
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 29 June 2005] 

 p3564b-3581a 
Chairman; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Anthony Fels; Hon Helen 

Morton; Hon Barry House; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Donna Faragher; 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Jon Ford 

 [1] 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 1) 2005 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House) in 
charge of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN:  As there is to be a general committee stage for the three ministers in this chamber, the first 
portfolio area to be dealt with is that for the Minister for Agricultural and Forestry; and the Midwest and 
Wheatbelt.  It was previously agreed that there would be approximately 45 minutes for the minister at the table, 
to finish around 8.40 pm.  The Minister for Education can then deal with questions for an agreed one and a 
quarter hours, or thereabouts, and then the portfolio of the Minister for Fisheries will be dealt with for 30 
minutes or so. 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Appropriation for recurrent services and purposes - 
The CHAIRMAN:  Witnesses would be sworn in at a normal Estimates Committee hearing.  That will not occur 
with this committee on the basis that it is expected that the minister will seek advice if required and answer 
questions.  However, should the minister require, one of his advisers may address the committee directly. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It is a shame that members of the government must have urgent parliamentary 
business to attend to, as they are not here to support the government’s budget.  As the minister has stated 
himself, it has been very difficult to follow agriculture portfolio budgets over many years because of the grants 
and subsidies involved.  There is some consistency, but this depends upon research grants issued and some of the 
national resource management money coming through for salinity.  Page 203 of the Budget Statements contains 
the total appropriation to deliver services under appropriations and forward estimates.  The estimated actual in 
2004-05 was $134 million, and this has been increased by $6 million to $140 million.  The out years are 
interesting: the figures go up to $162 million in 2006-07 and $161 million in 2007-08, and then suddenly drop 
back to $130 million.  I am interested in the reasons for this wide variation.  It is to do with grants and subsidies? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Bruce Donaldson for his question.  The $6 million difference between the 
2004-05 actual estimate and the 2005-06 budget estimate is a comparison between an apple and an orange.  It is 
more accurate to go back to the column to the left of the $134 million to compare the 2004-05 and 2005-06 
budgets.  An outcome of the factor Hon Bruce Donaldson referred to is that our estimated actual almost always 
exceeds our budget for the following year because of the unpredictable nature of external funding.  It 
considerably exceeds the budget for that year.  Last year it went from a $116 million budget to a $134 million 
outcome.  A number of issues drove that result.  Most particular among those was the one-off contribution to 
fund the European wood borer program, which in itself was $7.6 million.  Other things such as locust campaigns 
were involved.  That was not the core of the question; I will move on to the question.  I make the point that it is 
not a valid comparison to compare the estimated actual of the previous year to the budget for the budget year.  
As Hon Bruce Donaldson anticipated, the principal reason for that difference is the impact of the state’s 
contribution to the national action plan for salinity and water quality, which in this budget year is $14 million 
and, in the forward estimates, is $32 million in 2006-07 and $33.4 million in 2007-08.  As the honourable 
member noticed, there is a quite precipitous drop in 2008-09, which occurs because the state’s contribution to the 
NAP in that year is zero.  The last year of the agreed NAP funding program is 2007-08.  Obviously, before we 
get to 2008-09, NAP 2 will have been organised, I hope.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I turn to the capital works program on page 226.  Under the heading “Completed 
Works” is an item called “South Perth Planning”.  One issue for the Department of Agriculture has been the 
development of new headquarters.  The existing headquarters are on Jarrah Road.  At what stage has that 
redevelopment reached?  I cannot find in the budget any large sums of money that have been outlaid for that 
purpose.  Has a decision been made on what will happen to the existing premises of the Department of 
Agriculture?  If the department is to move, the budget does not seem to contain any allocations for the capital 
expenditure that will be required for that.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There are really two issues.  The first is the redevelopment of the headquarters of the 
Department of Agriculture, and the member does not need me to explain why that is necessary.  The government 
has announced its intention to go ahead with that redevelopment at Murdoch.  That process is proceeding.  An 
amount of $26 million was committed for that purpose in the forward estimates of a prior budget.  That funding 
is not part of this budget.  There is also a commitment in this budget for $28 million.  It is confusing, because the 
two numbers are similar.  One must ask whether one sum is part of the other, but it is not.  The commitment of 
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$28 million is for the development of the research institute.  On the one hand, there is the development of the 
headquarters and on the other there is the development of the institute.  I suppose that one could be seen to be 
part of the other.  The two numbers can be added together, but they are separate streams of money.  The 
$28 million for the development of the facilities for the agriculture research institute will be spread over a few 
years; $2 million is budgeted in 2006-07, $16 million in 2007-08 and $10 million in 2008-09.  I reiterate that that 
amount is separate from the $26 million previously allocated for the rebuilding and relocation of the 
headquarters of the department.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to paragraph (b) at the bottom of page 227, which details the number of 
full-time equivalents.  The FTE figure for 2003-04 was 1 450 and in 2004-05 it was estimated to be 1 484.  The 
estimate for 2005-06 is 1 430.  From where have 54 full-time equivalents been removed?  Have they been taken 
from the Agriculture Protection Board?  How many of those FTEs are on short-term contracts?  At one stage, the 
number of people on contracts was quite high.  Placing employees on short-term contracts does not seem to be 
conducive to efficiency, especially when it is a 12-month contract.  People work diligently for the first nine 
months and for the next three months must draw up a proposal to get continued funding.  I have spoken to a 
number of people within the Department of Agriculture around the state, and contracts are considered to be an 
inefficient way in which to operate.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  My answer might prompt a supplementary question, if I do not capture the whole of the 
member’s question in my answer.  I will start with the contracts.  The staffing ratio is 82 per cent full-time to 
18 per cent contract, although there is some modest variation within that.  There is a broad parallel with revenue.  
About 70 per cent is from the consolidated fund and 30 per cent is occasional funding - I will use that term 
because it includes both industry and commonwealth-type arrangements.  The member asked where the drop in 
FTEs has occurred.  If we compare the 2003-04 actual figure with the 2004-05 estimated figure, the number of 
FTEs has grown from 1 450 to 1 484.  However, it drops to 1 430 in 2005-06.  Again, that happens every time, 
because the department does not budget to employ people until it knows that it has secured occasional funding.  
The department does not hire contract employees until it has won the contract.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  So that figure is unknown because the grants that will come forward are unknown.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is correct.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to page 225 and the dot point on the old chestnut of the state barrier fence.  
I was asked to ask this question just a couple of days ago.  The Budget Statements state that there will be a 
continued upgrade of the state barrier fence to a standard that excludes wild dogs, including an assessment of the 
extension of the fence eastward to protect agriculture in the south east region.  People in the mid west are very 
concerned about the state barrier fence.  How much money does the government intend to expend in the future, 
bearing in mind that some of the initiatives for that fence have been, to say the least, not useful?  For instance, 
money was put in to catch emus and the like.  The locals immediately said that that would not work, so that was 
not used.  We want the fence to be upgraded.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Murray Criddle is right; this is a hoary chestnut, but not unreasonably so.  I have 
also met with the people who have for many years sought a better deal for the fence, although not as recently as 
the honourable member.  I support what they are trying to do.  The CF contribution in 2004-05, in this budget 
year and indeed for the out years remains at $400 000.  That is the information I have received.  I actually 
thought that it had gone to $500 000 this year.  That funding is for the inspection, maintenance and replacement 
of the southern barrier fence.  We made an allocation of some $300 000 prior to the last budget for wild dog 
issues specifically, but my recollection is that some $60 000 of that will go into a research project on 
electrification of the state barrier fence to try to get it to a dog-proof standard.  However, if Hon Murray Criddle 
wants me to say that this is bandaid stuff, he is probably right; it is bandaid stuff.  The only way we will ever 
address the long-term issue of the barrier fence is to establish a robust funding arrangement around it.  When I 
look down the column comparing consolidated funds with external funds for the SBF, external funds in each 
year is nil.  We can do this in two ways: we can continue to sit in this place in 30 years, although hopefully not 
Hon Murray Criddle and me.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  There is no chance of that. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Our successors could be here then still dealing with the same problem, or we could make 
a start now to fix the problem.  It will probably take that long to fix. That kind of thinking lay at the base of the 
concept that we called the regional model.  The regional model never really got to a proposal stage.  That is 
something that in this term of government we must develop.  We understand that the regional model has its 
detractors, and we understand that it is our responsibility to gain the confidence of stakeholders before it 
becomes a proposition.  However, if we are to fix the state barrier fence in the long term, we need a long-term 
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commitment to it.  So far the regional model is the only proposition that I have ever seen that could reasonably 
be anticipated to form a long-lasting solution. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I thank the minister for those comments and obviously I will pass on the message.  
On page 227 of the budget papers under expenses, the figures in the 2005-06 column are simply all over the 
place.  I guess I will get the same answer I got before.  The bottom line is that people want to know whether the 
state is spending more or less on agriculture.  We would all appreciate some figures that told us what was in the 
budget, because the grants, subsidies and so forth mask the figure for what is actually being given.  People would 
be a lot happier if there were some figures to assure them that agriculture is getting more money.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  That question can be addressed in a number of ways.  I have just been handed a graph 
that actually shows something, and I will table it with your leave, Mr Chairman.  There are actually three graphs: 
at the top is a graph on the CPI adjusted movement, the second graph is on funding and the third graph is real 
terms funding.  They all show an increase in funding.  However, there is a most telling figure. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  Is that CF funding? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  No.  The most telling figure is to be found on page 203 in the very line that Hon Bruce 
Donaldson referred to, which is “Total appropriations provided to deliver services”.  That line shows the 
proportion of funding to the department totally devoid of all external factors.  That is, therefore, the state 
government’s commitment to the Department of Agriculture.  In that total there is no commonwealth money and 
no industry money; that is the state’s commitment.  I will consult my advisers to make sure that it is correct.  I 
am assured that it is correct.  The first “total” line on page 203 indicates the total appropriations provided to 
deliver services.  I think that tells the whole story, but I will table that document. 
[See paper 489.] 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  There are two other dot points I want to refer to - there are obviously heaps of 
them - on page 206 relating to the Western Australian Meat Industry Authority and we can deal with those 
figures in the debate on the authority.  However, I heard today that Northam, with the assistance of two other 
shires, will go ahead and build some yards.  What is the minister’s reaction to that?  It could have a serious 
impact on the volume of stock going through the new yards and, consequently, the rate that producers must pay 
as a result of selling stock.  I have one other question after that.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will keep my answer brief.  My response to the proposition is, firstly, I am not surprised 
because the Shire of Northam told me about it some time ago.  My response to the suggestion, therefore, is 
neutral.  It will have very little effect on the Muchea proposition as the projection is, bearing in mind that the 
proposed yard at Northam will be a sheep-only yard, that it will take about 10 per cent of the sheep-only 
throughput out of Muchea.  The sheep-only throughput for Muchea is anticipated to be 900 000 head a year.  
Therefore, it will make very little difference to the overall economics of Muchea.  However, it may well have a 
greater effect on the proposal by the Shire of Katanning, as the establishment of the yards at Northam will affect 
Katanning’s proposition.  Members should not misunderstand me though, as Katanning’s proposition is not as 
financially robust as that for Muchea because Muchea is fully funded with government money.  Katanning’s 
proposition is funded partly by debt and partly by ratepayers’ money; it is not as financially robust as that for 
Muchea.  I also have concerns that the proposed Northam yard could possibly have yard fees competitive with 
those at Muchea, given the elements of public ownership of Muchea.  That is one aspect that has concerned me.  
Hon Murray Criddle would be aware that I am somewhat concerned that a fully publicly owned facility, debt-
free, at Muchea operating alongside partly debt-funded and more privately owned or local government owned 
saleyards in other parts of the state is not a position of equity, and I am not happy with that situation.  It is a huge 
free kick to a Badgingarra cattleman, for example, against a Mt Barker cattleman, because the yard fees in 
Badgingarra would be considerably lower than those in Mt Barker.  I think I know how to resolve that problem.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Do not put the fee there!  From the next dot point, I understand the minister is 
putting half a million dollars a year into the continuation of climate risk management.  Does the minister intend 
to continue that and is it worthwhile? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have some very good news for Hon Murray Criddle, and it is also news to me: it is 
actually more than half a million dollars a year.  The consolidated fund contribution for the budget year and the 
out years has gone up to $600 000.  However, even better than that, the project is now attracting some substantial 
external funds.  In the current year it is $396 000; in the budget year, $264 000; and in the out years, $166 000.  
Do I think it is worth continuing?  Absolutely.  When we start to talk about this type of forecasting technology, it 
is a bit like casting bones and examining chicken entrails!  However, if that provides an accurate weather 
forecast, we should go ahead and do it.  I have said the same thing about the puerulus count as a means of 
anticipating the rock lobster catch.   
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A great deal of science is being applied, and members should not take notice of my frivolous comments.  If we 
could find a way that would allow us something like an 85 per cent degree of reliability on longer-term forecasts, 
it would be the most valuable thing that any government agency could ever do for agricultural industries.  I have 
said that before and I will say it again.  If a farmer knew that the next year would be a tough one, there would be 
things he could do about it.  If he knew it would be good, there would be things he could do about that.  That is 
far more significant than anything else we could do for farmers.  We are a way from that yet, but this type of 
investment has, so far, justified my confidence and the degree of confidence the industry is showing in it. 
Hon ANTHONY FELS:  I refer to page 243 and the Rural Business Development Corporation.  There is a 
significant difference between the 2004-05 estimated actual and the budget.  The budget for 2004-05 was 
$181 000.  The estimated actual is $8.931 million.  Previous years and forecast years show smaller amounts 
similar to those for 2003-04 and the 2004-05 budget.  Page 244 contains a line item about farm business 
development of $17.26 million.  That amount was not budgeted for.  Will the minister explain why those items 
are not budgeted for now and in the future? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank the member.  The extraordinary increase in the 2004-05 allocation is entirely the 
financial assistance to the egg industry because of its deregulation.  The member will be aware that, under the 
national competition policy agreement, if the National Competition Council approves an alteration in the 
marketing system to provide a more competitive environment - specifically agricultural marketing boards when 
they are deregulated and open to competition - the council, through the federal Treasurer, also allows a payment 
of money to the states in the form of national competition payments. 

