need to do because of 
the varying commitments that people have made to the accord.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The last dot point on page 224 refers to the modernisation of regulatory 
mechanisms.  Can the minister provides us with a timetable for the introduction of integrated, umbrella 
agricultural legislation into the House?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I wish I had a crystal ball that would allow me to give a precise answer to that question.  
This refers to the construction of an agricultural management Bill.  The agricultural management Bill is at an 
advanced stage of drafting.  However, it has to compete for drafting priority with a wide range of interests.  It is 
important legislation, and in many ways it will take the agricultural legislation - which I do not think it would be 
unkind to describe as a mishmash of instruments - into the modern age.  Indeed, it would put the agricultural 
legislation structure ahead of any other industry management legislation in this State.  It is taking some time to 
do because it involves the repeal of somewhere between 14 and 17 Acts of Parliament and the process of 
changing agriculture from a primary legislation-driven industry to basically a regulation-driven industry, which 
would allow for much greater flexibility.  I am informed that 14 Acts will roll into one Act. 
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Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Does the minister have any idea whether that might take place before the 
forthcoming election? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I still hold hopes that at the very least we will get an indicative Bill in people’s hands prior 
to the next election.  I am not at all sure that we can promise to get a White Bill introduced in the House in that 
time frame.  I am wary of giving undertakings in this regard, because I have given undertakings in the past and 
we have not been able to deliver on them.  It is important though that this legislation and, even more importantly, 
the draft regulations to this legislation, spend some time in the public arena because, although the legislation will 
be pretty bland stuff, the regulations will contain issues that people will have to be comfortable with.  It will 
need to be in the public arena for several months in my view before we proceed with its implementation.  I am 
not comfortable with any time lines shorter than about two years to finish that process in its entirety. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I would like to raise a question that has been raised with me, but I do not find the 
subject touched upon in the budget papers; that is, the current production of sterile medfly in Western Australia.  
Will the current production unit be shifted as part of the relocation process, and will the minister provide a 
guarantee that Western Australia will continue to produce sterile medfly under the auspices of the department? 

Mr DELANE:  The current sterile medfly program is largely operated on behalf of the South Australian 
Government.  We currently have a standing contract to produce many millions of sterile flies for South 
Australia’s use in the event that fertile flies arrive from Western Australia that could potentially damage South 
Australia’s large horticulture industry.  Local industry and communities are able to benefit from that standing 
contract.  When they are not required in South Australia, we are able to redeploy the flies for effective use in 
WA.  The plans for the redevelopment of the Department of Agriculture include the redevelopment of all 
essential facilities at the South Perth site.  We would expect to reproduce those facilities; exactly where and in 
what form, it is too early to say.   
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I understand that there have been estimates of around $85 million for the eradication 
of medfly in Western Australia.  Does the minister have any intention of considering the uptake of an eradication 
program in this State? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  If that prediction of cost is right, whether we had the intention or not might be academic 
because we would not be able to.  However, there is a very strong argument for aiming at regional freedom.  
Perhaps I had better let Rob Delane finish the answer. 
Mr DELANE:  The estimate of $85 million comes from a major study funded by the department into the 
eradication of medfly in Western Australia.  That work included the assessment of beneficiaries of that 
eradication.  Curiously, the largest group of beneficiaries of the eradication of medfly in Western Australia 
would be South Australian horticulture producers.  Therefore, it would be reasonable to expect them to bear a 
large share of that cost.  Given the enormous difficulties in eastern Australia in sustaining freedom from 
Queensland fruit fly in the Murrumbidgee irrigation area, there appears to be no willingness or capacity by 
industry to fund the program in Western Australia.  There has been no indication that Governments see sufficient 
public benefit anywhere in Australia in funding a program of that magnitude.  However, we are achieving very 
good results in regional communities, such as Katanning, Dwellingup and others, from the use of sterile fruit fly, 
although that is a long way short of a statewide eradication program.   
[2.50 pm] 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Page 228 contains a table on sustainable land management practices in the sheep 
and wheat agricultural areas.  I note that the level of tree planting in those areas has declined some seven per cent 
since 1999.  I feel that responsibility for this decline may rest with some very rapid modelling done in time for 
the release of the last salinity strategy by Dr Richard George and others.  It produced a requirement for 60 to 
80 per cent of the landmass to be revegetated to stabilise ground water tables.  The levels were so high that they 
put people off even beginning to try.  Has the department considered redoing the models to produce a more 
finetuned model taking into consideration matters such as alley farming and a catchment-based approach with 
better figures?  Might that assist in getting the tree planting and revegetation levels up again?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will ask David Hartley in a moment to comment on the detail of the question.  The latter 
part of the question encourages me to answer the member as much as the Minister for Forestry as the Minister 
for Agriculture.  When we get to the forestry session later today, the member will note a similar decline in the 
rate of forest establishment.  In a sense, it represents, I hope, the calm before the storm.  We are waiting at this 
stage for finality with issues arising from the National Action Plan on Salinity and Water Quality, which will 
enable, I hope, the attraction of the existing private sector capital - essentially, the landholder capital matching 
and exceeding the public sector capital - and we will see third party investment capital in the area.  I 
acknowledge the issues of scale the member mentioned.  It is acknowledgment of the huge issues of scale needed 
in tree planting that dictates the need to maximise the private capital commitment that is potentially available.   
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I would like David Hartley to answer the question of modelling.  I was depressed when I saw the figures; I 
understand why any land manager would be depressed. 

