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Overview
 The Waterwise Rebate Program is part of the State Government’s Water Strategy to 

encourage Western Australians to use water more effi ciently. Introduced in February 2003, 
it offers rebates on 13 different water saving products. Approximately 189 000 households 
have received 225 000 rebates totalling $26 million at the end of December 2005. The 
program is administered by the Water Corporation of Western Australia with oversight on 
behalf of the Government by the State Water Council.

 Key Findings  

  Rebate applications are processed by the Water Corporation in an accurate and timely 
manner. Applications are processed and paid within 11 days on average.   

  The Water Corporation has been effective in making the public aware of the program 
with 87 per cent of surveyed respondents advising that they knew of the program.

  The program has achieved water savings though the extent and cost of water saved 
is diffi cult to estimate. Notwithstanding this, our analysis suggests that the rebate 
program is cost effective relative to new water sources.

  Public statements have overstated the extent of water savings generated by the rebate 
program. The stated savings have been based on the assumption that persons who 
purchased a water saving device and received a rebate only purchased the product 
because of the rebate. It does not refl ect those persons who would have purchased 
the product even if a rebate were not offered. The extent that the rebate infl uences 
purchase decisions is unknown.

  The rebate program lacks specifi c goals and targets. Development of clear goals and 
targets would enable more focused delivery of available funds and clarify the purpose 
and success of those types of rebate that have a very low uptake or that do not appear 
to be cost effective. 

 What Should Be Done?

  The State Water Council should ensure that specifi c targets are established to enhance 
the planning and monitoring of the program.

  The Water Corporation should ensure that reports to the State Water Council are 
presented with a range of possible uptake scenarios when calculating water savings 
and the associated costs per kL of the Waterwise Rebate Program.

  Appropriate levels of integrity and reliability should be applied to public statements 
and reports about the extent of water savings from the rebate program. 

Management of the Waterwise Rebate Program
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Background
 The State Government’s Water Strategy aims to decrease domestic water use by 14 per cent 

by 2012. The Waterwise Rebate Program supports this objective by offering rebates for a 
variety of domestic water saving products. Similar programs exist in New South Wales, 
Queensland and Victoria.  

 The program was introduced in February 2003 as a one year program with rebates available 
on just four water saving products. It was extended for 12 months in February 2004 and 
rebates were made available on an additional fi ve products. A further two year extension 
was approved in July 2005 and four more products added to the rebate list, giving a total 
of 13 products (refer Table 2). Approximately 189 000 households have received 225 000 
rebates totalling $26 million at the end of December 2005.

 The rebate program is administered by the Water Corporation. Government oversight of 
the program is provided by the State Water Council which is made up of senior executives 
of relevant agencies. The Council’s role includes recommending to Government changes 
and extensions to the rebate program.

What Did We Do?
 The examination assessed several key aspects of the rebate program:

  outcomes achieved up to 31 December 2005

  planning, monitoring and review of the performance of the program 

  administration of the program including the processing and payment of rebate 
applications. Computer assisted audit techniques were utilised to analyse and test the 
accuracy of information in the rebates database.
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What Did We Find?

 Planning, Monitoring and Administration 

 Program goals and targets

 The stated purpose of the Waterwise Rebate program is to:

 

‘…encourage Western Australians to become more water effi cient by offering rebates 
for a variety of waterwise products that can signifi cantly reduce our domestic water 
use.’

Source: State Water Strategy document – February 2003

 The program is intended to support the state water strategy and the message of water 
conservation. This includes changing behaviour to make the public more conservative in 
the use of water.  

 However, no specifi c targets to measure the success of the program or identify areas for 
improvement have been established. Clear and specifi c goals and targets are important for 
focusing available funds and monitoring the success of the program. Targets and measures 
that might be established to monitor and manage the success of the program include:

  desired level of public awareness of the rebate program

  desired level of reported behavioural change by surveyed members of the public

  target kL of water to be saved as a consequence of public uptake of the rebated 
products

  target average cost of water saved from public uptake of the rebated products.

