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Division 15:  Agriculture Protection Board of Western Australia, $2 892 000 - 
Mrs J. Hughes, Chairman. 

Mr A.D. McRae, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture and Food. 

Mr I.G. Longson, Director General, Department of Agriculture and Food. 

The CHAIRMAN: I call the member for Stirling. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to “Major Initiatives For 2006-07” on page 299, which states - 

More emphasis will be given to eradication of serious pest infestations, such as the increasing starling 
infestation . . . 

What is meant by “more emphasis” as it applies to starlings? 

Mr A.D. McRAE: We have increased the level of resources directed towards the eradication of the founder 
populations of starlings near Esperance from $400 000 in 2004-05 to over $750 000 in 2005-06.  We have 
successfully managed starling infestation - that is, we have kept it under control - for more than 35 years.  The 
government’s goal is to ensure that the starlings do not come in under its watch.  These birds are quite often 
called cane toads with wings because they have the capacity to infest whole ecosystems.  Some research suggests 
that by removing nesting opportunities or by competing for food with other indigenous species of birds, they 
could take out 40 per cent of Western Australia’s indigenous bird population.  This is not a small problem.  This 
is a very significant problem.  I want to take the opportunity of distributing two maps to members.  The first 
map - 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: In asking that question, I am not really asking about the nature of the issue.  I think all 
members around the table are very aware of the issue and the impact that these birds are likely to have on 
agriculture and the natural environment.  More specifically, I am interested in the government resources 
allocated to the task. 

Mr A.D. McRAE: I am delighted to answer this question but I just wanted to talk about the background of it.  
The member for Stirling asked a question on this matter in the chamber - 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It was the member for Wagin. 

Mr A.D. McRAE: I beg your pardon; the member for Wagin asked a question some time ago.  Both members 
are from the same party.  I will just distribute these maps.  The first shows the south coast starling infestations as 
at 27 March 2006 and the second is a south coast starling infestation mapping as of May 2006.  They relate 
directly to the question that the member has asked.  The March sightings and reportings triggered a very 
significant increase in the number of people we put into the field to identify nesting sites and to begin an 
eradication program in which those sites were identified and the birds were present.  I give this information as an 
example of the correct response that the government has made and the department has been charged with just in 
this calendar year.   

We are preparing a submission to cabinet for additional funding because this is one of those programs where - 
we were talking about biosecurity earlier - we get an infestation of a particular biosecurity threat and we have to 
go back to cabinet and the expenditure review committee to get additional funds.  We have been successful with 
that over the past few years.  For example, the European house borer attracted funding of about $7 million and 
the locusts attracted funding of $4 million in 2000-2001.  These are normal responses of government and we will 
put the resources in. 

At least $2.5 million will be needed in 2006-07 to minimise and control the risk of the starling spread that we 
have now identified.  I will ask Mr Longson to give some detail of what that funding includes. 

Mr I.G. Longson: We are working with the Department of Environment and the Department of Conservation 
and Land Management to work out what resources we can muster from within our existing resource base.  We 
are jointly preparing a cabinet submission, as the parliamentary secretary indicated, to provide additional 
resources to complete the surveillance and start the eradication campaign to push the starlings back to the border. 

Mr G. SNOOK: Where in this budget do we see the allocation of money for such things as locusts?  

Mr A.D. McRAE: Unfortunately, it is back in division 14, which we have already done. 

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we can get some information on that later for the member.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS: I refer to “Significant Issues and Trends” on page 295.  I think the fourth and sixth dot 
points are related as they deal with biosecurity and biosecurity legislation.  The government feels that producers 
are not accepting enough responsibility or ownership of funding to deliver biosecurity outcomes.  Given that the 
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Department of Agriculture and Food will be the lead department and have carriage of this legislation and, 
therefore, responsibility for enforcement, what will the department do to enforce the responsibility for 
biosecurity practices by other government departments?  

