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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair. 

Burswood Property Trust, Corporatisation - Statement by Minister for Racing and Gaming 
Resumed from 24 October.  

Motion 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I move -  

That the statement be noted.   

This ministerial statement, which was made some time ago, was the forerunner of the legislation that this House 
has subsequently considered and passed.  My observations are simply that the provisions of the legislation have 
subsequently been taken up with Publishing and Broadcasting Ltd taking up a significant shareholding in 
Burswood Casino of, I believe, up to about 16 per cent.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Not quite; I think it is about 15.7 per cent.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, around that.  It was quick off the mark and good luck to it.  The only observation I 
want to make is that the legislation enabled PBL to do that.  That shareholding by PBL will enable Burswood 
Casino to generate some of the capital necessary to undertake the work that is going on there.  During 
consideration of that legislation, we noted that Burswood Casino has become a very significant player in the 
tourism industry in Western Australia and is doing an excellent job of creating a tourism facility.   
The people from PBL made an appointment to see me while they were in Perth - I am sure they also saw the 
minister - and they explained the shareholding, which had received some media coverage prior to my meeting 
with them.  I was very pleased to learn a bit more about the situation.  It is satisfying to know that the significant 
shareholding has been taken up by an Australian company with significant expertise and involvement in the 
industry.  In speaking with its general manager, it was easy to see the synergies that could develop between 
establishments such as Crown Casino and Burswood Casino and the Asian market, which is the predominant 
international market for Burswood Casino.  This debate has given me the opportunity to make those observations 
and to wish the new corporate structure at Burswood Casino the best in the future.  I am sure that a lot of people 
are watching with suspicious eyes, simply because it is a casino and Kerry Packer is involved.  We all have the 
job of scrutinising such things.  I am sure that the media will scrutinise the situation.  I am sure that those at 
Burswood are well and truly aware of that situation as well.   
The one other point that is worth noting is that the one point missing from the ministerial statement was the issue 
of securing the future of the Hopman Cup for Perth.  I have heard on the grapevine - I think it was in a media 
report - that an announcement is imminent on our securing of the Hopman Cup in Perth for the next three years 
through an agreement between the State Government and Burswood Casino.  I was led to understand that by the 
rumour mill - I think it was in the sports pages of The West Australian yesterday or today.  I sincerely hope that 
that is the case, because the Hopman Cup was left out of this agreement.  That was something that all Western 
Australians were very keen to see resolved.  An official announcement may be made in the next few days that 
the Hopman Cup will remain in Perth and at the Burswood Dome for the next three years while some other 
facility is developed.  We have heard comments about the Entertainment Centre being taken over by other 
parties and redeveloped into a facility that might house the Hopman Cup in the future.  The potential of all that is 
exciting.  The main thing in the short-term is that the Hopman Cup be secured for Perth for the next three years, 
and that some agreement be reached to enable the Hopman Cup to remain in Western Australia into the future.  It 
has become a flagship event in this State.  It is the sort of event that we do not want the prying eyes of other 
eastern States capitals and venues to covet.  They can organise their own events.  We have the Hopman Cup and 
we are very proud of it.  We are also proud of Burswood Casino’s role in that event over the years.  Perhaps the 
minister can enlighten us on that.  Perhaps an announcement has been made today while we have been sitting in 
this House.  I do not know.  I would be pleased to help pre-empt that announcement in the House today.   
Question put and passed. 

Pine Plantations, Resource Plans - Statement by Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
Resumed from 24 October on the following motion moved by Hon Giz Watson - 

That the statement be noted. 
Question put and passed. 
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Kimberley Chemical Use Review, Release of Report - Statement by Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries 

Resumed from 24 October on the following motion moved by Hon Bruce Donaldson - 

That the statement be noted. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Debate on this statement was adjourned by Hon Murray Criddle.  He is not here 
today and I am not sure whether he had completed his remarks or whether the minister had responded.   

The CHAIRMAN:  You are right; Hon Murray Criddle was speaking.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  By way of explanation, Hon Murray Criddle is absent today due to urgent 
parliamentary business.  I move - 

That the debate be adjourned.  

Point of Order 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I was hoping that the minister would make some comments on the Wesbeam-
Pinetec LVL resource plans to clarify what he said to the Chamber last week.  I misunderstood.  I thought the 
minister was getting to his feet.  I do not want to speak; I was hoping he would speak, but now we seem to have 
missed that opportunity.  Does that mean that the moment has ineluctably passed? 
The CHAIRMAN:  That moment has passed.  If the minister wants to speak, we can make some arrangements.  
The point is that I called the order of the day, no-one moved and the question was put.   

Debate Resumed 
The CHAIRMAN:  I will deal first with the question before the Chair; that is, that consideration of the 
ministerial statement on the Kimberley chemical use review be postponed.   

Question put and passed. 

Pine Plantations, Resource Plans - Statement by Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
Hon KIM CHANCE - by leave:  In response to Hon Christine Sharp’s question, I do not have anything in my file 
that indicates that issues raised last week needed a response.  I will go through the points raised last week and 
respond directly to Hon Christine Sharp on those issues; or, if she prefers, I will find a way to raise those issues 
in the context of the proceedings of the House.  I am sorry, I was unaware that it was thought that issues raised 
last week required a response this week.  That is entirely my fault, as I have not followed through on them.   
Since there is an opportunity for me to deal with these issues, I think members of the House would appreciate 
knowing something of the progress of the laminated veneer lumber plant.  I am pleased to be able to report that 
as of today the construction of the LVL plant is on schedule for completion and will be in operation by 2005.  
The current on-site works are: concrete has been poured; steel for the construction of the facility has been 
delivered; and necessary machinery has been ordered.  Initial commissioning is likely for 2004, with full 
production in 2005.  I will check on the other matters that have been raised. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS - by leave:  I desire a little more information from the minister on questions that were 
asked by the Greens (WA) about the water sequestration modelling that has been done on the pines and so on.  
One reason this matter came to my attention is that recently I attended an evergreen field day in Badgingarra at 
which a hydrogeologist from the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation made a 
presentation and talked about some modelling that had been done around pine water sequestration.  I took the 
opportunity to ask the hydro what kind of accurate information was available on relative water draw downs 
between pines and native bushland, including banksia bushland.  If what he says is correct, it is clear that not 
much work has been done on it.  Pine trees have deep growing tap roots and can soak up extra water when it is 
available; whereas banksia tends to use only as much water as it needs.  If it has too much, it suffers as though it 
does not have enough because the roots do not grow down a huge distance.  He also showed a model illustrating 
how banksia bushland can impact on the water close to the surface, but that does not necessarily help the long-
term draw down.   