 Program Monitoring and Reporting

 Established processes exist for the monitoring, reporting on and amending the rebate 
program. Some improvement can be made to the quality of information from which 
decisions to extend or expand the program are made and to the reliability of the information 
publicly reported about water savings resulting from the program.

Management of the Waterwise Rebate Program (continued)



PUBLIC SECTOR PERFORMANCE REPORT 2006

AUDITOR GENERAL for Western Australia    7

 The Water Corporation undertakes regular monitoring and provides frequent update reports 
to key internal and external stakeholders including the State Water Council on aspects of 
the program. This includes:

  number of applications for each product received and processed

  rebates per suburb

  year to date rebate expenditure by product

  estimated water savings to date per product.

 The Water Corporation has also provided two ‘annual reports’ to the State Water Council 
on the program, the last being in March 2005. These reports covered product uptake, 
revised estimates of product uptake and water savings, recommended adjustments to 
rebate amounts and recommended new products. To date, 21 different products have been 
considered for inclusion in the rebate program.

 The next report is planned for June 2006 and is expected to include results from a study by 
consultants engaged by the Water Corporation into actual water savings associated with 
each rebated product when installed in Western Australian households.

 Review of past reports to the State Water Council found opportunity to improve the 
information provided and a need for more evidentiary support to the recommendations. 
For instance:

  the estimates of water saved did not refl ect those applicants who would have purchased 
the product even if a rebate was not offered. Whilst it would be diffi cult to determine 
accurately the uptake specifi cally attributable to the program, the Water Corporation 
could report to the State Water Council with a range of possible uptake scenarios when 
calculating water savings in relation to the Waterwise Rebate Program. Currently, the 
Water Corporation discloses its assumption in its reports to the State Water Council 
and this is understood and accepted by the Council.

  documentation to support key assumptions to the program was not always available.  
For example:

  existing sales volumes of the different water savings products for purpose of 
estimating future cost of rebates to be paid – the Water Corporation advised that 
this information could not be obtained from industry sources.

  average product life from which total water savings are calculated. The Water 
Corporation advised that some of this information was obtained verbally from 
industry experts but had not been documented.
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  the logic or evidence to support the amount of rebate recommended for each 
product. The Water Corporation advised that the rebate amount refl ects a range 
of considerations including purchase price of the product, potential water saving 
and the lower threshold of consumer interest in making an application.  There is 
evidence that the State Water Council monitors rebate performance and adjusts the 
rebate to align it with consumer perception of value in the incentive.

 Estimated water savings arising from the rebate program are also publicly reported. 
However, these reports have overstated the water savings. The reports have not disclosed 
that the calculated water savings assume that 100 per cent of persons who received a rebate 
only purchased the water saving product because of the rebate. These public statements 
have included:

  media releases on the Water Corporation’s website 

  presentations by Water Corporation staff to external business and environmental 
functions 

  the Water Corporation annual reports 

  media releases by the Government 

  newsletters on the State Water Strategy Website.

 Administration 

 We found that rebate applications are processed in an accurate and timely manner.  
Approved applications took an average of 11 days to process and pay.   

 Since commencement of the program, 225 000 rebates have been paid some of which 
incorporated rebate application for more than one product. Unsuccessful applications have 
totalled approximately 12 000. Common reasons for rejected applications include:

  supplier invoice not provided

  applications were for products that were not on the approved list

  applicant has already claimed the rebate

  the property to which the application relates in not rated as residential.  

 Some rejected applicants may still be able to claim the rebate when appropriate 
documentation is re-submitted.  

Management of the Waterwise Rebate Program (continued)
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 The Water Corporation maintains a database of all rebate applications and transactions. 
Adequate procedures exist to ensure that rebates are only paid to persons who submit 
completed application forms and provide proof of purchase. Our testing found that 
approved applications took an average of 11 days to process and pay. This complies with   
the Water Corporation’s generic customer service target.

 Outcomes Achieved

 The program has achieved some success though the extent is unclear due to the absence of 
targets and diffi culties in estimating outcomes. Clearer goals and targets would help clarify 
the purpose and success of rebates that have a low uptake or that do not appear to be cost 
effective. 