[5.00 pm] 

Mr A.D. McRAE: To some extent, this deals with the Department of Conservation and Land Management from 
1 July.  We are anticipating that change.  The member would be aware that many neighbours of the conservation 
estate are sometimes critical of some of the practices of government agencies in maintaining some control over 
pests, particularly wild dogs, coming out of conservation estates.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS: When we consider that the department will now have carriage of all unallocated crown 
land, as well as the land that it had previously up to this point, that is a rather big increase in the amount of land 
that it has carriage over.   

Mr A.D. McRAE: I accept the general thrust of the argument and the concern.  On behalf of producers and 
landholders, we constantly make representation to the agencies with land management responsibilities over the 
government estate.  But that is not the responsibility of the Department of Agriculture and Food or the APB 
division.  It is difficult for me to answer in the context of this division what the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management should be doing.   

[Mr P.B. Watson took the chair.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, I notice we are only up to division 15 and we have to get up to division 18.  I 
think the chitchat can wait.  I do not want any opposition members coming to me and saying they do not get to 
ask enough questions.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS: Just while we are getting organised, I thought we might discuss a weed that, growing up in 
Queensland, I have a lot of experience with.  It is an eastern states weed that has infested certain areas.  The seed 
is about that long and it has extended arms on it.   

The CHAIRMAN: Parliamentary secretary, do you want to put this down as a supplementary or are you going 
to take a bit longer? 

Mr A.D. McRAE: I was actually enthralled by the discussion that we were getting from members across the 
table.  The key element of this work is that we cannot hope to deal with these kinds of biosecurity threats without 
a substantial body of research into population dynamics and population controls.  The single greatest mechanism 
we have for tackling those weeds is corporate research institutes and universities that governments have engaged 
with at a state level.  The private sector is also making a contribution.  We are involved in a couple of national 
cooperative research centre programs, in particular, the CRC for Australian Weed Management and the CRC for 
Tropical Savannas Management, where a significant number of the pests that the member identified are extant.  
Good science, good research and clever controls will ultimately get us a better response to these invasive pests.   

Mr G. SNOOK: I return to my point about the sequential poor acknowledgment of successive governments - I 
mean across the board - of agriculture protection and my reference earlier today about pests et cetera.  Please 
correct me if I am wrong, but I understand that there has been no real increase in funding allocation to the 
Agriculture Protection Board over the years.  When we look at the 2004-05 actual and the allocation estimate 
this year, it is a lineball call, so they are equal; however, in real terms there is less money.  We have starlings, 
wild dogs and everything else that comes under biosecurity, and the bill that will change the whole function of 
this section.  Where is the money? 

Mr A.D. McRAE: That is a good question.  I will run through a couple of quick responses to it.  Firstly, it is not 
possible - I am not sure it is even desirable from the Western Australian community’s point of view - for the 
government to fund the eradication of every pest on private property. 

Mr G. SNOOK: They could start with the crown land and the crown property.   

Mr A.D. McRAE: I just want to start with that principle.  Firstly, I do not think the people of Western Australia 
would put their hands up for the eradication of all pests on private property.  Secondly, I do not think any 
government will ever have - I do not know of any government in the world that has - the capacity to eliminate all 
invasive pests and diseases.  Thirdly, dealing with the APB budget and raising that matter fails to recognise that 
the APB is just one spoke in the wheel of a many-spoked attack against biosecurity threats.  We have talked all 
afternoon about the range of things that we are doing.  Ultimately, we have to look at the amount of money that 
has been poured into weed removal and eradication as part of the total biosecurity effort of the state government 
in partnership with the federal government, local government, local communities and private landholders.  
Whilst I understand that there will always be unmet demand in this area, it is not true to say that a very 
comprehensive and large-scale program and effort is not being put in by the state government.   
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Mr G. SNOOK: I did not say there was not.  I am saying that there is not enough to deal with what we are faced 
with.   

Mr A.D. McRAE: There is never enough across the board.  The second point, which we talked about earlier, is 
that when we have had outbreaks of serious invasive pests and diseases and other biological threats, be it dingos, 
wild dogs, starlings or the European house borer, the state government has poured in up to $7 million and 
$8 million at a time to a single project for eradication; that is, just to target one outbreak so that we control those 
biosecurity risks.  I think that is clear evidence of the capacity of the state to respond to those serious outbreaks 
of biosecurity risk.   