I have risen today to say that my colleagues and I have discussed this issue with other Greens (WA) members.  
We are very concerned because we do not know what will happen to areas such as the Gnangara mound.  We are 
concerned that whatever happens, it may not provide the best protection of the quality and quantity of that vital 
water resource.  We ask the Government to seek accurate information about the future impacts of any possible 
housing or mining operation.  What sort of integrated strategy will be implemented to protect that vital resource?  
We have an obligation to be thorough.  It is not a matter of being wise in hindsight.  We know that issues are 
involved for which we should plan ahead.  I am concerned that proposals for the Gnangara mound are based 
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largely on particular industries’ requests for a resource but they have not yet been integrated with a well 
evaluated plan for sequestration, water quality and alternative uses for that area in the future.  I am interested to 
know when we will know more about the Government’s proposals and when an opportunity will be available for 
the community to be involved in any of the processes.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I will provide that next week by way of ministerial statement and attached information for 
tabling.  That will get us back up to speed.  I am sorry about that.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  We look forward to that; thank you very much. 

Racing Restriction Act, Relocation of Race Meetings - Statement by Minister for Racing and Gaming 

Resumed from 22 October 2002. 

Motion 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I move -  

That the statement be noted.  

This statement was made more than a year ago.  It notified the House that the minister had overturned a decision 
by the WA Trotting Association, which had reallocated 16 country race meetings away from country trotting 
clubs to Gloucester Park.  The minister decided, as is his prerogative in these matters, to reallocate the race 
meetings back to country clubs.  This was appreciated probably by everybody in the trotting industry except the 
association itself.  The minister was correct in making that decision, and it was appreciated by the industry.  

It is worth noting that quite a few things have happened since then.  This Parliament has passed the legislation 
establishing Racing and Wagering Western Australia, which is now in operation.  A few other things have 
occurred in relation to the two major racing industry clubs in Western Australia - the WA Trotting Association 
and the WA Turf Club.  The minister and I both attended the WA Trotting Association awards night at 
Gloucester Park, where the association acknowledged the horse of the year, Baltic Eagle, a magnificent beast 
from Bunbury, trained by Kim Prentice in Bunbury.  He won the Interdominion championship and has created a 
fantastic niche for himself in the history of trotting in Western Australia.  The awards also acknowledged 
achievement at the very best level in other areas by reinsmen, trainers, owners and so on.  It was an excellent 
night and a showcase of the trotting industry.  However, it also gave us the opportunity - I am sure the minister 
had the same conversations with some of the same people that I did - to ask how the new structure is operating, 
how it is affecting the industry and what their views are.  The overwhelming response was that it is early days 
yet, but, so far so good.  Everybody seems to be pleased with the outcome.  However, a lot of work is yet to be 
done, which everybody acknowledges.  The new racing industry body has made a pretty good start on most of 
the things in Western Australia that need to be addressed, and, hopefully, it will continue down that path.  On the 
first day of the establishment of the new body - I timed my media release to get a bit of exposure - I called for 
the body to objectively consider the situation of facilities into the future.  Someone needs to do that, and the new 
Racing and Wagering Western Australia is the body with the power and authority to do it.  Various ideas have 
been mooted with regard to the redevelopment of Belmont Park, Gloucester Park, Lark Hill and so on.  The 
industry needs a coherent, unified approach to facility development in the future.  This State and the racing 
industry as a whole do not want to be left behind.  If that involves an outstanding international facility at 
Belmont Park incorporating both codes, then it should be given proper consideration.  Over the next few years it 
would be a tragedy if individual clubs went their own way, spending industry money on developing facilities 
they need, yet still did not achieve the result they want, when they could be brought together.  I realise there is 
still a gulf between the two principal racing clubs.  However, an attempt should be made by the new Racing and 
Wagering Western Australia to achieve the best possible outcome.  If that attempt is not made now, it will be too 
late to look back in the next five or 10 years and regret that nothing was done.  That would not be in the best 
interests of WA racing.   

Last night at Gloucester Park we also had the opportunity to talk to trotting officials who had decided recently to 
run Telstra Rally Australia at the ground.  Overall, they were very pleased with the result.  Of its own volition, 
the Western Australian Trotting Association transferred two trotting meetings from Gloucester Park to allow that 
to happen.  Those two meetings went to Bunbury and Northam and both of them were successful for the country 
clubs.  The WA Trotting Association found that the whole activity was rewarding financially and logistically.  It 
is now in negotiations with Rally Australia to make it, if not a permanent, a semi-permanent arrangement into 
the near future, which would also be a good outcome if it could be achieved.  The track has just been cleaned up, 
and that has given Gloucester Park the opportunity to work on its track to ensure that the cambers and so on are 
back to what they should be in preparation for the inter-dominions that will be held in Perth next year.  All of 
that seems to be very positive.  It has been good for the Western Australian Trotting Association and for country 
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trotting clubs, particularly the Bunbury and Northam clubs, which took those meetings.  A lot of people went en 
masse from the Perth trotting club and the Fremantle Trotting Club to those country venues.  Being a country 
member, I am always pleased to see that, because the movement is always the other way, with country people 
coming to Perth to do things.  It is a good idea to have some of it going the other way.  I wish them luck in their 
negotiations with Rally Australia.  I hope a good and mutually beneficial outcome is achieved for the Western 
Australian Trotting Association and Rally Australia.   

I have been talking about venues and the problems with venues, and how over the past month or so the industry 
has seen the value of the new body, Racing and Wagering Western Australia, after that body was asked to make 
decisions about race meetings that could not be held at Ascot because of the state of its track.  Work was done to 
upgrade a section of the Ascot track but it did not come up in time for the first meeting of the year, when the 
traditional transfer of the summer racing from Belmont back to Ascot was to take place.  Only one meeting has 
been held at Ascot this year and that was the Melbourne Cup meeting last week or the week before.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It was last Tuesday.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is right.  I went to that meeting and had a look around.  There was a great crowd on 
the track.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Did you have any luck?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, I am a terrible punter; however, it was a great day.  The comment has been made 
that, to some extent, that type of day is more focused on the social environment rather than the racing 
environment.   

Going back to what was to be the opening day at Ascot, the Western Australian Turf Club was faced with a 
problem because when the race meeting had to be transferred from Ascot it could not be transferred back to 
Belmont Park because that venue had been let out to another organisation and it was running another event.  The 
meeting was held at Northam, and I understand it was reasonably successful.  It is interesting that the Western 
Australian Turf Club used a piece of legislation that we passed in this House a couple of years ago to run a 
phantom meeting on course with bookmakers, betting facilities and the like.  From all accounts, it was 
reasonably successful.  Obviously, it was nowhere near what they would have expected had the race meeting 
been held at Ascot.  However, as a forerunner of what can be done, it was probably a useful - and I am sure 
expensive - exercise for the Western Australian Turf Club, although it might not see it as having been too useful.  
However, without the legislation we passed a year or so ago in this place, that could not have happened.  That is 
an interesting observation by the bye.  In particular, trainers, owners and jockeys have appreciated the new body 
having an involvement in the process of making decisions on the state of the track, such as it was safe to conduct 
a meeting.  An objective body within the industry has been looking at matters.  I believe that all participants are 
quite pleased to have a new body that can decide whether a track has not repaired as well as it could or should 
have and whether race meetings should go ahead.  The statement made by the minister more than a year ago 
gave me that chance to make a few observations. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I thank Hon Barry House for his considered observations. 