 The rebate program is intended to contribute to a more conservative approach to water use 
by Western Australians. The program is one of a number of conservation strategies that the 
State Water Council and the Water Corporation are implementing.

 The Water Corporation has not established whether the rebate program has made Western 
Australians more conservative in their use of water. However, it has found through surveys 
that almost 45 per cent of people believe that the Water Corporation’s strategies including 
the rebate program are effective in changing behaviour. The surveys have found that:

  a high percentage of people (87 per cent) are aware of the rebate program

  approximately 40 per cent of household residents believe that the incentives and 
rebates are suffi cient to encourage water reduction at home. Table 1 shows the results 
of a November 2005 survey. 

Survey question

Used MEAN RATING SCORES from 1 to 5 
where 1= strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.

Disagree 
or 

strongly 
disagree 

Undecided 
Agree or 
strongly 

agree

Watercorp is effective at providing information to 
households on how to save water 18.6% 16.3% 65%

Watercorp provides adequate incentives and rebates to 
encourage water reduction at home 35.2% 25.2% 39.6%

Watercorp encourages water recycling, conservation 
and grey water use 42.8% 20.7% 36.5%

Watercorp is effective at changing community attitudes 
and behaviours in relation to water conservation 24.7% 30.6% 44.6%

 Table 1: Water Corporation survey on ways to address WA’s water supply needs 
– November 2005

 The survey results show that the Water Corporation has not yet obtained strong public agreement 
regarding the effectiveness of current water saving strategies. 

Source: the Water Corporation
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 The Water Corporation has advised that further survey research is planned in 2006 that 
will look to uncover the barriers to participation by the public in the rebate scheme.

 The program had provided 225 000 rebates worth $26 million at December 2005. The 
Water Corporation has calculated that this resulted in 21 million kilolitres1 (kLs) of water 
saved to date. This is equivalent to 22 Subiaco Football ovals fi lled to goal post height. 
Water savings of 87.8 million kLs have been estimated to accrue during the life of the 
rebated products – refer Table 2. The Water Corporation has reported that it delivered 
342 173 million kLs of drinking water to customers in 2004-05.

 The overall cost of the water saved by the rebate program has been estimated by the Water 
Corporation at $0.29 per kL. Cost of administering the program has totalled almost $3 
million since commencement of the program and if included in the cost of delivering 
water would bring the cost to $0.33 cents per kL. By comparison, the established cost of 
delivering water is between $0.82 and $1.202 per kL or $1.16 per kL for delivering water 
under new schemes such as desalination.  

 However, as previously mentioned, the Water Corporation’s calculations on water savings 
and cost assume that 100 per cent of persons who received a rebate only purchased the 
water saving product because of the rebate. 

 Tables 2 and 3 show the number and value of rebates provided on the 13 products. The 
tables also use different scenarios to show how the extent that the rebates are attributable 
for uptake of the 13 products affects the amount of water saved and the cost of water 
saved. This analysis suggests that the rebate program is cost effective relative to new water 
sources.

1  One kilolitre equals 1 000 litres.
2  Watercorp has advised that this reported cost ‘is the total cost per kL. This includes capital and other operating costs’.

Management of the Waterwise Rebate Program (continued)
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Product and rebate 
amount 

Number 
of rebates 

paid

Water 
Corporation’s 

estimate of total 
water savings 
kL – assumes 
100% uptake 
due to rebate

Indicative 
water savings 

under 
scenario 1 

– 20% uptake 
due to rebate

Indicative 
water savings 

under 
scenario 2 

– 50% uptake 
due to rebate

Indicative 
water savings 

under 
scenario 3 

– 80% uptake 
due to rebate

Washing machines 
($150)#

129 299 26 894 192 5 378 838 13 447 096 21 515 354

Soil wetting agents 
($10)+

47 511 142 533 28 507 71 267 114 026

Shower heads ($10)# 19 749 1 382 430 276 486 691 215 1 105 944
Garden bores 
(up to $300)#

