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BIOLOGICAL CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 October. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.30 pm]: I am the opposition’s lead speaker on this bill. I believe this 
is the first piece of legislation to be carried by the new Minister for Agriculture and Food. I wish him well, and 
I am pleased to inform the house that the opposition supports the Biological Control Amendment Bill 2016. 
From what we can gather, there is an anomaly in the legislation that has caused some ambiguity about the use of 
viruses for biological control, and this bill seeks to remove that ambiguity and protect the state from any 
potential litigation as a result of the use of viruses for biological control in Western Australia. 

The best known use of viruses for biological control in contemporary times is the rabbit calicivirus, which has 
been used to reduce the feral rabbit population across Western Australia, and I will touch more on that in 
a moment. The original strain of rabbit calicivirus, which I believe, if I am not mistaken, was RHDV-K1, was 
released accidentally, as members may remember, in South Australia in 1995. Research was being undertaken by 
the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation on Wardang Island, in the Spencer Gulf, and 
the CSIRO was also doing some research with this virus at Geelong in Victoria. The virus escaped from 
Wardang Island to the mainland of South Australia, in the Yunta district, about 260 kilometres north east of 
Adelaide. There was a bit of a gag going around at the time about how quickly the rabbit calicivirus could 
spread. The answer was 110 kilometres an hour on the open road and 60 kilometres an hour in built-up areas. 
Clearly, there had been some skulduggery in the spread of this virus ahead of its planned release in an attempt to 
restrict the rabbit population, which had pretty much become immune to the myxoma virus that was released in 
the 1950s. That virus reduced rabbit numbers in Australia from around 600 million to approximately 
100 million, but resistance had developed to that disease, and the population had built up again to around 
300 million. The rabbit calicivirus was seen as a way of reducing the number of feral rabbits across Australia. 

The virus was first discovered in 1986 in Italy, where it killed about 64 million farmed rabbits. It reached France 
in the following year, Spain and Switzerland in 1988, Germany in 1989, Denmark in 1990 and Sweden in 1993. 
The virus was brought to Australia with the hope of wiping out the feral rabbit population. This strain of the 
calicivirus works particularly well in dry areas, and has been effective in reducing the number of rabbits in the 
drier parts of Australia, where they have been a major introduced pest. 

Moving to the present, the latest strain of the virus is RHDV-K5, which is set for release in Western Australia. 
This is a new Korean strain of the virus that requires the same vaccine as the previous strain, so owners of pet 
rabbits can take some comfort that if their rabbits had been vaccinated with the existing vaccine, they will be 
safe against the new strain. The CSIRO has tested 38 strains of rabbit calicivirus, and this one was chosen 
because it kills rabbits quickly, and will work better in cooler and wetter areas, the higher productive areas of 
Australia, where the original rabbit calicivirus was not so successful. All in all, that sounds good. The 
government has now identified that the Biological Control Act 1986 is a bit ambiguous about the use of live 
organisms and viruses, and has chosen to end that ambiguity through this bill. 

As I often do in this house when I talk about matters agricultural, I go back to the government’s poor performance 
in the area of biosecurity. I noticed that another strain of the virus, RHDV-K2, has slipped through the biosecurity 
net and is making its way across northern Western Australia. This is a more deadly strain, and people may think 
that that is good, because it will remove even more rabbits, but it is not. There is no vaccine for this strain, and we 
see this as a major failure in the area of biosecurity in Western Australia. This virus has been able to slip through 
the fairly porous biosecurity net in Western Australia and begin to spread around the state. I am a little cynical 
about whether we are debating this legislation today to free the government from any potential litigation about the 
release of the rabbit calicivirus strain K5, or whether there is a clause in this legislation that will protect the state 
from its failure in the area of biosecurity, having not been able to stop the spread of RHDV-K2. I am sure that the 
minister will enlighten us a bit later on about whether that is the case. As I said earlier, we support the legislation, 
but I have a couple of questions about the reason we are debating it now. 
As members would know, recently the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations held hearings 
on departmental annual reports. I will be quoting from the uncorrected transcript of one of those hearings, with 
the Department of Agriculture and Food. I raised this subject, and was somewhat taken aback by the response 
from the minister and his department in the area of biosecurity. I asked a series of questions leading up to the 
minister expressing his view on the importance of biosecurity. In the interest of brevity, I will begin in the 
middle of that conversation, and quote the exchange between me and the minister. I began by saying — 