Question put and passed. 

Iron Ore (Yandicoogina) Agreement Act 1996, Tabled Variation Agreement - Statement by Parliamentary 
Secretary 

Resumed from 22 October 2002.   

Motion 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I move -  

That the statement be noted. 

This amendment to the Iron Ore (Yandicoogina) Agreement Act 1996 has been brought about because Rio Tinto 
Ltd and its subsidiary, Hamersley Iron-Yandi Pty Ltd, have met some of their obligations under the further 
processing requirements of the original agreement.  The decision to proceed with the hi-smelt project at Kwinana 
is the subject of this statement.  It indicates this agreement will go some way towards satisfying the companies’ 
obligations for secondary processing.  I do not know whether the parliamentary secretary has any information 
about this with him, but if he has he may be able to help me.  I am interested in knowing, if stage 2 of the project 
is to proceed, whether that completely satisfies the requirements of any downstream processing by Hamersley 
Iron or Rio Tinto; and, if not, what other obligations do they have.  I am also interested to know how the hi-smelt 
project is going at the present time.  As members may be aware, Hamersley Iron has been working for a long 
time on the hi-smelt technology. I had occasion to spend a day there when I was Minister for Mines to look at the 
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pilot project that Hamersley Iron built at Kwinana, and it seemed that the company had used that project as a 
way of determining whether the process would work.  It is probably a good thing that Hamersley spent such a 
long time trying to improve the process of creating pig-iron from low-grade iron ore, because BHP, with its 
direct reduced iron processing plant at Port Hedland, seemed to go straight from feasibility into a full-scale 
production process and suffered as a consequence.  However, it is good to hear that that project seems to be 
working out okay now.  Hamersley Iron took the longer-term view that it needed to look at new technology and 
processes to create pig-iron, so the Kwinana plant was created.  It is a shame that this second stage of the project 
that is now proceeding at Kwinana had to be located at Kwinana.  We always argued that it would be better for 
this project to be in the Pilbara, but Rio Tinto made it clear that it was either Kwinana or the United States.  We 
were prepared to accept that Kwinana was better than the United States. 

I understood that the iron ore for this hi-smelt project at Kwinana would come from Koolyanobbing and that it 
was to be provided by Portman Mining.  However, I heard the other day that that will not happen.  I cannot 
verify whether what I was told is correct or not.  The parliamentary secretary might be able to tell me where the 
iron ore for the hi-smelt project will come from; whether there is some change in the arrangement with Portman 
Mining; and, if there has been a change, where it will come from.  Will it come from the Pilbara, bearing in mind 
that the Pilbara has very large reserves of high phosphorous content iron ore, and this hi-smelt process may 
provide an opportunity to develop quite large quantities of pig-iron from the relatively low quality reserves of 
iron ore from the Pilbara?  If the parliamentary secretary is aware of these matters, I would be grateful to hear his 
comments. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I can certainly answer some of the questions; however, there are some on which I have 
no information other than that contained in the original statement.  The variation to the agreement does not alter 
any obligations for further processing under the Yandicoogina agreement.  The company must come forward 
with another project proposal in lieu of the second stage to satisfy the balance of the secondary processing. 

I will have to take on notice the question about the origin of the iron ore; however, I can advise the House that, 
following the tabling of the agreement, the minister gave approval on 16 December 2002.  Construction 
commenced on 30 April 2003 and is expected to be completed by the end of 2004.  Full production is expected 
by mid 2006.  The second stage will be constructed five years after the first plant is completed, which is 
obviously subject to the first plant proving itself.  A steel plant may be considered at Kwinana in 2010 if the hi-
smelt process is commercially viable.  At this stage, that is the only advice I can give the member.  I am more 
than happy to take the remaining points on notice and refer them to the minister’s office for a response. 

Question put and passed. 

Peoples Republic of China, Visit by Hon Graham Giffard - Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

Resumed from 22 October 2002. 

Motion 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I move - 

That the statement be noted. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Have you brought your holiday snaps? 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  What holiday?  Excuse me! 

I was fortunate enough, in association with Hon Graham Giffard, to be invited to participate in the signing of the 
agreement with the Chongqing Hailian University and AmNet Ltd.  It is interesting that I read in a newspaper a 
month ago that AmNet, which is a software company, has decided to pull out of software and move full-time 
into education in China.  Obviously, the company has found it to be a profitable business.  Attending the signing 
was the third time I have been to China to discuss education issues.  I have been to Hong Kong, where I have 
spoken to representatives of the Hong Kong education department. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  When was that? 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  About five years ago.  Three years ago I visited Beijing University for five days.  I was a 
guest speaker at a conference about the teaching of mathematics, physics and chemistry using technology such as 
computers and graphic calculators.  I found it a very interesting conference.  Hon Nick Griffiths has just 
interjected on me.  At the conference I sat down with about 30 Chinese professors and I spoke for about three 
hours.  There was not one interjection.  I thought that my speech had not gone down very well.  After I spoke, 
the person on my right spoke for an hour without interjection.  That happened with all the speakers on the table. 
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Hon Nick Griffiths:  They did not interject because they did not want to hear you speak for more than three 
hours! 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  The minister could learn something, particularly about mathematics, physics and 
chemistry.  That is the Chinese culture; people listen and do not interject. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  They could all die of old age! 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  That is right, by the time it ends.   
The Chinese professors wanted to know how they could adopt a more western style of education.  I pointed out 
to them that my experience of that day had made it clear that they would find it very difficult to adopt a western 
view of education.  That is because we in Australia welcome interjections.  Children who need to ask a question 
can ask it at the time rather than two or three hours after the event.  The Chinese educational authorities have to 
understand that not only the curriculum but also the pedagogy is important.  Pedagogy is the science of teaching; 
in other words, it is about how one interacts in the classroom.   