14 577 54 663 750 10 932 750 27 331 875 43 731 000

Rainwater tanks 
(up to $300)#

8 024 3 610 800 722 160 1 805 400 2 888 640

Pool Cover (up to 
$100)*

2 470 829 920 165 984 414 960 663 936

Tap timers ($10)+ 1 774 85 152 17 030 42 576 68 122
Subsurface irrigation 
($10)*

1 199 55 150 11 030 27 575 44 120

Rain Sensor ($20)* 52 10 400 2 080 5 200 8 320
Grey water re-use 
systems (up to $500)+

46 50 600 10 120 25 300 40 480

Aerobic Treatment 
Units (up to $500)+

44 52 800 10 560 26 400 42 240

Flow control valves 
($10)+

14 630 126 315 504

Gardenwise 
Assessments ($30)*

11 2 530 506 1 265 2 024

Total 224 770 87 780 887 17 556 177 43 890 444 70 224 710

# Rebate available from February 2003         + Rebate available from February 2004         * Rebate available from July 2005
The water savings are based on the estimated accrued water saved over the life of the different products.     

Table 2: Scenario analysis – possible water savings from rebated products over the life of the products 
on rebates given from February 2003 to December 2005
The extent to which product uptake is attributable to the rebate is unknown. The table shows that the extent that uptake 
is attributable to the rebate greatly affects the amount of water saved under the program. However, water saving are 
achieved under all the scenarios presented above. Water saved is an important means for judging the success of the 
program.  

Source: OAG and Water Corporation
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Product and rebate 
amount

Number 
of rebates 

paid

Total rebate 
$

Water 
Corporation’s
indicative cost 
of water saved 

– assumes 
100% uptake 
due to rebate

Indicative 
water cost 

under 
scenario 1 

– 20% 
uptake due 
to rebate

Indicative 
water 

savings 
under 

scenario 2 
– 50% 

uptake due 
to rebate

Indicative 
water 

savings 
under 

scenario 3 
– 80% 

uptake due 
to rebate

Washing machines 
($150)

129 299 $19 394 850 $0.72 $3.61 $1.44 $0.90

Soil wetting agents 
($10)

47 511 $475 006 $3.33 $16.66 $6.67 $4.17

Shower heads ($10) 19 749 $197 480 $0.14 $0.71 $0.29 $0.18
Garden bores (up to 
$300) 

14 577 $4 398 082 $0.08 $0.40 $0.16 $0.10

Rainwater tanks (up to 
$300)

8 024 $921 100 $0.26 $1.28 $0.51 $0.32

Pool Cover (up to 
$100)

2 470 $243 714 $0.29 $1.47 $0.59 $0.37

Tap timers ($10) 1 774 $17 740 $0.21 $1.04 $0.42 $0.26
Subsurface irrigation 
($10)

1 199 $11 985 $0.22 $1.09 $0.43 $0.27

Rain Sensor ($20) 52 $1 040 $0.10 $0.50 $0.20 $0.13
Grey water re-use 
systems (up to $500)

46 $20 947 $0.41 $2.07 $0.83 $0.52

Aerobic Treatment 
Units (up to $500)

44 $20 250 $0.38 $1.92 $0.77 $0.48

Flow control valves 
($10)

14 $140 $0.22 $1.11 $0.44 $0.28

Gardenwise 
Assessments ($30)

11 $330 $0.13 $0.65 $0.26 $0.16

Total 224 770 $25 702 664 $0.29 $1.46 $0.59 $0.37

Table 3: Scenario analysis – Possible costs of water – based on actual uptake from February 2003 to 
December 2005.
The Water Corporation’s normal cost of delivering a kL of water is between $0.82 and $1.20 whilst the cost of delivering 
a kL of water under desalination is $1.16. The table shows that the average cost of saving a kL of water under the 
rebate program is less than Water Corporation’s cost of delivering water except under scenario 1. 

The table also shows that the cost of saving water on some products is often much more than the cost of delivering 
water. For example, soil wetting agents.