Mr HARTLEY:  Yes, it is true that there has been a significant decline on an annual basis of tree plantings for 
conservation purposes.  I think it is only partly due to the modelling that quite correctly showed that 
approximately 70 per cent of the landscape needs to be put back to trees to make a significant difference.  It is 
also reflective of relatively dry seasons, and, in some cases, the unavailability of seeds such as oil mallee.  Yes, it 
is possible for us to run the modelling again.  I can undertake to run some figures again.  However, since the 
previous modelling was done, we have established a cooperative research centre on plant-based solutions to 
salinity.  That centre has produced similar figures and conclusions to those that we have drawn.  We are not 
discouraged by that; it is a reality.  It would be irresponsible to encourage people to plant in only a minor way; 
hence our movement towards more plantation-type forestry arrangements.  For example, we are currently 
negotiating with the Commonwealth Government over the State’s Infinitree program.  We believe that program 
will be good for the management of salinity.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I refer to the targeted wild dog control planning on page 242 of the Budget Statements.  I 
refer also to foxes because they are still a major problem in settled agricultural areas.  In view of the fairly heavy 
expenditure on this problem, has the minister considered the alternative of paying bounties for the eradication of 
dogs and foxes in conjunction with other programs, because that is not necessarily the only alternative?  No-one 
knows the land and surrounding crown land better than the landholder.  If the bounties were limited to people 
shooting or organising shoots on their own property and the adjoining crown land, the results would be a heck of 
a lot better than spending money on expensive government programs alone.  Has that been considered as a viable 
alternative?  If not, will it be considered?  It would be important to limit the program to the landholders, 
otherwise we would see all sorts of strange aberrations such as people giving up litters of pups and also other 
things that do not have a great deal to do with the problem.  I believe that option is worth considering again.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  The extent of the problem is such that I will not eliminate any idea from the range of 
issues that the Government is prepared to look at.  Recently the scheme to eradicate dogs around Laverton had a 
fair to middle success rate.  The locals at Laverton in particular have told the Government how the scheme could 
be improved and some other people have shown an interest in improving and broadening its scope.  I am 
prepared to look at any proposition of that kind.  We learnt from the Laverton bounty trial that it is an 
enormously cost-effective scheme, which underlines the member’s comments on foxes.  One of the issues of fox 
control that I have noticed and no doubt the member is also familiar with is the community event type fox round-
ups that have occurred and have been extraordinarily successful in the number of foxes that have been brought 
down.  We must acknowledge also the Department of Conservation and Land Management’s role, particularly 
the Western Shield and foxglove campaigns, which have been extraordinarily successful and from which I think 
we have all learnt a great deal.  I will not omit a single idea.  I will give any idea a go, even some crazy ideas that 
I have thought of myself that I will not go into here but which the Government is just on the edge of 
implementing, I am pleased to say, but which most people laughed at.  One of those ideas is based on the 
principle of luring the dogs.  A range of issues must be considered.  I am prepared to consider the extension of 
bounty schemes even though zone control authorities - the people who are on the ground and have control of the 
local budgets - tend to be a bit negative about them.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  To finish off that point, under the Western Shield program, crown land that adjoins 
farmland cannot be safely baited too close to the boundary.  The bounty scheme would rid wild dogs and foxes 
from the barrier of land between the crown land and the farmland on which baits could not be placed on a large 
scale.  That would allow the adjoining landholders to clean up that area of foxes and dogs.   