Hon Nick Griffiths is desperate to say something.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I wonder if you have unlimited time, because there are no lights on the timer.  Oh dear!   
The CHAIRMAN:  As Hon Alan Cadby moved the motion, he has unlimited time.  He is restricted by only the 
standing order that the time limit for the motion is one hour and 45 minutes.   
Hon ALAN CADBY:  Hon Nick Griffiths should make himself comfortable! 
One of the interesting things about our meeting occurred when I was walking around the university with 
representatives of AmNet.  I talked to the AmNet staff about the Chinese wanting to adopt a western style of 
education system and asked about the pedagogy.  They did not know what I was talking about.  I told them that 
pedagogy is the way one teaches and is very important.  I said that it is no good simply having a western 
textbook, as the way one teaches is the most important aspect of education.  They were a bit mystified.  They 
were not quite sure about the importance of pedagogy to education.  It was interesting that the title of one of the 
ladies - who was very powerful and quite young - present at our later meeting with the Chinese Ministry of 
Education was “head of pedagogy”.  I suggested to AmNet that that is why pedagogy is so important.   

During that discussion we learnt that the Chinese were looking for places to send their teachers to be immersed 
in English.  As members probably know, it is now Chinese government policy that 50 per cent of the curriculum 
be taught in English.  It is all very well to be able to speak broken English; however, it is quite a different matter 
to be able to teach in English.  That is why the Chinese teachers need immersion.  The Ministry of Education 
was sending students to America and Canada to learn English.  I could not believe it.  English is a foreign 
language to the Americans.  I suggested that maybe they should think about sending some of the students to 
Australia, particularly Western Australia, and negotiations ensued.  Obviously I did not lead the negotiations; 
that was done by Hon Graham Giffard as a representative of the Government.  However, we worked as a team, 
as we should when we go overseas, and we spoke very favourably about the opportunity of sending Chinese 
teachers to Western Australia.  I understand that the negotiations involved 20 teachers from Chongqing.  I 
remind the Chamber that, officially, Chongqing is a city of 35 million people - who knows what is the unofficial 
number of residents.  It is not a small city.  It is a large city with a huge economic potential for Western 
Australia.  I hope that Hon Graham Giffard will at some stage let us know how those negotiations are going and 
whether we will have the opportunity to immerse 20 plus teachers in English so that they can teach it.   

The other major disappointment was that AmNet tried to negotiate with a number of universities in Western 
Australia to use their courses.  Unfortunately, none of the universities took up that offer, and AmNet had to 
purchase courses from RMIT University.  RMIT University is very good.  It is not exactly a university; it is an 
institute of technology.  Its courses are well respected worldwide, but so are the courses offered at Curtin 
University, Edith Cowan University, the University of Western Australia, Murdoch University and the 
University of Notre Dame Australia - I have to make sure I mention all five universities.  I hope that those five 
universities understand the importance of our relationship with China, and become a little more innovative and 
start offering their courses to AmNet to on-sell to China.  
All in all, it was a very worthwhile experience.  It was good to have somebody from the TAFE system with us 
because he, rather than the politicians, could talk about education - although my background is in that field, as 
members are no doubt aware.  I wish AmNet the very best of luck in the development of its business because, 
potentially, it has a lot to offer the Chinese students.  AmNet also has a lot to offer the Western Australian 
population by bringing Chinese teachers to visit Western Australia.  That will give them a chance to get to know 
us and engage in some cross-cultural fertilisation.  I do not know whether that is the right terminology, but that is 
how it is.   
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Consideration of statement postponed, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson. 

Peel Region Scheme - Statement by Minister for Racing and Gaming 
Resumed from 24 October 2002. 

Motion 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I move -  

That the statement be noted.   

This statement was made to the House some time ago announcing the gazettal of the Peel region scheme.  
Members might recall that this matter was the subject of a disallowance motion moved by Hon Christine Sharp 
and supported by Hon Murray Criddle and me.  The disallowance motion principally related to one issue, but 
perhaps we each had different aspects in mind.  That motion was subsequently defeated and the Peel region 
scheme has now been gazetted.  Members know that that is the first major planning scheme outside the 
metropolitan region scheme.   

This debate gives me an opportunity to once again register my disappointment that we failed to get a response 
from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure to a pretty simple request for a review of the Peel deviation 
route contained in the Peel region scheme.  I refer in particular to the route of the Peel deviation where it crosses 
Pinjarra Road, the Murray River and virtually through the Murray Lakes residential area.  Hon Murray Criddle 
and I argued that we wanted a comprehensive, objective and independent review of that route undertaken.  
Another route had been proposed, which seemed to be a feasible option and should have been given some 
consideration.  The minister refused to respond to Hon Murray Criddle and me.  However, she took up the offer 
from Hon Christine Sharp and the Greens (WA), which was contained in their motion, to lock up some more 
space in the Peel region for conservation purposes as a trade-off for their support on the disallowance motion.  
At the time I expressed disappointment with that, and I am still disappointed that the minister was prepared to - 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Is that a reflection on the decision of the House? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is a comment. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It seems to be an adverse comment about a member of the other House. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It happened.  I am disappointed that the Government responded to one request simply 
for the sake of getting the votes it needed at the time and ignored another simple, very reasonable request from 
other members to have a proper, objective review of a section of the Peel deviation route.  That is history.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It sounds as if re-routing the road would be simple. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  The parliamentary secretary will be given the opportunity to speak shortly. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is history, but that section of the Peel deviation is still in dispute by various people in 
that region.  They know that they have exhausted the parliamentary options, but they are very concerned that the 
right option has not been adopted for the longer term.  It is still not too late.  If it is within the minister’s 
capabilities to make sure once and for all that the route finally chosen for the Peel deviation is the best one, I 
urge her and members of the Government to take up that option.  The decision will be made for the long term, 
and it needs to be right. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I have only picked up this issue since the original debate, but surely the people you are 
talking about had the opportunity to put forward their views during the original exhaustive process.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes and no.  The parliamentary secretary should read the debate. 

Hon Ken Travers:  All I am asking is what further independent review you want.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The objection was that the reviews were internal reviews conducted primarily by Main 
Roads.  Although positive proposals were put forward, we felt we needed an independent, objective assessment 
of the issue.  The House has reached a decision and parliamentary processes have been exhausted.  It does not 
prevent the minister, if she is so minded, from having another, final look to make absolutely sure in the State’s 
best interests that we get it right, because the route crosses a section of the Murray River on a power bend.  The 
House has been through those arguments. 

The most important issue is to get the Peel deviation, as a major road work, back on the radar.  It has currently 
disappeared.  Any member who is not convinced of the need for its priority needs to visit Bunbury and drive 
through that section of Mandurah which has about eight sets of traffic lights - I have lost count.  The people of 
Mandurah are strongly objecting to the lack of action on the Peel deviation.  They cannot get onto the major 
highway because a huge divisive barrier exists between sections of a growing metropolis around the Mandurah-
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Peel area.  Further south it is of course becoming an enormous obstruction to the free flow of traffic.  That 
affects all types of industries in the south west, be they tourism or other commercial industries.  The Peel 
deviation is the number one priority.  The shadow Cabinet went to Mandurah recently to meet the Mandurah 
City Council and key groups in the Mandurah and Peel region.  If anyone had any doubt prior to that visit, they 
came away with no doubt that the Peel deviation is the number one priority for the Mandurah area.  That view 
was reflected by the Mandurah City Council, the Mandurah Peel Region Chamber of Commerce, the Mandurah 
Tourist Bureau and virtually every individual in the region.  The same feedback is also found further south.   