Minister, you just said that that you consider the agency to be an R&D agency—we can question how 
much R there is to all of this—that has a focus on biosecurity. Can I suggest to you that it probably 
might be the other way around? With the way the changes are affecting the department, year on year we 
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have less people to do the same—presumably not the same amount of work, because you would not do 
that. I am just curious as to where exactly you see, and the agency sees, biosecurity, because I certainly 
consider it more important than perhaps you just outlined there. Is there a shift in the importance of 
biosecurity in the agency? Is there someone else picking up some of these aspects? How can we be 
comforted that, despite the cuts to the budget and the reduction in staff, we are not at threat of 
a biosecurity incident? 
Hon MARK LEWIS: At a very high level, and the budget papers reflect this, there is $55 million in 
resource risk management, which includes biosecurity, and there is nearly $108 million still within 
R&D and science and innovation and trade development. I would not say that that suggests that those 
figures are saying that we are out of R&D. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I could not really argue with you about the D; we could discuss the R, but that 
is okay. The point I am trying to make is around the biosecurity. I think you are getting to that now. 

The minister, rather than give me some comfort that the agency was putting its best foot forward in the area of 
biosecurity—I just alluded to an outbreak of calicivirus K2 that will affect us—referred to the executive director 
in charge of biosecurity, Dr Kevin Chennell, who is probably as qualified as anyone to speak on that. He said — 

In terms of internal budget, the internal budget for biosecurity and regulation has gone up for 2016–17. 
That followed an internal review of all of our requirements under the national deeds, and local 
legislation in terms of how we have to regulate the biosecurity and regulation. We are in the process, 
and have recruited about eight livestock staff, which includes veterinarians, which I believe went to 
Parliament during the freeze period as an issue. We are in the process of recruiting eight animal welfare 
staff. I spoke about that. We have appointed two to three more quarantine staff in recent times, and we 
are now looking at the plant area. WA biosecurity is undoubtedly one of the best two systems in 
Australia. We are the only state other than Tasmania that has its own border protection system. That 
continues to work effectively. 
This year we negotiated with the commonwealth new arrangements under the new Biosecurity Act for 
Australia that recognises WA’s freedom from pests and diseases of importance. That includes 200 to 
300 weeds that we do not have that other states have. It includes honey bees, which are free of 
European foulbrood, which other states have. It includes our freedom from myrtle rust. So we have 
aggressively defended that biosecurity situation. In the last quarter alone, 13 799 kilos of 
quarantine-risk material, including 1 471 kilos of honey, was intercepted at our borders, and 
98 inspections found quarantine-risk material that required treatment, re-export or destruction. We have 
no significant incursions in 2015–16 into this state. We had two incursions, including Q-fly and 
med fly, which we eradicated. Had they established, certainly Q-fly, that would have cost the industry 
$34 million a year. We believe the return on investment from biosecurity is somewhere in the order of 
33 to one for this state. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Just while we are on that, Chair, if I may, just on biosecurity matters, can 
I have our status on the following: the cucumber mosaic virus outbreak; we have touched on wild dogs, 
so if there is anything more to add; the Russian wheat aphid, have we had an incursion of that; and any 
other known biosecurity threats that are up on top of your list, please? 
Dr Chennell: There are certainly a couple of issues there. The cucumber virus is problematic. I mean, 
that has been recognised in Australia as not being eradicable. 

