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Division 16: Primary Industries and Regional Development — Services 6 and 7, Agriculture and Food, 
$157 255 000 — 
Ms M.M. Quirk, Chair. 
Mr D.A. Templeman, Minister for Local Government representing the Minister for Agriculture and Food. 
Mr R. Addis, Director General. 
Mr N. Grazia, Deputy Director General, Industry and Economic Development. 
Ms H.G. Brayford, Deputy Director General, Sustainability and Biosecurity. 
Dr M. Sweetingham, Acting Deputy Director General, Primary Industries Development. 
Mr B. Mezzatesta, Executive Director, Operations and Compliance. 
Ms M. Carbon, Acting Executive Director, Biosecurity. 
Mr C. Binning, Managing Director, Capability and Performance. 
Dr B. Mullan, Director, Livestock Research and Industry Innovation. 
Ms A. Taylor, Chief Financial Officer. 
Mr G. Hamley, Chief of Staff, Minister for Local Government. 
Mr C. Thurley, Chief of Staff, Minister for Agriculture and Food. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
[5.00 pm] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
tomorrow. I will ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and that both questions and answers are short 
and to the point. If an adviser needs to answer from the lectern, will they please state their name prior to their answer. 
The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be restricted to discussion of those items for which 
a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions must be clearly related to a page number, item, 
program or amount in the current division. Members should give these details in preface to their question. If a division 
or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, a minister shall only be examined in relation to their 
portfolio responsibilities.  
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee, and I ask the minister to clearly 
indicate what supplementary information will be provided. I will then allocate a reference number. Supplementary 
information should be provided to the principal clerk by Friday, 30 October 2020. I caution members that if a minister 
asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge that through the online questions system. 
Members, we are dealing with division 16, the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. 
I give the call to the member for Bateman. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Thank you, Chair. Minister, I refer to budget paper No 2, volume 1, page 237. I will just give 
you a chance to find it. Towards the top, under “Works in Progress” there is a project called agricultural science 
research and development fund and related expenditure in 2019–20 and 2020–21. However, I cannot locate the 
project in the previous year’s budget paper No 2. Why is this? Is it actually new works, or is the a rebranding of 
existing ones? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: This relates to the agricultural science research and development fund. The information 
I have is that a capital carryover of $280 000 from 2019–20 to 2020–21 was required as a result of COVID-19 
restrictions. The member for Bateman’s question relates to where did the allocation — 

Mr D.C. NALDER: What was the name of it before? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In the previous budget? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes, this line item is not in the previous budget. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will ask Dr Sweetingham to respond. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Unless I am mistaken and I have missed it somewhere. 

Dr M. Sweetingham: Member, I have always known this as the agricultural science research and development 
fund, and it is a program that has been running for about four years under the Seizing the Opportunity Agriculture 
royalties for regions program, and it effectively terminated other than a little bit of carry over because of COVID-19. 
I am afraid I do not have the previous Budget Statements to refer to. But, as I say, I have always known it as the 
agricultural sciences research and development fund. 
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Mr D.C. NALDER: I cannot find any record of this budget line item in the past. 

The CHAIR: That is a statement, not a question. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Therefore, is there anything that you can provide or take on notice or something, to provide 
assurance that this is something that did exist and has not just simply changed names. I cannot find it, so it might 
be my mistake. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Come forward to the lectern and tell us where this lost fund is. 

Ms A. Taylor: The program has always been a recurrent funded program, so it is not a new program so it will not 
show in the spending changes table for this year’s budget. Dr Sweetingham is correct, it has been funded for a number 
of years. The amount referred to is just the capital component and at some point we were able to revert recurrent 
funding from that program into capital funding to allow us to buy some equipment that was related to that agricultural 
research program. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I understand, thank you. 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: Thank you, Chair. I refer to page 227 in budget paper No 2 and the food and beverage fund. Can 
you outline how this important program will deliver jobs and economic activity for the agriculture business sector? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member is referring to the food and beverage fund. As he is aware, the value-added 
agriculture and goods processing sector in Western Australia is the second smallest in Australia after Tasmania. It 
comprises just eight per cent of a $127 billion market. But, of course, there is huge potential to grow and create jobs 
in the regions. Through the WA recovery plan, there is an investment of more than $40 million into WA’s primary 
industries to grow the state’s food sector and create local jobs. One of the key initiatives in this food and beverage 
fund is $16.7 million, which will drive jobs and statewide investment through grant funding, to agrifood businesses 
for capital expansion for relocation or feasibility studies to grow local processing. The first component of the initiative 
is the value-add investment grants. This is a commitment of a $6.5 million investment scheme that has focused on 
supercharging the agricultural value-adding and processing from across metropolitan and regional WA. Local food 
and beverage businesses can access the matching funding to expand processing operations, taking WA’s wonderful 
high-quality produce and turning it into a processed product for market. That can include scoping from breweries 
to bakeries, to abattoirs and to canning facilities, so there is a broad scope. It builds on a similar program that 
has supported agri-businesses in regional WA that generated about $22 million in private sector investment—very 
important—and an estimated 300 jobs were delivered through that initiative. So, member, it is a very significant 
investment, and very important with regard to value-adding to our food and beverage markets. 

[5.10 pm] 

The CHAIR: Member for Moore, you are next on the list, or is this to do with this point here. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I prepared for this particular division being service areas 6 and 7. 

The CHAIR: You are wasting time, member. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I am not wasting time, because if we are going to actually branch into the whole of the department’s 
business, we are actually talking here about biosecurity and integrity and natural resource management, not industry 
development. I could have prepared for all the other sections, but I have not. 

The CHAIR: I am sorry that I did not pick that up. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: My question refers to paragraph 2.6 page 235 of the asset investment program finalisation of 
the current phase of the wild dog action plan. I am asking about funding for the future control of wild dogs. What 
funding beyond that particular allocation will there be for wild dog control? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy to ask the appropriate person to respond or if there is an officer that may 
support that. The wild dog action plan has included royalties for regions funding of $16 million through to 2021, and 
a range of allocations have been made with regard to delivery of works associated with that. The plan considers the 
economic and environmental social impacts of wild dogs. The government has invested $21 million over four years 
to manage the impacts of wild dogs and support the re-introduction of small livestock into parts of the state. This 
includes funding for the action plan and for the extension of the state barrier fence. I might also highlight that 
a midyear review budget submission in October 2020 requesting new funding for wild dog control priorities from 
2021 will help ensure project continuity. That is in process in terms of the midyear review. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: When I look at the budget line item for this particular matter, “Wild Dog Action Plan”, which is on 
page 237, under “Works in Progress” with the funding of $6.477 million attached this year, I see no further funding 
for this program in the forward estimates. Can the minister confirm that this program also supplies the funding 
for the ongoing employment of eight full-time equivalent doggers at the moment, or 11 actual persons doing that 
eight FTE work? Will there be an ongoing program to assist in the employment of these persons? 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will ask Ms Carbon if she could respond and come to the lectern. I thank the member 
for the question. 

