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FARM FINANCE CONCESSIONAL LOANS SCHEME 
Grievance 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [9.27 am]: I thank Minister Redman for taking my grievance on behalf of the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food. My grievance is on farm assistance. Although we are very thankful for the 
programs, particularly the low concessional loan program that I wish to talk about today, some concerns arise 
about the implementation and how moneys, if you like, landed on the ground to assist farmers. My grievance 
was prompted by the latest agriculture department press release, which outlined that there were 17 successful 
applicants in Western Australia from the first tranche. There are two tranches of this low concessional loan 
program. There is $25 million for this financial year ending 30 June and another $25 million for the 12 months 
from 1 July this year. 
This program had federal origins. In fact, when the federal Labor government was still in power, Wayne Swan 
and Julia Gillard had a plan to initiate a low concessional loan program to states where farmers were facing 
financial hardship. In Western Australia, the uptake from this program has been very low, and I considered 
whether it has been low because there is a low need or because of the application criteria. I must say that the 
Western Australian Department of Agriculture and Food has struggled to identify the statistics. However, 
anecdotally from the Merredin meeting last year that 1 000 farmers attended, at which 200 farmers filled out a 
questionnaire, 70 farmers were requiring some form of financial assistance to put in their normal cropping 
program—not to extend their cropping program, but simply to put in their normal cropping program. 
Extrapolating from that 1 000 farmers, because we have about 4 000 grain growers in Western Australia, it 
amounted to 280 farmers needing some form of financial assistance. However, the implementation of this 
$25 million, and obviously $25 million next year, is based around productivity criteria. Unlike a lot of states 
where the criteria was around debt reconstruction, in this state it was around productivity enhancement. That 
enhancement could include a new global positioning system on a harvester, spreading some lime, or buying a 
new nucleus flock of sheep to enhance productivity. The farmers that I talked to and the potentially 280 farmers 
who find it difficult to finance their normal cropping program need some form of debt reconstruction to allow 
leverage of other funding sources to put in their normal cropping program. We have heard that we have had a 
bumper season in Western Australia; yes, that is true, but one bumper season does not solve all the financial 
issues for farmers, and, of course, there are some dry spots, particularly in my electorate in and around Yilgarn. 
It was really interesting that the productivity criteria recently explained by Dale Park of the Western Australian 
Farmers Federation was that enhancement could run to buying the farm next door. This is a paradox because the 
advice given to many of my farmers who have ended up in some financial hardship is that they got too big, too 
quick; they overextended themselves and bought the farm next door and that is why they got into financial 
trouble. Buying the farm next door is not a way to implement this program. We need some moneys within the 
program to reconstruct debt. It is almost as though the implementation had the foot on the hose, in that we 
provide a program but then put in criteria that stifle the uptake. If the 17 successful applicants got the maximum 
amount for which they were eligible, say $400 000, that would be a $6.8 million take from the $25 million global 
figure. We must look at the criteria. This is a foot on the hose situation. We are still talking about viable farmers. 
The fact that much of this funding will not be used and will not land on the ground for farmers that need it is a 
travesty.  
I would also like to ask some questions about the Rural Business Development Corporation, which implements 
this program in WA. What is it? What was the principal reason on the application for farmers being declined? 
What is to be done with the unallocated federal moneys assigned to Western Australia—$25 million—a lot of 
which will not be allocated? How does the RBDC implementation work? Does it involve face-to-face interviews 
with farmers or in-depth interviews with other lenders in this space to allow some of this money to land and let 
the farmer leverage other moneys to support our twenty-first century, best practice farmers? 

Recently we went to western Canada—Madam Deputy Speaker, you would understand—where the culture is to 
look after its farmers. We need to support our farmers better. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Regional Development) [9.35 am]: I thank the 
member for Eyre for the question and, as he highlighted at the start, I will respond on behalf of the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food in the other place. Although it is not timely for today’s meeting, there is a broader 
discussion to be had. The discussion about Canada is interesting. I also visited Canada in a past life as a minister 
for agriculture and would certainly like to have a discussion one day about how they do business compared with 
how we do it here. 