The primary justification of the payments is not to make the states wealthy; the commonwealth is not being 
entirely altruistic.  The primary purpose of the payments is to enable the state government to provide funding to 
industry to ease the process of deregulation.  There are always costs when a regulated industry becomes 
deregulated.  An amount of $8.75 million represents the entirety of the national competition payments for a two-
year period.  All that money has been transferred to the egg industry to ease its deregulation issues.  Although 
the payments are shown as occurring in the 2004-05 estimated actual, the payments will occur in 2005-06 
because the first of the payments will be made on 2 July 2005.  We had anticipated them being made this month.  
They will now be made in July, which is in the next financial year. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS:  I refer to the Mid West Development Commission at page 251.  Why did the 
department spend more than double its budgeted amount of $1.549 million?  The estimated actual for the 
financial year now finishing is $3.542 million.  The 2005-06 budget estimate is $4.001 million.  The amount 
drops steadily for the next three out years.  Why are the amounts for last year and this year so high? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will attempt to answer the question only generically.  However, I will provide specific 
detail on the question later.  It is now recorded in Hansard and I will send it to the Mid West Development 
Commission.  As the member can appreciate, we did not have time to get representatives down from Geraldton 
for tonight.   

When such a large increase occurs, particularly with a development commission, it is inevitably because the 
development commission has been used as a vector for the payment of external funds.  The core budget for the 
development commission is, as indicated, about $1.549 million.  That is consistent with the Mid West 
Development Commission’s core budget, although I would have thought it was around $1.8 million.  The 
additional $2 million would be, I suspect, for the payment of a specific capital works project.  It would almost 
certainly be for the Geraldton foreshore project.  We should wait until we receive the detail.  Generically, that is 
why those types of blips occur. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister has indicated that he will provide some additional information to Hon 
Anthony Fels. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  I refer to the Agriculture Protection Board at page 233.  The out years show a decline 
in budgeted funding for the APB.  I also refer to the second dot point of major achievements for 2004-05 on page 
236, which refers to the strategy to minimise the impact of wild dogs.  I am referring specifically to the pastoral 
areas.  It was stated that the strategy was expected to be completed by the end of 2004-05.  With all due respect, 
I think the strategy was a dismal failure.  Nothing in the major initiatives for 2005-06 refers to the control of wild 
dogs.  I have a lot of contact with people in the pastoral areas.  It is the biggest issue they have to deal with.  The 
dog problem is the reason a lot of pastoralists in the goldfields are moving from sheep to other industries. 

Page 238 refers to regulatory fees and fines of the Agriculture Protection Board. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am getting a bit lost; let us answer one query at a time.   
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Firstly, the reason for the apparent decline at page 233 is that funding for the APB effectively stops in 2006-07.  
That is when we anticipate we will move into the biosecurity council.  The member will be aware that 
biosecurity is a huge budget issue in the Department of Agriculture.  I believe the amount allocated is about 
$40 million annually.  The Agriculture Protection Board occupies only a tiny segment of the whole biosecurity 
issue.  We are trying to incorporate more effectively the way in which we work out biosecurity. 

I really do not think that anybody any longer seriously questions our commitment to the wild dog issue.  We 
have worked extensively with pastoralists, particularly those in the eastern goldfields.  In four years, we have 
taken the budget from $1.1 million to $1.9 million.  We have spent a remarkable amount of public money on 
what is basically a private benefit issue.  I believe the member referred to the review, or the strategy, as a failure.  
I am bewildered by that.  The review was carried out by the APB.  It indicated that there is no silver bullet 
solution to the wild dog issue.  It is a serious issue, and the member and I do not need to tell anybody about that.  
We all understand how serious the issue is.  However, if the member works her way through the Allen review 
document, it will become very clear where and why this is such a difficult issue.  There is no single cause.  If I 
could think of a single cause identified in the review, it is that perhaps it has been too easy to over-rely on the 
aerial baiting program.  Perhaps we have not been doing that as well as we could have done it.  A range of areas 
are identified in the Allen review that indicate just where we are going wrong in this.  There is about a 30-year 
cycle with dogs, as the member is aware.  That 30-year cycle is just about past its peak now.  The number of 
dogs that were captured or otherwise destroyed in the eastern goldfields last year was more than 2 000.  A 
considerable effort is going into the problem.  However, unless we get some kind of structured approach to the 
way in which we tackle this problem, we will face it in another 30 years.  We need to be very serious about it.   