Ms M. Carbon: The current wild dog action plan finishes at the end of June next year, 2021, and we are currently in 
planning for the next iteration of the wild dog action plan, which includes funding at the moment out to the end of 2024, 
that does include continued employment of the licensed pest management technicians recognised biosecurity groups. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: If the government has an intention to continue on with the plan, why is there no allocation of 
some sort in the forward estimates? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: As highlighted, the current program concludes in July next year, so July 2021. A case 
is being put forward to be considered during the midyear review for a new strategy or a continuation strategy through 
to 2024. The government recognises very clearly that wild dogs continue to be of concern for the industry, and that 
is shown through the commitment to putting forward a proposal in the midyear review. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Has this intention to develop a further plan, and presumably attach some funding to it, been 
communicated to industry, because that is not what I am getting back on the ground? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I understand Ms Carbon may be able to make some comment in regard to that. 

Ms M. Carbon: Yes, it has, that plan is being developed in consultation with industry. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Okay, thank you I will take that on face value. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you, Chair. If we go to the table at the top of page 234 and look at a couple of metrics in 
that table, we are seeing, compared to 2018–19 the budget target, there’s a 23 per cent increase in the cost of the 
service overall. We are seeing FTEs increase by seven per cent, a 28 FTE increase, but also in terms of the efficiency 
indicator it appears that we are having a reduction in efficiency with a 13 per cent increase in the cost of average 
cost per hour to deliver those services. So can you explain what seems to be a significant growth in the reduction in 
efficiency of the department? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Member, are you referring to table 6 or table 7? 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I am referring to the table at the top of page 234. It is under 6, “Agriculture and Fisheries Biosecurity 
and Integrity”. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will ask Mr Addis to make comment on the increase and the efficiency issue. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I am comparing with the 2018–19 actual. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The employees you refer to are full-time equivalents, 387 in 2018–19? 

Dr D.J. HONEY: There is an increase there of 28. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It increases in 2020–21 to 415, but the member for Cottesloe is referring then to his 
concern around the efficiency indicator, and the increase in cost. Is there an explanation for those? From $83.53 to 
$96, is that right? 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Yes, that’s correct, minister. 

Mr R. Addis: From 2018–19 actual to 2020–21 budget. Through that period we have completed an organisational 
restructure that has been a realigning of our resources relevant to the biosecurity task. The 2019–20 actuals reflect 
not only the new structure but also the cost of incident responses of around about $1.2 million for red imported 
fire ants and for, ongoing efforts for the eradication program of the Queensland fruit fly. 

[5.20 pm] 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I have a further question on fruit fly. 
Mr R. Addis: I am not sure whether either the CFO or Ms Carbon have anything to add to that. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: If we go to the table on page 237, when we look at “Other New Works: Boosting Bio-security 
Defences”, we see that the funding for that runs out. That does not seem to account for the difference in the sums, 
because I understood the explanation to be that this was around restructuring and boosting biosecurity. That does not 
seem to account for that amount. I am just intrigued by the difference in that it looks like the work is being done 
less efficiently. It is only $800 000. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Page number 237 I understand? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Yes. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: And you are looking at “Other New Works”, the cumulative total? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Yes, it is the second line item underneath, which is the “Boosting Bio-security Defences”. It does 
not seem to add up to the increase. I am trying to understand where the additional money has gone. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: There is an indication that it may relate to RforR. But I will let Mr Addis respond. 
Mr R. Addis: The boost in biosecurity defence has been in the past an RforR funded program as part of the Seizing the 
Opportunity Agriculture program. It is coming to an end in the current budget year and it is the last spend of 
that $800 000. Essentially, our biosecurity efforts are being rolled into sort of core activities rather than RforR 
funded activities. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Am I to understand that the increase of the 28 FTE, which is quite a significant rise, seven per cent, 
is purely due to beefing up resources to deal with the issue of fire ants and Qfly, is that correct or not? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Mr Addis? 
Mr R. Addis: I will seek some complementary comment from my colleagues. Certainly in the early days of our 
integration of the department, and pre our restructure, which was completed in November last year, it is fair to say 
that the numbers in the early days and the basis for the 2018–19 allocation were not as accurate as perhaps we would 
have liked them to be, but based on the best information available. As we have gotten through that we have sharpened 
that and certainly the biosecurity area has been a high priority for us to maintain effort. I think that will be the primary 
explanation for that shift along with a couple of items that I outlined earlier. 
The CHAIR: I think, Mr Addis, you were going to get your colleague to say anything else, or are you right? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Ms Carbon? 
Ms M. Carbon: The only thing I would add to that is that part of that increase is a change, basically a move of costs 
from professional services into salaries to account for the fact that the royalties for regions boosting biosecurity 
defences has moved from project-based funding to operational funding. 
Mr S.A. MILLMAN: My question is to both the minister and Mr Addis. Mr Addis referred to the risk of the 
Queensland fruit fly outbreak, which I noticed is the eighth significant issue on page 226 of budget paper No 2. Can 
I please ask the minister to outline, firstly, how the government is responding to the Queensland fruit fly outbreak, 
and, secondly, why it is so important that we eradicate that pest? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, I can. I have a great interest in fruit fly because I grow apricots. On 26 March this 
year, the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development declared a Qfly outbreak in Dalkeith, and 
this outbreak was the largest since 1989, so it is very significant. The quarantine area has been declared, and as of 
13 October was 2 049 hectares covering 13 607 premises. The response is a significant undertaking. For the period 
5 to 10 October, the average total staff day was 236, so there is a significant investment in trying to address this 
problem. Between 28 September and 18 December 2020, it is estimated that 286 staff currently employed for the 
Qfly response will visit 12 500 premises. The focus in the current response is on eradication; and, if this is 
unsuccessful, WA will lose its area freedom designation for Qfly, so the ramifications are very significant. The 
flow-on economic impact is not just at the farm gate, but includes the supply chain from distributors, processors 
and exporters. If WA loses its Qfly area freedom status, it would see import volumes increase, putting downward 
pressure on domestic market prices and this would create immediate losses for WA producers within the domestic 
market. The state would lose access to international markets, such as avocados to Japan and strawberries to Thailand. 
If Qfly were to establish in WA, it is estimated it could cost the state $38 million per year, which is why the department 
is doing everything it possibly can. Do not let them get to Mandurah and get into my Fireball apricots, please! 
The CHAIR: Is there anything more on biosecurity defences or are we on to different questions? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I have one within that context, but it is a different question. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I want to ask about biosecurity because that is one of the two service areas, but it is a different question. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: This morning, I asked this question and they suggested I follow it up this evening. It is to do 
with the percentage of exotic terrestrial weeds. 
The CHAIR: Have you got a page number? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: It is page 229, and the “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators”. There are two line 
items for which a budget is set and then there are the achievements to do with exotic terrestrial weeds and invasive 
aquatic pests. The question is twofold, and Mr Addis might remember this. Firstly, we are setting a target of 
60 per cent, and I did get a response but I will just confirm the minister’s understanding of this. Why would we set 
only a 60 per cent target? If they are invasive species, whether aquatic or terrestrial, why we would we not be trying 
to eradicate them altogether? I will help a little bit here. It was suggested this morning that it takes longer than 
12 months to get it. If there is carryover from the previous year, and they should have been approved, why have they 
not been added to it so that it could be greater than 100 per cent in certain years, or are they totally written off and 
forgotten about? What processes are in place to ensure total eradication, and that these things are followed through 
to the end point, because this does not demonstrate any example of that? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member is referring to the percentage towards the bottom half of that table on 
page 229. I ask Ms Carbon, as our biosecurity officer with expertise, to respond to the line of inquiry. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE B — Tuesday, 20 October 2020] 