Source: OAG and Water Corporation

Management of the Waterwise Rebate Program (continued)
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 Uptake of Rebates

 Public uptake of the Waterwise rebates has varied considerably amongst the 13 products.  
Uptake has been very high for several of the products but for seven of the products the 
projected and actual uptake has been so low as to make them almost inconsequential to the 
success of the program.  

 However, the program has been designed to be relevant to all sectors of the community 
and the product mix necessarily ranges from high cost once-off purchase items through 
to lower cost items and services which allow those not in the market for the high cost 
solutions to also participate in the program.  

 High uptake of the rebated products results in increased water savings and can contribute 
to greater awareness amongst the public of the need for water conservation. The level of 
product uptake refl ects the popularity of the product, the effectiveness of the marketing 
done by the product suppliers and by the Water Corporation and the amount of rebate 
provided.

 Two products, water saving washing machines and soil wetting agents have been particularly 
popular with the public, accounting for nearly 80 per cent of the number of rebates paid. 
Washing machines made up 75 per cent of the total values of rebates paid ($19.4 million). 
The Water Corporation advised that its feedback from retailers is that the rebate program 
on washing machines has completely changed the type of washing machines demanded by 
the public. To reinforce this demand, the rebate scheme was adjusted in July 2005 so that 
only the most water effi cient washing machines were eligible for a rebate. 

 Garden bores have made up just six per cent of rebates but approximately 60 per cent of 
the estimated total water saved. They are also the most cost effective at $0.16 per kL of 
water saved whilst soil wetting agents at $6.67 per kL by far the least cost effective3. Under 
scenario 2 in Table 3 above, soil wetting agents and washing machines were the only two 
products for which the cost of water saved exceeded the Water Corporation’s maximum 
cost for delivering a kL of water.

 Figure 1 shows the average weekly rebate uptake from July 2004 to December 2005. Of 
the nine products on offer since July 2004, two (washing machines and soil wetting agents) 
exceeded the projected rebate uptake (both by 80 per cent or more). However, the uptake 
on fi ve products was well below that projected (between 0.1 per cent and 55 per cent of 
that projected).  Two of these fi ve products (Aerobic Treatment Unit and Grey Water Use 
systems) provide the second and third highest water savings per product unit out of all 
thirteen products on offer.   

3  These cost fi gures assume that 50 per cent of products were purchased because of the rebate.
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 Of the four new products on offer since July 2005, the uptake on three (Rain Sensors, 
Waterwise Garden Assessments and Subsurface Irrigation) has been less than 20 per cent 
of the projected uptake. Analysis shows that the uptake of rebates on these three products 
has been slower for the most part than products introduced in earlier years. However, the 
signifi cance of these three products to the program is minimal in terms of either projected 
uptake (refer fi gure 1) or water saved (refer table 2).

 Marketing costs associated with the rebate program have not been signifi cant (2.8% of 
total expenditure). An average of $405 000 has been spent by the Water Corporation on 
marketing related expenditure in the fi rst two years of the program.  A further $497 000 is 
planned in 2005-06. The Water Corporation has advised that its marketing is not aimed at 
promoting one product over another. Rather, it is about general awareness of the program. 
As previously mentioned, public awareness of the overall program is good.

 Figure 1: Average actual and projected weekly uptake of rebates from July 2004 
to December 2005

 The projected and or actual uptake of seven products appears to be so low as to be inconsequential 
to the overall success of the program (grey water use systems, aerobic treatment units, tap timers, 
fl ow control valves, rain sensors, waterwise garden assessments and subsurface irrigation ).

Source: The Water Corporation

Product Type

1 000

800

600

400

200

0

N
um

be
r 

of
 P

ro
du

ct
s

Bore
s

Wash
ing

 M
ach

ine
s

Sho
wer 

Head
s

Tan
ks

Grey
 w

ate
r U

se 
Syst

em
s

Aero
bic

 Trea
tm

en
t U

nit

Soil
 W

ett
ing

 Age
nts

Tap
 Tim

ers

Flow
 Con

tro
l V

alv
es

Swim
ming

 Poo
l C

ov
ers

Rain
 Sen

sor
s

Wate
rw

ise
 G

ard
en

 Asse
ssm

en
ts

Sub
sur

fac
e I

rri
ga

tio
n

Average Weekly Uptake from July 2004 to December 2005

 Projected weekly uptake from July 2004 to December 2005 inclusive

 Actual weekly uptake from July 2004 to December 2005 inclusive

Management of the Waterwise Rebate Program (continued)
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Overview
 Animal feedstuffs, hormonal growth promotants and veterinary chemicals have important 