I also believe we need to be a bit more innovative in what we are doing.  I do not think that was picked up in the 
Allen review.  It really looked at what we were doing and where we were falling short of our targets.  Some of 
those things are unavoidable.  Thirty years ago most pastoral properties employed their own dogger, because 
they could afford to.  Now most pastoral stations cannot afford to employ their own dogger.  On some bigger 
stations, there were seasonally up to five doggers employed.  We are now trying to deal with the problem 
without any of those station-employed doggers being there any more.  Of course we have a problem trying to 
deal with the issue.  We cannot expect that stations will put on a privately employed dogger, nor can we 
reasonably expect that an owner-operator of a pastoral enterprise, with the kind of work pressure that he has, will 
even have the time to carry out on his own the sort of work that he would need to do.  We must recognise that 
the labour force issues relating to dog control need to be addressed, and we need smarter solutions.   

If we are to get solutions, we need to look at the things we can do.  I believe ground baiting and the development 
of the salami-type bait might offer solutions.  Issues relating to attractants and toxicology that are being worked 
on across Australia might also provide solutions.  However, everyone in this chamber knows how far a dog will 
travel to get to a bitch on heat.  Even Canis familiaris will travel 200 kilometres in a weekend.  Imagine how far 
a dingo, or a dog with some dingo blood, moves.  If we used attractants in an effective way, we could virtually 
take out every male dog within cooee of the nearest mob of sheep.  Ultimately, that must start reducing the total 
stock of dogs.  It must also be remembered that we are not dealing with dingoes in the main; we are dealing with 
Canis familiaris, although some have some dingo infusion in them.  It is a serious problem.  We will work 
through this with the zone control authorities.  They are the people who have the regulatory authority and whom 
we deliver our money through.  They are local people who understand the situation very well. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Hon Helen Morton had a further question. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Yes, on the same issue.  I reiterate that none of the things that the minister has been 
talking about is listed in the major initiatives for 2005-06.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I will put it in next time. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  I thank the minister.  I am feeling a bit better that the minister has talked to it to that 
extent.  However, I refer to page 238 - I am still dealing with the APB - and the line item for regulatory fees and 
fines under the income heading.  That is a fairly stable line item through the out years.  I understand that the 
APB rates for pastoralists in the goldfields - I do not know how far this extends - have been waived for this 
financial year.  I do not know about the next financial year.  I am just wondering whether that waiving of the fees 
for pastoralists was taken into account when these figures were developed.  I suggest that that is perhaps 
recognition of the ineffectiveness of the program in the past few years. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I call the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry.  However, I indicate that we have four 
minutes left.  I also say to members who will not get an opportunity to ask a question on this ministerial area that 
if they have a clearly written question, it can be submitted, and I will hand it to the minister.  Those questions 
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will not go through the normal question process; they will be handed to the minister as part of this estimates 
committee, and the ministers have given me an assurance that they will attend to them promptly. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I say to Hon Helen Morton that the reason that the waiving of the fees is not reflected in 
that very flat-line approach to regulatory fees and fines is that our act does not allow us to waive fees.  We 
reimburse pastoralists part of the APB rate.  We still require them to pay the levy, and then we reimburse them 
the amount of that levy through the Rural Business Development Corporation.  It is simply because our 
legislation does not allow us to waive fees, whereas the pastoral lease is able to be waived.  Therefore, the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, as the minister responsible for lands, can relieve a station of having to 
pay its pastoral lease rates, but we cannot do so with the APB rates.  We must reimburse them.  Believe me, it 
has created some interesting comments.  The two acts were put together at different times, and nobody ever put 
them together.  We might work on fixing that, perhaps in the member’s time in this place.  The reason for the 
increase in 2008-09 is principally the skeleton weed levies.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to the biological control of Paterson’s curse.  That is covered in the 
Agriculture Protection Board section of the budget papers.  I refer to the major achievements for 2004-05 on 
page 236 and to the fifth dot point from the bottom of the page.  It states that several sites where Paterson’s curse 
biological control agents have been released have been assessed as being ready for the harvest of insects to seed 
more sites.  Will the minister outline where that program is going from here and how successful it has been?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There is a degree of success.  The biocontrol of Paterson’s curse is a process that started 
a long time ago.  I can recall that in 1979 one of my first tasks as an executive member of the Western Australian 
Farmers Federation, then the Farmers Union of WA, was to try to work through this issue because it was the first 
example in modern times of biocontrol in Western Australia on a big scale.  I remember the opposition we 
received from Mr Alan Fewster, then the president of the Beekeepers Section, who had an entirely different view 
from the rest of us about Paterson’s curse.  I understand that the biological control agents for blackberries are 
also promising.  I will get back to Hon Bruce Donaldson with more technical detail.  Both projects are exciting.  
If biocontrol can be made to work, hopefully we can deal with some of the horrendous problems we are facing.  
The one that I have in mind is mesquite in the Ashburton, which is a horrible thing.  I cannot see a way clear on 
that issue.  Normally when I look at a problem, I can comfort myself with a way to fix it.  When Mr Rob Delane 
and I went to Mardie not so long ago, I was horrified by what I saw.  However, even there, some biocontrolling 
is working on mesquite.  It is taking out mesquite not in the core, but in the more isolated plants as it is starting 
to spread.  I know that there is enthusiasm for continuing that work.  I will get the member more detail.   
The CHAIRMAN:  The Minister for Agriculture and Forestry indicates that he will provide supplementary 
information to Hon Bruce Donaldson.  That concludes this section of the committee stage on agriculture and 
other areas.  I thank the minister and his advisers for their attendance.  I remind members that any written 
questions relating to agriculture must be handed to me at this desk before proceedings conclude tonight, so that I 
may hand them to the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry.   
We now move to the areas of responsibility of the Minister for Education and Training.  I refer members to page 
275 to 330 of the Budget Statements.  I understand that members want to deal with the Curriculum Council in the 
first instance.  There are no problems in that regard.  I will offer Hon Barry House the first line of questioning, 
Hon Murray Criddle the second and then I will ask other members as needed.  Again, in ordinary circumstances 
the various advisers would have been sworn in.  That is not occurring tonight.  Therefore, in the main the 
minister will answer the questions and seek advice if required.  However, if the minister desires it, an adviser 
may speak directly to the committee.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I refer to the Curriculum Council on page 306 of the Budget Statements.  Some of my 
questions are specific; others are not.  Yesterday, I asked a question of the minister in the house.  I am hoping 
that the presence of her advisers will enable the minister to provide an answer or provide her advisers with an 
opportunity to provide an answer.  I will repeat the question as a way of introducing the topic.  In order to clear 
up the confusion and anxiety surrounding the proposed curriculum changes to years 11 and 12, will the minister 
explain to the committee the definition of “outcomes-based education” and why it is considered to be better than 
the current system?   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Before I respond directly to the honourable member, I want to put on record in 
the context of this forum a number of issues about this matter.  The first is that these changes are not new.  As 
Hon Barry House knows, they date back to the Court Government and the implementation of the Curriculum 
Council Act in 1997.  The reforms have been ongoing.  It was made quite clear at that point that the reforms 
would apply K-12.  Over the past six or seven years, we have begun implementing the curriculum-based 
framework from K-10.  It is now time to implement the curriculum-based framework in years 11 and 12.  Two 
things are happening at this stage.  First is the introduction of 50 new subjects, which will be implemented 
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between now and 2008.  Those 50 subjects will be based on an outcomes-based approach.  Kevin Donnelly 
suggested that OBE documents do not contain the syllabi and, therefore, they are an inferior method of 
education.  I put on record that the Western Australian courses of study contain a syllabus.  Any educator who 
has been in the system would know that.  An outcome is what a student should be able to achieve.  For each 
outcome, there are four specific outcome targets.  At the end of a lesson, a student will be able to achieve X, Y 
and Z.  From there we have the content.  The content is what is taught to get the student to achieve the outcomes, 
which are X, Y and Z.  Quite clearly, we must have a standard of measure, and this is where the concept of 
“standards” comes into the equation.  We need to have a standard of measure to judge the level of achievement 
of a student in terms of the outcomes or objectives, which are X, Y and Z.  That is it in its most simplistic form.  
I also put on record that the new courses of study will be more rigorous and academic than the current years 11 
and 12 subjects.  The days of rote learning are over.  We must move with the times.  I also reiterate that this is 
nothing new.  For some reason, it is the honourable member’s view that Western Australia is going it alone.  I 
have made it quite clear that we must meet certain requirements under the quadrennial agreement.  Minister 
Nelson has said that we must go down this path.  As part of the quadrennial funding agreement, we are required 
to implement outcomes-based education.  South Australia, Queensland, Victoria, New South Wales, Tasmania 
and Canberra all have outcomes-based education.  Is the member asking me to abandon eight years of reform 
work?  We are talking about the implementation next year of four subjects, one of which is English.  Is the 
member asking me to abandon the reform process because a small number of teachers are not satisfied with the 
change?  I do not hold the member’s view.  I am confident about outcomes-based education.  I will not be 
abandoning the reform program.  Outcomes-based education has three very simple components.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  We have had this debate.  I do not agree with the minister’s assessment that only a very 
small group of teachers is concerned.  From my observation, it is a large group of teachers, and a very large 
majority according to what I am hearing and from what people tell me.  Anyhow, I have more specific questions.   
The composition  of the Curriculum Council - 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What page is this?  
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  This does not refer to a page but is a general question on the composition of the 
Curriculum Council.  Are any currently practising teachers members of the Curriculum Council?   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Curriculum Council produces an annual report.  The answers to some of 
these questions are very easily located in the annual report.  Having said that, over the past eight years, from 
1977 until now, teachers, students, parents, State School Teachers’ Union representatives and university 
representatives have been represented on the Curriculum Council.  Every group of stakeholders has had a direct 
involvement.  The idea that in some way the Curriculum Council has operated as an independent unit somewhere 
aside from the broader education community is so far off beam that, with all due respect to the member, I worry 
that the member has paid so little attention that all he is doing, quite frankly, is running on fanciful notions.  That 
is quite clear from the annual report of the Curriculum Council.  The English Teachers Association has 
expressed strong support.  I seek to table its letter.  Members might be aware that the English program is due to 
be implemented next year, and obviously the English Teachers Association has been consulted.  I want to put on 
record that the Curriculum Council has four courses: aviation, which has already been implemented, English, 
engineering studies, and media production and analysis.  With the exception of English, in which I admit there 
have been some concerns about professional development, people are ready and happy to proceed.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Just identify the document, so that I know what is being tabled.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is a letter from the English Teachers Association dated Tuesday, 28 June 
2005.   

