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Hearing commenced at 3.31 pm 
 
DELANE, MR ROB 
Director General, Department of Agriculture and Food, 
sworn and examined: 
 
RUPRECHT, MR JOHN 
Executive Director, Agriculture Resource Risk Management, Department of Agriculture and 
Food, 
sworn and examined: 
 
SOMERS, MS MEG 
Executive Director, Corporate Strategy and Operations, Department of Agriculture and 
Food, 
sworn and examined: 
 
LUCAS, MR RON 
Director Finance, Department of Agriculture and Food, 
sworn and examined: 
 
 
The CHAIR: Welcome, everyone. Before we begin, I apologise for the absence of Hon Giz 
Watson, who is the chairman of this committee, and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, who is a member, and I 
welcome Hon Matt Benson. I must administer the oath or affirmation.  
[Witnesses took the oath or affirmation.] 
The CHAIR: You will have signed a document entitled “Information for Witnesses”. Have you 
read and understood that document? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The CHAIR: These proceedings are being recorded by Hansard. A transcript of your evidence will 
be provided to you. To assist the committee and Hansard, please quote the full title of any document 
to which you refer during the course of this hearing for the record. Please be aware of the 
microphones in front of you and try to talk to them. Ensure that you do not cover them with papers 
or make noise near them. I remind you that your transcript will become a matter for the public 
record. If for some reason you wish to make a confidential statement during today’s proceedings, 
you should request that the evidence be taken in closed session. If the committee grants your 
request, any public and media in attendance will be excluded from the hearing. Please note that the 
uncorrected transcript should not be published or disclosed. This prohibition does not, however, 
prevent you from discussing your public evidence generally once you leave the hearing. 
Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament to 
scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia, and the committee values 
your assistance. Members, it would greatly assist Hansard if, when referring to the budget statement 
volumes or the consolidated fund estimates, you could please give the page number, item, program 
and amount in preface to your questions.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to go first. I just want to start with page 789 and the third point. 
You mention there — 

A further $21.5 million is allocated in the forward estimates for the delivery of the regional 
saleyards strategy which includes the replacement of the Katanning and Boyanup saleyards 
and upgrading the Mt Barker facilities. 
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The first question I have is: is the department the lead agency on this matter? 
Mr Delane: The funds for that commitment are held by the Western Australian Meat Industry 
Authority. The department is playing a lead role, in consultation with industry, in preparation, 
assessment, business case and provision of advice to the government, but the funds for that 
commitment are held by WAMIA.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What options is the department looking at in respect to the expenditure of 
that money, if you are the lead agency for determining the business case? 
Mr Delane: Ultimately, clearly, the decisions about what locations will be supported, to what 
extent and in what business model are a matter for the government. I believe it is a matter for the 
public record that, apart from the opening of very substantial facilities recently at Muchea, options 
for upgrade or replacement facilities at Katanning, for upgrade or alternate financing or 
management of facilities at Mt Barker and for replacement facilities in the South West are being 
examined. There is a lot of detail that is being worked through as to optimal funding levels and 
models et cetera and that will all be considered ultimately by the government. There is still a lot of 
work to be done there. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So are you examining both government-run saleyards and also the option of 
privatising the saleyards or getting the private sector to provide the new saleyards in those 
locations? Is that part of the business case assessment you are doing? 
Mr Delane: For completeness, it is necessary to examine the existing models and infrastructure and 
previous funding arrangements and various public and private funding and operational models. 
They are all part of the mix, I think, subject to relatively open discussion and, clearly, some debate. 
On exactly what model will be recommended and what model will be adopted, we are still some 
way off. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So all the models are being examined, though, at the moment. 
Mr Delane: For completeness, it is necessary to look at all models. The committee is probably 
aware that there are different models that operate in other parts of Australia. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You mentioned the moneys held in the Western Australian Meat Industry 
Authority, but there is nothing listed under their line item for capital works in the forward estimates. 
Do you know where the money is held in the budget? 
Mr Delane: My understanding is that the $21.5 million is held with WAMIA, but we can provide 
further information and clarity on that. 
[Supplementary Information No C1.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: They list only their capital works expenditure. There is nothing listed in 
their capital works expenditure for the next three years. 
Mr Delane: Perhaps if we can provide clarity —  
The CHAIR: Yes, on identification of where the $21.5 million is being parked for subsequent 
investment in the saleyards strategy. Are you still going on that issue? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Did you have another question on this issue? 
The CHAIR: Yes. Can you elucidate for me, with the operations of the Muchea Livestock Centre, 
who are the stakeholders for operating it? 
Mr Delane: The question is probably best put to the Western Australian Meat Industry Authority. 
Clearly, everyone who sells livestock through it and buys livestock through it are stakeholders. The 
agents that clearly utilise the facility for those transactions and the transport sector are clear 
stakeholders as well. 
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The CHAIR: Let me be a bit clearer; sorry, Rob. Who is incurring the risk of loss or the possibility 
of benefit financially of the Muchea Livestock Centre? 
Mr Delane: I do not think any of us are sufficiently familiar with the details of the WAMIA 
operation generally or specifically in relation to Muchea. We would need to ask for that information 
to be provided. 
The CHAIR: Because you are looking at the total saleyard strategy with Katanning and Boyanup 
where currently the stakeholder is yourselves. Who are the stakeholders at Katanning currently? 
Mr Delane: My understanding is, apart from the agents and transporters, the shire is the major 
stakeholder and investor in the current facility at Katanning. 
The CHAIR: One of the issues is the price of livestock through these systems. Since Muchea 
opened, do you have any indication of whether the turnover is closer to the expected budget or 
above or below at the pricing when it first started off? I think the pricing might have risen recently, 
or is it planned to rise? 
Mr Delane: I would have to confirm that. The only information I have is, I think, anecdotal. My 
understanding is seasonal conditions have had a major influence on the throughput, particularly of 
cattle. But the daily report I have is that the users of the facility and the staff are extremely happy 
with it. But as to the numbers, we would have to ask WAMIA to provide that information. 
The CHAIR: I am sure everyone is happy in using it; that was not quite the question. 
Mr Delane: I appreciate that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do you have a time frame for when you expect to have a decision taken on 
moving forward on the Katanning and Boyanup saleyards—that is, firstly, when a decision will be 
taken; and, secondly, when you expect construction, whether it is public or private or whatever 
model the government finally accepts? 
Mr Delane: I am sorry; I cannot give you an answer on that. Clearly, we are focused on completing 
the consultation analysis and making recommendation to government as quickly as practicable. 
When the government chooses to take a decision, what decision they take over what time frame is 
entirely a matter for them. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Once it gets to the cabinet, who knows. But what is your time frame for 
completing the work that you are doing? 
Mr Delane: As quickly as possible. There is significant consultation here and there are clearly some 
significant stakeholders, and that needs to be worked through. We hope to complete the work soon, 
but the work will be completed when it is completed. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can you quantify that? As soon as possible if you are building a space 
shuttle could be 10 years away. What does “as soon as possible” mean? Are we talking about weeks 
or months? 
Mr Delane: I suspect that we are still talking several months to finalise the work. It would be 
surprising if we were not able to complete all of the preparation work in 2010. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: You mentioned a figure of $21.5 million being held. Can I 
just get some sort of an idea from you as to the possible uses of that particular $21.5 million? 
Firstly, for the record, where has it come from and, secondly, what are the possible intentions for 
the use of that particular amount of money? Is it going to be used, for instance, to buy out perhaps 
the Shire of Katanning? Could you give some sort of clarification as to the possible uses of that 
$21.5 million, given that I believe it has come from a previous sale? 
Mr Delane: I would stand corrected on this. My understanding is that the funds have come from the 
sale of land at Midland. As to the application of the funds, clearly ultimately that decision is for the 
cabinet. I think you can estimate the same range of options that I can in that. Certainly we have not 



Estimates and Financial Operations Subcommittee Tuesday, 20 July 2010 — Session Three Page 4 

 