 p151b-165a 
Chair; Mr Dean Nalder; Mr David Templeman; Mr Shane Love; Dr David Honey; Mr Yaz Mubarakai 

 [5] 

Ms M. Carbon: I am executive director, biosecurity. The measure that we are using is successful eradication or response 
within one year. Unfortunately, our pests and diseases do not really respect our reporting time frames, so we obviously 
often have to go over a year on those; equally, we might get something in May or June and that will carry over into the 
other year and that can skew the numbers quite significantly. It is certainly not the case that if a response goes on for 
more than a year, then it is not followed through. If the determination is made that it is both technically feasible and cost 
beneficial to eradicate, then we will undertake an eradication program, regardless of how long that will take. 
[5.30 pm] 
Mr D.C. NALDER: You said that it is financially viable to eradicate, so if a decision is made to leave a toxic weed 
or pest in place because it is not economically viable, how do we see that? Does the broader public understand the 
department’s positioning when all we are shown is that in the 12 months 60 per cent have been eradicated? How 
much of the other 40 per cent is therefore just not economically viable? That is part of the question, but the other 
part is: how does anybody have any visibility of the outcomes that the department achieves on following things 
that take longer than 12 months? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy for Ms Carbon to respond to this line of inquiry. 
Ms M. Carbon: The 40 per cent does not indicate that we do not eradicate those 40 per cent. It may indicate that 
it is taking more than one year to do so, If there is no detection and declared incident and eradication within a year’s 
period, it may take longer. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The witness has just provided the same answer. 
Ms M. Carbon: When a disease is exotic to the country, the decision on whether it is both technically feasible and 
cost beneficial to eradicate is made at a national level, including with industry. When it is at a state level, it is made 
by state government with industry. Some pests are not feasible to eradicate and some pest industries find it is not 
in their interest to eradicate. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: How do we have visibility of the outcomes? 
Ms M. Carbon: We report all outcomes. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Publicly? 
Ms M. Carbon: Yes. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Where? Sorry, minister. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy for this line of inquiry to be concluded. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I am just trying to understand where this is. 
Ms M. Carbon: We work very closely with our industry partners. We have advisory committees with our industry 
partners. They are always aware of our biosecurity responses. They are involved in the decision-making and they 
are involved in the outcomes. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Where are they published? Is there a public place where these are published? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: If Ms Carbon is able to answer that question, I would ask her to do so. 
Ms M. Carbon: I believe they are published in our annual reports. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I will check. 
Mr Y. MUBARAKAI: Our WA farmers have faced stiff competition.  
The CHAIR: Which page? 
Mr Y. MUBARAKAI: I draw the minister’s attention to page 240 of budget paper No 2. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is grains information. 
Mr Y. MUBARAKAI: Yes, it is grains. It is regarding the funding for the Australian export grains innovation 
centre. Is that a different division, Chair? 
The CHAIR: Yes, it is division 19. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I can see the member for Moore stewing there. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: It may have some relevance. Let us hear the question. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is the member asking for update? 
Mr Y. MUBARAKAI: I am asking for an update, yes.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy to give that. 
The CHAIR: It is still division 16. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Just to clarify, our grain producers are facing unprecedented competition, particularly 
from producers in the Black Sea and Argentina so to ensure that WA remains competitive, long-term investment 
in agriculture research and development is critical. The WA government is supporting that research effort through 
investing nearly 60 million in grains research and development. It complements the core business of DPIRD to 
support this vital aspect of Western Australia’s primary industries. It includes $12 million over four years in core 
funding for the Australian export grain innovation centre, or the AEGIC. The AEGIC is jointly owned by DPIRD 
and the commonwealth government. We have also committed an additional $2 million towards that organisation’s 
grains market research projects. The two-year projects will continue to generate a better understanding of the market 
requirements for the emerging bakery, cake and biscuit market; explore opportunities for novel oat, rice and noodle 
products; and examine avenues to promote Australian wheat for use in wholegrain products into the Asian market. 
The government, as I said, is investing significantly in this area, and I am very proud that this government recognises 
the importance of this. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to page 237, or, alternatively, page 241. Under “New Works” on page 237 there is an 
amount of $4.75 million for modern biosecurity and product integrity. 
The CHAIR: That is actually under “Other New Works”, and it is the second last line item, minister. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, that is correct; thank you. What is the purpose of that expenditure? I remember some issues 
we had trying to get our product back in the market. I think it was the Tokyo problem with the psyllid. Is this the 
type of arrangement that this funding refers to? What it the purpose of the funding? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The modern biosecurity and product integrity line item has an allocation of $4.75 million. 
The project is focused on helping provide the systems and resources in place that will enable DPIRD to respond 
to increased biosecurity risks and meet state, national and international biosecurity obligations. It focuses on building 
capacity and increasing innovation in four key areas. The first aspect is preparedness to respond to recover from an 
adapted pest and disease incursions; the second is detecting high priority pests and diseases; the third is responding 
to biosecurity threats; and the fourth is collaborating with key stakeholders. This allocation of $4.75 million is 
allocated from the 2020–21 budget to the 2023–24 budget. Mr Addis looks like he would like to make some sort 
of comment. I ask Mr Addis to do so. 
Mr R. Addis: To pick up on the member’s point, four years ago, we were dealing with tomato potato psyllid. Since 
then, we have had to deal with citrus canker and a range of other incursions and problems. We are now dealing 
with Qfly, which is a very significant burden on the system. That means that our biosecurity function has been under 
constant pressure and in response mode. This is a dedicated specific initiative over and above that base load to make 
sure that we are thinking and building to make sure we are not just keeping up; we are trying to get in front of the 
game because we know the game continues to accelerate, if that makes sense. I think this is a really important part of 
us making sure we have the sorts of modern biosecurity capabilities that we will need to keep up with the faster world. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The structure of the expenditure will be initially in developing some sort of plan or capacity that 