The CHAIRMAN:  In respect of?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In respect of the support of the English Teachers Association of Western 
Australia.  I will read the first paragraph, if I may.   

. . . the South West English Teachers Association strongly urge you - 

That is me - 

to maintain the timeline for the implementation of the English Course of Study to ensure that it is 
implemented at the beginning of 2006, and it is not delayed as a consequence of the influence of an ill-
informed and vocal minority.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I know what the document is now, and it is tabled. 

[See paper 490.] 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is all very well and good, but the minister still has not answered my question.  Are 
any currently practising teachers on the Curriculum Council? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes, there is currently one teacher and one principal.  Almost all the rest of the 
members of the Curriculum Council have been teachers. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister and I have been teachers too, some time ago.  This question relates to the 
budget in general, because the ramifications of this question will mean that this whole section of the Curriculum 
Council budget is relevant or irrelevant.  Talks are, as I understand it, occurring between the Department of 
Education and the State School Teachers’ Union of Western Australia in response to the union’s directive last 
week to its members that they were basically to play no part in any further implementation of these changes.  
Will the minister or her advisers report on those talks and the budget implications that might arise from them?  If 
it is decided that the implementation process will go in a different direction, the budget will have to be 
completely revamped, I would imagine. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The executive of the State School Teachers’ Union is quite within its rights to 
determine a course of action.  I, as Minister for Education and Training, am quite within my rights to determine a 
course of action that I think is in the public interest.  These reforms will proceed.  That is the first thing.  In view 
of the fact that they will proceed, there is no implication for the budget allocation for the reforms.  What is the 
budget implication?   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  What is the budget implication?  I asked the minister to report on the current state of 
talks between the department and the teachers’ union. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am aware that the State School Teachers’ Union has issued this directive.  I 
am hopeful that there may be a resolution of some of the concerns that are held by the representatives of the 
teachers’ union.  There is obviously an ongoing dialogue, as there should be.  I am confident that we will reach a 
resolution on a number of issues about which they have expressed some concern.  The member will be aware 
that I have put a task force in place to assist and fast-track the implementation and development of curricula and 
support materials for some of the new subjects that are being implemented.  I really cannot say much more than 
that because there is nothing really more to report on the issue.  However, the Australian Education Union has 
expressed support for the principles and directions.  I also want to reiterate that the union has been represented 
on the Curriculum Council since 1997 in the implementation of the curriculum framework.   
The CHAIRMAN:  I am happy to offer the question to Hon Barry House as the opposition spokesperson for 
this portfolio. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Can you ask something specific to the budget? 
The CHAIRMAN:  I am happy to come back to the member in due course. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister wants a specific question, and this one is pretty specific. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Before the member asks his questions, let us get one thing straight: this Legislative Council 
does not vote on divisions in the budget, as is the case in the Legislative Assembly.  The estimates committee in 
this house has always been more general in its scope.  If the minister is reflecting on the fact that a page number 
was not called, I could find an item to cover matters raised because the budget is written in very general terms. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  What has been the total cost to date of the curriculum improvement program, phases 1 
and 2?  What has been the total cost to date of the review and implementation processes in relation to the post-
compulsory courses of study?  I refer to the total cost to date.  Also, what is the budget and schedule for the 
future for the curriculum improvement programs and the post-compulsory courses of study, up to the stage of 
full implementation? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  With all due respect, without any reference to a page number and to where in 
the budget this question relates, such questions make it difficult for me to answer. 

The CHAIRMAN:  If the minister requires to provide further information, that option is available.  My point is 
that members in the Legislative Council have a wider scope when asking questions than do Legislative 
Assembly members, although recognising that the minister does not carry all the information in her head.  If a 
matter requires the minister to provide supplementary information, that option is available. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  Phase 1 commenced implementation in 1995.  It 
would be necessary to get the cumulative sum of the costs of those reforms.  I am happy to provide the member 
with that supplementary information.  The total cost of phase 2 is $5.5 million. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister will provide additional information on that matter. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  To clarify, it is $5.5 million in this financial year. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  My questions relates to two areas on pages 287 and 291 of the Budget Statements 
concerning district high schools.  I understand some allocation has been made to Dongara District High School.  
What is it?  What further allocation has been identified in the budget in the out years for an upgrade of that 
school? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  There is a global allocation of $65 million under the Fixing Our Schools 
program.  I am advised that funding will be made available for maintenance at Dongara District High School. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Is there any allocation in the out years for further development of that school? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I touch on two other dot points.  One issue raised regularly with me relates to the 
behavioural and student discipline programs within schools.  A couple of dot points on page 278 outline a 
$64 million allocation over the four years of that program.  Is there a provision in the mid-west for local schools 
to get involved in the program?  My conversation with principals in the area identify the need for the removal of 
more difficult children to undertake some specific education opportunities until they are suitable to go back into 
the mainstream classroom.  Is that funding available for the mid-west?  I raise it just as an example. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the honourable member.  We have swapped from the Curriculum 
Council to education; nevertheless, we will do the best we can. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I could ask it later. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is okay; it is no big deal.  The behaviour management strategy has an 
allocation of $64 million over the next four years.  It is a substantial sum of money.  A great thing about this 
program is the flexibility with which it can be applied at the school level.  Some schools put together very 
innovative programs for their students, and other schools use it to reduce their class sizes, and therefore reduce 
the student-to-class ratio.  It has strongly demonstrated positive successes.  I am advised that Geraldton, 
Dongara, Meekatharra and John Willcock have accessed that funding.  I am quite happy to provide the member 
with information on specific allocations to any school or to all schools in the mid-west region.  It is a very 
positive initiative by the government.  All the schools I have visited give positive feedback about the flexibility 
of the program.  There has been a one-size-fits-all approach to managing behaviour and discipline.  Some past 
strategies were not efficient, whereas we have moved to a model that is a closer fit to school communities and 
environments and the types of students at these schools.  It is a very positive initiative indeed. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The major initiatives for 2005-06 on the top of page 278 of the Budget Statements 
refer to planning for the leaving age of 16 years in 2006 and 17 years in 2008.  These are direct questions people 
asked me at a meeting on the weekend:  Will funding be made available for that to happen?  Will there be some 
flexibility in the system to allow people who are not academically inclined to be involved in other activities? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  This is yet another very positive initiative.  By 2008, students who are 17 years 
of age will be required to stay at school until the end of that year.  A great thing resulting from the changes to the 
curriculum framework is that a much broader range of subjects will be offered.  Historically, the system has 
focused on students who were orientated toward university in years 11 and 12.  A student at the end of year 10 
who was not interested in pursuing a tertiary education left school to try his or her luck in the marketplace.  Once 
upon a time it might have been easier to get jobs and apprenticeships.  If unsuccessful, young people found their 
way back into the education system, but they did not have a curriculum to meet their needs.  By expanding the 
range of subjects, we say to students that there will be no such thing as a post-compulsory period by 2008.  
Students will be required to stay at school until the age of 17 years.  A range of subjects are also being 
introduced that will fit a vocational education and training framework.  Students will be able to achieve a 
qualification up to an Australian Qualifications Framework level 2, which means that by the time they leave year 
12, they could have completed half an apprenticeship.  The benefit of that for an employer is that those people 
will be more mature and partly qualified when they are employed.  Industry has told us that the current working 
environment is unsuitable for 15-year-olds.  The world of work has changed.  There is a lot of technological 
equipment in workplaces, and workshops are much more sophisticated.  Fifteen-year-olds are generally not as 
productive to employers as older employees, and can be a bit of a risk.  The government has responded.  There 
have been some really wonderful results.  A school apprenticeship program links with this.  I was in Newman the 
other day.  Under the School Apprenticeship Link, students go to high school for two days a week, to TAFE for 
two days and to an employer for one day.  It is a fantastic initiative.  I met five young people who are in this 
program in Newman.  One was a young indigenous boy who had his BHP uniform on.  He had done a 360-
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degree turnaround, because he could see that by the time he completed his year 12 education he might, for 
possibly the first time in the history of his family - I do not know - be able to aspire to a real job.  These 
initiatives are positive and will lead to great choices for - 
Hon Murray Criddle:  Will you fund it?  That is the question.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes, absolutely.   