I attended a brief meeting lasting a half-hour or so with Hon John Anderson, the Deputy Prime Minister and 
Minister for Transport and Regional Services, in the offices of the Peel Development Commission.  Delegations 
were present from the Peel Development Commission, the South West Development Commission, the South 
West Chambers of Commerce and Industry, the Bunbury and Mandurah City Councils and various other key 
stakeholders to impress on the Deputy Prime Minister the importance of that route.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Did he agree to fund it?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  He agreed that it was a very important major arterial road that was needed.  He 
mentioned he has funding under the roads of national importance - RONI - scheme.  He said that the funding had 
been allocated, but also that the scheme has regular top ups each year.  He said to the gathering that the Peel 
deviation would be a prime candidate to qualify for federal funding under the RONI scheme.  There is only one 
problem: somebody has to apply for it.  The State Government, through the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, has made no application or representations to the federal Government 
for that funding.  A project will not get off the ground unless a state minister - it is currently a road under state 
responsibility - makes application for federal support and funding.  We all heard the Deputy Prime Minister’s 
verbal support for giving the matter very serious consideration.  He said that funding will be available through 
top ups of the RONI scheme into the future.   

Hon Ken Travers:  The top ups would need to be significant to fund the Peel deviation.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Sure.  It is a big project costing something like $370 million.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Unfortunately, it can’t be done in sections.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is correct.  It must be done in one go.  However, the people of the Mandurah region 
are screaming out for a timetable as they want certainty about when this project will be given support from 
government at the federal and state level.  The federal Government cannot commit funding until it is asked do so 
because the road is not under its responsibility.  It must receive a submission, and then do something with that 
submission.  

This debate gives me another opportunity to make a few of those points, which I hope have fallen on fertile ears.  
The State Government has an important role to play.  As a State, it is our road.  The Government must make the 
running with this project.  The Government so far has been characterised by total inaction in the past three years.  
I urge it to reverse that situation.  It should get on and organise a timetable for the Peel deviation’s funding.  
Critically, everybody is screaming out for this project.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I listened with great interest to the comments of Hon Barry House on the ministerial 
statement concerning the Peel region scheme.  Obviously, the member and I have some issues in common and 
some issues at odds on this matter.  I thought it interesting that Hon Barry House, speaking at the time of the 
disallowance motion on the region scheme, said that he was keen to see a review of the route taken by the Peel 
deviation road.  He may suggest otherwise by interjection, but the focus of Hon Barry House, Hon Murray 
Criddle and me at the time was on the issues of the particular crossing of the Murray River, and the route taken 
for that section of the Peel deviation.  If an independent review of the entire route taken by the Peel deviation 
was being promoted by members, Hon Barry House would have had complete agreement from the Greens (WA).  
The Greens have always been concerned that the entire route of the Peel deviation is unfortunate and will create 
significant environmental problems for that region, most particularly because it will open up areas of the 
hinterland to the east of the estuary.  At the moment this area has a very small population and includes some very 
significant wetlands for migratory birds, as well as very significant farming areas producing quite a considerable 
amount of the food for the metropolitan area.  In common with the Opposition, we would welcome a review of 
the overall route decided for the Peel deviation, and we would like to see it expanded into a long-term cost-
benefit analysis of creating a new highway system, and whether a greater cost benefit can be achieved by 
upgrading the current South West Highway, which passes though the inland agricultural towns of Harvey, 
Waroona and Pinjarra.  That might be the best solution for regional development in that northern area of the 
south west.  
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Hon Barry House:  The substance of the disallowance was for one section of the Peel deviation, not the whole 
route.  It only referred to a 10 kilometre section.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Indeed, and if the member casts his mind back he will remember that I also had 
particular concerns about that section, as well as the more general concerns I have just outlined.  I had concerns 
about the Murray River crossing, particularly its impact on Aboriginal heritage.  However, that aspect of my 
concerns was put at rest through some site visits to that area with Mr Joe Walley, a local Aboriginal elder.  I still 
maintain a concern about that particular alignment of the river crossing, as well as more general and more 
significant concerns about the overall impact of the Peel deviation route.  Given that the Aboriginal heritage 
issues applying to the Murray River crossing were satisfied, I did not consider that that could affect the decision 
about whether we should vote together and prevent the gazettal of the region scheme itself.   

I will touch on the third dot point in the minister’s statement, where she outlines some of the key planning 
proposals in the scheme, and speaks about the rural break between Madora and Singleton, which will assist in 
maintaining a distinction between the metropolitan area and the Peel region.  I put on the record that that 
reignites great disappointment on my part.  It is ironic that the minister should claim that this is one of the key 
planning characteristics of the Peel region scheme.  In fact, one of the key planning characteristics of the Peel 
region scheme is the abandoning of an effective rural break between Madora and Singleton and, therefore, 
maintaining an effective regional break between the greater Perth metropolitan region and the Peel region.  That 
rural break had been some three kilometres in width in the Peel structure plan.  Given that we are talking about 
urban sprawl extending well over 100 kilometres, the scale of that break is quite modest.  However, in the final 
version of the region scheme, at its narrowest point that break had been reduced to 120 metres.  Clearly, 120 
metres of open space between two major regions will not perform the function that the minister has referred to.   

I read with a feeling of great irony the newspaper coverage of the planning process that the minister has now 
initiated for the future planning of Perth.  As an aside, I congratulate the minister on the process; I think it is a 
very good process.  However, it was ironic to read in the very good coverage in The West Australian that one of 
the things that was overwhelmingly requested at that process of dialogue with the city was a real break in urban 
development between the overall Perth-Fremantle metropolitan regional area and the Mandurah-Peel region.  We 
passed that up.  That opportunity had just closed, yet a few months later a major public consultation process 
agreed with the point I tried to make during that disallowance motion; that is, we were losing precisely that 
which was absolutely necessary to prevent urban sprawl from Yanchep or beyond, north of Perth, effectively 
down to Yalgorup National Park.   

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Yes, 170 kilometres of urban sprawl.  I put that on the record with regard to the 
ministerial statement in which the minister raised the issue.   