Mr G. SNOOK: I understand the response to a crisis.  That always occurs because that is the responsibility of 
government.  I am talking about preventive maintenance.  I am talking about an investment into reducing the 
prospect of that occurring.  I believe the government has not met its due responsibilities by allocating appropriate 
money in real terms to do the preventive maintenance and to respond to local authorities and community groups 
that come along and say, “We want a plant to be a declared plant, not just a pest plant, so that we can do what we 
know best; that is, control the numbers and not allow it to get into plague proportions, by which time it is too 
late.” That is my point.   

[5.10 pm] 

Mr A.D. McRAE: Can I just point to the fact that the APB process is also really a vehicle for matching funds 
from landholders.  The funds this year, the current budget allocation in 2005-06, are just under $20 million.  Of 
that amount, $11 million is included in the department’s consolidated fund appropriation.  Just under $1 million 
is from pastoralists’ contributions.  That is set by the individual zone rates.  Then we have a quarter of a million 
dollars allocated from the Declared Plant and Animal Trust Fund reserves; more than $4 million allocated from 
grain grower contributions, and that is raised under the skeleton weed levy; just short of $1 million from the 
APB’s consolidated fund appropriation to match pastoralists’ contributions; and more than $2 million from the 
APB’s consolidated fund to cover the capital user charge, depreciation, superannuation and all of the other 
operational costs.  The amount of $20 million is not an insubstantial amount to be coming through one agency 
that simply responds on a zone-by-zone basis across the state.  I grant the member one thing in his question-
statement.  There is not enough money because there never is enough money to deal with all these problems.  
We deal with them on a zone-by-zone basis in cooperation with landholders and we set priorities on the basis of 
good science and landholder and producer priorities.   

Mr G. SNOOK: Can the parliamentary secretary tell me what contributions government agencies such as 
CALM make to that range of contributors he just outlined, such as pastoralists etc? Do they meet their 
responsibility by contributing to those zone funds etc?  
Mr A.D. McRAE: Mr Chairman, I have just detailed the moneys that are raised under the division that we are 
dealing with.  I am not able to answer the question in relation to the Departments of Conservation and Land 
Management or Environment.  I mean, it is just not possible.   
Mr G. SNOOK: My question, sir, is directly to the department - and the parliamentary secretary is representing 
the other minister today: does CALM contribute to zone funding as pastoralists do?  
Mr A.D. McRAE: I will ask Mr Longson to give some of that detail.   
Mr I.G. Longson: It is my clear understanding that, no, there is no direct supplementation of programs run by 
zone control authorities or the Department of Agriculture and Food.  However, they are members and do attend 
ZCA meetings and we jointly put programs together so that they are coordinated.  There is coordination of 
dogging activities, for example, on CALM-controlled land and on private property.  It depends very much on the 
local coordination at ZCA level.  It is different and it depends on the local coordination.   
Mr G. SNOOK: No dollars, though.   
Mr I.G. Longson: Mr Chairman, my understanding is no, there is no dollar contribution from CALM.  It is more 
of a coordination of the programs.   

Mr A.D. McRAE: Just to add to Mr Longson’s comments, there are no funding allocations from CALM or other 
conservation or environment agencies that are administered by the department through these divisions.  They 
may well make their own contributions and they may well have their own expenditure, but I cannot tell members 
about that.  That is not within my -  
Mr G. SNOOK: I did not ask that. 
Mr A.D. McRAE: The member’s question was leading to other funds that they make available.   
Mr G. SNOOK: I asked a direct question: does CALM contribute to these funding arrangements?  
A member: Why would it? It is an agency. 
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Mr G. SNOOK: It owns land. 
The CHAIRMAN: Members, I advise everyone that we are up to division 15.  We have to get to division 18 by 
5.30 pm.   
The appropriation was recommended.  
 