Hon PETER COLLIER:  I refer to pages 288 and 291 of the Budget Statements and to major additions and 
improvements to and new works in secondary schools.  Allocations have been made to a significant number of 
senior secondary schools but to only five district schools.  Particularly in the light of the impending increase in 
the school leaving age, which has implications for the number of students in these schools, will the minister 
confirm whether any additional funding will be provided to other district schools to increase the number of 
specialist facilities in those schools?   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised by Mr Mal Parr that the increase in the number of students 
moving into years 11 and 12 in district high schools is not expected to be significant.  For example, there is 
almost a culture in many agricultural areas of students who do not leave at year 8 staying on to the end of year 10 
and then being moved to Perth by their parents.  I am not happy about that, but it does happen.  I worked in 
district high schools in agricultural areas and there was certainly a strong trend towards that.  I also worked at 
Northam Senior High School, which has a hostel facility.  Students from outlying rural areas board at the hostel 
and attend Northam Senior High School.  An increased allocation to district high schools is not expected because 
many district high schools do not cater for students from kindergarten to year 12 in any event.  A number of 
agricultural colleges, such as the one in Morawa, offer K-12 plus an agricultural component.  Many district 
schools cater for K-10.  Many of the programs will tend to be outside the school; that is, aligned to employers, 
the community and the TAFE sector.   

Hon PETER COLLIER:  I do not entirely agree with the minister.  I understand the concept of students leaving 
rural schools at the end of year 10 and moving to urban areas or the city.  That could probably be avoided if 
more opportunities were offered in rural Western Australia and within our school system at large.  Having said 
that, I think that there is a necessity to increase funding in district high schools in particular.  Will the 
government endeavour to undertake an audit of funding requirements for specialist facilities in those schools?  
Rural communities, particularly their education facilities, are dying.  If we do not provide adequate educational 
facilities for district high schools, students will increasingly leave country towns, particularly following the post-
compulsory changes.  If we could provide a better education system, we might stem the tide somewhat.  Will the 
government conduct an audit of the necessity to improve specialist facilities in these institutions?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  What comes first - the chicken or the egg?  It is hard to offer a range of options 
in years 11 and 12 when a school has only 10 or 15 students in those years.  As Minister for Education and 
Training, I must be mindful of the way in which resources are allocated across the whole system.  I take the 
honourable member’s point on board, but I want him to understand that we cannot offer comprehensive 
programs for years 11 and 12 in schools that have only a very small number of students.  That is the first 
impediment.   
Some very good things are happening in agricultural colleges.  With the exception of maybe one or two, they are 
not district high schools.  Those colleges have a strong commitment to agricultural education.  I met with some 
representatives of the agricultural high school sector and they were very pleased with the work the government is 
doing and the capital works programs and general education programs to which the government has committed.  
I am happy to provide the member with some information on the work that the government is doing in district 
high schools.  A number of programs centred on years 11 and 12 are being piloted in district high schools, and 
more flexibility is being introduced.  Linda Moore, who is the principal of Kalbarri District High School, is 
coming to the central office to work on district high school and leaving age issues.  We have recognised a need 
in district high schools.  Some innovative programs are already being piloted in district high schools.  One 
school principal is coming to Perth to work on a project that will specifically explore options for greater 
opportunities and choice in and better educational outcomes for district high schools.  I am prepared to provide 
some additional information in that regard.   

Hon PETER COLLIER:  That is an audit of sorts.  Will it be a comprehensive audit, or will it involve just one 
or two district schools?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is actually not an audit; it is an analysis of opportunity. 

Hon Peter Collier:  That is what I thought.  I just wanted clarification. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is an analysis of the opportunities that might assist until we can do better by 
pouring in additional resources and getting better outcomes.  I understand where the member is coming from in a 
sense.  Having spent many years in district high schools myself, I know it may well be time for us to do a 
stocktake of district high schools.   

Hon Peter Collier:  Absolutely.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In a sense, we did a stocktake of agricultural colleges to see what they were 
offering; which ones had the opportunity for growth in certain areas and which ones would lead to specialisation 
in other areas.  I get the sense that that is what Hon Peter Collier is asking me.  I addressed the District High 
Schools Principals Association only a few weeks ago.  District high schools are unique in their structure and 
needs, and a stocktake is something we could look at.  It was easy to do a stocktake on agricultural colleges, as 
there are only five of them, whereas there are 60 district high schools.  It would, therefore, be a comprehensive 
undertaking. 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I take that on board and I thank the member for his contribution. 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  This question is from my constituents in the North Metropolitan Region.  I direct the 
minister to page 286 of the Budget Statements, which refers to the completion of the new primary schools at 
Baldivis, Secret Harbour and Two Rocks.  The new Two Rocks primary school was due for completion in 2006.  
I notice that the budget states that six primary schools will be completed in 2006.  Can I assume from the Budget 
Statements that the new Two Rocks primary school will definitely be completed by 2007? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that the process had been slowed due to site difficulties.  I have 
not been there and I do not know the nature of the site; it might be on the side of a hill.  However, Mr Parr 
advises me that it will be completed by 2007. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I want to return to the minister’s initial comments about the implementation of the 
outcomes-based curriculum for years 11 and 12.  Although some educationalists and parents in the community 
see some positive changes in these proposals, will the minister accept that there is a groundswell of concern and 
some glaring weaknesses in the system?  The two weaknesses that have been outlined to me by parents and 
people working in the system are the nature and rate of change.  The former concerns the vague objectives of the 
courses and the nature in which students’ achievements are reported, particularly to parents.  If we are talking 
about an accountable government and an accountable education system, not only do students want to know how 
well they are doing but also parents are demanding it and ought to expect it.  It has been pointed out to me that 
because of the rapidness of this change - we know it has been going on in middle schools for about four years - 
the progress and concern raised by a number of teachers in reporting is of a serious nature.  The concern at the 
moment is that the rapid changes for years 11 and 12 will put imposts on teachers who will not be accountable to 
parents.  We must ask ourselves how well will children be taught and how will teachers be adequately prepared 
to report.  My question is simple.  Because of the rapid changes and the nature of the changes, schools have 
predicted that at least 12 hours per teacher will be needed for personal development and up to five days for in-
service courses.  Taking into account that teachers will also need to work out the terminology to report on the 
outcomes-based system, teach at the same time and alter their strategies, by example -  

The CHAIRMAN:  Could we get a response from the minister to what Hon Barbara Scott has asked?  Perhaps 
Hon Barbara Scott could sum up her question. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The point I want to make to the minister, Mr Chairman, is that the rapid rate of the 
change is not appropriate for students or teachers.  I want to point out an example of a year-7 report that was 
made under this outcomes-based system.  I suggest that some of these outcomes-based teaching mechanisms are 
cloaking serious literacy and other problems that parents need to know about and understand.  This system is to 
be adopted in years 11 and 12, and I want to know how teachers will be prepared and how they will report 
directly to parents.  Does the minister agree that a year-7 report on reading should give a child a tick for 
developing research skills and personal reading?  Developing!  A baby of six months can be described as 
developing.  The student in my example turned 13 years of age and entered year 8 this year.  He had a reading 
test and measured at a 7.6 years reading level.  The parents had no idea because this report said “developing”.  
What does “developing” mean?  I ask the minister how much time and money will be put into giving teachers 
time to truly accommodate parents in these critical years, and how students will understand what they are doing 
with the nonsense of these airy-fairy language reports that mean nothing. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the honourable member for this question.  Given that this process 
started in 1997, eight years ago, I do not think that constitutes a rapid rate of change.  I will share with the 
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honourable member a press release from The West Australian of 21 June 1999, when Hon Colin Barnett was 
Minister for Education.  I am quite happy to table this article, which reads - 

Teachers feel disempowered and angry because they are being pushed to implement the new curriculum 
framework too quickly, their union claims.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  I want to know how much there will be for PD? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, I think this is very relevant.  The article continues - 

State School Teachers Union vice-president Mike Keely said yesterday that some education district 
directors and principals had adopted a dictatorial approach to push teachers into using the framework 
before they were ready. 

The volume of information they had to learn and the lack of support in the classroom to implement 
them left many teachers despondent. 

More money was needed to help train teachers to use the framework, which was a big change in the 
teaching and learning process and must be adopted by 2004.  

At that time, when Hon Colin Barnett was Minister for Education, the then Department of Education provided 
less than a day’s training for each teacher. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  I want to know how much training is provided. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Five days. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Five days? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Five times as much!  I cannot believe it.  There are five PD days over 15 
months.  Three days are spent on course-specific training, one day on learning areas and one day on general 
training.  For professional development of teachers an additional $2 million will be provided in 2005-06 and 
$1 million in 2006-07.  These funds are part of almost $19 million which will be provided for the 
implementation of the new system of education for years 11 and 12.  That is compared with the $1 million that 
was allocated in 1999.  I thank the member for the question.  I reassure her that the content of all the old courses 
has been included in the new courses. 

Concerning reporting, the department uses the Western Australian literacy and numeracy assessment reports, 
which specify students’ achievements.  I am advised that there is satisfaction among more than 90 per cent of 
parents.  The department is also implementing a new template for all reporting to parents by schools.  The 
amount of resourcing provided by this government in the report program speaks for itself.  When 1999 is 
compared with 2005, I am intrigued that the same issues are still here.  I can go through files and files of this 
stuff.   