reached the landing on recommendation and there has not been a decision as to exactly how those 
funds would be applied. 
[3.45 pm] 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Could you then give me some sort of indication of the total 
cost of the Muchea development? I want to try to get some sort of relativity. When we start talking 
about Katanning and Boyanup, I want to know what Muchea cost and the likelihood that 
$21.5 million is not necessarily going to provide anything much at all. That might be a leading 
question, but that is where I want to head. 
Mr Delane: Perhaps I can refer the committee to page 789. The third dot point makes that figure 
explicit. On 3 May 2010, the government opened the $54.5 million Muchea livestock centre. The 
$21.5 million figure is also publicly available there, although it has been extensively covered in the 
press, I believe. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Okay, thank you. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to turn to both the FTEs and also the line item under “Major 
Spending Changes”, “Voluntary Redundancy Program”. It is on page 787. Under each of the 
service line items, it shows that you have had a decrease in your FTEs. They have decreased from 
the 2008–09 to 2009–10 financial years, and you are predicting another decrease in the 2010–11 
financial year. Was the decrease from 2008–09 to 2009–10 subject to a voluntary redundancy 
package, or was it just natural attrition? 
Mr Delane: Certainly I do not think there has been any voluntary redundancy program in previous 
years; there may have been voluntary — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: There was a whole-of-government voluntary — 
Mr Delane: Yes, and I think several departmental officers took up the program in either late 2008–
09 or the start of 2009–10. I cannot inform the committee with any accuracy as to whether any 
voluntary redundancies were offered or taken up prior to that, but they would not have been as part 
of a major program. Those changes are largely the result of natural attrition in response to changes 
in either state, commonwealth or industry-funded programs. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Maybe if we can take the question on notice, you could check for us 
whether any of those decreases are as a result of redundancies. 
[Supplementary Information No C2.] 
Mr Delane: Just as general information, I am reasonably confident that any redundancies in those 
previous years would certainly be less than 10 in any one of those years. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is $7 million in the 2010–11 financial year for the voluntary 
redundancy program. 
Mr Delane: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How many positions do you expect that will result in your FTEs being 
reduced by? Do you have a figure that you expect to achieve as a result of that expenditure of 
$7 million? 
Mr Delane: Yes, we do. The broad estimates—I think these are more broadly available from other 
programs—the estimated cost of redundancies is about $100 000 per FTE, for budgeting purposes, 
so we would expect $7 million would cover roughly 70 positions. Minister Redman and myself 
have been quite open with the program; the department’s program is larger than that. We have been 
very open in our conversations with staff and with the union, and we are currently in the process of 
a voluntary severance program of over 100 staff. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So how are you going to fund that? 
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Mr Delane: In total, there is $2 million in the previous financial year, so that has covered some 
positions, and I think approximately 20—slightly less, I think—were offered up until the end of 
June. We have some ability to fund voluntary severances for renewal and recruitment of new skills 
sets, and we have the ability to do that as part of redirection of the program. I think committee 
members will have heard Minister Redman speak about the renewal, redirection and reprioritisation 
of activities in the department, so we have the ability to fund that within existing resources as well 
as new initiative funding, which enables us to redirect the department away from some historic 
areas which have been assessed as lower priorities, into some newer areas. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right. We are talking about over 100 staff. Have you actually identified 
positions that you will be offering redundancies to? 
Mr Delane: We have been through a detailed process, in fact, building on some work that was done 
in 2008–09 and then was in part implemented in 2009–10, and restarted and expanded in January 
and February of this calendar year. We have worked through all of the operational projects, and that 
is how the department is managed, on a project and program basis, where all projects have been 
assessed against a range of criteria—industry impact, return on investment, alignment with 
priorities, private benefit, public benefit et cetera. The entire operational programs of the 
department have been worked through by relevant project and program teams. The relevant 
executive directors in place at the time have brought those set of recommendations to executive, and 
we have integrated that and made an assessment of what changes were needed in relevant areas to 
both meet budget targets and to enable us to redirect to high priority areas. As a result, individual 
positions, and therefore individual people in those lower priority areas, are targeted. We have not 
directly targeted individuals. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do we have a list of those low priority areas that you are targeting for 
redundancies? 
Mr Delane: We have rolled them into our new project and program budgets and systems, which are 
operational from 1 July. I would very much like to be able to provide that for the committee, but we 
are right in the middle of the voluntary severance program and there will need to be some 
adjustments as a result of that. We have also just rolled the entire department’s budget into our 
project management information system, with a view to being able to provide that to industry 
stakeholders at the end of the first quarter, so this committee hearing is right in the middle of a 
couple of very convoluted processes where we could provide an indication of where those major 
reductions are going to be made, and are being worked through, but in fact until we have worked 
through all the staff changes and, in some cases, where they can be achieved and where they cannot 
be achieved, and completed the voluntary severance program, which will take us through to the end 
of August, I think the latest estimate is, and, in fact, some of the people will not leave until the end 
of September, so until we have bedded that down and reassessed the finances and signed off again, 
that those reductions are held and can be held in those areas, I would be giving the committee or 
any other stakeholder some estimate of those changes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But you said you had identified the areas that you wanted to target. 
Mr Delane: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can we get a list of those areas—not necessarily what the end product will 
be—that you have identified to target for redundancies? 
Mr Delane: Yes, we can provide an estimate of those areas. 
The CHAIR: Can you tell us that now, or will you do it as a supplementary question? 
Mr Delane: I think it would be sensible to do it as a clear answer to a supplementary question. 
The CHAIR: That is the prioritisation of areas in which redundancies are going to take place. Does 
Hon Ken Travers want to know where the proposed prioritisation of new areas are? 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy for them to provide that as well. 
The CHAIR: Both sides; what is going out and what is coming on. 
Mr Delane: Just for clarity and to make sure there is no misunderstanding, this is a voluntary 
severance program, so we are targeting areas and therefore targeting individuals for voluntary 
severance offers. Whether those offers are taken up by the individuals is up to them, and the process 
is not yet complete, so we will not know that for some weeks yet. We have also gone for a broader 
pool for voluntary severance because where we need to make some adjustments but people choose 
to stay with us, we need to make some job swaps, in effect. People need to be reassigned. There is 
quite a lot of detail. Sorry; I am not obfuscating. There is quite a lot of detail to be worked through 
to bed this down, but we can provide a list of the areas targeted and therefore where voluntary 
severance offers have been targeted. 
[Supplementary Information No C3.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would also like to know how many of those targeted areas are in regional 
Western Australia. 
Mr Delane: That would be difficult in a broad estimate because mostly we run statewide projects, 
so some of the individuals that would be targeted as a result would be in regional areas, but also not 
all of them will actually take up the targeted offers, so exactly where the staff will come from as 
part of this program, we will not have certainty ourselves for about six weeks. Initially there was a 
significant targeting in the regions, and I can say that the expressions of interest in voluntary 
severance have been stronger in the metropolitan area than in the regional areas. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So originally your target areas were in regional Western Australia; I think 
you said a majority of them? 
Mr Delane: A small majority. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the redundancies are taken up more in Perth than in the regions, how are 
you going to manage that? Are you going to require people to shift from where they are currently 
working to a different location—either from regional centre to regional centre, from the 
metropolitan area out to regional areas, or from regional areas into Perth? 
Mr Delane: Our approach, being project and program based, means that we have a range of people 
and a range of skills and expertise that contribute to projects. Many of those projects are statewide 
and involve people from metropolitan areas and regional locations. Some of them involve people 
from many locations. Hence we have the ability to move the work to the skill set, to the person. 
Exactly how easy that is going to be, based on the prioritisation and the voluntary severance take-
up, we will not know for several weeks, but our approach is to sometimes move the person to the 
work, and that is generally in terms of recruiting, but in normal operations, also to move the work to 
the person. That is normal business practice. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do you envisage that there will end up being situations where individuals 
will need to physically relocate because the work they need to do this to be somewhere else rather 
than where they are currently based? 
Mr Delane: I think that is likely, but in an extremely small number of situations, and we would 
work that through with the individual, including the timing of that transfer, so it certainly will not 
be a general thing. There is nothing in any of the work that we have done so far that indicates we 
will have a significant region to metropolitan movement or a significant movement between regions 
or anything like that; we really do get down to a small number of individuals who are affected by 
this program, who may or may not take a voluntary severance, and may or may not have skill sets to 
be taken up locally into other projects. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: So there may be people who live in regional Western Australia who will be 
told that if they do not take a voluntary redundancy, they will need to relocate to Perth? That is a 
possibility. 
Mr Delane: It is a possibility; I think it is extremely unlikely. It is much more likely that they will 
be asked to participate in another project from their current work location. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Or relocate to another regional centre. I would have thought that a number 
of your programs are quite geographically based as well as skill based—the nature of the crops or 
whatever the work is. 
[4.00 pm] 
Mr Delane: Some of them are. We have quite big regions: the south west, south coast, Wheatbelt, 
northern ag region and rangelands. These are pretty big areas. People in the department are used to 
operating over very large areas. Many of our programs and projects are based on industries, such as 
barley or sheep meats, and so they tend to be much broader. We no longer operate on a district 
basis, which the old Department of Agriculture and Food used to operate under. Even our mobile 
research teams are now able to operate with modern technology over quite large distances. The 
natural resource management programs and some of the biosecurity programs, particularly those 
that deal with invasive species, tend to be more regional, but even those usually operate over two, 
three or four of our work locations, and people contribute from those locations now. I expect that 
there would be a small cohort—possibly less than a handful—where it is clear that the person 
cannot deliver with their skill set into a project within a reasonable distance of their current location 
and where, from a business point of view, relocation to another site would be desirable. I do not 
know if Ms Somers has more up-to-date information, but certainly from the information that I have 
seen, the individuals we know who will be affected are expect to be a very small minority. We 
would work that through the project managers and ultimately with the individual concerned. I must 
say that the union is very closely involved in working with us on this, and have been right from the 
start of the process. We have had very open communication on this with all the staff all the way 
through. I think all the people concerned in the department have got a pretty well informed view 
about how this is being handled. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Ms Somers? 
Ms Somers: I have nothing to add. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: At the end of the process, how many staff—in terms of your original 
modelling; I accept your argument that by the time you finish it may change slightly—how many 
positions that are based in regional Western Australia did you expect to do away with as part of the 
redundancy package? 
Mr Delane: Including the shared services roll in, which was originally scheduled for 14 October 
but now has been rescheduled to, at the earliest, 3 February, we estimated that around 20 to 30 
voluntary severance offers might need to be offered. Our original estimates were that we may need 
to offer as many as 150 voluntary severances over the last financial year and this financial year. 
Approximately $2 million has been allocated in 2009–10 and $20 million or so in shared services, 
so that is just over 100 as part of the current program; that is the one we are right in the middle of 
now. Our original estimate, from memory, is that the initial targeting, which included—I am sorry 
to drag this out, Chair—included some groups where a program might be reduced in size—let us 
say by 20 per cent—and that meant that two people in the program needed to be found other work 
or take voluntary severance, but in fact there were six people with the same basic skill set in that 
program so the offer needed to be made to all six for fairness and equity reasons. Including those 
groupings, there was a small majority—I think around 50 per cent—of offers made initially in 
regional areas — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is that about 50 FTEs as well, if we are talking about 100? 
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Mr Delane: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So we are talking about 50 FTEs from regional Western Australia. 
Mr Delane: I do not have all those figures at my fingertips, so I stand to be corrected on that 
number, but it is of that order. What we also did to ensure that from a business point of view we had 
given everyone a fair and equitable opportunity, knowing that some people would not want to take 
up voluntary severance offers that were targeted towards them and that we would need other people 
to take voluntary severance and do work swaps, we have made a broader call and there has been a 
significantly stronger expression of interest in voluntary severance from the metropolitan area. I 
think I have that summary right. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But I suspect that at the end of that you are still looking at around 50 FTEs 
being removed from regional Western Australia. 
Mr Delane: I think that is a reasonable estimate, but I have to stress that I cannot say that with any 
definition because it really will depend on the actual take-up. What will also affect it—we think in 
about the 2010–11 financial year, which is what we are dealing with here—is the renewal and 
recruiting into the new higher priority areas. I have to say that I cannot say with any confidence 
precisely what the FTE number will be at the end of 2010–11 and what the metro regional balance 
will be. I do not expect that the balance will be much different from what it is currently. The total 
FTEs will be reduced by approximately the voluntary severance program, but there is some 
provision for redirection and renewal of the department and for the recruitment of new skill sets in 
areas where we currently employ very few, or, in fact, no people with those skill sets. Some of those 
will be recruited in regional areas. I am sorry, Chair, that it is a rather convoluted answer. That is 
where we are at in our process. We are more than happy to provide information as it becomes clear. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I want to follow up on what Hon Ken Travers was saying. I 
take your point about the 50 FTEs not necessarily being 50; that is just a possibility. Can you put 
that into context in terms of the employment in regional offices? Where I am heading—I want you 
to make another statement—I am particularly concerned about the notion of lazy assets and the 
possibility of the sale of those down the track, particularly if regional parts of Western Australia are 
targeted through this voluntary redundancy package. 
Mr Delane: The latest figures I have are from several months ago. We have been running an 
organisation that has crept up to, I think, over 85 per cent permanent staff and 15 per cent contract 
staff, even though we have a substantial portfolio of externally funded research and other projects 
that are on contract. We have had a metropolitan–country split of around about 57 per cent 
metropolitan and 43 per cent country. Today, we would be within one per cent of those figures. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Can you give us some sort of an idea, perhaps staff number 
wise, of some of the full time employees in the larger regional offices and some of the smaller 
ones? Can you give us some sort of indication there? It is fairly obvious that if we are going to look 
at priority areas receiving funding in the future and other areas having less of an appeal to the 
department and the minister or the government of the day, then there are going to be targeted 
redundancies in particular areas. My suggestion is then fairly obvious: down the track, the 
possibility of the sale of an asset is going to become a reality if particular emphasis in areas is not 
forthcoming. I am particularly concerned about some of the smaller regional centres that may well 
become targets. Can you give me some idea of the staffing levels in perhaps places like Esperance? 
You also mentioned the Mid West, I think. 
Mr Delane: The latest figures I have available to me—I think we can provide them to the 
committee if the committee desires—our largest country work location is usually balanced between 
Albany and Bunbury. The latest figures I have are about 95 FTEs in Albany and 88 in Bunbury. 
Then there is a wide range from there. Esperance, at the time that these numbers were compiled, 
was 36 staff. Clearly it will remain a substantial facility for us. Kununurra had 35 staff. I think that 



Estimates and Financial Operations Subcommittee Tuesday, 20 July 2010 — Session Three Page 9 