Lastly, I will touch on the outcome of that disallowance motion, which Hon Barry House has mentioned, and 
how the minister agreed to the Greens’ proposition that, in exchange for our support for the gazettal to continue, 
the minister would initiate a process to review the reservation system in the region.  That was agreed and stated 
in the Parliament.  However, I am very sad to say that absolutely nothing has happened, so Hon Barry House 
should not feel that he is the only member who is disappointed, because this member also is very disappointed.  I 
received that promise in writing from the Labor Party before the last election.  I then had to move a disallowance 
motion and apparently was re-promised it.  However, it still has not happened.  That area is in a conservation 
crisis.  Again, there are 170 kilometres of endless suburbs.  If this Government does not make a move on this 
matter, future generations in the Peel region will never forgive it.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move - 

That the debate be adjourned.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Do you want to explain why?   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Unfortunately, one of the members who wished to speak on this matter is away 
on urgent parliamentary business.   

Question put and passed. 

State Government Assistance Package for Drought-Affected Farm Businesses - Statement by Minister for 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 

Resumed from 5 November 2002. 

Motion 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 14 November 2003] 

 p13104d-13116a 
Hon Barry House; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Chairman; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Dee 

Margetts; Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Alan Cadby; Hon Paddy Embry 

 [10] 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move - 

That the statement be noted.   

It is one year and nine days since the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries outlined the state package 
for drought assistance.  As we well remember, last year was a very difficult year for a large section of the 
wheatbelt.  The only section that seemed to escape most of the problems was the coastal strip from the Avon 
Valley up through Northampton and down through Kojonup and those areas.  The season deteriorated rapidly to 
the east.  All members who journeyed to the wheatbelt last year saw those conditions.  I had never seen some of 
those areas so devastated before.  There was no groundcover whatsoever.  There were massive dust storms.  The 
sheet erosion caused shires to supply graders to grade some of the topsoil that had blown off paddocks and onto 
roads.  From that point of view, I guess we experienced a great deal of nervousness for about three weeks in June 
this year, because farmers in some areas told me that it was the driest June they had experienced, and was even 
worse than last year.  Thank heavens that the season turned around!  A potentially record harvest for Western 
Australia has now commenced.  It will certainly inject much-needed dollars into many regional communities and 
businesses.   

When I was reflecting on this ministerial statement I remembered that it is exactly one year to the day that I was 
in Canberra handing over an exceptional circumstances review that the Prime Minister, John Howard, had asked 
us to conduct when he was in Western Australia for the state conference in July last year.  We were asked to put 
it on his table by 15 November, because he wanted to look at it.  We took it over on 14 November.  It was very 
interesting.  He acted quite quickly on a number of issues.  He made a statement on about 9 December outlining 
some of those changes, which I think most people appreciated.  We did not get all that we wanted, but one of the 
key things we did get was assistance for small, non-farming businesses.  They were able to access that package 
of interest subsidies.  The federal primary industry minister had said some weeks before that there was no way 
that non-farm businesses would be included in any of the subsidy relief schemes as part of the EC package.  
However, I think the Prime Minister had spoken to many non-farm small business people during his trip to 
Kondinin in the previous year and quite appreciated what it means to farmers, even in a drought year, to have 
local businesses that are able to service their needs.  Unfortunately, in lots of cases farmers tend to delay 
payments to the businesses that are closest to them.  A lot of those small businesses carry some of the debt 
burden, which they really cannot accommodate economically.   

I do not know whether the minister has any further facts and figures.  He has nodded, so he has.  He was 
obviously expecting this matter to come up.  It will be interesting to know how that package finished up and was 
developed, and to have details of the assistance that was forthcoming.  It begs a question, irrespective of what we 
do.  Farm management deposits have a very big future in drought-proofing many rural businesses.  I looked at 
some of the figures.  I think that more than $2 billion was provided in those farm management packages.  There 
were some figures - the minister may have them - on the amounts of money that were drawn back this year from 
the farm management deposit scheme in Western Australia.  Those drawbacks have had a very big bearing on 
farm management.  I am sure farmers themselves realise that ultimately it is the way they must go.  It allows 
them to put money away in a good season, or a run of good seasons, and it certainly accommodates taxation 
relief in those good years, rather than putting it all into new plant and machinery.  Many farmers are now looking 
at the issue more seriously as they were very well cashed up from the increases in livestock prices.  I am sure 
those prices have led to a welcome return for many farmers who have continued with their livestock enterprises.  
At long last they are getting due recognition on prices, which they should have been getting when one considers 
the prices they were getting 20 years ago and the fact that costs have gone up.  The ballpark figure in the 
assistance package has allowed many livestock farmers to weather the drought a lot better than those who do not 
have a livestock enterprise.   

When I was in Canada looking at the issues surrounding genetically modified organisms, I noted that a drought 
in Saskatchewan and Manitoba had not broken.  I do not know what Canadian people refer to as a drought, but I 
asked some farmers there how they were getting on.  The drought relief package for a canola farmer in 
Saskatchewan - the minister is well aware of this - is based on an average of the farm’s normal canola 
production.  A price for canola is given before the crop is planted and an insurance premium is paid.  However, 
the package to farmers in Saskatchewan and Manitoba last year cost the Canadian Government $1.2 billion.  I do 
not believe too many federal Governments of any ilk would put themselves in that position.  It was an interesting 
exercise.  The insurance premiums were not very high, but I do not imagine that is the way Australia will go.  
Australian farmers should be given encouragement in the form of farm management deposits and we should also 
consider providing a greater range of assistance instead of limiting the cap on farm management deposits at 
$500 000 or $750 000 - 
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Hon Kim Chance:  I think it is $600 000 per taxpayer.  In a typical partnership of three, therefore, it would be 
$1.8 million. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It was increased, but it was less than the amounts of money that some farms 
generate.  Some farms generate large sums of money.  We tend to find that people with 17 000 acres or the likes 
of the Nicolettis with 87 000 acres can put a lot of money away. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The important point is that it is not available to partnerships or companies; it is available only 
on an individual taxpayer basis. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The minister may be able to explain it a bit better than I can.  I am sure all 
members would agree that we must give farmers every opportunity to assist themselves in the longer term.  So 
what if that means putting away a couple of million dollars.  They may get a benefit if they draw back some of 
the money, but they will also pay tax.  Is that not a better way than for farmers to face difficulties every year 
during a drought when, understandably, they get angry and emotional?  Koorda has poor seasons and I have no 
doubt Kellerberrin does.  Droughts are not very pleasant times for anyone.  We usually kick the dog - no, we do 
not kick the dog; we scold the dog and tell the wife off.   