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Why were they not happy when Hon Colin Barnett introduced the new 
curriculum framework and outcomes-based education?  The same issues that were raised in 1999 are being 
raised by a small number of teachers now who may not want change for a range of reasons.  The government is 
spending 20 to 30 times more than was spent in 1999.  I hope that will satisfy the member’s question. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I refer to page 276 and the major achievements for 2004-05.  Kindergarten 
education was provided to 16 600 students.  Why have children enrolled in community kindergarten programs 
been excluded when they are an integral part of the education system?  How many four-year-olds are in 
community kindergarten programs?  Does the minister have any concern about the difference between 16 000 
students in kindergartens and 19 000 students in preprimary classes?  Is it because 3 000 are supposedly in 
community kindergartens?  Why does each budget exclude the number of children in community kindergartens 
when they are meant to be an integral and acceptable part of the government school system? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Given the quite detailed nature of the member’s question, I will take it on 
notice and provide her with the information in due course. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister will provide Hon Barbara Scott with supplementary information on those 
issues. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I refer now to page 278 and the major initiatives for 2005-06.  Reference is made to 
the phasing-in in all public primary schools of physical education for at least two hours every week for students.  
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I am not sure what is meant by that term; they are called public schools in England but we have government and 
non-government schools over here.  The initiative will be supported by an additional $100 000 per annum.  Is the 
initiative for all schoolchildren in Western Australia?  Will any money be provided to the non-government sector 
for physical education?  What teachers will take it and what training will they have?  Will a group of teachers 
move around the state or will it be the teachers in the schools?  How will the $100 000 be spent in the schools?  
Why is the money that is going only to government primary schools not going to non-government schools as 
well?  Are children in non-government schools in the state less worthy of having physical education? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the member for the question.  It is not a requirement on all schools; it is 
a requirement of the quadrennial - 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Why use the term “public”? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The dot point refers to the Department of Education and Training.  Education 
Services looks after the independent school sector.  The budget referred to is for the Department of Education 
and Training.  We should be aware of the technicality.  There is a quadrennial funding requirement that all 
schools must provide physical exercise for primary school students.  Clearly, there is a need to improve the 
fitness levels of young people by making them more physically active.  Primary school teachers require 
additional support to assist them to engage students in physical activity.  The government believes that the well-
being of a child contributes to his social and economic success. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Where does the $100 000 go? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It goes straight to schools. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  I thought you said it was for the training of teachers. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  A successful bid costing $1.2 million was put to the department through the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet.   

The $100 000 is specifically for the professional development of teachers. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The money is to go to the schools.  Is the minister suggesting that schools will buy 
expertise?  Will teachers be trained?  Will the department go to physical education specialists? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The quadrennial agreement has been signed.  It contains a requirement that all 
students have to undertake two hours of physical education each week.  The $100 000 is for support material and 
the professional development of teachers. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Another dot point at page 278 refers to the upgrading of playground equipment at a 
cost of $2 million and that all new public primary schools will be provided with playground equipment.  I 
presume the reference is to non-government primary schools.  How much of the money will be spent on 
obtaining expert advice on how appropriate the equipment is and whether it complies with Australian safety 
standards?  Will the department provide equipment that will stimulate and offer children some challenges and 
risk-taking in their play or will the playgrounds be full of plastic Forpack play equipment? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that only equipment that complies with Australian standards will 
be installed.  The new money of $1 million in 2005-06 will have to meet stringent standards requirements. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Will it be covered by public liability insurance? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It will be.   

Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  I have three specific questions relating to schools in the East Metropolitan Region.  I 
refer to the capital works program on page 288.  Reference is made to additions and improvements to the 
Bullsbrook District High School.  Will the minister advise what additions and improvements are being 
undertaken and confirm when they will be completed? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  At Bullsbrook, the intention is to relocate the primary school facilities at a cost 
of $7 million.  Did the member ask a question about Governor Stirling Senior High School? 

Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  No.  However, another question relating to Bullsbrook is when it will be completed. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In 2007. 

Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  On page 292, reference is made to the construction of a new high school in Atwell 
and a new primary school in Canning Vale.  Will the minister advise when construction will commence on these 
schools, and will they definitely be completed and ready to be opened in 2008? 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Construction of the Atwell high school is to start in 2006, with completion in 
2008.  The commencement date for construction of the Bushy Grove primary school in Canning Vale is 2006, 
with completion in 2007. 

Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  My final question also relates to page 292.  Reference is made to the new high school 
in Ellenbrook.  I would like some clarification.  Is that for a middle school or for a full high school from years 8 
to 12? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The first stage will be a middle school, but it will grow into a comprehensive 
high school model.  It will not be on two separate campuses.  We will not end up with a middle campus and a 
senior campus, although the first stage, which will be the middle campus, will be built, and it will be added to.  I 
assume that as the cohorts come in, preparations will be made for the building of the additional sections required 
to accommodate the increase in the school population. 

Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  I ask the minister to clarify that.  On page 286, it states that the school at Ellenbrook 
is to open in 2007.  I assume that is just the middle school; is that right? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes.  I do not know whether the planning for the secondary part of the school 
has started.  I do not think we have a completion date for that.  However, it will be in line, so that once the year 7 
cohort is ready to move into year 8, and, let us say, the year 10 cohort is ready to move into year 11, the 
buildings will be in place to accommodate the cohorts moving in. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am not quite sure where we are going.  I thought we were dealing with only the 
Curriculum Council division. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The member is quite right.  However, I could not restrict it. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, I understand that. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I am afraid we have moved around.  However, it seems to me that the minister has handled 
it. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  What time - 

The CHAIRMAN:  We will finish at 10 o’clock either way.  Hon Barry House has the call and, if we have time, 
I would like Hon Helen Morton to be able to ask a question.  Hon Barry House is the lead speaker, so he has the 
call for the time being. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  To round off on the Curriculum Council specifically, I have two questions.  The first 
one relates to page 308.  A table on that page deals with outcomes and key effectiveness indicators.  The first 
outcome is continuous development of student learning and curriculum for Western Australian schools.  Two 
key effectiveness indicators are outlined under that outcome.  The second one is the acceptance by stakeholders 
that the courses developed or reviewed and approved were relevant to student learning needs.  The key 
effectiveness indicator under the second outcome is the acceptance by stakeholders that the measures of student 
achievement were valid and credible.  In the past couple of years, and in the predictions for the 2005-06 target, 
100 per cent is shown as the outcome.  That is a very confident outcome.  I suggest it is a bit of an overstatement 
in view of the current debate.  How has the figure of 100 per cent been arrived at for all those outcomes? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that that is a measure for current subjects, not new ones. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Even on that basis, I suggest it might be an overstatement. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It must reflect the new minister. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  If the minister has achieved 100 per cent, that is terrific.  I am still dealing with the 
Curriculum Council.  Will the minister confirm that physics and biology staff and some other staff involved in 
writing syllabus material for the proposed curriculum changes in years 11 and 12 have recently left the 
Curriculum Council, and what were the reasons for their departures? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, the physics person was paid out at the end of his contract.  He did not 
leave.  His contract was completed.  In biology, no. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I will leave the Curriculum Council alone and move to some more general questions.  I 
refer to the capital works budget and works in progress listed on page 288.  Will the minister tell me which 
schools will get an administration upgrade in 2005-06, and which schools will get a canteen upgrade?  I have a 
list of them, but I sense the answer I will get.  I am seeking information on administration upgrades, canteen 
upgrades, communications, library resource centres, toilet replacements and covered assembly areas. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  There will be an announcement about covered areas and libraries in August.  
Canteens, administration blocks and toilets are subject to a feasibility study.  An announcement about them will 
be made in November. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Is more information required on that?  Hon Barry House seemed to read out a significant 
list. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, I did. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Will the minister arrange to provide additional information that might be available to her on 
the broader question that the member asked? 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I will be happy to do that, Mr Chairman.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  My next question is a general question with important budgetary implications.  Some 
teachers have been labelled “tired old teachers” and are anticipated to leave the education system in 2005-06.  
How many teachers does the minister anticipate will leave the education system, and what is the anticipated cost 
of those resignations?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  When I made that comment not long after I was given the education and 
training portfolio, I was disappointed that “tired teachers” was misinterpreted as having something to do with 
age.  It was not my intent that the concept be married with the age of teachers.  Having taught in the system, I 
know, as would Hon Barry House, that after gaining their teaching qualifications and entering the education 
system, some people realise that being a teacher is not for them.  Other teachers find it hard to motivate 
themselves.  The same applies to members of Parliament - some put in a bit more effort than others.  All 
workplaces are the same in that regard because people are not uniform.  People are not robots designed for a 
specific purpose.  There are variations in people’s abilities, motivations and personalities.  When I made that 
comment, it was taken out of context.  That is a bit of bad luck.  That is life, and I have learned to live with it.  
However, I made the point that we need a strategy to deal with tired teachers.  This year we intend to deal with 
50 teachers who are not happy to remain in the education system for a range of reasons.  We will specifically 
negotiate with those teachers about their future service requirements.  The initiative is cost neutral.  In offering a 
severance package to those who might be interested, I am certainly not providing an opportunity to lose good 
teachers.  The idea is that we have a targeted approach to teachers who, for a range of reasons, might be 
struggling to remain in the system because they are unmotivated.  For every unmotivated teacher, there is an 
opportunity cost in terms of student learning.  As the Minister for Education and Training, my priority is student 
learning.  Student learning is the reason the education system exists.  If a teacher who does not want be in the 
system for whatever reason stays in the system because it is comfortable - I am talking about a minority of 
teachers - that is an opportunity cost to students’ learning.  I do not think that I would be acting in students’ or 
the public’s interest by turning a blind eye and not dealing with this issue.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I refer to school bus fares.  With regard to the introduction of a 50c fare for all 
metropolitan school students travelling to and from school on Transperth services regardless of where they live, 
is the minister aware of equivalent requirements for many students living in country areas who cannot access 
Transperth but who have access to private bus services?  I refer, for example, to South West Coast Lines in the 
south west.  Will the minister extend the 50c fare to all eligible country students accessing private bus transport 
to their school of choice?  If not, why not?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is responsible for student transport 
and bus fares.   