I refer to page 243.  The minister is aware of a considerable amount of negative reaction from people in my area 
to the national livestock identification scheme.  The opposition to the scheme is mainly due to it being 
compulsory.  Has the minister considered providing for exemptions or making it a voluntary scheme?  Is the 
minister totally convinced that it cannot work on a voluntary basis, or is the minister tied up by national 
agreements?   

[3.00 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The national agreement is not binding on us.  However, that is not an issue for me.  I am 
completely committed to the national livestock identification system, the reasons for which I have explained.  As 
a nation we need to be able to show the world that we have the best trace-back system and that the world can 
have the maximum amount of faith in our system being secure.  That is what we live and die by in the 
international beef market.  What concerns me - I have said this in one or two other places - is that we tend to be 
dismissive of some of our competitors.  Some of our South American competitors, particularly those in Uruguay, 
Argentina and Brazil who are coming out of foot and mouth disease, are competing with us in our markets.  
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Recently in Aqaba in Jordan I saw bos taurus cattle from Uruguay that were substantially ahead of the Australian 
cattle they were penned with.  Each of those Uruguay cattle had an NLIS eartag.  We are already slipping behind 
some of our competitors.  We cannot afford to do this.  National implementation of NLIS is a necessity.  Having 
said that, I did not so much raise the issue of a further delay in the implementation, although I did agree with 
some of my colleagues to extend the date of mandatory implementation from 2004 to 2005.  I do not intend to 
support any further delay in the mandate - if that is a fair word.  However, I would be prepared to consider 
regional exemptions only if there is transjurisdictional support, particularly from north Queensland and the 
Northern Territory.  If there were cross-border support for a regional deferment, notwithstanding the mandated 
option of 2005, I would consider it.  I am not giving anyone an undertaking on that either.  It is important to stick 
with the mandate.  

Hon ED DERMER:  In his opening remarks the minister referred to assistance for drought affected farming 
communities, exceptional circumstances funding and the amount of money available.  I would like to learn more 
about how, in practice, individual producers who find themselves affected by drought are assisted.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I feel as though I have been a little lengthy in answering my questions.  This is a huge 
question; however, it is a very important one, so I will run through the issues.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Do you want to table the information? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I cannot.  It is a policy matter; if I could, I would.  As far as the policy goes, the 
stakeholders and the state and commonwealth ministers had a round table meeting in Canberra.  Since then the 
Primary Industries Ministerial Council met in Adelaide and at that meeting the process was taken a long way 
further forward than I thought was possible.  As a result of the Adelaide meeting, we now have an understanding 
that we will have a telephone hook-up in July during which we hope to resolve most of the issues that were 
identified in the round table meeting.  That is an extraordinarily short time frame.  What came out of the round 
table meeting was a real sense of goodwill and commitment to resolving the as yet unresolved issues relating to 
exceptional circumstances funding.  The shortest and broadest answer that I can give to the honourable 
member’s question is that I think exceptional circumstances funding, as amended - it is important to say “as 
amended” because a number of changes have been made over the years - is performing a very important role, but 
it would be a vast mistake to assume that the exceptional circumstances draft policy is in any way a complete 
answer.  What is coming out of the discussions we are having now is the cold, hard reality that Governments 
simply cannot throw enough money at this problem to fix it.  For example, the last drought in Western Australia 
cost farmers between $1 billion and $1.5 billion.  The Commonwealth and the State were able to throw 
approximately $25 million at that problem.  Seen in that context, it is unrealistic to even claim that exceptional 
circumstances is a real help to the industry.  I suspect it is a help to individuals who might otherwise be seriously 
challenged by the drought, but the vast bulk of farmers will get through a drought on their own reserves.  
Ultimately, the only guarantee that a farmer will come out of the drought still in business is if he goes into a 
drought with high equity. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I have two questions.  Firstly, eagles are not a huge problem for the State as a whole, 
but they are a huge problem for those individuals affected.  There has been a lot of publicity of late about eagles 
coming out of the Stirling Range National Park and, like a lot of questions, they often affect two different 
ministries.  We have to start somewhere.  The publicity from the farmers’ point of view has largely come from a 
person who lives just to the north of the Stirling Range, abutting onto them, but I also have a constituent who 
lives east of the Stirling Range by approximately six to eight kilometres, right off the eastern tip, and who has a 
huge problem.  Some of the publicity has been that eagles carry only dead carrion.  In this particular case, at a 
busy time of year, this man was spending up to six hours a day sitting in his lambing paddock where he had over 
1 000 ewes, 50 per cent of which were mated to merinos and 50 per cent to Suffolks.  The eagles could pick 
which were the meat lambs and which were not.  That person illegally shot just under 50 eagles, although he lost 
hundreds of lambs in spite of that.  He lost approximately 600 lambs altogether, but the majority were Suffolk 
lambs.  Under the present system that person would have to make application to dispose of rogue eagles.  As the 
minister will know, the lambing period is not a long one and by the time he went through all the formalities it 
would be too late.  Can the minister do something to enable people like that person to operate within the law and 
yet safeguard their income?  This does not happen ever year, but if a flock of 40 to 50 eagles is harassing a 
person’s mob, how can he be expected to identify the rogue eagles? 