The situation now is that cucumber mosaic virus is in Western Australia. It slipped through—again—our rather 
porous biosecurity net. Dr Chennell continued — 

So we are working closely with industry, both national industry, and local industry—Vegetables WA—
to develop a … methodology for control. Fortunately, the presence of the disease does not have an 
impact on the market, so we are still able to sell the fruit providing they are suitable, so we do not 
expect a major impact on that aspect. The disease is insidious and it is certainly now present in 
Western Australia. So we are moving from an incident management process where we are defining 
which locations have the disease and the virus. It has got into weeds, so it is now endemic. We are 
moving from that incident response to a management response with industry. You mentioned, I think, 
wild dogs. There is a wild dog action plan developed, which should go to cabinet soon, I understand, 
minister. What was the other matter you raised? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Russian wheat aphid. 
Dr Chennell: Russian wheat aphid, to date, following extensive surveillance, we have not found 
Russian wheat aphid in this state. We created an incident to develop a response plan should we get it. 
That incident plan is with industry and we are good to go on the plan should it occur. 
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Through that exchange it is clear that the cucumber mosaic virus has got into Western Australia relatively easily. 
There was no mention of this wild or feral strain of rabbit calicivirus, which I thought may have come up when 
I specifically asked if there were any other threats. The department needs to focus a bit more carefully on 
biosecurity. It is certainly a big issue in the agricultural sector. 
The wild dog problem has not been hampered or thwarted at all under this government. There has been a lot of 
talk. We have tried the dog bounty but that has failed. There is talk of a cell fence but that has not happened. I do 
not believe that even the agricultural regions are completely protected. There are still gaps in the barrier fence. 
This government’s record is poor in the area of biosecurity in the agricultural sector. We have now learnt from 
this exchange that cucumber mosaic virus is a fact of life. It is a big issue in the Geraldton area. Geraldton has 
the largest number of producers of Lebanese cucumbers in Australia, at 85 per cent. The longest and straightest 
Lebanese cucumbers are produced in Geraldton. Those growers face an uncertain future with the introduction of 
this virus. No-one really knows what the long-term effects on the industry will be. It was not present two years 
ago, but it is now. Similarly, the rabbit calicivirus is coming our way. There is no known vaccine to combat this 
virus in farmed and pet rabbits. 
The Department of Agriculture and Food’s record in the area of biosecurity is not good. The Labor Party 
supports this legislation. It is important to indemnify the state for things that may be beyond its control. 
However, I do not know that the state has tried particularly hard to control things. I might be on the wrong 
tangent here; so I look forward to the minister’s response. I note that the minister’s second reading speech 
outlines the changes to the act that will indemnify the state in terms of potential litigation. That is important; the 
Labor Party supports that. On the broader issue of biosecurity, which may or may not be related to this bill, we 
need an upping of the tempo and a greater focus from the department. The Labor Party supports the legislation as 
put before it. I wish the Minister for Agriculture and Food well in passing his first bill. 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [5.45 pm]: I rise to talk a little about the Biological Control 
Amendment Bill 2016. The Greens will support the bill but I want to mention a couple of items in offering 
support for this legislation. I note that the purpose of this bill is to bring WA into line with the national scheme. 
During my briefing, I was assured that while there is a national scheme to regulate viruses for the purposes of 
controlling pest animals, each state has the ability to determine if and how that would be rolled out to reflect the 
local context. The Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia can use local knowledge of the 
environment to target how this technology is used. I want to talk a little about the technology. 
In researching the new calicivirus, which I assume triggered the amendment bill before us, I noticed there was 
conflicting information in the public domain. I was concerned about whether the vaccine that is provided to 
pet rabbits is effective in protecting them against RHDV1-K5, particularly the virus that has crossed the border 
from the Australian Capital Territory—the calici 2 virus. As I understand it, that is a wild virus. As we are 
debating the Biological Control Amendment Bill, I thought it would be an opportune time for the minister to 
bring us up to date on the effectiveness of vaccines in protecting pet rabbits from that wild strain. From my 
research, it is clear that there is a bit of confusion about whether it would be effective against that virus. I want to 
make it clear that it has been shown to be effective against the K5 virus, which is intended to be rolled out in the 
next 12 months. 
For the benefit of context, I will quote Dr Susan Campbell, who commented on the place of this virus in our 
biological controls against rabbits. An article states — 

Dr Campbell said the war began with myxomatosis, released in the 1950s, which dramatically reduced 
the country’s rabbit population, then about 10 million, by about 90 per cent. 