does not exist at the moment, and there is about $1 million a year for a couple of years in the forward estimates. 
What is the anticipation of the ongoing commitment? What level of commitment of personnel will be required to 
keep that capacity at some sort of state of readiness level? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy for Mr Addis to respond. 
Mr R. Addis: This is not intended to be new capacity. This is intended to make sure that we are constantly evolving 
our existing effort to do it in the most efficient and effective way possible to keep up with modern innovations in 
how biosecurity is being done in the best ways across the world. We are constantly fine-tuning our very substantial 
resources deployed to biosecurity. We would expect that that is not going to be a short-term process; we will need 
to continue to put in effort to continually keep in front of the curve, if that answers the member’s question. 
The CHAIR: Members should be mindful that we have to deal with division 19 as well before we adjourn. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Could I ask for some clarity on that, Chair? Do we have to pass divisions 16 and 19 prior to the 
dinner break? 
[5.40 pm] 
The CHAIR: Yes. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: According to this, it goes over the break. 
The CHAIR: I am sorry; I withdraw that. Yes, it can go over. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I suggest it makes sense because I doubt we are going to hold things up with the Western Australian 
Meat Industry Authority. 
Note 1 on page 234 refers to commonwealth income for the southern forest irrigation scheme. I understand there 
are delays in that project, but would the minister be able to give some update on  
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is the member referring to the $0.4 million for the southern forest irrigation scheme 
under “Explanation of Significant Movements”? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Yes, the $0.4 million., I am trying to find out when we expect that scheme to be implemented. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, I can give the member that background and the update. The scheme comprises 
a 15-gigalitre storage dam and associated works in the Manjimup–Pemberton area. The local interest from the 
shire continues to grow to see some form of purpose-built tourism facilities constructed as part of the project. That 
aspect is not currently funded. Some concerns have been raised by the community. It is expected, however, that this 
project will create some 225 jobs and stimulate around $54 million in on-farm developments. It will also offer the 
potential for broader community recreation and amenity through the creation of Record Brook dam. The government 
is supporting local growers who have established a cooperative to lead the development and own and operate the 
SFIS. Does Mr Addis have anything to add? 
Mr R. Addis: Yes. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Mr Addis can provide further information. 
Mr R. Addis: I think the key part of this process is the Environmental Protection Authority approvals, which are 
in train. There have been some moderate delays due to some extra information that has been requested by the EPA. 
We now expect to have the EPA approvals and recommendations in the middle of next year, which will allow the 
Minister for Environment to make final decisions in that regard. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to page 244 and the appropriation for the regulatory fees. I see that there is a significant 
jump from the actual amount in 2018–19 through to 2019–20 and then a subsequent reduction in 2020–21. I just 
want an understanding of why those figures jump up and down like that Is this also where I can find information on 
the biosecurity levies that are raised in areas where there are regional biosecurity groups; and, if not, where will 
I find that? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will ask Mr Addis to answer the second part of the question. The decrease in regulatory 
fees and fines income from the 2019–20 budget to the actual in the 2020–21 budget and through the out years is 
due to the decrease in regulatory fees and rates under the declared pest accounts. In October 2016, as part of the 
cabinet submission on implementing the Western Australian wild dog action plan, DPIRD sought an increase in 
regulatory fees from RBGs, with a corresponding increase in appropriation under the Biosecurity and Agriculture 
Management Act to match this funding. Those rates were erroneously overstated, and together with a review of 
other levied rates, an adjustment was made to correctly reflect the reduction in regulatory fees. I understand the 
figure is $6.9 million—the BAM act appropriation of $6.9 million and $782 000 in 2020–21. Over the period from 
2019–20 to 2022–23, there is a reduction of $13.7 million in expenditure resulting from the wild dog action plan 
adjustment. The further decline of $15 million, which incorporates $4 million in 2020–21 over the forward estimates, 
was due to an incorrect revenue allocation resulting from an increase in commercial fees being applied to the regulatory 
fees account. Funding has not been reduced; it has just been reallocated to the commercial access fees. I hope that 
answers the member’s question. Mr Addis may want to answer the second part of the question. 
Mr R. Addis: Is this about where the income from the regional biosecurity groups regulatory fees hits the budget? 
The answer is yes. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, I think that was clear from the minister’s response. Have the overpayments that were made 
by the landowners in those RBG areas now been refunded in full or is there some sort of credit? What happened 
to those who have left the industry? Were they refunded? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will ask Mr Addis to respond. 
Mr R. Addis: My understanding is that the fees charged to the landholders were not overstated. The budget 
forecast for that revenue is overstated, and that is the nature of the adjustment that was sought in the budget process. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: So there was no overcharge of the fees? 
Mr R. Addis: That is correct. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: They feel that they have been overcharged. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: On page 234, under service 7, “Agricultural and Fisheries Natural Resource Management”, the 
table summarises some key bits of data, including income, the number of FTEs and efficiency indicators. If I compare 
the efficiency indicator from 2018–19 with that in the 2020–21 budget, it indicates that it is going to cost 36 per cent 
more per hour for the delivery of service. Note 2 under “Explanation of Significant Movements” says that that is 
because there will be lower receipts because of waivers and offsets due to COVID, but the income has been reduced 
by only 16 per cent. Equally, there is a similar story for service 6: that is, the number of FTEs will go up by 39 over 
2018–19 from 321 to 360, which is a 12 per cent rise in the number of FTEs. If were to look at the table superficially 
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at least, it would seem to be a very substantial degradation in the efficiency of the delivery of the service, and 
I wonder whether the minister could explain that, please. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: That is not explained by the reduction in income. 

[5.50 pm] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The average cost per hour in the 2020–21 budget target is higher than the 2019–20 actual, 
and that is a result of the lower expected income following the deferral and/or waiver of licences and fees due to 
COVID-19. That is my understanding. That is mostly in Fisheries.  

There is also a lower FTE allocation following the organisational redesign program, which is highlighted in that 
aspect. I think that explains that change in the efficiency indicator, but Mr Addis may wish to add to that. 

