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1. INTRODUCTION 

Western Australia is currently undergoing a transformation in biosecurity 

management, moving from a government-led to an industry and community-coordinated 

approach.  Under the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007 (BAM Act), the 

establishment of Biosecurity groups (BGs) will provide the means to secure funding for this 

new collaborative approach.  The Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia 

(DAFWA) and the Invasive Animals Cooperative Research Centre (IA CRC) are providing 

support to assist communities to establish functional BGs in their area.  This report is the 

third in a series to help DAFWA and communities understand the triggers for effective 

community action in biosecurity management, with an emphasis on invasive animals..  

The first two reports in the series provided a general overview of factors influencing 

Western Australian rural landholders decisions to: (1) participate in invasive animal 

management activities, and (2) become engaged in the administration and activities of 

community-led groups.  This information was collected in two separate surveys of WA 

landholders conducted in June / July 2016.  This report focuses on understanding the 

awareness and participation of landholders from a BG perspective.  Given that the 

cooperation and support of rural landholders, and the community in general, will be an 

integral part of the success of the BG program, this report will assist individual BG groups to 

select or develop the most appropriate intervention techniques to boost awareness, 

membership and participation rates. 

There are five recognised BGs which have been operational in the pastoral areas 

(Rangelands) since July 2010 (Figure 1).  As of early 2017, there are twelve groups that are at 

different stages of this development within the South West Land Division (Figure 2). Over 

the past twelve months DAFWA has been working with the communities and the agriculture 

industry in these areas to engage them in biosecurity activities, and encourage a progression 

towards self-reliance as officially recognised BGs.  At the time of the landholder surveys in 

June / July 2016, the Eastern Wheatbelt group (the first group to be recognised), was 

commencing their community engagement around collecting a rate from their constituents 

for the 2016/2017 financial year.  The Blackwood Biosecurity group was in the process of 

becoming a recognised group, and since the survey has become the second group in the 

South West Land Division to become recognised by the Minister.  Several other groups 
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(Central Wheatbelt BG, Leschenault BG, Peel Harvey BG, Southern BG, Northern Mallee 

Declared Species group) lodged their applications for recognition with the Minister at the 

end of 2016.  The other groups shown in Figure 2 are in the preliminary stages of formation.  

 

 

Figure 1: Recognised biosecurity groups operating in the pastoral areas (Rangelands) of 

Western Australia since July 2010 (Source DAFWA). 
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Figure 2: Recognised and potential biosecurity groups within the South West Land Division 

of Western Australia as of February 2017 (Source DAFWA). 
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2. LANDHOLDER SURVEYS 

Two random-digit-dial telephone surveys, using both landline and mobile numbers, 

was conducted in June/July 2016 to target landholders across rural Western Australia.  The 

first survey was created to measure landholders’ perceptions of invasive animals, their 

participation in individual and group control activities, and a broad range of potential drivers 

and barriers that may influence participation in each type of control activity.  The second 

survey was created to measure landholder’s perceptions and participation in collaborative 

biosecurity groups and their activities, as well as a broad range of potential drivers and 

barriers that may influence their participation.  Socio-demographic information including 

age, gender, property size, enterprise type and length of residence was collected from all 

participants.  The development of these two surveys is described in Report 1 and Report 2, 

and the final instruments are available in the Appendices of these reports (McLeod, Hine, & 

Please 2016, 2017).  
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3. RESULTS 

Figure 3: Biosecurity group and property area distribution - Survey 1 

 

 

Figure 4: Biosecurity group and property area distribution - Survey 2 

 

There were a total of 731 respondents for Survey 1 

(participation in invasive animal control) and 838 

respondents for Survey 2 (awareness of and participation 

in biosecurity group activities).  Respondents from 

current biosecurity groups (survey1/survey2) were: 

 34/21 Blackwood Biosecurity Inc. (BBI) 

 21/21 Central Wheatbelt Biosecurity Assoc. (CWBA) 

 44/40 Eastern Wheatbelt Group (EWG) 

 47/52 Northern Ag. Catchment Council (NACC) 

 45/63 Leschenault Biosecurity Group (LBG) 

 6/10 Southern Biosecurity Group (SBG) 

 23/32 Northern Mallee Declared Sp. (NMDS) 

 13/18 Mingenew Irwin Group (MIG) 

 69/42 Wagin Woodanilling Landcare Zone (WWLZ) 

 21/34 Warren Catchment Council (WCC) 

 6/7 Morowa Shire 

 23/32 Rangelands (combined from Carnarvon, 

Meekathurra and Goldfields groups) 

 379/466 not associated with a biosecurity group
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Figure 5: Enterprise distribution - Survey 1 

 

 

Figure 6: Enterprise distribution - Survey 2 

 

 

The property was the main source of income for 65% of 

respondents in Survey 1 and 60% of respondents in 

Survey 2 

 

Mixed farming (cattle, sheep and/or cropping) was the 

main enterprise type 

Other enterprises included horses, poultry, pigs, goats, 

horticulture, and boutique industries such as grapes, 

olives, aquaculture, and catering for tourists. 