That original myxomatosis was clearly much more effective than the current viruses being used. It reduced the 
rabbit population by 90 per cent at that time. Dr Campbell is quoted as saying — 

“But then they restarted that old biological arms race and rabbits became more immune to myxo—that 
was the reason for releasing the calici in the mid-nineties,” she said. 
“There were 600 million rabbits nationwide when it was first released and it was quite effective, 
especially in the drier areas where the rabbits did not have that benign virus.” 
But the rabbit army has slowly regathered its strength. 
“It is similar to what happened with myxo—they are evolving together in the field and some are 
developing that resistance, while others carrying that benign strain are immune,” she said. 
While the new strain, which will kill an infected rabbit within 48 hours from internal bleeding, will not 
completely annihilate the population but a ‘knockdown’ of about 40 per cent is expected.  

We can see that the effectiveness of the viruses we are developing is waning. I do not know how we can solve 
that problem now, but I think it is important to keep in mind. The Greens’ policy is that a precautionary approach 
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should be taken when biological controls are being introduced, and we have to weigh up how effective they are 
at solving the problem. 
I am not trying to minimise the problem. I was shocked to learn the exact cost of the loss of agricultural 
production due to rabbits—$200 million a year! Rabbits threaten 304 listed species of native animals and 
plants—a figure higher than feral cats and foxes combined. I was not aware that rabbits were such a peril to our 
native animal population. One of the questions I asked in the briefing was, of course, whether there was any risk 
of this virus spreading to native animals or livestock; the officers assured me there was not. I think that is another 
reason we have deigned to give our support to this legislation. It is important to recognise that we are not, by 
way of this legislation, approving the calicivirus. We are legislating for a state system of controlling and 
monitoring its release. It is consistent with the Greens’ policy approach, and in fact not so long ago we argued 
for the very same regime for genetically modified crops. All we wanted was to have a system in place in 
Western Australia whereby we could look at the rollout of genetically modified crops and control their release. 
In that regard I would argue that the government is contradicting itself, because it argued that we should just 
hand over all our powers to the national regulator. The Biological Control Amendment Bill 2016 will do exactly 
the opposite. We have said, “There’s a national regulator who approves viruses for biological control, and yet we 
need to have in place a state law to monitor and control it.” The state government has proposed that, and 
I support it. My approach has been consistent; I am pointing out the government’s inconsistency. 
Hon Liz Behjat: Are you sure there is a national regulator for that? I don’t think there is. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: This is a uniform national approach, and I understand that all states will have to have 
similar legislation in place and that the calicivirus will be regulated. It is on a national list of approved viruses—
approved biological controls—and we have to mirror that. It is mirror legislation. We could have done GM in 
exactly the same way, but we chose not to. I particularly raise that because I met with Steve Marsh this week. He 
reminded me that that is still an ongoing problem in this state. We will have to put in place a state regime for that 
control at some point in time. 
I finish by saying that until we have that strict liability mechanism in place, we will have problems with the 
rollout of GM technology and it will particularly bite the agricultural sector. Let us welcome this biological 
control and have a regime in place to make sure that we manage it well in Western Australia. That fits with the 
Greens’ policies in that we would call for more effective ecological management of invasive species, pests and 
diseases by developing effective and humane control of introduced animals to protect native habitats and native 
species. The precautionary principle must be employed when considering the importation of any new 
non-endemic species into Western Australia, and the management of existing non-endemic populations. We will 
support legislation that ensures the resourcing of biosecurity pest, weed and disease control measures to protect 
Western Australia’s agriculture, natural systems and population. For that reason, we support this bill. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [5.55 pm]: I rise to make a brief contribution to the second reading debate 
on the Biological Control Amendment Bill 2016, which is, essentially, mirror legislation to the commonwealth 
Biological Control Act 1984; other states and territories will also mirror it. 
Biological control is a method of pest control derived from the natural control of populations through predators, 
pathogens and parasites. A lot has been said this evening by Hon Lynn MacLaren and Hon Darren West about 
myxomatosis and the calicivirus for rabbits, which has been a very effective control. But biological control is 
also about predatory animals, not just microorganisms, and there have been successes and failures in biological 
control. One of the great failings, of course, was the cane toad. The arrival of the cane toad as a pest in Australia, 
as many members would know, was no accident. The Bureau of Sugar Experiment Stations—a Queensland 
agency under of the authority of the Minister for Agriculture and Stock—introduced it to combat the cane beetle. 
The cane toad decided it did not like the cane beetle too much, and it has become a major pest in Australia. It 