Hon Alan Cadby interjected. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No, I did not; I withdrew that remark very quickly.  It is a very unpleasant time 
emotionally for many people, and it quite badly affects a small rural community when everyone in it is affected 
in the same way.  I raise this as an issue on which I am sure the minister would like to bring us up to date.  I hope 
that farmers throughout Western Australia’s agricultural regions have two or three good or average years to 
enable them to put away some money for a rainy day, although some will still be catching up on their income 
this year.  It would be good to enjoy some seasons during which prices are average and the dollar is reduced 
against the American dollar.  The increased currency exchange, compared with what it was last year, is causing a 
reduction of about $40 a tonne for wheat, which is sad because it amounts to the cream of farmers’ income.  The 
increase in the dollar for 3 000 or 4 000 tonnes of wheat can cost $160 000.  That is something of a downside in 
the agricultural industry at the moment.  

I look forward to the minister bringing us up to date on exactly what has happened since the drought assistance 
package was announced and what happened about the increased spending that the Government mentioned at the 
time.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Very often some of the money from government assistance packages goes to the wrong 
people.  Certain members of our society always see their way through the fine print and are perhaps not entirely 
honest.  I agree with Hon Bruce Donaldson that assistance to country businesses during a drought is vital.  
Farmers generally have the ability to borrow more money based on the fact that their farm is a capital asset.  
However, many small country businesses do not have sufficient equity to attract borrowings.  Agricultural 
producers in this State have reached the stage at which - apart from requirements under legislation - they have 
gone beyond developing large areas of new land, which was a long-term process.  For people who do not 
understand, it was not a matter of clearing 100 hectares and receiving an immediate return.  Farmers, particularly 
livestock producers, had to increase the amount of fertiliser they bought each year at a cost greater than the 
return from their 100 hectares.  A long-term process was involved in developing virgin country into an arable 
state, until each year it produced enough to bring in a little bit more money than was spent on it.  
Another beneficial practice of trading banks is that of providing interest-only loans for long periods.  Provided 
farmers can meet their interest payments, the banks are far more accommodating than they once were and do not 
worry too much about the principal.  That has enabled people to farm on a larger scale.  The farmer and the bank 
buy the farm next door by way of an interest-only loan.  That creates a larger operation that requires larger 
machinery and other activities that reduce the cost of production per hectare.  That is part of the benefit for 
individual farmers.  The other benefit is the capital gain on the sale of the property after 10 or 15 years, or 
whatever the period is.  The State benefits because agriculture is conducted in a more efficient manner.  
Unfortunately, more efficient work practices often mean that fewer people are employed.  I remember when a 
100-horsepower tractor was considered very large.  They are now more than 500-horsepower, which reduces the 
cost of employment.  However, for the economic efficiency for the State as a whole, the industry is more 
modernised and works more efficiently.  I commend the changes with regard to small business.   
I have said in the House before that the problem with small rural towns reducing in size lies with education and 
health facilities.  Education is a big issue and as numbers reduce in country towns, quite naturally the schools are 
downsized because the number of teachers are proportional to the number of students etc.  When three-year high 
schools reduce in size to a certain number of students, they cannot offer the same range of subjects and there is a 
continuing drift of students to the city.  I would like state and federal Governments to more closely consider that 
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aspect to see whether perhaps long-term financial help can be provided for education for rural students who live 
under those circumstances.  This problem leads to a great breakdown in marriage in which, quite often, the 
female partner and the children move to the large regional town or to Perth and the husband is left on the farm.  
That all seems fine for a while but, obviously, it is not fine in the long term.  I commend the Government for the 
help it has provided over the past 12 months as it has done well.  The shaded areas were very important; quite 
obviously, the drought did not recognise shire boundaries, a river or a fence.  That was very important and it has 
been done well but I would like a little more consideration to be given to the matter.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Bruce Donaldson and Hon Paddy Embry for their comments on the package.  
Although the ministerial statement related specifically to the State’s drought package, it is quite reasonable that 
honourable members have raised other issues concerning drought assistance and the impact of drought, which 
need some comment before I go on to the formal response.   
The question of exceptional circumstances reform was raised by Hon Bruce Donaldson.  Exceptional 
circumstances funding is the primary drought assistance measure - it is a commonwealth-state funded measure.  
Part of the State’s $6.8 million drought assistance package included a topping up of the fund that we used to 
match the Commonwealth’s funding in respect of EC.  We have seen a major turnaround over the past year or 
two with regard to exceptional circumstances but we have a way to go yet.  For the first time ever in this State, 
we saw the first EC declaration over a pastoral zone, which I was particularly pleased with, and a much more 
responsive relationship developing between the Commonwealth and the State.  A cynic would say that that is 
only because of the seriousness of the drought in the eastern States and a necessity to match that to some extent 
in the west.  However, I am not a cynic and never have been - the day I become a cynic, I will retire.   
Hon Paddy Embry:  If you recognise that, you are a cynic.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, if I recognise it myself.  However, I am not naturally a cynic.   
There has been a genuine and goodwill-driven understanding of the issue between commonwealth and state 
agencies and between commonwealth and state ministers and we now have a better understanding of our 
positions.  On that point, I will address a matter raised by Hon Bruce Donaldson when he referred to the Liberal 
Party’s own investigation and meeting on exceptional circumstances reform and the Prime Minister’s package of 
9 December 2002, which was a critical breakthrough.  If I were to put a date and time on when things started to 
change, that is about it.  The Prime Minister’s package took an enormous amount of pressure off people, partly 
because it recognised that the social welfare payment component of EC could be made virtually straightaway 
once a prima facie case had been received.  That took all the pain out of it.  The business support component of 
EC, while important, is far less critical than the social welfare component, which, nationwide, forms the largest 
part of EC payments.  Statewide, that is not true, because farms in Western Australia are much bigger and the 
business support component assumes much greater importance than it does in New South Wales and Victoria, 
for example.  Nationwide, the social welfare component - Centrelink - forms the major part of the whole EC 
program.  The Prime Minister’s decision and announcement of 9 December made social welfare payments - 
which any Australian is entitled to have, but which farmers are denied for a range of reasons - available and it 
meant that the pressures of feeding their families and trying to deal with the drought in a business and family 
sense were greatly relieved.  They did not have to worry about how they were going to pay the store bill.  That 
really did make a difference and everyone got on with life much more constructively from that point.  I certainly 
welcomed the PM’s intervention in this regard. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson also referred to farm management deposits and asked how much draw down there was 
from the FMDs.  The answer to that question is really unusual.  I discussed this matter with Minister Warren 
Truss when he was in Western Australia a couple of months ago for the Primary Industries Ministerial Council 
meeting and, if my recollection is correct - I might need to check this - in net terms, Australia-wide, there was no 
draw down on the FMDs; the figures actually increased.  Minister Truss said we must be careful with those 
figures because they are inflated by the unseasonal sale of livestock, particularly from eastern States graziers, at 
unseasonally high prices.  It is unusual for prices to be high during a drought but last year they were, so there 
were big sell-downs of stock at quite high prices, which at that stage were nothing to do with the money on a 
pastoral property or even an eastern States-style grazing property.  To avoid tax, that all went into the FMDs and 
will be drawn down as those properties regenerate after the drought and begin to restock.  Notwithstanding, it 
was rather a surprise that there was not a net draw down on the farm management deposits.  It looked as though 
the deposits went up.  There are now some billions of dollars in the FMD fund.  I agree with Hon Bruce 
Donaldson’s statement about farm management deposits.  I note that at last we have a farm management deposit 
scheme that works.  It may need some minor tweaking, but it is a very good scheme.  It works and it is starting to 
attract some serious money.  Hon Bruce Donaldson said it is a tax advantage, and it is for farmers relative to 
their position prior to the FMD being put in place, but it is not for other taxpayers.  In fact, taxpayers, whether 
rural or otherwise, who have a highly variable income, actually pay more tax than a person on a stable income, 
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such as a salary earner.  The effect of that has been calculated in respect of grain growers in Australia, and it is 
calculated that they pay, on average, 20 per cent more tax than they would if their incomes were stable.  The 
farm management deposit scheme will assist further to level that out.  Even though wheat growers have access to 
income averaging, the taxation they pay is higher than would normally be expected on those earnings.  The FMD 
scheme certainly sorts that out.  The big issue with the FMD scheme is that it enables primary producers to self 
manage the question of drought.  That is absolute critical.  To put that in its context, farmers already self manage 
their drought problems; they have a risk management process that is in their hands to manage.  The 2002 drought 
probably cost Western Australian farmers between $1 billion and $1.5 billion.  The total public support that was 
provided to Western Australian farmers from all sources - federal, state, local government and voluntary 
collections - amounted to approximately $25 million.  Taking the lower figure of $1 billion, the public assisted 
farmers to the amount of $25 million.  The farmers were very grateful for that.  However, that represents only 
four per cent of total losses.  To the extent of 96 per cent of their losses, farmers managed their problems 
anyway.  With the FMD scheme now working, we ought to be able to look to the future in managing drought as 
a business risk much more confidently than we have in the past.  To that extent, we need to continually revise the 
way in which we deal with issues such as exceptional circumstances.  It is being revised and I welcome that 
revision.  I would like to see a time in the future when schemes such as the exceptional circumstances scheme 
are applied only for events that happen once in a blue moon, such as, for example, something as tragic as an 
outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease, if that were ever to happen in this State.  That is when we need emergency 
funding provisions.  I do not think that one, two or three years of drought ought to qualify as an exceptional 
circumstance.  That is the risk of farming in a very dry country.  We all need to work towards assisting farmers 
to self manage drought.  Farming is less of an agronomic industry these days than it is a business of risk 
management.  There is a range of risks; a successful farmer will be the farmer who manages those risks better.  
The more we can encourage better risk management, including spending money on risk management, the better.  
I have no problem at all with that; indeed, it is one of the functions of government.  I will touch on that shortly.  I 
hope that in the future we will not need to look to the public to pick up the pieces after a drought.  We are 
effectively telling a hairdresser who lives in Dianella or a truck driver who lives in Kewdale that, because a 
farmer in Kulin has had a bad year, they need to put their hands in their pockets to help them out.  Although that 
idea might have been fine 40 or 50 years ago, it is no longer consistent with modern business.   
Farming is becoming bigger.  Sadly, some of the technology that Hon Bruce Donaldson referred to, which forms 
the basis of efficiency, will drive another important change over the next decade or two.  The change is not 
something we have seen much of in the wheatbelt in the past.  It is the change from family farming to corporate 
farming.  It is inevitable, with the technology that farmers have, that we will see a rapid growth in corporate 
farming and a decline in family farming.  I think that is a bit sad but it is simply an outcome of modern 
technology.  We will also see a differentiation between the owners of land and the management of land.  The 
people who are actually farming will not necessarily be the owners of the land; it will be in another form.  That is 
a bit sad because we have built our communities on an entirely different basis.  I regret that the massive swing 
towards corporate farming, which occurred in the United States and Canada some time ago and which is now 
happening in the big wheat-growing countries of eastern Europe such as the Ukraine, will probably happen here 
as well.  That will be another reason schemes such as the exceptional circumstances scheme will probably 
become a thing of the past over the next decade or two.   