Mr R. Addis: Consistent with my earlier comments about our allocation of dollars and FTEs in the early years 
post-integration, they were best estimates based on information available at the very early stage in our new department, 
and before the organisational restructure, which was completed last year. I suspect that at least some of the low 
figure at the start for the number of FTEs will be explained by what was essentially inaccuracy in estimating back 
in those early times. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I hear the answer, but I do not believe that it matches the data there, because we are seeing only 
a 16 per cent reduction in fees over the 2018–19 actual. We see a substantial rise in the number of FTEs, and we 
see a 36 per cent increase in the cost of delivering the service per hour. It does not even make arithmetic sense in 
terms of the increase in the number of FTEs. The income has gone down by only 16 per cent, but the cost per hour 
over the 2018–19 actual—this was when people were actually doing the work—has increased by 36 per cent. It really 
does seem like there is a significant efficiency decrease in that area. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I do not have any response. I understand that the member has a concern, but I think we 
have answered that question as best we can with the information available. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to service 6 on page 234, “Agricultural and Fisheries Biosecurity and Integrity”. The 
opening lines of the first paragraph say that the activities span a range of research, monitoring, analytical, educational, 
assessment and policy activities in both legislated and non-legislated aspects of biosecurity. That brings me to 
a couple of issues with the current BAM act—the legislated framework for the carriage of a lot of the biosecurity 
in this area. Is the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act under review? Where is the review of the BAM act 
currently at? Can the minister give me some idea of what is happening with the BAM act? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will make a brief comment and then pass to the relevant officer to make some additional 
comments. Officially, the review of the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007 will commence in 2020. 
The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development has developed a plan that details the scope and 
approach for the review and is commissioning an independent analysis of modern biosecurity legislation across other 
jurisdictions. Work has already been undertaken to identify issues for inclusion in the review, including post-border 
and border biosecurity arrangements, management of environmental biosecurity threats, cost-sharing arrangements, 
penalties, and the roles and priorities of governments, communities and industry groups established under the act. Work 
has already been undertaken to identify those key issues. That has been covered. I have done outstandingly well. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: In fairly recent times, we have seen the expansion of the regional biosecurity groups in the pastoral 
areas out to cover a lot of agricultural areas and a range of different pest situations. That has been predicated on 
the basis of matching funding from the department. Can the minister give me some indication of whether the current 
matching funding will at least be continued as part of the consideration of the act and we will not go backwards 
from the current position? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is my understanding that that is the intention. The review of this act and the implications 
of it are very important. I am sure there will be strong considerations for government in terms of funding. I ask 
Mr Addis to respond in addition. 

Mr R. Addis: It is also worth making the point that the management of these sorts of biosecurity pest issues is shared 
with the community and with industry. The RBG process has been, I think, a broadly fairly successful evolution. It 
will take ongoing work to keep it improving and evolving, but the notion of a shared contribution to managing pests 
is a really important one, given that it is always going to be bigger than the ability of the state to fix it on its own. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: The rollout into agricultural areas has not always been very smooth, because it is a much more 
diverse landscape with many more different landowners, sizes, operations and purposes of the land and a bigger range 
of pest species. Will there be some clearer consideration, or some clearer guidelines for the purposes, of a group and 
the support that the community has for both the plan going forward and the creation of the group in the first place? 
The feedback I am getting on the ground is that a lot of people are dissatisfied and they do not support the formation 
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of a particular group and that there is a fault in the plan that will manage that group. They are expressing to me their 
dissatisfaction with the whole process and the transparency of that process. Will there be a more transparent process 
as part of that review and clear guidelines for the trigger points that will have to be reached to make some changes? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think I mentioned earlier that the work that has already been undertaken on the review 
is looking at the roles and priorities of the government, community and industry groups. Part of the consideration 
is how best to move forward, taking into account the roles and priorities of those key stakeholders. I think the member 
can get some assurance that those issues will be looked at in that context. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: One of the key problems with the current wording in the act is that the minister has to be reasonably 
satisfied that there is support. There is no indication of how she goes about that, and this is causing a lot of concern. 
I just put that on the record. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Mr Addis will have the last word before six o’clock. 
The CHAIR: Who died and made you Chair?  
Mr R. Addis: As the regional biosecurity groups have expanded in new sorts of areas with more mixed land use 
and the like, it has become more challenging. I think that would be acknowledged and I think the review is a good 
opportunity for us to take stock and look at ways we can better manage that. 

Meeting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
The CHAIR: Members, let us get started. We are still on division 16. Member for Cottesloe. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I refer to paragraph 2.6 on page 235 and the comments on the wild dog action plan. I understand 
from the earlier answer that there is going to be reconsideration in the middle of next year. Do we have any metrics 
that indicate whether that program is succeeding in the sense that wild dogs are less of a problem in the pastoral 
industry and the outer agricultural areas, or is it getting worse? The reason I ask that is that I hear anecdotes from 
people in the pastoral industry and some of the outer agricultural areas that the wild dog issue is getting worse, but 
equally I have heard different comments from some pastoralists who say no. I am intrigued about whether there is 
any metric of success for that program, given that the government is going to review with a view to extending funding. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Obviously, the program is an important one, and the $6.5 million commitment to the wild 
dog action plan was a significant investment. We do not have any information with us tonight, but I might Mr Addis 
whether the department keeps numbers on the dogs captured, culled et cetera? I will ask Ms Carbon to respond. 
Ms M. Carbon: There are eight different projects under the wild dog action plan, all of which do quite different 
things, so there are different measures for each. We can certainly provide on notice some outputs from those 
projects if that is what the member would like. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I assume that one of those metrics has to relate directly to the number of dogs in those areas. 
I would have thought that it is not a trivial exercise, but, in a technical sense, is a straightforward exercise to count 
and ascertain whether there has been a reduction in the number of wild dogs in those areas. Is that one of the metrics? 
I am grateful for the offer to provide the information which I will be very keen to see, but is that one of the metrics 
that is considered? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy for Ms Carbon to respond. 
Ms M. Carbon: There is some focus on the numbers of wild dogs. Of more importance is the measure of the impact 
of wild dogs, because we know that in some parts of the state where wild dogs are not in close contact with livestock, 
particularly small livestock, they are not so problematic. One of the challenges of measuring is, for example, the control 
method such as baiting. It is very different from the older control method of shooting because we do not necessarily 
know whether we have been successful. Having said that, we obviously have data capture points, particularly associated 
with some of our research outcomes, that use things like motion sensor traps to capture wild dogs. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am sure that the minister is aware that there could be a chicken and egg argument here. Because 
of the wild dogs, people have stopped stocking sheep, so there is less interaction between sheep and wild dogs, but 
that perhaps is not where we are heading in wanting to maximise the output of that industry. That is just a comment 
that there is the potential if it is just interaction, it could be a statistic that does not measure the problem. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to page 227 and the eleventh paragraph that discusses the expectation around animal welfare. 
It states that the department will strengthen the animal welfare framework and undertake appropriate compliance 
activities to improve animal welfare outcomes. I wonder whether there is any actual line item or an amount that the 
minister can point to in the budget that will enable those matters to be addressed? Is there an increased allocation for 
animal welfare outcomes, given that animal welfare is one of the issues addressed in service area 6? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy for Mr Addis to respond. 