 

that would have included the checkpoint. Geraldton had almost 54 FTEs and Northam had almost 
59 FTEs. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: They are significant numbers. Are there any particular offices 
that do not reflect that pattern? You talked about significantly larger regional centres. Can you give 
us an indication of some of the smaller staff numbers around the state? There cannot be too many 
more, of course. 
Mr Delane: I do not have those numbers in front of me, but my memory is that we still have in 
excess of 10 locations where there is a single person based, and we have small offices such as 
Jerramungup that has 1.8 FTEs, probably spread over two or three people. Another small office 
would be Three Springs, which at the time was 3.6 — 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Sorry to interrupt you. Would it be possible for you to supply 
the committee down the track with some sort of indication of the nature of the asset which is to be 
found in places like Three Springs and Jerramungup? I am particularly concerned about the 
likelihood that once these assets, if they are ever sold, will never ever be part of the state register 
anymore. I am concerned about some of the smaller ones; say offices where there might be less than 
10 FTEs. Is it possible for you to provide that? 
Mr Delane: Certainly we can provide a list of those locations. 
The CHAIR: To clarify the nature of the asset, I presume that if they are houses, they would not be 
owned by the department; they would be rented. That is the FTEs of the country area but the house 
would still remain with the government. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I am particularly concerned more about the nature of the land 
asset that the research work or the department’s work is carried out on, not so much the staff 
accommodation. 
The CHAIR: So research stations? 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Yes. 
The CHAIR: They would be assets of the department but they might do trials on other farmers’ 
properties. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: No, that would not apply because they are privately owned. I 
want publicly owned assets that, sooner or later, if considered to be a lazy asset, would be sold—
that the government can sell. 
Mr Delane: We can provide that. My memory is that we have assets in something like 147 
locations. There are quite a lot of former ag protection board depots and we have research stations 
and offices. We can provide the details within the criteria that has been requested. We also have 
some leased sites where we do not own the facility but we lease the accommodation from others. 
That is probably more generally the case in the small locations. Even at Jerramungup, for example, 
we do not own the facility; the government made a capital contribution and now it is a lease 
arrangement. There would be a number of those. We would need to provide that detail for you as 
well. 
[Supplementary Information No C4.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that the department runs a range of weather stations across the 
state and that although most of them are automatic, you still have a maintenance team. Is that one of 
the areas you have targeted for redundancy or severance? 
Mr Delane: I believe that area is targeted for a significant reconfiguration of the way that it is 
managed and delivered and the involvement of the different players. It is clearly a technologically 
evolving area. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can you tell us what that means? Are you intending to maintain the 
weather stations you currently have? 
Mr Delane: I can say that we intend to maintain the weather stations either ourselves or in 
partnership with others. Our preference is for the weather station network to be extended and more 
integrated to provide better information for decision makers, particularly grain growers that rely on 
that sort of information.  
[4.15 pm] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can you give us any idea of how you are going to do that if you are 
targeting the people who currently do the maintenance? What are your plans? 
Mr Delane: I cannot answer that question here today. I am not down at that level of operational 
detail. I have been advised by the managers concerned that we need to make some significant 
changes in the way we maintain and manage the weather stations. Our partnerships with others are 
changing and the technology is changing. The managers concerned believe that we can do it more 
efficiently. As a result, we have offered a voluntary severance—I think only one but there maybe 
several—in that general area. Having said that, many of our areas now are jargon that used to be 
used “multitask”; a range of people contribute to them. That covers for leave arrangements and all 
of the other risks you need to be able to manage an organisation such as the Department of 
Agriculture and Food.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Maybe if we can get that taken as supplementary information, the more 
detailed explanation of what the proposals are in respect to how you intend to manage the weather 
stations.  
Mr Delane: Sure. 
[Supplementary Information No C5.]  
The CHAIR: While others are working out which questions they wish to ask next, I will ask a 
couple of questions. I refer to page 790 of the Budget Statements. It is really the second table 
coming from the previous page under “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators”. I can see that 
some of these are quite detailed and quite interesting. In terms of priorities that you are resetting 
with the department, which of these are the most important? Which of these outcomes are you 
thinking of making the most improvement on? For example, about a quarter of the way down that 
table it has “Western Australian wheat yield (tonne/per hectare)”, with 2008–09 being 1.82 tonnes. 
It goes up to budgeted 1.86 for this coming year. Is that a priority under the new prioritisation you 
have got? Have you considered what that might be going out three or four years that you want to try 
to achieve?  
Mr Delane: Thanks for that interesting question! These performance indicator tables are 
notoriously challenging. I think most committee members will have enough knowledge of the 
agriculture and food sector to know it is a very diverse sector and so having indicators that are 
measurable to which the department’s work can be attributed, and indicators that are not so 
influenced by seasonal, market and exchange rate conditions that you can actually utilise 
effectively, is a large challenge in the department. That particular one, the department has two 
major new thrusts in this area. I think this is an indication of the renewed approach in the 
department which is to move from an approach which has us doing a very wide range of research 
and development extension and other support activities for the vast majority of industry sectors, 
large and small, but to analyse in much greater detail in much closer consultation with industry 
where the big differences are that need to be made and which the department either singly or in 
collaboration with others can contribute to that difference. In wheat, there are two major initiatives. 
One has the working title “bridging the yield gap”, a concentration of resources in the higher 
rainfall zone, basically down the western side of the grain belt—pretty much, if you like, from 
Dongara to Esperance—working very closely with Agribusiness, with other R and D institutions, 
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linking our own economics, R and D, natural resource management and biosecurity information 
management in an area where we believe significant growth in productivity and profitability is 
possible. Our people have estimated that there is potential to grow about another two million tonnes 
of grain dominated by wheat, but also barley and canola, in that particular zone.  
The other area where we are also looking to concentrate goes to the other edge of the grain belt and 
basically asks the question: what is the smartest thing that can be done in this area? The answer is to 
work with industry and the producer concerned to improve the resilience of businesses in that area. 
It is a particularly challenging production area, highlighted again by this season where significant 
areas have had a very late start to the season, large areas of crops have been sown, and so far the 
rainfall is in deciles one through five in the main rather than above. With the prevailing grain 
forecast, the outlook is not particularly great for significant numbers of producers there. It is all 
about what management skills, what information for decision making, including better forecasting, 
better rain and seasonal information, better financial management skills, better timeliness of 
operation et cetera will enable those producers to deal with that particularly challenging 
environment.  
In that long answer, there are two indications of areas where the department has done a lot of work 
and in consultation, particularly in 2009, that led to the preparation of documents called “Plans to 
Support Industry Development”, in this case for grains, identified several major initiatives—
bridging the yield gap in high rainfall areas, resilience in low rainfall areas, and opening up market 
opportunities which we have done some separate work on but not yet as a large consolidated 
initiative. We think that provides the best opportunity for the department to make a genuine 
contribution to success in the grain growing sector for which we will have attribution as opposed to 
doing a lot of things all over the grain industry and making small contributions or perhaps not 
making contributions despite the excellence of the work because there are other impediments that 
can only be addressed in an integrated way.  
The CHAIR: If I can follow through on that. We all know the risks involved in grain growing are 
something that only farmers will take on—no-one else with a sensible business head would do it. I 
do not have that either!  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: A self-analysis!  
The CHAIR: Going out to the eastern Wheatbelt we have got even more serious risk issues. At 
what stage is the department going to start working on different land use as opposed to what we are 
doing now? Of course, in the back of my mind is the price of carbon. We all know that Australia is 
not near that at this time. I do not know whether the election will change things. I can see a scenario 
where it might change in the Western Australian scheme but it could well be that it is just going to 
be another two or three years. I know the good work that has been done in this climate change area 
by you people—when do you think you will start implementing a program that will have us ready to 
take advantage of it as soon as we get a carbon price in place in this country? I know it is a loaded 
question.  
Mr Delane: It is a little loaded. We have done quite a lot of work and have worked with others, 
particularly nationally, to do quite a lot of work. Of course others quite independent of us have done 
a lot of very valuable work here. In one sense the marketplace is already well informed. There are 
already commercial parties operating in this area. I think one company is currently in the process of 
planting six million oil mallees, I think all on purchased land, right throughout the agricultural areas 
including in quite low rainfall areas. Some of the department’s and others’ work has already been 
taken up. We are particularly focused at the moment on the mainstream production opportunity 
which, in the low rainfall areas, is largely wheat, and particularly working with Agribusiness and 
producers to, if you like, be much more agile in decision making in response, unfortunately, to the 
episodic seasonal conditions that we appear to be having far too often.  
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Do I think we need to do a lot more work in the short term to enable that low rainfall area to 
respond to a substantial change in the carbon market? I think most of the work that probably needs 
to be done for that initial response is there, unless of course there is some attempt to deal with the 
complex area of soil carbon. That looks like being a major challenge, particularly of course 
accumulating soil carbon and retaining soil carbon in that low rainfall area is a challenge in itself.  
The CHAIR: Have you actually got a printed outline of what the commercial prospects are if 
someone was considering going into oil mallee work in the eastern Wheatbelt, bearing in mind it is 
dependent upon other parts of the infrastructure coming in and picking it up for power purposes as 
well?  
Mr Delane: Mr Ruprecht might remember, but I cannot picture a specific document that would 
address the question you raise. There are quite a number of documents that we and others have 
prepared and are available. We could provide to the committee the most relevant documents in that 
area.  
Mr Ruprecht: There is documentation from the Oil Mallee Association as well that the Department 
of Agriculture and Food have worked with, plus the regional inner ring group. There are some 
documents around that identify the opportunities notwithstanding the uncertainty regarding price on 
carbon and those sorts of aspects which create a more profitable and sort of more sustainable 
market.  
The CHAIR: Has the department considered extending that knowledge to a lot of those eastern 
Wheatbelt wheat growers at the current time?  
Mr Delane: I would have to check exactly what extension activities we have been involved in, but 
there have been quite a lot I know through the climate adaptation program that we have been 
involved in with local research institutions. There has been quite a lot of participation of people able 
to inform producers in that area of the NEAR program. The north eastern agricultural region 
program has worked through a wide range of these activities. Exactly what activities have been 
specifically targeted at that question I cannot say here, but we could provide if necessary an update 
on that. Some of us will be in Geraldton tomorrow where all the people involved in that NEAR 
program will be present. We would have no problem in providing documentation or a summary of 
the sorts of activities that we have conducted.  
The CHAIR: Without going to a lot of trouble, I would be interested in feedback about how people 
are viewing the future in terms of land use taking into account possible climate change. 
[Supplementary Information No C6.] . 
Mr Delane: I think we would have to constrain that to the documentation we have available on that. 
The anecdotal information I have of course, quite a lot of land holders have made decisions and 
have sold parcels of land that could be readily sold off. I do not know that we are party to how 
widespread, how many participants et cetera there are in that. If we had that information we could 
provide it but I think we are likely to provide a more generic assessment of how a producer or land 
holder should arrive at that decision.  
[4.30 pm] 
The CHAIR: That will be helpful. I will just go a bit further. Back to that same table, we talked 
about the wheat yield, and one of the things which is omitted there for now is the canola yield. With 
GM canola—I know Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm may have some questions on GM canola—I 
wonder whether you would consider putting the canola yield as an outcome in a future budget 
paper. 
Mr Delane: I think the answer to that has to be yes, of course we will consider putting it in there. I 
think one of the biggest difficulties we have with these sorts of measures is in fact continuity. And, 
in fact, I think there are quite explicit rules around the incorporation of changes to these measures, 
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including having some—if you like—retro-fitted or a forward-looking day for several years before 
you can formally incorporate them. I think we would have other ways of providing information in 
our assessment of the changes in canola yield resulting from GM or any other technology shift than 
incorporating them in here. I do not believe we have it, or it is too early on a broad scale to have 
that assessment available to us. I think these measures will need to get some minor or major surgery 
as we go forward. For example, the very first uptake of crop varieties is to this point being 
calculated on the basis of barley, lupins and oats. I think previously it would have included wheat in 
that calculation. Wheat is now bred by Intergrain and barley has recently been transferred to 
Intergrain as well. So, at arm’s length the government is still a majority shareholder but not with 
actual varieties bred by the department. So, I think we will see some change. We certainly need to 
keep looking at what are the most appropriate measures. I guess in an Australian business sense we 
would probably have different measures which were more operational and practical. But of course 
these tables need to try to suit the purpose of reporting to the Parliament and the people, but also be, 
to the extent they can, practical for the operation of our business. 
The CHAIR: It is one of the few areas where we have got an actual good productivity measure: 
yields per hectare. It is a bit different to the communities department and the child protection 
department. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can I just ask, John, is that an actual yield per hectare? I was looking at the 
budget papers which talk about the outcomes of research development and extension programs 
having improved the yield per hectare. So, is it the actual yield that we are getting each year that is 
reported there, or is that a sort of a figure of some form of calculation? I would imagine yield would 
depend significantly on climate and a whole range of other factors. I mean, in a perfect world that is 
what you would have got, but because of these climatic issues we did not get it. 
Mr Delane: I am quite confident that these figures would be calculated from available statistics 
estimated. So, in areas provided by a range of sources, including estimates provided to companies 
about grower sowing intentions and figures provided through the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
et cetera for production in sown areas, they are a composite of the state’s figures. 
The CHAIR: So far pretty reliable. They might begin to change now, as you implied. The other one 
I thought would be very important is actually to do with herbicide resistance, particularly 
glyphosate resistance; because I think that that is an outcome which can have a serious impact upon 
the future use of herbicide. And it is really something like incidence of glyphosate resistance and 
just calculating that to see how it changes from one year to the next, because that can commence 
ringing alarm bells if it is the glyphosate that is being affected as a result of the Roundup Ready 
resistance. 
Mr Delane: Even behind this, these figures are drawn where they directly involve our participation 
and particularly where we get to the efficiency measures where particularly our financials are 