Hon HELEN MORTON:  I refer the minister to benchmark performance in numeracy and literacy on page 284 
of the Budget Statements.  As the minister is aware, my background is in health and not education.  I specifically 
refer to the actual and estimated literacy and numeracy benchmarks for Aboriginal students.  I am amazed at the 
significant change in the benchmarks from year 3 to year 7.  Why is the estimated actual lower than the actual in 
all but two of those figures?  I imagine that the Department of Education and Training estimates a lesser 
performance than what is being achieved.  Using my background in health, one would not expect the health of 
Aboriginal students to be poorer than that of non-Aboriginal students.  Why is it okay to have significantly lower 
numeracy and literacy estimations for Aboriginal students?  Why not show a gap between the estimated and 
actual?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am happy to provide general information on indigenous education.  There are 
all sorts of issues about indigenous education, which is a cause of concern.  A literacy and numeracy 
achievement gap exists between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students.  Many Aboriginal student are not 
reaching minimum national benchmarks in literacy and numeracy and even fewer are reaching Western Australia 
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government school achievement targets.  Both the state and federal governments recognise this problem.  At the 
last gathering of education ministers, a whole day was allocated to indigenous education.  The attendance rate of 
indigenous students is one of the problems.  When I was in Newman only a few weeks ago, I was told by a 
teacher that it is very difficult to get Mardu students to attend, for example, primary school.  If there is a funeral 
or whatever, they will go away for a few weeks, come back for a week and then go off somewhere else.  The 
question of how a lack of attendance impacts in an adverse way on better educational outcomes for indigenous 
students is a high priority.  I started my career as an indigenous education teacher.  I am very concerned about 
this issue.  Much work must be done.  However, there is no doubt that excellent programs are in place.  In some 
communities we must address the most fundamental of issues.  We need practical solutions.  We must get them 
into school and ensure that they have had enough sleep and food so that they can get on with their learning 
program.  We must address those fundamentals so that the other resources that are poured into this problem have 
a chance to achieve better educational outcomes.  It is a big area of concern.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister will provide some additional information in response to the question asked by 
Hon Helen Morton. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Pages 291 and 292 refer to the capital works budget.  All the new works are listed 
under the estimated total cost and estimated expenditure for 2005-06.  No forward estimates for all the new 
works are published beyond 2005-06.  However, the capital contribution section of the budget at the bottom of 
page 292 demonstrates how much the government expects to spend in each of the out years.  Will the minister 
indicate the capital expenditure in the out years beyond 2005-06?  I asked the minister a question the other day 
about the Fitzroy Crossing school, which the minister advised me was referred to in the forward estimates, but 
there is no reference to it in the budget papers.  It is obviously in the department’s forward estimates, which go 
beyond 2005-06.  I would appreciate a copy of the forward estimates for the out years from 2005-06 to 2008-09 
showing which schools will be built and which new works will be undertaken in each of the four out years.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  With all due respect, I am advised by my advisers that the government 
typically does not release that information because changes in government priorities and demographics would 
result in changes to that document.   

Hon Norman Moore:  The same applies to every out year. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Hang on!  The Leader of the Opposition’s party never released that information 
when in government.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I am suggesting it would be a good idea if you did. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am suggesting that it is not my intention to do so.   

The CHAIRMAN:  It is 10.00 pm, which is the agreed time for the completion of the portfolio area of the 
Minister for Education and Training.  I thank the minister and her advisers for their attendance.  While the 
advisers for the Minister for Fisheries are coming to the table, if any questions on education need to be handed 
up, now is the opportunity.   

We are dealing with the area of ministerial responsibility of the Minister for Fisheries; the Kimberley, Pilbara 
and Gascoyne.  These budget items are on pages 1063 to 1111, budget paper No 3. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  On page 1063 the second to last dot point reads - 

Continued interest in the development of aquaculture industries as the demand for high quality seafood 
grows, while the harvest of wild capture fisheries worldwide is generally at maximum sustainable 
levels. 

On page 1064 reference is made to the relationship to government goals, part of which was the development and 
promotion of the state’s aquaculture industry.  The government gave a commitment that it would encourage 
further development of the aquaculture industry and said that it would maintain funding for the aquaculture 
program in the Department of Fisheries.  In fact, the budget for it has been cut by at least $1 million, which in 
real terms is significantly more.  I could read out some of the commitments of the government, but the minister 
does not have them in front of him.  How will the government undertake strategic research for new aquaculture 
industries and, through the Department of Fisheries, assist project proponents to obtain commercial finance for 
individual project needs?  This is good motherhood stuff, but how will it be achieved?   

Hon JON FORD:  The government is committed to promoting the aquaculture industry.  As a result of a review, 
a cut of $500 000 was made to the 2004-05 budget.  The challenge for the aquaculture industry is one that is 
being faced worldwide; that is, attracting capital.  Previous governments - both the member’s and ours - spent a 
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great deal of time and effort on research.  We have taken the view that we would like to focus on the bigger 
projects.  We are trying to look at ways of removing government impediments and seeing what the issue is with 
capital investment.  On my recent, well publicised trip to Norway I spoke with Norwegian government 
representatives.  They said that the Norwegian government had talked with the commercial sector and supplied 
expertise to train up the commercial sector to make commercial risk assessments, so that it would feel more 
comfortable about investing money in aquaculture projects.  The Norwegian government is currently 
undertaking a review of its inter-agency structures.  I do not know whether I will be able to achieve anything 
similar, but the Norwegian fisheries department has been nominated as lead agency for negotiating with specific 
fishing and aquaculture enterprises.  Although environmental protection and assessment processes and state 
development processes go on, the Norwegian fisheries department takes the lead agency role.  That is an 
example of how other countries are addressing those issues.  The biggest blow to the Australian industry was, of 
course, the rise in the value of the Australian dollar.  As a result of using my discretionary funding in the 
industry development fund, I will announce in the very near future the establishment of a small ministerial 
steering group that will look at those specific issues of how to attract commercial funding, as well as the 
impediments within intergovernment agencies that can be removed or dealt with to assist the industry.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The commitment by the government was that it would provide $21 million to 
establish a $100 million world-class marine science institution to further enhance our understanding and 
management of the marine environment and fish resources.  I wonder whether some of this so-called capital 
funding is not showing up simply because the Hillarys facility has already been funded and is ready to open.  
Will it appear anywhere, especially as the government has committed to the Geraldton marine centre?  I wonder 
whether the capital contribution would apply to some funding appearing in the out years.  We have not been able 
to glean that from the Budget Statements. 

Hon JON FORD:  The funding arrangements for that area are actually under the Minister for Science, and not 
under my budget. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The minister has lost control then!  The fisheries research and trust account is 
referred to on page 1076 of the Budget Statements.  The expected payments have reduced significantly from 
$58 million in 2004-05 to $40.683 million.  Why the variation? The appropriation is about $18 million less.  Is 
the $27 million from the commercial industry itself raised through licences and fees? 

Hon JON FORD:  I am advised that the reduction is because the Hillarys research capital payments have come 
to an end.  Therefore, capital payments have ceased. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  From where did they come? 

Hon JON FORD:  It is primarily because of that that the capital payments are down - it has come to an end. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Page 1077 refers to the fisheries adjustment account.  I notice that the minister 
predicted about $500 000 in 2004-05 and the same again in 2005-06.  The allocation seems to be fairly constant.  
Has that been an estimate of ongoing payments?  Is this buying out some of the commercial fisheries where 
operators have moved to relinquish their lease?  Is that a standard figure per year?  It is growing.  Some of the 
managed fisheries probably need re-adjustment.  Is that sufficient money to be set aside to buy out the fisheries 
in the Swan River, for argument’s sake, and maybe Geographe Bay and others? 

Hon JON FORD:  It is a standard estimate.  However, the member is right: as we look at specific management 
options, I will have to seek appropriations from Treasury to increase it over the coming years.  However, all 
those currently being negotiated will be covered by the current funding. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I turn to the major achievements for 2004-05 on page 1066 and the release of the 
discussion paper titled “A Unit Register for Commercial Fisheries” for the west coast rock lobster managed 
fishery.  How far has that process reached?  The register is long overdue.  I like to think that that program is 
progressing.  This question is a hardy annual and we have not got very far with it. 

Hon JON FORD:  The paper has been released, but further work is currently being undertaken through the 
Western Australian Fishing Industry Council. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Can the minister provide any indication when it may eventually occur?  
Resolution of the ownership question is long overdue.  I do not know how many more years we can keep stating 
that we are releasing discussion papers and getting more input etc.  The opportunity is here.  It is well known that 
we need to get to a unit basis in the fishery anyway. 

Hon JON FORD:  The target is to resolve all those issues within the next 12 months.  I am happy to get more 
details and provide them to the member.   
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Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The major initiatives for 2005-06 outlined on the same page refer to progress 
management arrangements for state wet line fisheries.  Could the minister outline - I do not expect a long answer 
- whether that involves removing wet line licences off rock lobster fishermen? 