started in Queensland, has moved right around the Northern Territory, and is now a problem for 
Western Australia in that it destroys much of our native wildlife—those that try to predate on it—and the 
tadpoles cause a problem as well. 
I support the passage of this bill. We have to understand that there have also been a lot of successes. There has 
been some talk about GM crops, but we have to remember that Bt cotton and the Bt toxin has been incorporated 
in about 99 per cent of our cotton plants; it is also in the Ord River and around Australia. Almost 99 per cent of 
our cotton is genetically modified. It is interesting that Bt toxin is also used by organic farmers for the control of 
pests. That has been around since about the 1920s. People are happy to throw Bt toxin on their organically grown 
kale, but it actually came out of genetic engineering. Now that the GM crops act has been repealed, that might 
free up some more of those types of benefits for us to use—things like Bt toxins to control pests. 
Members are aware that rabbits were a major problem at the turn of the last century. We hear many older 
Western Australians saying that at dusk in the 1930s and 1940s the Darling Range would move with the amount 
of rabbits. I suppose they also provided quite a food source during the Great Depression. In 1938 myxomatosis 
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was introduced, and in 1996 the calicivirus. It is quite interesting that myxomatosis is not obsolete. The 
population of rabbits on my property increases at times, and then it will start to drop away. Myxomatosis is quite 
evident as being one of the, I suppose, biological controls that are starting to knock those rabbits back, along 
with the calicivirus. Myxomatosis has been around a long time and there is resistance to it, but it is still very 
valuable, as is calicivirus. 
Unfortunately, we have not been able to find any biological controls for other pests such as wild dogs and feral 
pigs. Hon Lynn MacLaren talked about the danger of calicivirus getting into pet rabbits or even rabbit farming 
businesses. If there is not a vaccine for it, those animals could be lost. Members can imagine what would happen 
if there was a biological control for wild dogs that somehow got into the domestic dog population. It would be 
a disaster for dog owners. Of course, feral pigs are another issue. As yet, we have not been able to find 
a biological control for them. 
Along with biological control, other methods exist for the control of these pests—traditional methods like 
exclusion fencing for wild dogs, baiting programs and ground shooting; the same methods can be used for wild 
pigs. The main area that these animals tend to propagate on is public land. I attended a biosecurity group meeting 
in Yabberup earlier this year; it is one of the coldest places I have been to in a very long time. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon RICK MAZZA: Before the dinner break, I spoke about the biological control of rabbits with the calicivirus 
and myxomatosis, and the Bt toxin from cotton, which has been very helpful with dealing with insect control, 
especially in organic agriculture. I think I may have finished on the fact that I visited Yabberup earlier this year 
on a very cold winter’s day. 
Hon Jim Chown: Where is Yabberup? 
Hon RICK MAZZA: Yabberup is halfway between Donnybrook and Boyup Brook on Donnybrook–Boyup 
Brook Road. On that day, there was a lovely stack of wood in the fireplace, but it was not lit, and it was 
absolutely freezing in there. A group of farmers who are part of the biosecurity group in that area got together 
with some representatives from the Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia, the 
Department of Parks and Wildlife and a couple of preselected Liberal Party members for the upper house, which 
was quite interesting. One of the things that those farmers were very, very concerned about was that they were 
dealing with the issue of feral pigs, which are a great impost on their farming land, and noxious weeds. One of 
their major complaints was that they would deal with those particular pests, but public land such as state forests 
and national parks would become breeding grounds for those animals and weeds, which would then come back 
onto their property. They were quite vocal in complaining that not a lot of work was being done on that public 
land to help them deal with these pests. 
I understand that the Department of Parks and Wildlife, like all departments, has budget restraints. Part of its 
spend is on feral animal and weed control, but it cannot manage all of that land. As members here would know, 
I am a great supporter of hunting on public land. Of course, the recreational hunter can have a role to play in 
dealing with wild dogs, foxes, pigs, rabbits and other pests such as cats. We would like to see that progressed. 
I know that when Hon Ken Baston was minister, he trialled a bounty on wild dogs, which was a very successful 
trial. During that trial, 500 dogs were taken, which was a benefit to the people in the Gascoyne area. It is very 
interesting to note that Victoria has resumed its bounty on wild dogs program and increased the bounty to 
$120 per dog. It was very interesting to me that some of the shire councils in the north west have introduced their 
own bounties away from the state government as part of the wild dog mitigation program. I am not saying that 
bounties are the be-all and end-all of dealing with wild dogs, but they are another tool, if you like, as well as 
baiting and exclusion fencing and that sort of thing, that can assist in dealing with a very major problem. As yet, 
there has been no biological control for wild dogs, foxes, cats and feral pigs. The only biological control that has 
been a major benefit has been that used on rabbits. I do not think that we will see the biological control of some 
of these other pests any time soon. 