I will give a quick run-down on the way the scheme worked.  These figures were current as at 31 October 2003.  
I do not think they will have changed much as the scheme has closed.  I have already covered that part of the 
$6.8 million package that was our contribution to exceptional circumstances funding.  There were other divisions 
of the money.  For example, $300 000 was provided to the farm and family counselling groups and another 
$1.5 million to top up the farm dam subsidy scheme.  Cabinet was keen that the cash component of the dry 
season support package be rolled out in such a way as to provide some kind of long-term security against future 
drought - for example, by enhancing water supplies - and to try to ensure that the environmental damage caused 
by droughts was minimised.  One method was to fund the establishment of feedlots so that sheep could be 
concentrated in one small area to avoid wholesale devastation of crop lands, particularly through the grazing on 
very light lupin crops.  As we all know, lupin crops give good feed for a week, after which the pasture blows for 
months.  That is because lupins in particular open the soil structure and can cause massive problems.  Farmers 
had an appalling year last year.  Although on occasions we saw a bit of dust moving around, it was remarkable 
how little environmental damage occurred as a result of the drought.  Had that same set of weather conditions 
occurred 20 years ago, we would have experienced daily dust storms on the scale that Melbourne experienced a 
few years ago as a result of drought.  We did not see that damage.  We saw some dust but it was nothing like 
what we would have seen had farmers not been so conscious of the need to preserve their environment in these 
very difficult circumstances.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  We could have top-dressed both the WACA and Subiaco Oval.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 14 November 2003] 

 p13104d-13116a 
Hon Barry House; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Chairman; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Dee 

Margetts; Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Alan Cadby; Hon Paddy Embry 

 [14] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Easily.  It was several feet thick.  This decision was reflected in the break-up of the 
allocation of funds.   

I will run very quickly through the way the rest of those funds were devolved.  Just under $1.2 million was 
provided to 255 applicants for water supply enhancement.  That program received the largest allocation of 
money.  Another $250 000 to $300 000 was allocated for freight of stockfeed, water purchase and transport, and 
$225 000 was provided to 80 applicants for feedlot infrastructure.  They are the kinds of projects on which this 
money was spent.  Primarily, the money was spent on getting animals out of danger’s way, or concentrating 
them in feedlots so that they did not destroy the country, and on improving dam catchments and removing sludge 
from dams that were not storing as much water as they should.  I am grateful for the way this money has been 
spent because I think the wheatbelt is now in a better shape to face the event of a later drought. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders.   

Sitting suspended from 3.46 to 4.00 pm 
 