implications for trade and the human food chain. The use of hormonal growth promotants 
is subject to specifi c legislation in Western Australia (WA). The regulation of chemicals 
in the production of animals produced for human consumption is largely limited to the 
manufacture of animal feedstuffs. WA has no legislation controlling the general use of 
veterinary chemicals in production animals, although a very small number of chemicals 
including growth promotants are specifi cally controlled through existing Acts. New 
legislation to address this weakness is expected to be introduced into Parliament in 2006.

 The Department of Agriculture and Food (DAFWA) regulates and controls the production 
of animal feedstuffs and audits against national guidelines. Almost its entire activity in this 
area is focused on managing Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) otherwise known 
as ‘Mad Cow’ disease with the balance of its activity largely focused on the regulation of 
Hormone Growth Promotants (HGP) in beef cattle. No outbreak of BSE has ever been 
detected in Australia.

Key Findings
  Feedstuffs and HGP are regulated by DAFWA in accordance with legislation and 

national guidelines.

  There has been signifi cant delay in introducing regulations to control the use of 
veterinary chemicals. The need for control was recognised by DAFWA in 1999. New 
regulations are currently being drafted but are not expected to be in operation until 
the second half of 2006. Without these regulations, DAFWA has no control over 
inappropriate use of veterinary chemicals. 

  DAFWA does not have a response plan in the event that feedstuffs contaminated 
with Restricted Animal Material are fed to ruminants1. A national body with DAFWA 
representatives has been established to address this matter but the date of completion 
is unknown.

What Should Be Done?
  DAFWA should make all efforts to ensure that regulations controlling the use of 

veterinary chemicals are implemented without further delay.

Regulation of Animal Feedstuff s, Hormonal 

Growth Promotants and Veterinary Chemicals 

1  Hoofed animals that chew cud including cattle, buffalo, deer and sheep.
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Background
 The safe production of animal feedstuffs and use of veterinary chemicals (for medicinal, 

feedstuffs and other purposes) and hormonal growth promotants in production animals 
is essential to the health of Western Australians and to the strength of this sector of the 
economy. Income from meat and animals in Western Australia generated $1 178 million in 
2003-04. 

 Animal feedstuffs is material that is manufactured or processed for animal consumption 
and is generally pelletised. Feedstuffs do not include ‘basic feeds’ such as grains, pulses, 
or meadow hay. 

 Contaminated feedstuffs represent the highest risk of BSE being introduced into cattle 
and infecting people. Feedstuffs for all animals are regulated to manage risk. During 2004 
approximately 400 000 tonnes of animal feedstuffs was manufactured in WA. Feedstuffs 
is regulated through the Veterinary Chemical Controls and Animal Feeding Stuffs Act 1976 
and the Veterinary Preparations and Animal Feeding Stuffs Regulations 1998.

 Hormone Growth Promotants are substances used to promote accelerated growth in 
animals, especially beef cattle. They can be either naturally occurring or man-made 
hormones. The use of these substances is regulated by DAFWA against national guidelines 
and the Stock (Control of Hormonal Growth Promotants) Regulations 1994.

 What Did We Do?

 The examination assessed the management and regulation of animal feedstuffs in WA. 
This involved the operational activities of the Animal Health (Chemicals) section of the 
Department of Agriculture and Food (DAFWA), with particular focus on:

  management of animal feedstuffs:

  management and auditing regime for Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE)

  management and auditing regime for Hormone Growth Promotants (HGPs)

  testing of animal feedstuffs

  controls over the use of veterinary chemicals in animal feedstuffs and animal 
production.

Regulation of Animal Feedstuff s, Hormonal Growth Promotants

and Veterinary Chemicals (continued) 
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What Did We Find?