included as well. They are drawn through rather complex spreadsheets from many projects in the 
department. From an operational business point of view, one of the changes that 2010–11 will bring 
for us by rolling the entire department’s operations into our project management information 
system, which appears to be working quite well, is that we will actually have at project level—and 
so this could be bridging the yield gap, for example, which is a multimillion dollar push—a number 
of projects within that, each of which will have specific objectives and can therefore have specific 
KPIs, and we can measure success. 
The CHAIR: Yes. 
Mr Delane: I do not think we have got a specific herbicide resistance project. But if we were 
seeking to influence that particular characteristic of the grain-growing sector, then clearly it should 
be a KPI. Just as in one of the measures here, the impact of the department on some specific natural 
resource management measures, we used to measure the adoption of no-till cropping systems, for 
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example. You need to be able to be quite specific about that if you are going to actually claim some 
attribution. 
The CHAIR: Yes, and I would hope that the department does take some responsibility for the 
glyphosate issue because there are some remedies which can take place. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can I just ask a couple of questions on your question about the canola? 
The CHAIR: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the things in tourism a couple of years ago was that they actually 
recognised that it was not simply about the number of tourists coming to Western Australia, but the 
amount of expenditure that tourists spend when they are in Western Australia. So, I mean the issue 
about yield is great, but it is also about the crops that we are growing and what price we can get for 
them. What work is the department doing to monitor the price for Western Australian crops? 
Mr Delane: We work with others, particularly nationally, to compile statistics on that, but of course 
we do not know the contracts. The market is pretty well informed now. Thankfully, I do not get text 
messages and emails on my phone on grain prices. But I suspect the Chairman gets a few! I was 
with a grain grower on Friday — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is that what the chirpings of the birds are? 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: That is what the call was. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: We hear the birds tweet when his phone goes off, so we have always 
wondered what it was! 
dela: Hopefully it is another $4 in the wheat price! But there is a lot of information out there and 
clearly we monitor that. And to the extent that we should have some response, we would 
recommend the government has some response through our minister that we are involved in that. 
There are indications of differential market prices for canola present at the moment, but they are 
relatively small and they are quite distinct markets which have got quite distinct characteristics. So 
that information is quite readily available and with a deregulated market, of course, there is actually 
quite a lot of data out there. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But does the department collate and monitor that internally itself, though? 
Mr Delane: We have people who are focused on grain markets and other markets and are 
monitoring that; assessing whether there needs to be some response; and building better skills for 
producers interpreting et cetera, although that is largely an area that is well looked after. At the 
moment, yes, we are doing that. Like most grain growers, we are looking for the next upward trend. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the department monitoring the price of GM canola versus the price of 
non-GM canola; and what impacts the growing of GM canola in Western Australia are having on 
the price that we can get for non-GM canola produced in Western Australia; and if you are not, why 
not? 
Mr Delane: We are monitoring the available information at the moment, which of course is on 
forward prices. We are in the first commercial season, so we are looking at forward prices. There 
are prices in the marketplace, possibly in the Chairman’s phone — 
The CHAIR: Not for GMA canola! 
Mr Delane: — that indicate prices available for canola being sold in different markets. I think on 
Friday there was a $5 differential for canola into Europe. This is into other markets. We will 
monitor that. As to a substantive assessment of those differences et cetera, we will need to wait for 
the wind-up of this harvest to try to integrate the range of contractual and cash arrangements which 
will be made available through different marketers and taken up by growers to try to make that 
assessment. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am still not sure whether you are actually monitoring the impact of 
growing GM canola on prices for both GM canola and non-GM canola, and I take your point that it 
is only forward prices — 
Mr Delane: We will be, yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You will be doing that? 
Mr Delane: We will be monitoring that. We are really only just getting the earliest indications of 
potential prices and, yes, we will. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And is there a differential appearing at the moment in what you have seen? 
Mr Delane: My understanding, from speaking to a grain grower who was receiving a lot of text 
messages on Friday, is that there were offers in the marketplace last week for a $5 difference for 
canola sold into Europe—non-GM—and into other markets. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: It is very much market specific, though, is it not? I recently 
worked in China and the market for canola is the market for canola. I do not think the Chinese 
really care at all whether it is GM or non-GM. But the point made about Europe is a very salient 
point. So, I would hasten to add that the sort of marketing research that you would be doing would 
target very much the differences between different markets that we are going to have, because fairly 
obviously, having gone throughout China, there is no great necessity to worry about GM or to 
differentiate between the two. But go to Europe—a very different picture from what we are led to 
believe. I have not done that sort of study in Europe, but I believe from what I have read in the press 
that that is the case. 
Mr Delane: Yes. Clearly, as we are able to accumulate real data in the marketplace from this 
harvest forward, that is a very important question that needs to be able to be answered. At the 
moment there are a few thousand people who are rather hoping that there is actually going to be a 
decent amount of canola to sell, and that is by no means assured today. 
The CHAIR: I will continue on this table. These tables are very important, as you probably might 
have gathered, to my view anyway. In the third section down there are exports to selected markets 
from trade and development, and it has got $247.2 million for 2008–09. Is this an observation 
really? Because note 1 says that this decline has really happened because of the high Australian 
dollar and global financial crisis. I do not know that the global financial crisis would have affected 
agricultural products by very much at all. The Australian dollar would have and the season would 
have. The season is not even mentioned. So it is just a matter of being accurate. 
Mr Delane: This is a difficult one with market prices and exchange rates et cetera; and so in 
compiling those figures, we include those markets where we have had a particular focus; so, pork 
into Singapore, beef into Japan, South Korea et cetera. So we use those as a surrogate set—if you 
like—of our broader impact. My experience is that the global financial crisis, because of its impact 
on the availability of credit for purchase of product, did actually have a major influence in some 
market places. I certainly remember my time in — 
The CHAIR: Can we get a breakdown then? It might be too hard. What I was interested in was 
what you think the breakdown was from the high Australian dollar, global financial crisis and 
seasons. I know “the season” covers a lot of things but it takes into account then the majority of 
where the big components are. Assume the big components are really grain and wool and beef 
numbers. 
Mr Delane: In compiling those figures we focused on those where we had particular programs: 
pork, beef, lamb, milk, cereal, hay and strawberries; so excluded the really big ones. 
The CHAIR: I see. So, does the actual number exclude the big ones? 
Mr Delane: Yes, because it is only $200 million-odd. 
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The CHAIR: They are the only selected markets? 
Mr Delane: Yes. 
The CHAIR: I see; that is what that means. 
Mr Delane: Yes. 
The CHAIR: Do not worry about the extra information; I understand what the number means; 
unless you have understood, because it was an absolute number anyway, I suppose. 
I have another question. In terms of the department’s structure, I know for some time the 
department was operating under a funder–provider service in every model. Is that still the way the 
department is operating and what is the difference now? 
[4.45 pm] 
Mr Delane: No, that is not the case. Whilst the jargon is still to be found every now and again in 
the department, we have not operated under a purchaser–provider model for quite some time; but 
we do operate under a project-based model, which inevitably means that we operate in a form of a 
matrix model. The executive makes the budget allocations, rather than some separate party, in 
effect, under the purchaser–provider model. We allocate to directorates and to programs and to 
projects based, if you like, on composite proposals put forward. The new executive structure is 
strongly aligned on economic development industry lines. John Ruprecht looks after agriculture risk 
management, including natural resources, invasive species and other areas. We have industry 
development directorates for grains industries, livestock industries, irrigated agriculture and 
diversification, including horticulture; regional operations and development, which includes some 
trade, economic and other functions; and Meg Somers’ area of corporate strategies and operations. I 
think Ron last year had of the order of 240 operational projects that might be improving wheat yield 
through genetic improvement theoretically. This year we will have more projects because we have 
rolled in all of the management, including corporate strategy operations functions. But there is not a 
separate party within the organisation, with an advisory committee or not, who has or purports to 
have, if you like, an independent role in deciding what the priorities are. Executive is informed by 
our consultation with industry, all the analyses we have available to us as to the balance between 
industry sectors and what our operational programs and our core support areas should be and then 
the portfolio of programs and projects and whether that balance looks appropriate. We have worked 
all of that through. The new project management information system, which the director general is 
putting a great deal of stake in—so we are rather hoping it is going to work out well over the next 
couple of months—will enable us to present not only internally but also to stakeholders what our 
total portfolio looks like, including, if you like, notional allocation or categorisation of all of our 
activity by industry, region and other specifications. I have made a commitment to provide that to 
industry so that, for example, in the sheep sector we can say this is all of the things we believe we 
do for the benefit of the sheep sector, which is much more than the sheep R&D projects—it 
includes biosecurity, natural resource management project and a whole range of things. Then, of 
course, there is the corporate support functions, which ultimately must be, at least notionally, costed 
against those operational outcome areas. Our objective is to be able to provide that as a meaningful 
set of information to industry sectors from the end of September.  
The CHAIR: Thank you for that.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Last year as a result of the economic order, the department was expected to 
obtain increased industry levies to the tune of $4 million. There was biosecurity, increases from the 
industry of about $13.5 million in the food and industry area, and also savings of some $89 million 
over the forward estimates from the natural resource management area. I am trying to translate and 
reconcile those matters into this budget and I have not been able to do it so far. I was wondering if 
you could give me assistance in where to find, first, those increased levies coming in, and second, 
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where the savings under natural resource management have been obtained. That was over and 
above your three per cent efficiency dividends, as I understand it.  
Mr Delane: It is a good question. I will ask the chief finance officer to help me through on this. 
Some of those decisions, for example, the reduction of $4.5 million in research and development 
was actually made in last year’s budget papers and so hence it is already incorporated in the base —  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But was it a reduction in spending or were you going to get it from 
industry, which I thought you were going to pick up?  
Mr Delane: The R&D one was a reduction. Yes, we should pursue and do always seek partnership 
funding with industry, but the biosecurity one was different.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Because the impression at the time was that you were not actually going to 
cut the services; you were jut going to make the industry pay for them.  
Mr Delane: That is the case in biosecurity, but I do not remember that discussion around the R&D 
function. 
Me Lucas: The $4.5 million was reduced from agriculture’s seed appropriation and the $2 million 
biosecurity does not hit till 2011–12.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What programs have you cut to achieve that $4.5 million in food and 
industry development?  
Mr Delane: We will provide those as part of that information set we agreed to in about question 3, 
or somewhere around there. That figure does not appear in this year’s budget papers, but it is clear 
in last year’s budget papers, that is, $4.5 million reduction for R&D, which roughly equates to 45 or 
50 FTEs, and that has been part of the current adjustment. The biosecurity figure is $2 million for 
next financial year, so we need to prepare for that because unless we can secure increased industry 
funding, which we think is quite unlikely—we will talk more about where the industry funding 
schemes are at—we need to prepare for another potentially $2 million fall in that area as well. There 
is the accumulated efficiency dividends, and some of these are relatively long-run issues, so they 
are not just the last financial year. There are the adjustments for salary increases, which are not 
always fully funded through successive budgets and governments. So what we are dealing with in 
2009–10 and 2010–11 is, in part, some specific decisions, like the $4.5 million last year and 
preparation for $2 million next year, and some costs around shared services roll-in which has an 
upfront cost but will be accrued through efficiency gains later; and the efficiency dividend and 
meeting salary increases. Some of those have been dealt with in the past years by pressure on 
operational budgets and gradually squeezing up the amount of salary costs within projects to the 
point that we have got to a very, very tight organisation with basically inadequate operating funds to 
be able to work through. There are quite a number of factors that go into the resetting of the current 
budget, and that washes into the voluntary severance program.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What about the NRM achieving a $26 million saving this year? Is that 
simply the $20 million that you have listed there for this year, then you have a $15 million recap 
flowing from last year under your new major spending? This is on page 787. I assume natural 
resource management would come out under your service delivery area 1 “Land Management”.  
Mr Delane: Yes. There are major reductions in the commonwealth funding that the department has 
managed in the past. The table at the bottom of page 795 articulates major change in research grants 
and allocations, a significant part of the which is either natural resource funding or R&D 
corporation funding.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what you are paying out though. That would still show up under 
your service delivery area 1, would it not?  
Mr Delane: No, if we are not having that funding come in from the commonwealth. The 
department has administered a number of these programs for the commonwealth—the National 
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Landcare Program, Natural Heritage Trust program—rolling them into Caring for our Country et 
cetera. They will appear —  
Me Lucas: If you look at the “Service Summary” on page 788, you will see a reduction in 2009–10 
and 2010–11 in the land management program, which will support that reduction in the NRM area 
from $119 million to $98 million.  
The CHAIR: Yes. $21 million as — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but you were supposed to be getting $26 million this year.  
Me Lucas: In 2010–11?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: $11 million in 2009–10 and $26 million in 2010–11, and $26 million next 
year and $26 million the year after, according to the midyear review in 2009–10, which broke up in 
more detail the figures that were actually included in last year’s budget papers.  
Mr Ruprecht: There were further decisions regarding the WANRM program, and there was sort of 
a review done. The new spending changes highlight that the NRM program is now a $10 million 
program a year. There was a review and modification to the program, so we are now looking at a 
$10 million WANRM program, particularly as the commonwealth has got its own program, Caring 
for our Country, which has national objectives rather than WA-specific objectives.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what I was trying to work out. In effect, that $20 million this year 
and $10 million in each of other years is effectively putting back in $10 million of the $26 million 
that was taken out least year?  
Mr Ruprecht: In general terms, yes, that’s right. The program has been renegotiated to the out 
years to be $10 million a year.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If we go over to page 798, “Net Appropriation Determination”, this should 
show where the majority of your commonwealth money is coming in; is that correct? Or do you get 
any commonwealth money over and above what is listed over and above the net appropriation 
determination?  
Me Lucas: No, it should all be there.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That does not concur with your argument that we have seen a decrease in 