Hon JON FORD:  No.  It is a much broader study and review that is not targeting any specific part of the 
fishery.  It is a whole management package. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The major initiatives on page 1068 refer to finalising drafting instructions for 
the new pearling management bill.  Are we likely to see that bill in 2005 or will we have to wait until 2006? 

Hon JON FORD:  We are looking at 2006.  The industry and I would like to see it finalised as quickly as 
possible.  We have been slowed by debate in the industry.  As the member knows, it is a difficult subject.  Of 
course, anything we do must be compatible with the Northern Territory system.  At initial meetings with the 
Northern Territory government, I was blatantly told, “We’re about to have an election.  If you would do nothing 
about it for three months, we would appreciate it.  Come back and see us afterwards.”  We are trying to do 
something about that legislation as quickly as possible. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to the explanations in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) at the bottom of page 1073 
of the Budget Statements.  It states that the amounts are presented on the basis of current Australian accounting 
standards.  It then also states that the forward estimates in this budget are in accordance with the Australian 
equivalent to the international financing reporting standards.  They are not comparable.  Can the minister explain 
how incomparable these standards and budget figures are? 
Hon JON FORD:  I am advised that there are no significant variations from the international accounting 
standard.  Was that the question? 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes.  I want to know whether we can get anywhere near comparing areas; 
otherwise, the budget would be all over the place. 
Hon JON FORD:  The previous presentation is the same as the international accounting standards. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The words do not say that, but I believe we are close to having the same sort of 
figures.  Amounts are not always comparable.  The explanation in paragraph (b) is that full-time equivalents 
have increased by another 10.  Where will the full-time equivalents be employed?  Who will pay for the 
employment of those people?  Will it be the fishing industry or will it be part of the consolidated fund budget? 
Hon JON FORD:  Those people will be employed within marine parks and integrated fisheries management.  
The funding comes from the consolidated fund.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to the new works listed on page 1072.  The amount allocated to regional 
recreational initiatives appears to be $100 000.  Will the minister explain what those initiatives are?   

Hon JON FORD:  These initiatives include such things as fish-scaling stations, signage and fishing clinics.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to the heading “Capital contribution to meet equity needs” further down on 
page 1072, and specifically to the item on asset sales.  Can the minister give me some idea of what those asset 
sales might be, or are they just book entries?   

Hon JON FORD:  In the main, it is the small vessel program.  The boats are sold as they age and the money 
received is used to buy new ones.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Can I be given a detailed outline of that?   

Hon JON FORD:  We can provide some detail.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister has agreed to provide supplementary information on that item to Hon Murray 
Criddle.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to the major initiatives for 2005-06 on page 1066.  The first dot point states 
that a strategic review of the management systems of the west coast lobster managed fisheries will be 
undertaken, specifically on the issue of quota versus input.  That is an interesting subject to raise.  Who will pay 
for that strategic review, and which personnel will carry it out?   

Hon JON FORD:  The review will be funded through cost-recovery arrangements, as well as with some 
commonwealth funding.  It is being managed by a number of people from the rock lobster part of our agency, the 
economic research association and a university.  I will get back to the member with the discrete details of that by 
way of supplementary information.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  What amount of money from the consolidated fund goes to recreational fishers 
and what amount goes to the professional fishing industry?  That question may need to be put on notice.   
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Hon JON FORD:  An amount of $9 million goes to the commercial sector from the consolidated fund - that is 
detailed on page 1065 - and $11 million to the recreational sector, which is detailed on page 1067.   

Hon ANTHONY FELS:  I refer to pages 1090 and 1091, which relate to the Pilbara Development Commission.  
Under the appropriation and forward estimates, there is a massive increase in the budget estimate for both 2004-
05 and 2005-06.  I refer also to service 2, infrastructure and service identification and coordination, under the 
service and appropriation summary on page 1091.  Two years ago, $1.454 million was spent.  The budget for 
that service in 2004-05 was $5.6 million, and the estimated actual amount was $11.98 million.  This year, 
$10.5 million has been budgeted.  There are no forward estimates for the following three years and there is no 
explanation for the increases.  The overall cost of services reduces over the three-year forward estimates.  What 
does the increase in expenditure under service 2 relate to?   

Hon JON FORD:  There has been an extraordinary amount of industry development in the north west, 
particularly in the Pilbara area and around the port structures.  There have also been some problems with dust 
management and the commercial failure of the hot briquetted iron plant.  The government is placing a lot more 
focus on that area to cope with its rapid development.  I have the details with me, but it would be difficult for me 
to provide them now.  I am happy to provide a breakdown of that to the member.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister will provide that breakdown by way of supplementary information.   

Hon ANTHONY FELS:  I refer to the fisheries portfolio and particularly to page 1061.  Again, there is a 
massive reduction in the capital contribution, from an estimated $8.95 million in 2004-05 to a mere $262 000 in 
2005-06.  Can the minister explain why the capital contribution has gone from a budgeted figure of $7.15 million 
in 2004-05 to an estimated actual figure in that year of $8.95 million and then to $262 000 in 2005-06?  Again, 
no forward estimates are provided.   

Hon JON FORD:  The capital contributions were large to fund the Hillarys research centre.  That project has 
now come to an end.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to page 1070 and to service 4, management and conservation of fish and 
fish habitat.  There has been an increase in the budget of about $1.2 million.  The major initiatives are mentioned 
at the bottom of the page, and include continued liaison with stakeholders and other government agencies on 
fisheries issues around marine conservation reserves, and the provision of advice and, as necessary, the drafting 
of legislation in support of the government’s program for marine conservation reserves.  That is fine; it sounds 
great.  Western Australia has some of the best-managed fisheries in the world.  Although the Department of 
Fisheries is still managing the fishery, the habitat of the fishery is being slowly withdrawn from the 
responsibility of the department.  I note that it is a policy matter for the minister.  I am concerned, quite frankly, 
because it is at odds with the policy.  We all realise that fish stocks must be conserved, and there is a lot of 
pressure on fish stocks for all sorts of reasons that we all know about.  I ask the minister what role the 
Department of Fisheries will play in advising on the legislation that will give effect to the policy.  The Budget 
Statements at the top of page 1071 state - 

Draft legislation to give effect to changes to the Ningaloo Marine Park, the Muiron Islands Marine 
Management Area, Montebello/Barrow Islands Marine Conservation Reserves, Rowley Shoals Marine 
Park, the Jurien Bay Marine Park and others as required. 

What concerns me about that information is that the roles of the minister and the Department of Fisheries are not 
being given a great deal of notice.  The minister said he consults with the stakeholders.  I think the stakeholders 
may be consulting with the Department of Fisheries, but I do not think in that consultation process that a lot of 
the department’s valuable expertise is being taken into account. 

Hon JON FORD:  The government recognises that there has been a number of issues with all stakeholders in 
the consultation process on marine parks.  However, best endeavours are being used to address those issues.  To 
that end, the Minister for the Environment and I are developing a memorandum of understanding on how we 
should proceed in the future to make sure that the Department of Fisheries and other stakeholders are involved 
from a conceptual perspective, rather than when some of the works have already begun and the drafts have 
already been drawn.  In the way these matters have developed, the practice has been that the Department of 
Environment, through the Department of Conservation and Land Management and the marine parks advisory 
group, has presented a series of drawings and maps of what it thinks is a good show and asked people to 
comment on them.  The problem with that process is that people think that the project has already been designed 
and that there is no point getting involved, as it has been presented as the department’s proposal.  That is not 
necessarily the case.  Therefore, we want to get people in at the start of the design process and work our way 
through that.  We recognise that there are competing values and focuses between my agency and the Department 
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of Conservation and Land Management.  The only way we can rectify that is at the ministerial level.  Therefore, 
the Minister for the Environment and I are working together to resolve those issues. 

The honourable member and I were discussing outside the chamber some of the sensitive issues of sanctuary 
zones.  The issue of sanctuary zones is a worldwide issue.  Again, in Trondheim I listened to an international 
debate between groups of scientists.  One group said that we should have big blocks for sanctuary zones.  
Another group said that if we had that, we would transfer the effort to another area and that would mean other 
management problems.  Another group said that a better way of doing it is to have strategically placed sanctuary 
zones in much smaller managed areas.  That is an approach that the Department of Fisheries is supporting in the 
Abrolhos Islands, for instance, where we do have a major say, and that has proved to be very successful.  
However, to that end, the government, particularly the Premier, recognises that that is an issue between agencies.  
The Minister for the Environment is putting together a scientific group, independent of agencies, that will advise 
government on that specific issue of sanctuary zones.  It will then report back to government to help us develop a 
policy, hopefully to resolve some of these issues. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Does the Department of Fisheries provide any funds to the Conservation 
Council of Western Australia for it to be represented and give advice to the Department of Fisheries through that 
medium? 

Hon JON FORD:  Yes, we have done so in the past, and that has been, as I understand it, in the form of 
supplying a full-time equivalent position, who then sits on the ministerial advisory committee - the MAC.  I am 
the head of an agency that uses acronyms like members would not believe; the MAC is a more simple one.  
However, we have reviewed that advice and I have decided that there are probably better ways for the advice to 
be taken.  We have, therefore, written to the Conservation Council and said that it must come back to us and 
apply for funds, and that a broader-based group aimed at different conservation groups, not just the Conservation 
Council, can apply to a pool of funding for different projects. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, it is now 10.35 pm.  That concludes the committee consideration in respect of the 
Minister for Fisheries’ area of responsibility.  I thank the minister and his advisers. 
Clause put and passed. 
Schedule 1 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
 