 BSE Management

 BSE (‘Mad Cow’ disease) is a disease of cattle that can cause human fatalities if infected 
products are consumed. A national program and guidelines have been established to 
prevent any future infection and to give assurance to export markets, especially the 
European Union, that appropriate controls are in place. Australia has been recognised 
by its trading partners as being free from BSE infection and no outbreak has ever been 
detected in Australia. The program is coordinated by the national Animal Health Committee 
reporting to the Commonwealth Primary Industries Standing Committee. A key element 
of the program is the auditing of feedstuffs manufacturers, retailers and end-users with 
a focus on preventing Restricted Animal Material (RAM), which is the cause of BSE, 
from contaminating feedstuffs. RAM is any material that contains tissue from an animal 
excluding gelatine, milk products or tallow.

 DAFWA performs its audit requirements effectively. Since 2003-04, 25 of 90 DAFWA 
audits have found non-compliance although these have generally been of a minor 
nature, mostly related to labelling requirements. In all cases corrective action is ordered 
and followed. There has been one successful prosecution of a manufacturer against the 
Regulations over failure to label material correctly. DAFWA has not found any non-
compliance among end-users of feedstuffs in its audits.

 One suspected occurrence of RAM contamination of feedstuffs has been detected in WA 
since 2001. DAFWA has yet to develop a plan of action in the event that the feeding 
of RAM to ruminants is detected. DAFWA agreed that this matter requires attention. 
DAFWA advised that it is represented on a national working group developing plans, 
although the date of completion is unknown. These plans will be introduced under the new 
legislation. 

 The number of audits undertaken by DAFWA is in accordance with national requirements 
and DAFWA’s method for targeting audits is adequate. Manufacturers and renderers of 
animal products used in feedstuffs are generally audited annually. Audits of retailers are 
conducted less frequently. End users of feedstuffs are generally audited in conjunction 
with audits of users of Hormone Growth Promotant. Audits are conducted using a standard 
approach. 
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 Hormone Growth Promotants (HGPs)

 DAFWA conducted 13 audits of WA producers in 2004-05 that use HGP. These audits 
were undertaken as part of the national testing regime controlled by the Commonwealth 
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. The Commonwealth department 
accepted DAFWA’s reporting on these audits. 

 Auditing is done to establish if producers have kept appropriate records of the HGP status 
of their stock. The audit is undertaken against sale records from retailers of HGP who 
are required to record transaction details including the identity of the purchaser and the 
quantity purchased. The audits also establish if cattle that have received HGP have been 
marked as such with an ear punch and whether producers have kept proper records of the 
sale of HGP stock. DAFWA is the only agency in Australia that has prosecuted producers 
for inadequate HGP records. However, both cases were unsuccessful.   

 Cattle that have been treated with HGP are banned in the European Union and some other 
international markets. However, Australian and World Health Organisation research has 
found that there is no public health issue in the properly managed use of HGPs.

 Testing of Feedstuff s and Animals

 DAFWA does not conduct any routine chemical analysis of feedstuffs to test for presence 
of RAM or the small number of additives and adulterants that are restricted under the 
Regulations. DAFWA considers that existing tests are not conclusive and that the absence 
of standards limits the benefi ts of testing. The Department has instead decided that 
education of manufacturers, retailers and end-users and the promotion of good practice in 
manufacturing is the best way to ensure safety. This approach is consistent with practice in 
other jurisdictions.

 DAFWA advised that the prohibited and restricted substances listed in the regulations 
are outdated. The feedstuff regulations also do not deal with the composition of the fi nal 
feedstuff product. A national Working Group including DAFWA representatives has 
recently been formed to establish national standards for animal feedstuffs. 

 A test for RAM in feedstuffs is being developed by Animal Health Australia, a not-for-
profi t company formed by Australia, State and Territory governments and leading industry 
organisations.  At present the test is considered expensive and has not been endorsed by 
the Animal Heath Committee. Several state jurisdictions are nevertheless using the test 
although DAFWA and its Queensland equivalent consider that the test is not yet accurate 
enough to warrant its use. 