commonwealth money if there is an extra $8 million—at least from 2008–09 in this year’s budget. 
A decrease on 2009–10, but compared with 2008–09, there is a $10 million increase.  
The CHAIR: What numbers are you referring to?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: On page 798, “Grants and Contributions from the Commonwealth”. 
The CHAIR: It is the first line item under the net appropriation determination on page 798.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You expected a spike for some reason in 2009–10, but compared with 
2008–09 you are actually up by $8 million.  
Mr Delane: We will need to provide some clarification of the fact, all those numbers are the same.  
Me Lucas: I am suspicious that it has not been revised down with the cessation of the funding for 
federal programs in this state under NHT, NAP and — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You are suggesting that $40 million may not be correct? 
Me Lucas: It is the same figure rolling out across five years, so I suspect it is an issue, but I will 
have to have a look at it. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If you would take that on notice. 
The CHAIR: That is to do with grants and reconciliation of contributions from the commonwealth. 
[Supplementary Information No C7.]  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Whilst we are on that table on page 790, could you explain what are the 
other receipts that jumped from $317 000 in 2008–09 to $12 million last year and $10 million this 
year, and then it jumps again even higher to $17 million and $18 million? It goes from $317 000 to 
$12.4 million, back to $10.5 million, then jumps to $17.8 million and then up to $18 million. What 
is driving those changes that are included in other receipts?  
Me Lucas: I am going to have to take that on notice; I am sorry.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: They are big amounts.  
Me Lucas: It is, yes.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would have thought you might have a bit of an idea. 
The CHAIR: We will take that on notice.  
[Supplementary Information No C8.]   
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And then, under the APB, is that money running out at the end of this year 
and there is nothing in the forward estimates? Can you explain? Is that what that is about?  
Me Lucas: That is the wind-up, yes. 
Mr Delane: The Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Amendment Bill is currently before 
the house; I think it has been second read.  
The CHAIR: It has.  
Mr Delane: And provisions in that include the operational wind-up of the Agriculture Protection 
Board. 
[5.00 pm] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So you are still expecting to collect money under the APB for this financial 
year? That is what this is saying. 
Me Lucas: Correct; for APB rates and skeleton weed levies, yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is now replaced by the Biosecurity and Agricultural Management Act. 
Mr Delane: That is right, and industry biosecurity schemes, which have now been established for 
grains, which would cover skeleton weed. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How is that going to operate in terms of the money that you are getting in 
and the APB act shown here and the money under the new act? How are you going to transfer that 
money across? 
Me Lucas: When the act is repealed the current revenue streams under the skeleton weed program 
will roll into agriculture under the transformation legislation provisions. Similarly, the DP rate 
collected for the declared pests and animal control trust fund will roll into agriculture under a 
scheme there as well. This translates from APB to agriculture, and the forward estimates will have 
to be changed to reflect that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And then the money you collect, but the $2 million we were talking about 
earlier for biosecurity, where will that then appear in your budget? 
Me Lucas: It will appear under the new industry funding schemes, which have not yet started. 
There are currently three legislated. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Right, but will that then eventually start showing up under net 
appropriation determinations or will it appear somewhere else in the budget in the future? 
Me Lucas: It should appear there because it is retained revenue. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If we are planning to go into that this financial year, how come there is no 
mention of that in this year’s budget? 
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Mr Delane: The decisions on that are in the hands of the industry committees on behalf of the 
industry. There is not a taxing arrangement. The industry funding schemes for grains, sheep and 
goats and for cattle are managed by industry committees administered by the department for the 
minister and the Parliament, but the decisions as to what programs will be funded and how they will 
be delivered, including whether the department will play an operational role in that or whether it 
will be privately contracted, are in the hands of those industry committees, in effect on behalf of the 
shareholders in those programs. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Will the existing money that you have collected under the APB levy be 
transferred to those, and then will they be able to determine what they want done with it and then 
collect their own levies from that point onwards? 
Mr Delane: Correct—contributions, not levies. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, contributions, levies or however you want to define it. Will that then 
be shown in your budget at all or will they be required to report separately to Parliament? 
Me Lucas: Agriculture is the collection mechanism, so we will have to record it as a revenue and 
then the payments out to the bodies for the purposes or done in-house for projects will be recorded 
as expenditure, but there is no legislative price arrangement yet for those industry funding schemes, 
so what do we record in the forward estimates? 
Mr Delane: They would appear in our books just like the compensation fund. 
Me Lucas: Yes, when they are formalised. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: They will then be recorded under the net appropriation determinations as 
retained revenue and then they will go back out under details of controlled grants and subsidies. Is 
that a fair assessment? 
Me Lucas: It depends whether they are regarded as uncontrolled or controlled. If the department 
can actually influence where the money is spent, it will be shown in a controlled income statement; 
and if it is not, it will be shown in the administration section of the budget papers, which is at the 
end—details of administered transactions. It depends on that aspect of control and the agreement 
reached with Treasury and the Auditor General on each of those schemes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Okay. What impact is that change going to have in terms of your 
workforce? Does it have any impact on those redundancies that we talked about earlier in terms of 
those changes, and are they factored into those redundancies that we were talking about earlier or 
are they going to be additional redundancies on top of that if, as you say, the industry bodies decide 
to contract privately to manage those services rather than using the department? 
Mr Delane: I do not think that we have specifically factored into any of our operational areas, if 
you like, the risk of an industry decision to wind up a major program, like the skeleton weed 
program, for example. Our role in that program has been reducing steadily for some time. For 
example, for some years now a significant part of the searching for skeleton weed has been 
conducted by private contractors and control has been carried out by private contractors et cetera. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Under your — 
Mr Delane: Under our supervision and with us playing the regulatory and communication role. So 
we would expect that trend to continue. I think our overall assessment of that is that it has led to a 
stronger and more engaged and more effective program, but ultimately, unless the function needs to 
be carried out by our regulatory agency, or the industry committee judges that a public service 
agency—the Department of Agriculture and Food—is best placed to carry out that function, it is 
their call as to how the outcome is achieved. I do not expect that we are at significant risk in staffing 
there. Having said that, industry needs to make a decision whether it wants to fund the footrot 
eradication program, which is not a large program but nonetheless has some staff involved in it 
from the department. That is going to be a feature of going forward. The simple rule that if you pay 
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you have a say we hold quite strongly to. If industry is paying, industry should determine what 
programs they have and, with advice from us, how those programs are implemented to achieve the 
desired outcome. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Who will determine whether the properties are inspected under this 
regime? 
Mr Delane: We will carry out our regulatory function. With skeleton weed, for example, we carry 
out our regulatory function. We work closely with the industry to determine what operational 
programs are carried out and provide advice that currently the Agriculture Protection Board 
endorses, and the Agriculture Protection Board recommends the rate structure for that program to 
the minister, so there is a statutory involvement there. Ultimately we will determine what level of 
property inspection and other regulatory associated functions need to be carried out to meet 
regulatory obligations. Industry will determine what additional activity, including potentially the 
payment of operational costs and compensation to affected producers, will occur on top of that to 
pursue a higher level of control or in fact eradication of that pest. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But within that individual farmers will be able to opt in or opt out of that 
system. Is that correct? 
Mr Delane: They have the ability to opt out but they have no cover if they opt out. 
Me Lucas: Yes, no benefit from the scheme. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that. If you opt out, you opt out, and then basically you self-
manage or whatever. You will still use your regulatory powers to ensure that they are complying, so 
if there is skeleton weed identified in an area, you will still have the resources to go in and do the 
inspection of all properties to see whether or not, using skeleton weed as an example, people have 
skeleton weed on their property, and then issue them with notices that they basically have to clean 
up. If they are part of the scheme, the scheme will come into play; and if they are not part of the 
scheme, then they will have to make their own arrangements. 
Me Lucas: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So you will still be responsible for overall compliance? 
Mr Delane: Yes, that is right. We are the regulator. Industry can advise, and usually does advise, on 
what level of regulation they want to apply. They often want a higher level of regulation applied 
than the resources available, so we would expect that, but we will apply the resources to carry out 
our regulatory function. Industry will raise and apply the resources to achieve a broader industry 
outcome, which would usually be around control and eradication operations. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And the cost for that compliance now and into the future, now is it all out 
of consolidated revenue or does some of it come out of those levies? 
Me Lucas: The skeleton weed is met by the Agriculture Protection Board industry-funded scheme. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The compliance side of it? 
Me Lucas: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So who is going to meet that cost going forward, or is that another thing 
you have to absorb into your departmental budget? 
Mr Delane: Industry meets a broadly client compliance program; in other words, because industry 
wants to achieve a higher objective than we would regulate, and be able to regulate if they did not 
pursue their higher objective, so they fund the surveillance program, which is part of the 
compliance program. If industry said, “We are not going to have a skeleton weed program”, we 
would need to further review the declaration for skeleton weed and whether the level of regulatory 
impost on landholders was appropriate, given the assessment of the risk posed by that weed and its 
distribution et cetera. So if industry is funding an eradication program, including the regulatory 
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settings, the compliance program should be in keeping with that. If industry says, “We do not think 
that this is sufficiently important to do anything about it”, then we need to adjust our program. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sorry to go on about this, but I am still having trouble. 
The CHAIR: You are doing fine. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Am I? 
Mr Delane: I think it is me who is not being very clear. I am sorry for that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: My problem with this is still then that, one, you have got people opting out. 
You have a higher compliance but then people opt out, so all of their neighbours fund the cost of 
higher compliance and inspection, which will benefit them but they are not making a contribution to 
it. But the second issue is that I am still unclear about this compliance issue, because if it is 
currently funded through the APB and would therefore come out of that $5 million that you are 
getting out of the APB for your compliance, when you move forward who is going to fund your 
compliance component that sits across the statutory scheme, forgetting anything that industry tries 
to do about that? 
Mr Delane: We will fund and carry out, as part of our normal, in this case, invasive species, weeds, 
animal pests regulatory program, action for properties where there is protection but not support 
from the program. Where there is participation, the program is relatively easy for compliance 
arrangements—often self-reporting. If there is a property in amongst 100 that opts out and has 
skeleton weed and compliance action needs to be taken, including potentially forcing that 
landholder to carry out action at their own cost or have it carried out by a contractor, and that cost is 
sheeted home to that landholder, that is a regulatory function that we would carry out. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But you are currently funding that through the APB levy? 
Mr Delane: In the main we are funding the broader compliance program, which is largely a 
surveillance and control program, through the skeleton weed contribution. We have field officers 
who are inspecting. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is that paid for out of consolidated revenue or out of the APB money? 
Mr Delane: Probably a bit of both. The ultimate compliance program, because of the nature of the 
skeleton weed program, there is very little black hat compliance program for it, it is a very strong 
engagement participation program, so the level of resources required to actually carry out the full 
regulatory functions — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is picked up as part of an ongoing scheme. 
Mr Delane: In our support for that program. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. So what is your contribution at the moment from the consolidated 
account towards that program? 
Mr Delane: I do not think I can give you those figures today, but we can provide those figures. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: When you do that if you could tell us, if it is nothing, how is that 
compliance side of it going to be funded going forward? If it is basically all covered by the APB 
levies and there is nothing out of the consolidated account, or will the amount you are putting in the 
consolidated account be sufficient for you to maintain your statutory obligations if you are no 
longer the provider of the services to the industry fund? 
The CHAIR: So C9 is the contribution from consolidated revenue to, in this case, skeleton weed 
compliance, and if there is nothing, then how is that compliance funded. 
[Supplementary Information No C9.] 
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The CHAIR: How is it that a pest or a weed or something or other is a regulatory function? Is that 
just a regulation that is passed under the BAM act or something? If it was that we did not want to 
have wild radish and we wanted it to be a regulated weed, we would just change the regulation? 
Mr Delane: We would go through a detailed consultation process, and if there was reasonably 
collective support for that, then, yes, it could be listed as a pest organism under the BAM act and 
regulatory requirements could be imposed. 
[5.15 pm] 
The CHAIR: Back, then, to Hon Ken Travers’s question and the implication of it. If that was the 
case and there was no money coming to the department to fund that compliance costing to 
supervise, say, wild radish, that has got to come out of the budget somewhere. So then industry has 
got some determination of what has got to be put into your budget. 
Mr Delane: Yes, industry should take a great deal of interest in what is in our budget. 
The CHAIR: But enforce it though, because if they agree to do something that they are going to 
force and it becomes a regulated weed, the implication is that the government has got to fund the 
compliance. 
Mr Delane: Let me try it from two angles. We do provide some support. The figure I have is that 
estimated in-kind support for the skeleton weed program is about half a million dollars, but that 
would be through a range of ways, including some contribution of the operational field staff. As an 
example using skeleton weed, I think skeleton weed is currently on getting up towards 900 
properties. There are two shires, I think, where there is sufficient concentration and distribution of 
skeleton weed for us to recommend to the APB that it cannot justify maintaining the same level of 
regulatory control as in shires where there is a low prevalence. Under the current jargon, skeleton 
weed is listed as a P2 weed in the majority of shires, but a P3 in Narembeen and Southern Cross or 
Yilgarn—one of them. 
The CHAIR: Merredin? 
Mr Delane: One of the north eastern shires. The regulation must always fit with the prevalence, 
distribution and risk posed by the pest. In that case, without any further resources, industry came 
forward to the department and the minister and said, “We think the most important issue facing us is 
this particular weed and it should be regulated, but we perhaps do not have a mechanism to fund 
that.” They do now, but let us say it was a pest for which there was not a mechanism available. The 
discussion would be: if that is the most important issue facing the industry, what are the other 