Mr R. Addis: Thank you, minister. I will make some initial comments and Ms Carbon might have some additional 
comments. Essentially, we are putting more effort into compliance and enforcement in various areas in the animal 
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welfare space, which is starting to have an impact. It sends a clear message that we are very serious about maintaining 
high standards around animal welfare. At the same time, animal welfare regulations are put in place, as has been 
ongoing for a while, and there is a commitment to review the Animal Welfare Act that will give us an opportunity to 
improve that. Ms Carbon might have some additional comments. 

Ms M. Carbon: We have very significant legislative reform underway in the animal welfare space. In terms of 
compliance activities, they have now been embedded into our operations and compliance part of the business to 
give them much more support than they had previously. There is no specific line item as such, because those parts 
of the business are embedded in both biosecurity and operations in compliance. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Essentially, there is a number of initiatives that deliver to the state’s animal welfare 
framework. They include endorsing the Australian Animal Welfare Standards and Guidelines; regulations, which 
have already been mentioned; the implementation of on-farm standards for sheep and cattle, again through 
regulations; the mandated use of appropriate pain relief when undertaking painful procedures; and implementing 
the Western Australian welfare standards and guidelines for dogs by way of regulation, which, of course, supports 
the government’s stop puppy farming initiative. There is an expectation that, depending upon the government’s 
response to the review of the Animal Welfare Act, the department will require additional resources to support the 
implementation of the review’s recommendations. There has also been the establishment of a community animal 
ethics committee, which, again, adds to the initiatives that focus on the framework for the government’s approach 
to animal welfare. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: The paragraph I refer to under significant issues impacting the agency specifically indicates the 
undertaking of appropriate compliance activities to improve animal welfare outcomes. The minister has also spoken 
about the establishment of a group. What will be the cost of those activities and that extra compliance activity? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Essentially, those will be embedded in the department’s responsibilities and work. There 
will obviously be some support of the animal ethics committee. In my understanding, that will essentially provide 
an advisory role, but I could be corrected. Ms Carbon is looking at me perplexed, so I might ask her to add to that. 
But, initially, the elements that have been mentioned will become important operational work of the department. 
Ms Carbon, please correct me if I have overstepped the line. 

Ms M. Carbon: The animal ethics committee specifically looks at the use of animals in science, so it is for the 
assessment of research. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I return to page 235 and to the point that the member for Cottesloe was referring to about 
the wild dog action plan. I am just wondering whether there has been any work looking at the effectiveness of the 
program, especially in relation to the fragmentation of packs of dogs as a response to the various animal destruction 
programs, and whether that fragmentation has a greater negative impact on grazing animals than was previously 
the case when there was a strong pack structure? 

[7.10 pm] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will ask Ms Carbon to make some initial comments. This question is similar to one 
asked earlier by the member for Cottesloe in regard to what data supports the effectiveness or otherwise of the 
program in more broad terms.  

Ms M. Carbon: There are a number of research components under the wild dog action plan that are assessing 
various different aspects of wild dog controls and their outcomes. Whether there is anything specific around 
fragmentation, I do not know. Certainly, that is something we will be looking at under the cell fencing project because 
a requirement of cell fences is that small livestock are put back into those regions. That will provide us with a very 
good measure of some of these impacts. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I refer to page 237, “Works in Progress” and specifically the shark monitoring network. It is 
about fourth from the bottom under “Works in Progress”. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: It is not in this area. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: No; it is agricultural and fisheries biosecurity and integrity. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: There we go! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I can give you a quick answer to that in terms of the amount of — 

Dr D.J. HONEY: There obviously has been major expenditure on that, but it seems to be flatlining. Is that just 
a place holder? I would have thought that that would have been an expectation of expanding the shark monitoring 
network. I am just wondering whether there are any plans on that or whether the network is what it is now and it 
is effectively going to stay there. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Essentially, there is an $895 000 commitment for the shark monitoring network in this 
line item. This funding will provide buoys and telemetry equipment to improve the coverage of shark monitoring. 
Obviously, there is an existing network of monitoring elements that the government has implemented over its term 
of government, and this commitment will assist in improving the coverage of the shark monitoring network. I am 
not sure whether Mr Addis or another adviser may wish to make some comment. 

Ms H.G. Brayford: Just confirming the numbers, it is to look at the shark monitoring network and the buoys and 
telemetry equipment, as the minister said. We currently have 32 receivers in the network, including the two most 
recent ones in Bunker Bay, which happened, I think, last Friday. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Does the 2020–21 budget and the forward estimates reflect maintenance of the network as it is 
now or does it reflect an allowance to expand that network? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will ask Ms Brayford to respond. 

Ms H.G. Brayford: Yes, it is largely maintenance to make sure that the buoys are up to date and working as part 
of the integrated monitoring network for the shark program. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to page 240, the details of controlled grants and subsidies, specifically the line item 
“Agricultural Senior Officers Committee Natural Resource Management Groups”, which has a stream of funding 
going forward. I also refer to page 237 and the “Regional Natural Resource Management Program”, which has some 
funding. I want to understand what those two streams of funding pertain to. The minister can do it one at a time, 
if he likes, but I thought they might be interrelated so I brought them together to ask some questions.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The “Agricultural Senior Officers Committee Natural Resource Management Groups”, 
is that the one the member mentioned? 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, that is the first part. The second part was another funding stream on page 237. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The one that I have just mentioned relates to payments to contribution from the department 
to the commonwealth Agriculture Senior Officials’ Committee, specifically for the animal welfare group and natural 
resource management group. That is what I am advised is the appropriation. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Can the minister provide a bit more explanation of what that actually means? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is my understanding that the payments, as highlighted under that section, are the 
Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development’s contribution to the commonwealth Agriculture Senior 
Officials’ Committee. 

Mr R. Addis: It is for animal welfare and for natural resource management. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Mr Addis can conclude. 