[3.10 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have learnt never to be surprised by anything in this industry.  The last thing I expected 
to hear about before the current open season was this as an issue.  I recognise that it is a serious problem for 
individual farmers.  It is something we need to consider further to find solutions and perhaps to see whether 
scare guns might be a resolution.  They may or may not work.  Clearly, if a flock of sheep is being harassed in 
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that way in such a specific location, we need to find a solution.  We are happy to work with the farmers 
concerned and the member to try to find a solution.  Obviously, a person’s income will be affected if his flock is 
being devastated in that way.  The member’s comments have surprised me because Suffolk lambs, which as he 
indicated are a meat animal, tend to be born stronger than merino lambs and more able to defend themselves.  It 
puts the lie to the view that eagles tend to take only the weaker, dead and dying lambs.  We are happy to consider 
the matter and hope we can find some solutions.  
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Many Australian prime lamb producers have been continually publicly arguing their 
case to change the time for diagnosing when a sheep becomes a hogget.  Our major trade rival is New Zealand, 
which recognises the early eruption of the incisor tooth; that is, the first tooth.  I appreciate that some producer 
groups are opposed to the change, but can something be done to bring us back onto a level playing field with 
New Zealand, as we should be?  The age at which second teeth erupt varies, particularly among lambs that are 
being produced out of season.  It is very difficult to get the weight of the animal right in conjunction with the 
eruption of the incisor tooth to get the right price.  Our rival, New Zealand, which has an easier climate in which 
to produce these lambs, does not have that problem.  At that time of the lamb’s life it increases its weight very 
quickly, so it is important to have that last month.  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  This a very important issue.  It was identified in the report of the meat industry task force 
as one of the key areas.  
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I read that.  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I imagine the task force identified that with an eye towards the competition from not only 
New Zealand but also the United States market.  Hon Bill Stretch has raised this issue before.  The US does not 
use dentition to determine the break between lamb and hogget; it uses ossification of the joints.  In many ways, 
that is a far more accurate determinant of the carcass quality in relation to age.  
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It is very important in Western Australia because most of our lamb is exported, whereas 
the eastern States’ market is a domestic market.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Even so, we must convince our brothers and sisters in the eastern States that we have a 
reason to do this; it is a national issue.  Nonetheless, we will have significant influence on Meat and Livestock 
Australia for the very reason the member raised.  Now that the matter has been raised to the extent it has, we will 
be happy to take it forward to the Primary Industries Ministerial Council.   
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Do you intend to do that?   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I note that one of the major initiatives in the budget papers outlines a commitment to the 
State’s sustainability strategy.  How has the department’s commitment to the strategy been coordinated, both 
financially and with the programs?  Obviously, many of the department’s programs have elements of 
sustainability, but key issues have been drawn out as part of the overall commitment to sustainability across the 
State.  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I was asked this question in the last session when I represented the Premier but, because 
the member’s question is pitched directly at the department, I can say that we are working in two parallel 