contributions we make to that particular industry which are significantly less important? It may be 
that we would need to stop doing an R&D or a facilitation; there is a whole range of functions that 
industry might judge as being less critical contributions. That is a discussion that we ought have 
with that industry and, if they have sources or mechanisms of funding, their representatives ought 
make judgement calls. Ultimately, the minister and government will make the judgement calls 
about the priority for state funding required that way. That is the advantage of making transparent to 
industry, if you like, the full allocation of resources to the industry sector, which I seek to do at the 
end of September. You can have a meaningful discussion of all of the contributions made to a 
particular sector rather than just argue about the margins. Often you can end up with an argument 
with the industry about a relatively small amount of money—several hundred thousand dollars—
when in fact the department’s contribution to that industry sector could be over $20 million. 
The CHAIR: Can you give an example of that? 
Mr Delane: The sheep industry and the footrot eradication program. 
The CHAIR: Sorry; the cost to the whole industry could be $20 million. 
Mr Delane: Sorry; these figures are several years old, so I do not know what the figure would be 
this financial year, but at the end of August we will have a very good estimate. Several years ago 
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with the footrot eradication program, I think the argument with industry was around whether the 
state or industry should pay approximately half a million dollars towards that program. Our estimate 
of the total contribution that we had applied for the benefit of the sheep industry, including R&D 
programs, extension programs, biosecurity programs, share of relevant natural resources and 
invasive species and other programs et cetera and the support costs for those, was something in 
excess of $25 million worth of effort, yet we were arguing about one little corner of that effort. 
The CHAIR: One small little bit to finish it off—sorry; I did not say that! 
Mr Delane: I guess what I am saying is: where we would like to go with industry, particularly with 
a stronger focus on economic development, which means you have got to have beneficial influences 
on businesses and you need to have beneficial influences on production businesses and logistics and 
processing and trading businesses, is that if there is a rate limitation or a logjam or an ability to 
accelerate industry success by applying public or industry resources at a particular point, then 
resources may need to be moved from some other point. In effect, what we would like to do is put 
the department spreadsheet for, in this case, the sheep sector on the table and say, “If that outcome 
has a cost of $2 million and industry is saying that is the most important thing for the department to 
do for that sector, what are we not going to do, given that resources are generally quite 
constrained?” 
The CHAIR: That is how you will manage how much you contribute to each industry, because you 
will say so much for an industry. That is where you have got the cutting edge at the end of the day. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Correct me if I missing the point here, but what you are saying is that for 
each industry, your funding is now capped. If the industry wants something different to happen, 
they have got to either help you reprioritise what you do or come up with the money themselves 
through an industry levy in some form. 
Mr Delane: Clearly, the boundaries are not that hard. “Capped” is a little aggressive for me. 
Ultimately, the application of resources is for executive government to determine. But what we are 
saying is we should have a mature conversation about this, given that our resources are limited. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But the starting point of the conversation is going to be: “These are our 
resources; this is our contribution. If you want to redirect the priorities, we are happy to have that 
conversation with you.” 
Mr Delane: And you should do it first and foremost within your sector. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Have a look in your own pockets before you come and ask us. 
The CHAIR: One of the big components of the budget, I think, is natural resource management, 
which cannot be touched to allocate across the industries, can it, because that is commonwealth 
funding? 
Mr Delane: That is a discussion that industry could and should have with us and does have with the 
minister. We should optimise the resource allocation that the state applies to achieve the objectives 
in this area, which are articulated in the budget papers. We should optimise that. It is quite easy to 
be over-invested or under-invested in either the opportunity capture—R&D and those sorts of 
things—or in risk management, natural resource management, biosecurity et cetera. Getting that in 
balance is quite difficult given that industries wax and wane. Policies and availability of resources 
change sometimes against anyone’s wishes. 
The CHAIR: I have just one more question on the footrot example. They could outsource some of 
that work, but would you still have the obligation to do compliance work for footrot? They could 
outsource to make sure the management is done differently from the way it might have been in the 
past, but you still have an obligation to — 
Mr Delane: We would have to have a discussion, and I am sure the minister would be involved in a 
discussion, about the synchrony of the regulatory program and the operational program. Ultimately, 
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you would be disappointed in a sense if industry was not trying to get the department to make a 
stronger contribution than perhaps the department considered it should, but hopefully that is a 
mature business discussion that could be arrived at. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is a danger there that if they do contract out to someone else, the 
economies of scale to keep your compliance is going to fall through the floor as well. That probably 
follows on from that information you were going to provide us earlier about that break-up of fees. I 
do not know whether you can project that if you are not the provider of those services and what 
impact that is going to have in terms of the economies of scale on your ability to do the compliance 
work. 
Mr Delane: In the extreme, that is certainly an issue. Once upon a time, with major footrot and lice 
programs and one thing and another, the department had many stock inspectors and veterinary 
officers that were doing physical work with sheep in yards et cetera. That is not really a function 
that we need to be involved in and contractors would do that, just as private contractors now sow, 
harvest and measure the vast majority of crop variety trials in this state. They are funded by industry 
through the Grains Research Development Corporation or they are funded by breeding companies 
that are contracting those. I doubt that industry would say, “We should go back to the days when the 
department used to do that.” The reason why the department is not doing it is that we simply could 
not, with the best will in the world, do it as efficiently and responsibly as private businesses are able 
to do it now. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And we never used to collect the IP like the private companies do. 
Mr Delane: We did do some of that, but clearly it is more pervasive now. 
The CHAIR: And also private companies just might do some of the other operations better than 
might have been done in the past as well. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I wanted to continue on this sort of biosecurity issue and 
focus very much on the industry participation and maybe sourcing out and the like. My comments 
stem from an article that appeared in yesterday’s The West Australian with respect to apiculture. For 
the purposes of Hansard, there is a story here by a journalist named Sarah Quinton and it is called 
“Fears bee parasite will cross border”. The parasite, as you probably know, is called Nosema 
ceranae. I was particularly concerned about the comments that you were making in respect of the 
funding for programs, particularly if they are not allocated in, say, the budget. I just wanted to know 
what the department’s response might be in respect of the possibility of this particular parasite 
coming into Western Australia. What sorts of budget programs or initiatives are there in place that 
would help the department at this particular point in time address this pressing issue? 
Mr Delane: The first point I would make is that all the preceding discussion is quite separate from 
interstate quarantine considerations. A top priority for us is the operation of interstate quarantine, or 
Quarantine WA as we call it, which has got a particular focus clearly around the two check points at 
Eucla and Kununurra, but also around airports and other functions. Exclusion of serious pests and 
diseases that occur elsewhere in Australia but not in Western Australia has to be a priority for us. It 
is still pretty well accepted that exclusion is much better and a lot cheaper than control. We are 
quite focused on that. There are parties that have a different assessment of risk. If I remember the 
details of that article, there are parties that would like us to have intrastate controls, as opposed to 
interstate controls, around their perceived risk. We can provide more information on this, but I do 
not believe there is any evidence that the risk exists. We have to have sufficient justification to be 
able to put in place those measures, particularly as they potentially could be quite expensive and 
might be relatively draconian and impactful on a relatively small number of businesses. 
Implementing interstate measures in Western Australia is not easy to police, and we are talking 
about potentially large impacts on those businesses. What do we need to do to have great clarity in 
there? To have much better knowledge or more complete knowledge about the risk posed by bees in 
northern Western Australia could be done with a surveillance program. 
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Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: What sort of things do you envisage the department getting 
itself involved in? I regard the issue as quite serious because, as you would appreciate, there is not 
just this particular parasite; there are a number of other parasites and diseases. The contention from 
WA Beekeepers would be that if these particular diseases got into Western Australia, not only 
would it have an impact upon the producers here. That is very much at a micro level. My overall 
concern is obviously the macro level. At the micro level, perhaps we are looking at the inability or 
incapacity of Western Australia to supply the US market with millions and millions of bees, but on 
the macro scale, the impact that it might have on the biosecurity of the entire state of Western 
Australia, I would put it to you, the effect would be absolutely enormous. That is the reason why I 
ask you what sorts of specific programs either are in the budget or are in your departmental 
guidelines to oversee biosecurity issues such as this. Are there any there? Are they embedded into 
particular areas of the department? Could you give us some sort of an idea there? 
[5.30 pm] 
Mr Delane: Our total cost of biosecurity is $37 million. I think when we work it all through at the 
end of September, we are likely to estimate that the cost is actually higher that that. When we look 
at all the costs associated with the support of those activities, that includes such functions as the 
interstate quarantine measures, and we could provide more detailed figures on this, but my memory 
is that the cost of interstate quarantine is about $6 million a year to the state, plus some significant 
fee-for-service work or chargeable work. We have a large and diverse animal biosecurity program 
covering all the major industries, statewide surveillance, and diagnostic regulatory programs. Bees 
are included in those sorts of programs. We also have substantial plant biosecurity programs, so at 
least $37 million a year of state effort is going into all of those programs, which are increasingly 
conducted either as part of national programs, or in close collaboration with interstate counterparts 
and national industries. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: How widespread are things like colony collapse throughout 
the rest of Australia, notwithstanding the fact that your job is fairly obviously to secure Western 
Australia? What sorts of research work do you engage in? What sorts of reciprocal arrangements do 
you have with other states in terms of making sure? Obviously, with an insect it can be almost 
impossible, I agree, to guard against this, but I refer to a submission made by the Department of 
Agriculture and Food to the House of Representatives on 25 May 2007. It said that maintaining the 
integrity of the border between WA and other states and territories infected with EFB is essential. I 
just want to know how you go about ensuring that, as best as possible, this sort of integrity is 
maintained, and how that is factored into the operating budget. 
Mr Delane: We are absolutely committed to Quarantine Western Australia operations with major 
checkpoints at major entry points. We have comprehensive regulations which are regarded by many 
outside Western Australia as being onerous or restrictive. There is barely anyone who knows a 
tourist who has travelled across Australia who does not have a story to tell about the honey that we 
took off them at the Eucla checkpoint. We are very focused on justifiable interstate measures for 
pests and diseases that do not exist in Western Australia. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Can you give some sort of time frame on this? Has this 
always been the case, or is this relatively new since you have taken over the role that you play in the 
department now? 
Mr Delane: Apart from one year when I headed up Australian quarantine, which took pests and 
diseases very seriously as well, exclusion from Australia, I have been involved, directly or 
indirectly, with biosecurity arrangements since 1998. We have maintained and strengthened the 
interstate border arrangements through that time. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Can I ask you one question then? I want to know if there is 
any known and/or recorded movements of disease or affected bees and/or hives either into or out of 
Western Australia by way of either the Northern Territory or Queensland? 
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Mr Delane: I will have to take the question on notice. 
The CHAIR: It will be an interesting answer; I do not know how you will answer it! 
Mr Delane: I will take it as known to, and recorded by, the department. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Yes, I will qualify that. I did not say that, but it is a fair point. 
Are there any known and/or recorded movements of disease and/or affected bees and/or hives, into 
and out of Western Australia via either the Northern Territory and/or Queensland according to the 
department? 
[Supplementary Information No C10.] 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I am serious about that particular question, because I have had 
cause to believe that there have been issues over relatively recent years, and I want to know if there 
are any records that the department has in respect of that, which may well have seen particular 
parasites, mites or colony collapse coming to Western Australia that we do not necessarily, as a 
community, know about. That is the reason for my asking that question. I think it follows on very 
much from this particular article. I understand that in certain instances you cannot necessarily 
guarantee completely against something such as this particular bee parasite coming to Western 
Australia, because they can come in by all means and manner of ways, but I want to know if the 
department has any record of things in the past. 
Mr Delane: There may well be; I do not know of instances myself with bees where material does 
come in and is destroyed or re-exported. These are standard arrangements for quarantine et cetera, 
so I would not rule out that material has come into Western Australia, and if it does, whether it 
comes past a checkpoint and is treated or re-exported. I respectfully request that we put a start date 
on that. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Let us say within the last 10 years, given that you were saying 
that you have been personally involved in biosecurity issues of this nature since 1998. 
Mr Delane: I think I led with my chin on that one, Chair! 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: We will say 10 years to give it a nice even time frame! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The other question there is about how easy it is to access that information. 
If there is a point at which you have archived your records nine years ago, I would have thought that 
the committee would not get upset if you come back and say that you have archived all your records 
and will need to get them out of the State Records Office. 
Mr Delane: If the public cost of accessing information becomes excessive, clearly we will come 
back with the information that is readily available, which I think will be quite instructive in any 
case. 
The CHAIR: You must have considered whether the greater part of society also should be paying 
some cost towards either the eradication of what has come in, or the inspection of what we are 
trying to stop coming in, because it was really past rules that were made by society, not just by 
particular sectional industry interests, which have allowed things to come in in the past. You must 
have argued this case in the past about whether society as a whole should be contributing to the 
biosecurity. 
Mr Delane: Yes, there have been plenty of discussions about that subject, and it is accepted. The 
estimates I have—we can confirm these—are that the state, the general taxpayer, is contributing 
about 60-odd per cent of the cost of the interstate quarantine arrangements — 
The CHAIR: In the future? 
Mr Delane: For interstate quarantine, yes; not for intrastate measures. That is in part the case for 
the national arrangements as well. Where costs can be recovered from interstate horse, pig and 
sheep movements et cetera, charges are applied, but on a cost recovery basis. There is some 
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acceptance of that. There have been many instances where, if you like, the general taxpayer, 
through the department, has funded pest and disease eradication programs and, of course, continues 
to do that in areas where there is a broad, if you like, public benefit. The general trend worldwide, 
certainly Australia-wide, is that where there is a specific industry benefit or, in fact, a private 
benefit derived from management of domestic established pests and diseases, that that cost is met 
by the affected parties. We contribute for the state, for example, to a significant number of national 