Mr R. Addis: It relates to the work done under the auspices of the national Agriculture Senior Officials’ Committee, 
both for natural resource management and for animal welfare. Ms Carbon will be able to describe in detail the animal 
welfare side of that and the natural resource management side would be similar. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The other one that the member mentioned was the regional natural resource management 
program.  

Mr R.S. LOVE: I think Ms Carbon was going to provide an explanation. 

The CHAIR: Sorry; going to you, Ms Carbon. 

Ms M. Carbon: The funding for animal welfare under that is for the national animal welfare task group, which is 
the task group that develops and consults on the national Animal Welfare Standards and Guidelines. It is a cost-shared 
activity for all Australian governments. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: And the natural resource management part of it? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member mentioned page 237. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Before we get there, I think the answer I just got was about the Agriculture Senior Officials’ 
Committee, which is the part to do with animal welfare. What is the other part? 

Ms M. Carbon: It is the national resource management group. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: So that is the large groups like the Wheatbelt Natural Resource Management and the Rangelands 
NRM. Are those the groups that Ms Carbon was referring to? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The appropriation of $9.811 million, which is highlighted in the budget papers in that 
line item, refers to the regional natural resource management program and specifically relates to the state barrier 
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fence. That is my understanding. This project provides funding to improve the state barrier fence, including the 
purchase of fencing materials required to either upgrade the existing fence or extend the fence in strategic locations. 
There is a carryover of $361 000 from the 2019–20 budget to the 2020–21 budget, which has been required due to 
the delays in works as a result of COVID-19 restrictions. That is what that particular program relates to. Mr Addis 
has more to add. 
Mr R. Addis: I think the minister might have moved on to the second part of the question referring to page 237. 
I think the member is still seeking clarification in relation to the ag senior officers’ committee contribution for NRM.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, indeed. 
Mr R. Addis: Ms Carbon outlined that for animal welfare, there is a group established under the Agriculture Senior 
Officials’ Committee to progress what are essentially standard regulations for animal welfare across the country. 
I am not across the details of the natural resource management work, but it is essentially that development of national 
priorities and animal issues, not the level of funding that the member talked about back down on the ground to 
NRM groups in WA. That is under a separate line in the overall program.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: With respect, I think we are talking about different levels of hierarchy and groups. I will perhaps 
put some questions on notice on this area to try to get some clarity on it, because it is a bit confusing.  
If we go back to what I asked about on page 237—with the forbearance of the Chair—it is my understanding that 
the regional natural resource management program used to provide funding for those various land care groups 
et cetera around the state for their management and for community grants. Is that right? What is happening? 

[7.20 pm] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I know the one that the member is referring to. I need to seek clarification about when 
the NRM comes into it.  
Mr R. Addis: This page is just for capital. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am talking about page 237, “Works in Progress”, specifically the second last bottom line, 
“Regional Natural Resource Management Program”. There is a funding allocation for this year of $2.42 million, 
which tails off to not much at all in the forward estimates. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member is referring to the capital allocation and, as I said earlier, the capital 
allocation relates to the state barrier fence initiative. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: So that is the state barrier fence? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: To follow up on that, I am trying to get to the bottom of the natural resource management program. 
Is there a program of ongoing support for natural resource management groups in this particular budget under this 
section, under the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We have one in our area, and my understanding, member, is that that funding from the 
state budget is through the royalties for regions allocations, not from this particular division. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: It is my understanding that the natural resource management program resides within the old 
department of agriculture section of the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. Service 7 that 
we are dealing with is about natural resource management, so why is that not where the government is administering 
that fund? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I can refer to the royalties for regions expenditure. It is obviously not in this part of the 
budget, but there is a line item on page 180. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, I have that line item. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member will see a figure for the natural resource management program listed there. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes. But is that not administered by this department? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is that correct? 
Mr R. Addis: Yes. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Is it under service 7, “Agricultural and Fisheries Natural Resource Management”? Who is 
administering this fund?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will seek some clarification, but in terms of funding for the natural resource management 
program and the entities that the member mentioned, they appear under the royalties for regions expenditure and 
are listed amongst a range of initiatives, many of them effectively appearing with some environmental projects or 
programs. I will ask Mr Addis to assist. 
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Mr R. Addis: If we go to page 245, we see that it refers to administered transactions, which means it is the 
responsibility of the department. The state contribution to natural resource management totals about $29 million 
over four years. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Can the minister outline how that fund will be distributed? What is the basis of its management 
and distribution? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will just seek some clarification, Madam Chair. 

The CHAIR: Mr Addis, I have just been asked by Hansard whether you could both speak up. 

Mr R. Addis: Sure. It is distributed through grants, NRM bodies and others, in a similar way to what’s been the 
case in recent years. I understand it is done jointly by the three most relevant agencies, which would be ourselves, the 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions and the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation.  

The CHAIR: Member for Bateman. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to page 94 of budget paper No 3 and to the major changes in spending. I notice that there 
has been an increase over the last year and this year—it is only a small amount—for marine parks compensation. 
I do not have any clue what we would be paying compensation for, so I was wondering whether the minister could 
shed some light on what would be the basis for any compensation for a marine park. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: My understanding is that it relates to the buyout of the existing commercial licences. 
However, I am sure that the officer will give us some further clarification. 

Ms H.G. Brayford: Yes, that relates to the Fishing and Related Industries Compensation (Marine Reserves) Act, 
the FRICMRA, in short, which provides for compensation when there is a reduction in market value for a commercial 
fishing authorisation upon the creation of a marine park. It is a legislated act that provides for compensation. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Is there a set time for that compensation to run? 

Ms H.G. Brayford: It is quite complex because there is a number of relevant events for which compensation may 
become payable. Basically, we open a scheme and then we close a scheme, so each scheme has its own time frame. 
It is basically an offer and acceptance process based on the reduction in market value or a proxy if that is difficult 
to identify, and sometimes it is. 

The CHAIR: Further to that, member for Thornlie. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Minister, I am interested to know whether any compensation was paid to those marine 
tourism operators who lost out when the Abbott government cancelled the marine parks in state and federal waters. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is a good question. I would like to know the answer to that question. Ms Brayford, 
do you have the answer to that question? 

Ms H.G. Brayford: That relates to commonwealth marine parks. There is no similar compensation scheme or 
compensation act for commonwealth marine parks. There was a range of assistance measures and adjustment 
measures that the commonwealth government offered to affected fisheries, but it operates quite differently from 
our legislation. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I refer to page 239. In terms of income, I am not sure how we ascribe this to the various sections. 
Under “Income”, the sale of goods and services is a minor amount in the grand scheme of the budget, but there 
is a sudden uptick in the sale of goods and services in the forwards estimates. I am just wondering why that 
increases so dramatically across the forward estimates? I appreciate that it is a relatively small sum in the scheme 
of the world. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Mr Addis, do we have a response that we can propose? 