directions here.  The department is carrying out its functions, and if I miss anything on the department’s work, 
Mr Longson will fill in the gaps for me.  However, we can claim with confidence that the Department of 
Agriculture is by far the greenest of all Western Australian departments, and we can prove that objectively.  I see 
Hon Chrissy Sharp smiling.  I will ask the acting director general to go through the departmental issues.  The 
other parallel line that we are following through my office, with the assistance of the department, relates directly 
to the State’s sustainability strategy.  That line involves a number of key stakeholders working towards a defined 
objective to get Western Australian agriculture to the point at which it can attain externally auditable 
sustainability certification of a type similar to that which the rock lobster industry currently enjoys through 
marine sustainability certification.  We know that this is a huge job and that it will probably take a couple of 
decades to get there.  However, my feeling is that we will be denied access in future years to many of our 
traditional markets unless we progress towards this certification.   
There are, therefore, two areas: one is a policy area being run from the ministerial office and the other is a more 
direct approach to sustainability in the way we carry out what we do.  In itself, sustainability is a big question 
and I do not want to take too much time of the committee.  However, I assure the member that the department is 
working very closely on its own structure and in the way it relates its advice to industry to promote the 
objectives of sustainability.  Given the shortness of time, perhaps we should not add too much to that, but we 
would be delighted to provide further information, if it is sought.   
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Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to page 223 and the significant issue of the ability of growers to obtain 
independent information on varieties and performance.  This is a significant issue right across the board for 
private enterprise and companies involved in cereal breeding.  I believe it is a key core service of the Department 
of Agriculture.  Growers are looking for independent advice as they are being bombarded with a range of issues.  
My question also relates to the intensification of animal industries in Western Australia referred to on page 222.  
The minister has stated quite clearly that research and development on nutrition, fodder and so on needs to be 
looked at.  What role does the Department of Agriculture see itself taking in the intensification of animal 
industries in WA?  The third issue is in the area of conventional seed or cereal breeding programs.  A number of 
new plant varieties will come on stream, which will not be developed by the Department of Agriculture or 
through the Mediterranean breeding program.  What role does the Department of Agriculture see itself taking in 
that area?  Will it focus on fast-tracking the cereal breeding program in WA because of the moratorium on 
genetically modified organisms? 
[3.20 pm] 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Before I refer this question to Ian Longson, who will ultimately refer it to Dr David 
Bowran for more precise detail, I want to say that this is obviously a core function of the Department of 
Agriculture.  When I was farming, which was not such a long time ago, approximately 85 per cent of the volume 
of wheat grown in Western Australia was bred in other States, principally South Australia.  Approximately 85 
per cent of all wheat grown in Western Australia today has been bred in Western Australia.  That is a real 
testament to the strength of our wheat breeding and the strength in the change of direction in our approach, 
which began about 10 years ago and has continued since then.  We have also seen the adoption of new 
technology, which has made us an even stronger competitor in the field; particularly the double haploid 
technology.  That technology is used by both the University of Western Australia and the Department of 
Agriculture.  I will ask Mr Longson to comment. 