I think that providing Western Australian farmers and local governments with an incentive could assist with 
some of these pests. I also think that that would help with a lot of our world markets in providing food. I will 
conclude my remarks by noting that biological controls are best used with information from modern technology 
and scientific precision if we wish to avoid other government-sponsored measures such as those for cane toads. 
Overall, this is a good bill. The Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party supports the bill and, hopefully, we can 
continue to combat some of our biological problems. 

HON MARK LEWIS (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [7.35 pm] — in reply: 
I thank members opposite for their support in general for the Biological Control Amendment Bill 2916. I will 
very quickly go through some of the issues that were raised. I note that this is about biological control and it is 
not about genetically modified organisms, because GM is not a biological control. Those sorts of issues raised 
by Hon Lynn MacLaren were probably out of left field and not part of the bill, so to speak. 
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Hon Darren West made some comments. I thank the member for his outline of the history of calicivirus. 
Again, I am a bit uncertain where the member was going with the cucumber mosaic virus issue because 
I think it was outside the scope of this bill. The member mentioned the feral strain of RHDV, and RHDV is 
the rabbit haemorrhagic disease virus. The member mentioned that RHDV1 was introduced into Australia, 
and the RHDV2 strain, which is the wild strain, was recently identified and came into Western Australia via 
the east coast. The vectors for RHDV2 are unknown, but likely to be aerial insects. From this point, it is 
almost impossible to prevent its entry into WA. I guess that once established on the east coast, it will be 
almost impossible to prevent it from coming over here. 

Members raised the issue of whether a vaccine is available for the wild strain. No vaccine is available for the 
wild strain of RHDV2. However, vaccines are available for the biologically controlled strains of RHDV1, 
which is the original one, and the proposed RHDV1 K5. I think the other issue was the risk of spread. There is 
no known risk of spread of RHDV1 K5 to livestock or native fauna. 

I will go through some of the other issues. As I mentioned earlier, the whole GM debate around biological 
trial is sort of a misnomer, so I will not go any further. 

Hon Rick Mazza talked about feral animals and wild dogs, foxes and cats and the like. Yes, they are an issue, 
but again they are probably not an issue for this bill because this bill is pretty specific. The amendments in the 
bill are very tight and prescriptive. It really is around the issues of viruses or sub-viral agents and the 
conjecture around whether they are living organisms.  

The bill is very much about that and making sure that there is no doubt about the biological control of viruses 
and subviral agents. Those members who have been to university or done tertiary education will know that 
students often use acronyms. The issue around whether something is a virus or a subviral agent is in biology 
101. There is an acronym LARGERS; I am pretty sure it is one that students would remember! The acronym 
is the criteria by which a living organism is defined and, as I said, there is some conjecture whether a virus 
meets that definition. LARGERS stands for the following: a living organism has locomotion; it has 
assimilation, or in other words, it ingests; it reproduces; it grows; it excretes; it respires; and it responds to 
stimulus. 

Hon Michael Mischin: That’s too much information! 

Hon MARK LEWIS: Yes, it is almost too much information, but, as I said, there is conjecture that some 
viruses do not meet the definition and hence the need to change the definition from a “live organism” to 
a “prescribed organism”. 