Regulation of Animal Feedstuff s, Hormonal Growth Promotants

and Veterinary Chemicals (continued) 
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 Assurance about the safety of meat products is however obtained through the testing of animals ‘at 
slaughter’ by the National Residue Survey (NRS), run by the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry. The NRS tests animals and animal products for specifi c chemicals, medicinal 
products, and dangerous materials. Results from these tests are delivered to the home agencies regularly, 
and any potentially serious Western Australian fi ndings are immediately referred to DAFWA for action. 
In such a case, animals are traced back to their place of origin to identify the cause of contamination. In 
Australia in 2004-05, the NRS conducted 124 500 analyses of animal products. DAFWA traced back two 
cases dealing with veterinary chemicals.

 ‘Control of Use’ of Veterinary Chemicals

 WA has not had ‘control of use’ regulations for managing veterinary chemicals since 1995. In the absence 
of regulations, any licensed veterinary chemical can be used in WA for practically any purpose. Without 
‘control of use’ regulations DAFWA has no recourse over the inappropriate use of licensed veterinary 
chemicals. This has implications across all uses of veterinary chemicals, in particular attempts to control 
increasing resistance of diseases to antibiotic treatment.  

 The need for control was recognised by DAFWA in 1999. New regulations are currently being drafted 
but are not expected to be in operation until at least the second half of 2006. The regulations may be 
introduced under existing legislation or under the Biosecurity and Agricultural Management Bill 2005 
which was released for public comment in November 2005. WA is the only State that has no ‘control of 
use’ powers.

 The availability of veterinary chemicals is managed nationally by the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary 
Medicines Authority (APVMA). The APVMA controls these substances up to the point of sale. Actual 
use of the substances is regulated by the States and Territories.  This has been the case since 1995 when 
WA amended legislation to enable the creation of the national licensing system under the APVMA. At 
the time, WA understood that the APVMA was to take responsibility for licensing and ‘control of use’ 
of veterinary chemicals. The gap in control was recognised by DAFWA in 1999 and by 2002 suitable 
amendments had been drafted to legislation to re-establish regulatory control. The amendment to the 
legislation was passed in 2004. 
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2005

Public Sector Performance Report 4 May 2005
– Software Licensing
– Regulation of Incorporated Associations and Charities
– The Use of Consultants
– Management of Leave Liability
– Environmental Assurance on Agricultural Research Stations

Follow-up Performance Examination: Implementing and 
Managing Community Based Sentences 25 May 2005

Audit Results Report on University and TAFE Colleges 25 May 2005 
and other audits completed since 1 November 2004

Regulation of Heavy Vehicles 29 June 2005

Protection of Critical Infrastructure Control Systems 24 August 2005

Administration of Protection of Old Growth Forest Policy Funding Programs 24 August 2005

Contract Management of the City Rail Project 31 August 2005

Second Public Sector Performance Report 19 October 2005
– Production, Transport and Disposal of Controlled Waste
– Regulation of Child Care Services
– The Personnel and Payroll Processing Function at the Department of Education and Training
– Follow-up Performance Examination 
    Life Matters: Management of Deliberate Self-Harm in Young People

Third Public Sector Performance Report 16 November 2005
– Unauthorised Driving - Unlicensed Drivers and
     Unregistered Vehicles in Western Australia
– Management of the Light Vehicle Fleet
– Redundancy and Redeployment
– Follow-up Performance Examination
     Level Pegging: Managing Mineral Titles in Western Australia

Making the Grade? Financial Management of Schools 16 November 2005

Progress with Implementing the Response to the Gordon Inquiry 23 November 2005

Audit Results Report by Ministerial Portfolios at 11 November 2005 23 November 2005

2006

Management of the TRELIS Project 12 April 2006

Audit Results Report on Universities and TAFE Colleges and other
audits completed since 11 November 2005 12 April 2006 

The above reports can be accessed on the Offi ce of the Auditor General’s 
website at www.audit.wa.gov.au/

On request these reports may be made available in an alternative format 
for those with visual impairment.

Previous Reports of the Auditor General