programs. Our costs, which we estimate to be the same this year, I think, as last year, include 
contributing well over $500 000 towards eradicating fire ants in Queensland. Other states and the 
Australian government currently contribute the majority of costs towards European house borer 
control in the metropolitan area, which we implement. There is a whole range of arrangements in 
place. There is good acceptance nationally; in fact, we now have two agreements in place between 
governments and industries—the emergency animal disease response agreement and the emergency 
plant pest response deed. They cover all the major animal and plant industries and many of the most 
serious pests and diseases of those. There is one being finalised but already operational between 
governments, which covers the other things; largely the public and environmental pests, so that 
there is coordination between governments, and there are national funding arrangements in place for 
all of those. So at a national level, that is recognised, and at a state level, not surprisingly, industry 
would prefer that similar measures were applied, but we should only be dealing with that at state 
level with pests and diseases which are already existent elsewhere in Australia, which usually 
means that the cost of those will already have been met by other producers, landholders, and, in 
fact, competitors in the marketplace, to producers here. But we understand the producers’ position; 
in fact, we are trying to settle on a date, I think, for the next couple of months, for a forum with 
industry to work through those different arrangements and why they exist in one particular way 
nationally and why they are different and should be different at a state level et cetera, which is 
basically the assessment of industry private-public benefits, who should pay and why et cetera. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: On the area of biosecurity, I note on page 790 the issue about starling 
eradication. It has now returned to normal funding levels. Are you able to give us an idea of how 
much you spent over that two-year campaign, the targeted campaign for starling eradication? Do 
you have any idea how much we spend in addition to the normal program on that? 
Mr Delane: Our figures—we will correct these if there is an adjustment—for 2009–10 are 
$1.39 million in state funds, plus some external funding of about $400 000, which is a major boost 
in the program. There was a significant boost in 2008–09, but I do not have those figures. We can 
provide those. The ongoing program is around $600 000. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I assume that that campaign was because of increased sightings of starlings 
and colonies of starlings moving in further past Eucla. Are we satisfied that the ongoing program is 
sufficient to ensure that we do not get another colony getting past the border? I assume that the 
reason for the eradication program was that they had penetrated the border with the existing 
program; is the existing program sufficient to maintain that into the future? 
Mr Delane: The first comment I would make is that the previous program, which is now going 
back some years, was significantly smaller than that and proved to be inadequate. Whether the 
program as funded and operated going forward is considered adequate or not depends on your 
appetite for risk. These are not easy pests to deal with and not easy programs to run. We have to 
make an assessment, with the minister, on the balance of resources across the pest and disease risks 
within biosecurity and the other measures. That is where we have landed in terms of the balance of 
that risk assessment. 
[5.45 pm] 
It is an interesting pest that is well established in other parts of Australia. The ag protection board 
previously ran the exclusion and media post border control program and now it is run by the 
department. There is some benefit to the grain and livestock industry but the principal risk posed by 
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starlings is to the natural environment and the public amenity. It is a program that we will provide 
this figure to, but I think over the past five years our commitment to that program would be in the 
order of close to $5 million. 
The CHAIR: How is it that the Department of Environment and Conservation can justify that being 
in your department? Why is it not in their department? 
Mr Delane: There is a significant history issue. The department, and the ag protection board, has 
been the lead biosecurity department long before it was called “biosecurity”. There is a long history. 
The ag protection board and ourselves have been dealing with starlings for over 30 years, and so 
there is that element. There has been a lot of discussion and working through principles nationally, 
in fact, in every jurisdiction, as to exactly how this should be managed. Every jurisdiction has 
interdepartmental portfolio issues. We are dealing with a risk at the moment, which is largely to 
native and amenity species, although not in this state, thankfully. That requires different agencies to 
come together and collaborate. Every jurisdiction has a different means of working through which 
department any funds committed will be channelled. The new arrangements do help clarify that. 
Here we do it by close collaboration between senior officers and the relevant department. The lead 
policy input is fisheries if it is a marine issue or DEC if it is an environmental issue. DEC has been 
leading the technical contribution to this current issue in New South Wales. Ultimately, in the main, 
the department has met the cost of those and has had the leadership at ministerial council for both 
primary industries and natural resource management, and so it has had the decision making on 
those. There are, I think, new and smarter arrangements that have been worked up and are being 
progressed by all jurisdictions. 
The CHAIR: I would have thought that under reprioritisation, logically, it would seem to me to be 
much bigger than agriculture. 
Mr Delane: I think the general principle is that the policy and the funding—of course that is a 
policy decision—the funding decision and the avenue portfolio department for managing that ought 
not necessarily be the same as the operational department. That is a general principle that has been 
largely accepted around Australia. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So how far into the state do the starlings get? 
Mr Delane: Munglinup. I am no longer an expert on this. 
Mr Ruprecht: Potentially Bremer Bay. 
Mr Delane: There was a sighting at Bremer Bay, which, I think, could not be confirmed. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: In terms of confirmed sightings of starlings, how far in do they get? 
Mr Delane: Certainly to Munglinup. We have had a significant operation west of Esperance for 
quite some time. But we can provide that information. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And where are we comfortable that they are back to now? Originally I 
thought it used to be at the Eucla border we kept them at bay. Are they back there at the border for 
the crows to eat them? 
Mr Delane: I do not think we have won that putsch in the battle. I am not sure that we have listed 
that as a question, but as part of providing accurate information about the cost of the program, 
perhaps we can provide the status of the starling program, the location of starling infestations—or 
the starling infestation front—and the cost over the last five years of the starling program. 
[Supplementary Information No C11.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I always remember hearing somewhere about the eastern rosellas that you 
only need a couple of breeding pairs and they will be across Perth in a couple of years, and sure 
enough they were. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Lorikeets are the worst. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Those eastern rosellas are horrible things. 
The CHAIR: And the corellas and a few others. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Eucla station in Kununurra—the other main path into Western 
Australia now, particularly at peak times, is the Gunbarrel Highway, which is probably getting a fair 
bit of traffic. I know that you cannot deal with every road that crosses the border between east and 
west, but it strikes me that at peak times there are similar loads of traffic to when the original Eucla 
station was opened, probably not far off it, I would have thought. I do not know whether that is 
right. How do we manage the risk of something like the Gunbarrel Highway? 
Mr Delane: I think it was quite a lot lower when the checkpoint was moved from Norseman to 
Eucla. It is not the Gunbarrel Highway at the point where it comes into Laverton. We have, at 
various times, run temporary checkpoints and awareness on that highway. We have an amnesty bin. 
I cannot tell you what we have in operation there at the moment. 
Mr Ruprecht: We have increased surveillance of those alternative road entries. I think it is called 
the Great Central Road. It has been acknowledged that there are these alternative routes and there is 
more work going on in increasing that. Obviously the focus is on Eucla in particular, but also 
Kununurra. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Finally, is this an area where you are looking at any privatisation or using 
the private sector to provide increased services? 
Mr Delane: At the interstate arrangements, no. The only activity—I need to clarify that. We have 
used private contractors in small towns in the north. I think that at one time in Broome we used a 
contractor to meet aeroplanes. We previously contracted the commonwealth to provide detector dog 
services, but we have bought that back in-house. Going way back, to I think about 1996, there was a 
tender for interstate quarantine operations, which the department won and we have continued to 
deliver that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So it is not something that you are looking at, going forward? 
Mr Delane: No. 
Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I have one question to finish off. You mentioned earlier on 
that you obviously have a role to play in monitoring canola prices. On the domestic front, I was 
keen to know if the department had had any role to play in monitoring water and electricity prices, 
certainly in respect of dairy farmers in Western Australia, given the sort of cost competitiveness of 
Victorian imports, for instance. They certainly cause issues for our farmers. I wanted to know if the 
department had any strategies in mind or any ideas as to how we might minimise the impact on the 
industry, given the significant increases that are occurring and will most likely occur in the next 
year or two. This particular industry is certainly suffering enormously at this particular point in 
time. 
Mr Delane: In relation to cost, I am not aware that we have done any work specifically around 
energy and water costs for dairy, but we certainly have looked at competitiveness and there has 
been a substantial benchmarking program for the dairy sector, which we have been involved in and 
which has been very successful. That is a national program, and the Western Australian industry has 
been involved with our support in international benchmarking. Those figures will be there. Whether 
they have been drawn out for the purpose of comparing the impact of energy pricing on the 
competitiveness of the sectors, I cannot say. I would need to take some advice on that. 
Mr Ruprecht: The only thing I would add is that we are working with the irrigation industry about 
water use efficiency, so looking at making the best use of the water and looking at how we can 
achieve that. Acknowledging the impact of changes in prices but looking at how they can better use 
the water resources in particular is what the department of ag has been looking at. 
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The CHAIR: We have seven minutes left. On the outcomes and key effectiveness indicator tables 
on page 789, I cannot see any measure really of horticultural product or industry development 
measures. Given that we are an agriculture and food department and where you are a science-based 
operation in many respects but with real productivity measures that you can apply, I go back to the 
earlier remark that I said before that I think it would be useful to include whatever you have on your 
own judgement, which demonstrates how our food productivity or food production can increase the 
across the range. I know you have wool, which I have an interest in, and wheat, which I also have 
an interest in, but we need to go broader, and horticulture is one of the big ones, but there are others 
that you mentioned before in the selected markets item. Resource monitoring, which is midway 
down that section on page 789, regular soil testing for nutrients. Last year it was 73 per cent and 
you are budgeting at 78 per cent. That is a fairly high level of soil testing. I know that with this so-
called drought relief scheme soil testing is in there as one of the measures of protecting us against 
drought, which I find rather remarkable given that it is just a normal cost. What do you expect that 
to grow to under the trial drought policy measures? Do you think that will jump very much as a 
result of the drought measure, recognising that it is only a trial at this stage? 
Mr Delane: Sorry, Deputy Chair, all I can give you today is a personal opinion on that. I do not 
have any feedback from our people who have been involved in developing and testing the program. 
It is a reasonable suite of measures that producers can access. Would you expect them to apply 
some of those resources to nutrient testing? Yes, some. Whether that will be a material increase in 
these figures—this is conjecture—my guess is that overall it will be relatively small, given the 
targeting of the drought pilot and, if it is successful and rolled out—even a full program—to lower 
rainfall areas and lower nutrient use et cetera, it is a relatively small number of properties by 
comparison with those in high rainfall areas and therefore there are smaller and higher yielding and 
higher fertiliser inputs and more intensive management. I think that figure would change, but it 
would change by a relatively small amount. 
The CHAIR: Every good producer is doing that already. It will be 78 per cent of them and it was 
73 per cent of them last year. I think we are thinking in the same way. I will not mention multi-peril 
crop insurance. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was intrigued by that one! 
It is mentioned a number of times in the budget paper on page 781 under one of your new 
initiatives—the wild dog and state barrier fence funding under royalties for regions. I was intrigued 
to know how much you have spent over the last two years on wild dog control, and on the state 
barrier fence. 
Mr Delane: Over the past few years, I can give you an estimate of what we routinely spend on the 
barrier fence, unless Mr Ruprecht gets the numbers before me. It is approximately $416 000. I think 
that has been our investment level in the barrier fence maintenance and replacement for quite some 
time. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And for wild dog control. 
Me Lucas: I can quote some figures out of the APB management figures. 
Mr Delane: We can provide those figures on notice. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy if you want to take on notice how much you are spending on 
wild dog control. 
[Supplementary Information No C12.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do you intend to continue to spend that money on the barrier fence and on 
wild dog control, or is this royalties for regions money going to completely replace all expenditure? 
[6.00 pm] 
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Mr Delane: There is a combination of responses there. There have been various specific initiatives 
into wild dogs. There has been quite episodic funding. The royalties for regions is a major push to 
suppress dog numbers and hopefully bring them back to levels that the land holders can then 
effectively manage. The barrier fence will be a major boost to the fence including filling in major 
gaps, and extension of the fence. It will be more complete and provide benefits to more land holders 
and producers. It will dog-proof significant sections of it. There is a discussion that needs to be had 
with industry over time as to how the ongoing maintenance of that much-improved fence will be 
managed. The implementation of the much-improved fence is our priority at the moment.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can we get a breakdown of how much you have spent in past years and 
how much you intend to spend in future years out of consolidated funds, as well as the royalties for 
regions money? Can we have that as supplementary information?  
The CHAIR: I do not know that Mr Delane said he had the information, but how much you would 
spend in future years. Did you not say that was to come out of discussions?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What they have currently budgeted.  
Mr Delane: Yes.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: On that, in terms of the process, did you seek appropriations from Treasury 
for that funding and get rejected and then go to royalties for regions? Did you go straight to 
royalties for regions to request the funding or were you invited to apply for royalties for regions 
funding for that?  
Mr Delane: I think I can close off a couple of those options. I will start with a slightly roundabout 
answer. Very few of these things start from a single point. There has been a lot of discussion with 
industry. There has been a lot of consideration by the APB. As members are probably aware, there 
has been some pretty enthusiastic public debate about the merits of other fences, as well as 
improvements to this one. What emerged out of that was consideration of the need to boost and 
complete the fence. I think I can say as long as I have been involved with the APB, which is over a 
decade, that discussion has been going on as to who should pay and how it should be increased 
et cetera. I do not know that we could put our finger on the source of the idea. The program went 
forward for royalties for regions funding.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Could you table with the committee as supplementary information the 
number of trips taken by your staff when they have accompanied the minister, and the cost of those 
trips, outside of Western Australia?  
Mr Delane: I believe we can provide that information—and provide our component of the cost?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. What you have paid and what it was for in terms of any trips when 
staff from your department accompanied the minister on travel.  
Me Lucas: Is it just overseas or including interstate?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Both. Around the state, no; but anything outside of the state.  
[Supplementary Information No C13.]   
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Just by way of information, page 76 of last year’s budget paper No 3 
indicated — 