Mr LONGSON:  The intensification of animal industries is seen as a trend in Western Australia.  We see very 
bright prospects for not only the dairy and pig industries in the medium to long term, despite the difficulties they 
are going through.  We have had some pioneering trials of lot fed cattle into Japan, Taiwan and Korea.  The 
feeding periods are longer; up to a year or more.  We see these systems developing in the mid west and in dairy 
and pig production in the south of the State.  It requires a lot more attention to different crop varieties, feed and 
feeding systems.  That is what the trend is referring to.  We are shifting our research and development budgets 
accordingly. 
The member mentioned crop breeding.  It continues to be a flagship activity for our research and development 
operations.  It is inconceivable that a State that produces more than 50 per cent of its gross value of agriculture 
production from grains would not have a substantive research and development program and a crop breeding 
program.  In future we would welcome more private sector breeders becoming involved.  The job of the public 
sector would then be to ensure that niches are covered and that there is appropriate investment in providing 
varieties for different areas.  We are definitely focused on fast tracking those breeding programs.  Some of the 
things mentioned by the minister have resulted in us reducing the average time taken to breed a variety from 12 
to eight years.  We are always scouring the world to find ways to do that faster.  We are very proud of the record 
of our breeding program.   
Hon Bruce Donaldson raised an issue at page 223 on the comparison of varieties.  I ask Dr Bowran, the 
executive director of plant industries, to comment on how we see the future for farmers comparing varieties. 
Dr BOWRAN:  The crop variety testing program conducted by the department for the past 15 or so years is 
expected to continue.  We expect to increase the level of investment through funding from the Grains Research 
Development Corporation.  That investment will target both varieties from the public sector program as well as 
the increasing number from the private sector program in order to be able to provide independent advice to 
growers. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I refer to page 235.  What type of activities will be covered by the initiative “Made 
by Japanese in WA”? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  This is a very innovative program.  Apart from being very important to us in the sheer 
volume of the market, Japanese consumers are distinguished by their unique attention to factors of quality that 
we do not think about.  It is the most discriminating market on earth.  In terms of the factors that I referred to, we 
talk about food safety, freshness, the sugar level of fruit, the tenderness of meat and fat to lean ratios.  These are 
common denominators whether one is marketing in Russia or the United States.  However, the Japanese 
introduce quality factors on which no other market insists.  They are things that are very difficult to define, such 
as how something feels in one’s mouth.  Questions of texture are quality determinants on which no other market 
insists.  Japan’s long, moist summers mean that its indigenous apples grow very long.  What that means is that 
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the Japanese market will not accept any apple that is not long, regardless of its other quality characteristics.  
External appearance is a factor.  The reason the Japanese are attracted to the western rock lobster but not the 
southern rock lobster, even though they come from the same State, is that the western rock lobster is a spiny 
variety and is almost identical to the lobster found in Japanese waters.  We have learnt several things from our 
study of the Japanese market.  Kailis and France Foods Pty Ltd, for example, supplies 60 million meals to the 
Tokyo district each year.  That company has come to understand very well the unusual identifiers of quality 
factors that apply to the Japanese market.  The “Made by Japanese in WA” campaign is a clear identification that 
the Japanese market has a very distinct preference for its own product; that is, goods that derive from Japan or 
are made by Japanese people or companies.  Although they understand that they cannot always get those goods 
from Japan, they have an enormous local preference.  They may well be attracted to a halfway point, whereby 
the commodity may well be sourced from a safe food source like Australia but the way it is made and the 
machinery that made it is Japanese.  It is a very clever marketing issue and one that has not been picked up by 
anyone else in the world.  However, it is a legitimate marketing tool and one that seems so far to be successful in 
Japan.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I take it that the minister is talking about Western Australian people of Japanese 
ethnic origin rather than importing workers from Japan.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It may simply be Japanese machinery.  One example is a company called Ball Noodles, 
which is based in Hamilton Hill.  Ball Noodles is run by the Ball family, who are based in Katanning.  Ball 
Noodles has an association with a Japanese company, TOHO Corporation.  It manufactures udon noodles, in 
particular, and a range of other Japanese market noodles in Perth from Western Australian wheat, which is the 
best noodle wheat in the world.  The machinery they use is called Sam and is from Japan.  The same machinery 
that makes udon noodles in Japan is making udon noodles in Perth.  The product, when it gets to Japan, is 
indistinguishable from the noodles made in Japan.  That is one example of how the process carries through.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to page 243 and the ninth dot point, which states -  

Commence upgrade of the State Barrier Fence to a standard that excludes wild dogs.   

How much is the budget for that project, and whereabouts will the work commence?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is a modest sum.  It is a pilot program.  We hope to learn something from it that will 
enable a fairly rapid extension of electrification of the fence.  Mr Charlie Thorn will answer the question.   

Mr THORN:  We spend between $400 000 and $440 000 per annum on upgrading the barrier fence.  We have 
been trialling a range of fence designs and techniques to see the level of dog exclusion they provide.  We have 
been primarily trialling those techniques in areas in which there have been major issues with wild dogs moving 
from crown land into the agricultural area.  We targeted the trials in areas in which there have been problems so 
that we could test it extensively.  We have come up with a couple of different designs and the cost of those are a 
bit more expensive, as the member would imagine, which means that over time we will have to mix our current 
replacement program with a replacement program in areas prone to wild dogs.  That is the strategy that we are 
using.   

The CHAIRMAN:  That brings this session to an end.  I thank the minister, Mr Longson and the senior officers 
from the department for their attendance this afternoon.  The information you have provided has been helpful to 
the members of this committee.  Thank you very much.  

Sitting suspended from 3.30 to 3.45 pm 
 