The member raised a number of issues. One was primarily the low-level take-up of the farm finance 
concessional loan scheme offered by the federal government. I will quickly provide some numbers on the details 
of round one of the farm finance concessional loans in WA. As at 25 June 2014, 44 applications were received 
over the three-month period from 20 January until 30 April 2014. Out of the 44 applications received, 21 were 
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approved, four are pending, 10 were declined and nine were withdrawn. The total funding approved in that 
period was $3 749 863, which is considerably less than the $25 million on offer under the concessional loan 
scheme. Two of the main reasons for an applicant not being successful were that they were not commercially 
viable or not in financial need. The member touched on the fact that the loan scheme came out following the 
2013 season, which was a particularly good season. The member quite rightly pointed out that one season is not 
enough to get people back in the black; a number of seasons are required to get their balance sheet back in order. 
Clearly, a season like that, and in some cases record seasons, will have some impact on the number of eligible 
applications, and that will be a factor in determining the number of applicants deemed to have a financial need. 
The third reason for an unsuccessful application was the farmer not having adequate security. I have been 
advised that they are the three main factors in unsuccessful applications. 
Western Australia put a number of things in place. It recommended providing productivity enhancement loans, 
which I think is the right operating space. Although I have my own views about this loan scheme, the minister 
was genuinely trying to select criteria that he thought fitted with Western Australian government policy, as well 
as utilise the offer from the federal government of $25 million. Despite being focused on productivity 
enhancement, we also overtly defined the national criteria of having sufficient net non-farm assets and liquid 
assets for prudent risk management. If a farmer has more than $421 500 in net non-farm assets or more than 
$400 000 of liquid assets, they are not eligible for the loan scheme. I will come to some changes in the settings 
that the minister has made for the second round, which endeavour to open up some of the opportunity for loans.  
The member talked about the number of farmers that might be impacted by the season. The Department of 
Agriculture and Food’s estimates during 2013 put the number at approximately 200 potential farm businesses 
that may not receive adequate finance to complete their cropping programs in the 2014 growing season. The 
member’s broad numbers are probably consistent with that figure, but it gives us some indication of where they 
are at. The time window for applications also came after a record harvest. My advice is that the record harvest 
saw many farm businesses reduce their debt/loans, purchase new machinery and increase their farm management 
deposits. There has been some behavioural response to the good season. The member talked about the criteria 
and the focus or the change that has happened for the second round, which starts on 1 July this year. At the 
moment, if a farmer has more than $421 500 worth of net non-farm assets or more than $400 000 worth of liquid 
assets they are ineligible for a loan. Rather than have the “or” criteria on those two tests, the “or” is being 
changed to “and”, which means collectively that as long as the net non-farm assets and the liquid assets do not 
add up to anything more than $821 500, the farmer is eligible for a loan, which is a criteria shift. This effectively 
means a farmer can have a much higher figure of net non-farm assets and still be eligible for the loan 
concessions.  
It will be interesting to see how that criteria shift will affect the response. We need to remember that people 
sometimes think about this as a grant of $25 million from the federal government. It is not. It is actually a loan 
scheme. Whichever way we look at it, the money goes back to the federal government. If it is not taken up by 
farmers through the available criteria, that is one way of not using it, but of course if farmers do take it up, they 
are required to pay it back. So, anything that farmers take from the scheme must be paid back to the federal 
government. It is therefore not a grant. 
In summary, Western Australia has supported the loan scheme. It does clash with some policy settings of the 
Western Australian government, but that is a discussion for another day. We have a focus on productivity 
enhancement. We have changed the criteria for the next round of funding, as I just said, with a cap of $821 500 
collectively between those two criteria levels. We have also increased the loan, which can be $400 000 now 
rather than $200 000, so there is a cap change on the loan. We know that the season last year was good, which 
means that has reduced some demand on the scheme. The allocation money is in fact a loan that goes back to the 
federal government anyway; it is not a grant to Western Australia. The point is made that no application has been 
declined on the basis of an assets test. That is an interesting assessment. Of course, the second round opens on 
1 July, and we are hoping to have a good response to that because it is an opportunity for Western Australian 
farmers. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Do you mean assets over equity? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: No. It is interesting to note that no application has been knocked back on the basis of the 
highlighted assets test criteria. 
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