increased industry contributions to the Department of Agriculture and Food (for food and 
industry development) by $4.5 million per annum. 

It was an increase. We talked about that earlier. I do not know if you were going to get us 
supplementary information but I would not mind some information on what is happening there. 
Budget paper No 3 last year said you were going to get extra contributions, not company 
expenditure, of $4.5 million.  
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Me Lucas: It has not happened. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Page 76, if you want to look at that, and maybe provide that as 
supplementary information.  
Mr Delane: We can do that. Chair, I will probably answer that by providing information about the 
trend in national R&D corporation funding which of course is influenced dramatically by trading 
and seasonal conditions across Australia. Our access to that funding, or our ability to compete for 
that funding, has declined. Total revenue in that area has declined and we have not been able to 
replace it.  
[Supplementary Information No C14.]   
The CHAIR: We have lasted a long time. Thank you very much for persevering with us. The 
committee will forward any additional questions it has to you via the minister in writing in the next 
couple of days together with a transcript of evidence which includes the questions you have taken 
on notice. If members have any unasked questions, I ask them to submit these to the committee 
clerk at the close of this hearing. Responses to all these questions will be requested within 10 
working days of receipt of the questions. Should the agency be unable to meet this due date, please 
advise the committee in writing as soon as possible before the due date. The advice is to include 
specific reasons as to why the due date may not be able to be met. On behalf of the committee, 
thank you very much for your attendance, especially at this late hour.  

Hearing concluded at 6.05 pm 