In summary, Western Australia’s Biological Control Amendment Bill 2016 is a mirror law to the 
commonwealth’s Biological Control Amendment Act 2016. In response to scientific and legal advice on this 
issue, the commonwealth sought to amend the Biological Control Act 1984 and the federal Minister for 
Agriculture and Water Resources introduced the Biological Control Amendment Bill 2016 into federal 
Parliament in March 2016. The federal Department of Agriculture and Water Resources expects that 
proclamation will be made before or during the first quarter of 2017, and possibly before if the amendments to 
all state and territory legislations are completed. As such, the commonwealth Biological Control Amendment 
Bill 2016 makes amendments to the commonwealth Biological Control Act 1984 that are required to support 
national programs for the biological control of damaging pests and weeds. This bill makes those mirror 
changes. As I said, it clarifies the definition of organism under the act to reflect the use of viruses and subviral 
agents as organisms, and target organisms for biological control activities. Australia’s toolkit for managing 
harmful pests will be bolstered by the passage of these amendments to the act that provide certainty for the 
use of viruses in controlling pests. As a result of these amendments, there will be certainty around the use of 
viruses in controlling pests including the European rabbit, as we have talked about, and things like carp. 
Amendments to explicitly reflect the use of viruses in biological control activities will also mitigate the risks 
that the release of a virus or subviral agent, declared as an “agent organism”, will be subject to legal 
proceedings to prevent its release, or that the release is not subject to liability protection provisions. The 
legislation will also provide some national consistencies between the state and the Feds. As I said, biological 
control is a highly effective tool to control pests and weeds that impact agriculture but also, importantly, the 
environment. This bill provides strength in legislative authority and therefore greater certainty for future 
programs in which scientific consensus recommends the use of viruses for biological control. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 
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Hon Darren West; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Rick Mazza; Hon Mark Lewis 

Committee 

The Chair of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the chair; Hon Mark Lewis (Minister for Agriculture and Food) 
in charge of the bill. 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 3 amended — 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I have just a couple of questions. I listened intently to the minister’s second reading 
speech and his reply but I did not really hear him address a couple of concerns that arise because of this bill. 
I want to give the minister a chance to answer a couple of questions; I think this might be his first bill and it is 
nice to do the complete process! We are talking about deleting the definition of “prescribed live organisms” and 
instead just calling them “prescribed organisms”. I know that the minister explained a definition of “live” and 
why we are deleting it, but could he tell us what the current prescribed live organisms are so that we can be 
assured that they will fit in the category of prescribed organisms when we delete the word “live”? 

Hon MARK LEWIS: Thank you, member. There are three declared target organisms and/or agent organisms. 
I will give the member the common names: Paterson’s curse, the blackberry and the obvious one, the European 
rabbit. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you very much; I appreciate that. I think it is important to realise that I asked 
for that information during the briefing and flagged that it was something I thought we should raise during this 
debate because they are not really a big problem in Western Australia. I know that carp is a problem on the 
horizon. I wonder whether the minister would advise us what the plans are to accommodate carp. The question is 
about the biological control of carp. Should this bill pass, what is the procedure for listing it? How long will it 
take? Will Parliament have the opportunity to see when it is listed? Will we have an opportunity to know what 
the biological control is? 

Hon MARK LEWIS: I apologise I did not pick up that the member wanted information on those three declared 
species. If carp does come on the agenda, it will be part of a national agreement and will go through the 
Agriculture Ministers’ Forum, comprising ministers of the various states of the commonwealth, so there will be 
state agreement on that. That has to go through quite a lengthy consultation process, which sits within the 
existing Biological Control Act that defines the processes and amount of public consultation and input required 
for that to be declared. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I thank the minister for that helpful response. The last thing I ask is: if the minister 
comes to that intergovernmental ministerial meeting and there is some dissent amongst the other ministers is 
there an opportunity to list things in Western Australia? As this is mirror legislation and it is intended to be 
a national scheme, is it possible for us to list things that other states choose not to list, and how do we deal with 
that conflict? 

Hon MARK LEWIS: It is mirror legislation and will have to be adopted in all states. If other states do not want 
to adopt it, that is fine, but because it is mirror legislation it will have to come before this Parliament. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 5 to 7 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Bill reported, without amendment. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Mark Lewis (Minister for Agriculture and Food) and transmitted to 
the Assembly. 
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