Mr R. Addis: No. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member wants to know why there is an increase in the forward estimates. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: There seems to be a sudden dramatic change across the forward estimates based on the historic 
and current figures. I wonder whether it reflects a program or — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think if the member places that question on notice, he will get an answer. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I will not get an answer! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Oh no, we are very efficient. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to page 234, service 6, “Agricultural and Fisheries Biosecurity and Integrity”. I refer also 
to the amount of money in the budget for the cost of service in providing biosecurity and to the discussion about 
the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act that we had earlier on. I am just wondering whether there is any 
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provision in the service area for the enforcement of the BAM act with regard to the control of stable fly, which has 
been an ongoing issue in many areas just outside the metropolitan area where there are substantial poultry farms 
and vegetable growing concerns. It is my understanding that the department has withdrawn from the enforcement 
of the BAM act in those areas, leaving it just to the shires. Can the minister outline whether there is any expenditure 
on enforcing the provisions of the BAM act in those areas where stable fly is a pest? 

[7.30 pm] 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think the member asked a question about stable flies during question time recently. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: He did. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Was it recently? 
Mr R.S. LOVE: It is many times that I have asked this question; I never seem to get proper responses. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will try to continue the trend!  
The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development continues to support local government authorities 
to increase their capability to undertake compliance and educational programs with regard to stable fly management 
and control. There was an extension of funding for a compliance officer for the 2019–20 stable fly season. The 
objective was to enable LGA rangers to take the lead on inspections by the end of the 2019–20 season. I might ask 
Ms Carbon to add to the comments around stable fly management. 
Ms M. Carbon: I think the minister has addressed that very well. The only thing I would add is that the department 
has undertaken six years of research and development of a new plan and compliance activity with a view to being 
able to hand over compliance activity to relevant local government rangers. That is now completed. The minister 
has already referred to the fact that we extended the compliance activity funding for a year, and that has now ended. 
We will obviously continue to work with government rangers to support them, but there is no specific funding for 
stable fly compliance. That will now be part of our general compliance offering. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: It is my understanding that no support has been provided since the end of that particular funding, 
so to say that it is coming from general resources would appear to be incorrect. The feedback that I am getting is 
that there is not any support; rather, there has been a complete withdrawal of any activity in that area. Furthermore, 
is there any funding in this service to provide for the prosecution of persons who are potentially in breach of the 
act? In saying that there are compliance activities, does that include the handing over of prosecutorial activity to 
local governments as well? If so, how could they possibly do that? It is my understanding that enforcement of the 
BAM act provisions must be carried out by department officers. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: My advice is that the provision of full authorisation of LGA rangers to undertake those 
compliance activities means that they have been authorised. Is that correct? 
Ms M. Carbon: Local government rangers, where they have applied to have so, already have some powers under 
the BAM act and we are working to give them full powers. It is not the case that somebody has to be an employee 
of the department; rather, they have to be gazetted as an inspector under the BAM act, which local government 
rangers can be. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Is there any funding in this service for local government to carry out those functions on behalf 
of the state in providing for the BAM act to be enforced? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, not at this point. That is not in this budget.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: If there is a review of the BAM act, will the ability of local government to be funded, to receive 
some of the fines enforcement money or receive some other form of recompense for the time spent in carrying out 
these compliance measures and the prosecutions be part of that review? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: One of the interesting things that I have gleaned in the last little while is that the stable fly 
impacts on a discrete number of LGAs. It is my understanding that it is not a widespread matter that causes major 
issues for a large number of local government authorities. The department, from what I have gleaned, has been 
working with local governments, particularly the Shire of Gingin, I understand, which we earlier submitted had 
a significant existence of stable fly. My figures here show that of the 158 reports of stable fly between 1 October 2017 
and 17 March 2020 in five LGAs, 149 were in the Shire of Gingin. Obviously, the department has worked with that 
local government in regard to the issues that impact on that particular LGA. The approach has been to appropriately 
move to give more authorisation to LGA rangers to undertake the compliance activities, and that is the approach 
that the department has taken on this matter. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: My question was: has any funding been allocated to assist the shire to do that?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Not to my knowledge, no. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Again I refer to page 94 of budget paper No 3. The line item for the COVID-19 WA recovery 
plan and other related spending is something that I referred to this morning. It seems to be a catch-all phrase because 
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it appears in just about every agency, or at least every department, in both capital and operating expenditure. I am 
trying to understand what it specifically relates to. The spending for 2020–21 is forecast to be $22.3 million. This 
is the major change in spending since the midyear review. Given that it is COVID related, I find it hard to believe 
that it can be anything before the last six months, and so I find it fascinating that in the out years, the reduction 
in expense is greater than the increase in expense in the former years. I do not know how that can occur. Can I get 
an understanding of how much of the $22.3 million, if any, is related to food and fisheries, and what specifically 
it is for? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will just consult here. I think to provide the member with an appropriate answer, I ask 
him to put that question on notice. That is the best way of providing that information to the member. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Minister, I refer to page 243 and to the heading “Net Increase/(Decrease) In Cash Held”, which is 
near the bottom of the table. There is a dramatic drop in the cash held of around $33 million between the 2020–21 
budget estimate and the 2021–22 forward estimate. There is quite a dramatic reduction in cash assets held, and this 
seems to be consistent across all agencies. Is there a general instruction for agencies—these agencies in particular—
to return cash to Treasury or is it a quirk of the budgeting process, because consistent across every agency that I have 
looked at are dramatic reductions in cash assets held, which I assume go back to Treasury for its bottom line? 
[7.40 pm] 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am advised that, no, there is not. There has not been a formal directive. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Then what is the reason for that drop, because it appears to have been consistent before and then 
there is a fairly substantial drop of $33 million, or thereabouts, going forward? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am advised that the difference relates to the carryover of royalties for regions projects 
as carryover funds. We have gone through some of those projects; I understand that they were outlined this morning 
during the regional development divisions. That appears to be the reason for the trend that the member has highlighted 
in regard to this particular cash asset line item. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Does that mean that those carryover funds were simply allocated to other projects or areas, because 
those carryover funds must have disappeared for the $33 million to disappear? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The allocation was given for the 2019–20 period, but not spent. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: So it was not carried forward? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, that is right. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Okay, fine. Thanks, minister. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, it was carried forward. I will get Mr Addis to answer. 
Mr R. Addis: Projects that were initially budgeted to be expended in 2019–20 that were not expended for various 
reasons in 2019–20. Cash was carried forward from expenditure continued in 2020–21. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
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