 

6% of sampled properties in both surveys were lifestyle 

or residential blocks (i.e. no enterprise). 
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Figure 7: Average perception of the severity of wild dogs, and participation  

in control  activities across Biosecurity groups  

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked to rate the severity of wild dog 

impacts on their property (1= not a problem, 2= minor 

problem, 3=moderate problem, 4=severe problem 5= 

very severe problem), and to what extent they 

participated in both individual (solo) and group 

management activities for wild dogs (1= never, 2= rarely, 

3=sometimes, 4=often 5= very often) 

 

The participation in any wild dog control activities was 

related to the perceived severity of the impacts of these 

predators 

The average perceived severity was highest in the 

Rangelands with landholders conducting individual 

control activities more often than group programs 
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Figure 8: Average perception of the severity of foxes and participation  

in control activities across Biosecurity groups  

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked to rate the severity of fox 

impacts on their property (1= not a problem, 2= minor 

problem, 3=moderate problem, 4=severe problem 5= 

very severe problem), and to what extent they 

participated in both individual (solo) and group 

management activities for foxes (1= never, 2= rarely, 

3=sometimes, 4=often 5= very often) 

 

Foxes were rated as a moderate problem across all of 

the South West Land Division (i.e. all groups but the 

Rangelands) 

Participation in individual control activities was more 

common than group programs 
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Figure 9: Average perception of the severity of rabbits and participation  

in control activities across Biosecurity groups  

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked to rate the severity of rabbit 

impacts on their property (1= not a problem, 2= minor 

problem, 3=moderate problem, 4=severe problem 5= 

very severe problem), and to what extent they 

participated in both individual (solo) and group 

management activities for rabbits (1= never, 2= rarely, 

3=sometimes, 4=often 5= very often) 

 

Rabbits were rated as a moderate problem across most 

of the South West Land Division except for SBG 

Participation in individual control activities was more 

common than group programs 
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Figure 10: Perception of the severity of feral pigs and participation in control 

activities across Biosecurity groups  

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked to rate the severity of feral pig 

impacts on their property (1= not a problem, 2= minor 

problem, 3=moderate problem, 4=severe problem 5= 

very severe problem), and to what extent they 

participated in both individual (solo) and group 

management activities for feral pigs (1= never, 2= rarely, 

3=sometimes, 4=often 5= very often) 

 

Across the five species assessed, feral pigs were rated as 

having the lowest impact.  They were rated as a minor 

problem in two biosecurity group areas in the south 

(BBI, LBG) and NACC in the north with landholders in 

these areas tending to conduct their own activities 

slightly more frequently than group activities 
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Figure 11: Average perception of the severity of feral cats and participation  

in control activities across Biosecurity groups  

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked to rate the severity of feral cat 

impacts on their property (1= not a problem, 2= minor 

problem, 3=moderate problem, 4=severe problem 5= 

very severe problem), and to what extent they 

participated in both individual (solo) and group 

management activities for feral cats (1= never, 2= rarely, 

3=sometimes, 4=often 5= very often) 

 

Feral cats were rated between a minor to moderate 

problem across all areas 

Participation in individual control activities was more 

common than group programs 
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Figure 12: Participation in invasive animal control activities - Survey 1 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As detailed in Report 1, latent profile analysis identified 

four distinct ‘behavioural’ profiles based on participation 

in various types of invasive animal control activities: 

 

 Non-controller: invasive animals not perceived as a 

problem, do not conduct any individual or group 

control activities 

 Individual controller: invasive animals perceived as 

a problem, conduct individual control but not 

group control activities 

 Group controller: invasive animals rated as a slight 

problem, conduct little individual control but will 

participate in some group activities 

 Dual (individual and group) controller: invasive 

animals perceived as a problem, participate in both 

individual and group control 

 

The groups varied in their proportions of each of 

those profiles, though non-controllers tended to be 

the most common 
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Figure 13: Participation in invasive animal management groups - Survey 2 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As detailed in Survey 2, latent profile analysis identified 

two distinct ‘behavioural’ profiles based on participation 

in group activities: 

 

 Non-participators: Low awareness of any groups in 

their area, and unlikely to be members (thus not 

attend any meetings or participate in group-led 

activities 

 

 Participators: High awareness of groups in their 

area, and likely to be members and attend 

meetings and participate in group-led activities 

 

In all group areas there were a high number of 

landholders not aware of any groups involved in 

biosecurity issues 

 

It must be remembered that this survey was 

conducted before many of these particular 

biosecurity groups had formed.  However the 

results highlight the low awareness in most 

communities of biosecurity issues 
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Figure 14: Willingness to pay an annual rate to support the activities of a  

community-led biosecurity group 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked to nominate an amount they 

would be willing to pay as an annual rate to support the 

activities of a community-led biosecurity group. 

 

Values nominated ranged from $0 to amounts 

exceeding $500 

There were some differences in the amounts nominated 

between biosecurity groups, although since the sample 

size is relatively small, these differences should be 

treated cautiously 

 

56 respondents chose not to nominate an amount. 

  

Comments received included: 

“would be relative to the situation/management group”  

“wouldn’t mind paying, depends if they are enforcing it” 

“would pay if saw some differences actually happen” 

“Feel the government is passing the buck.........”
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4. CONCLUSION 

The results of the two surveys indicate that only a small proportion of Western 

Australian landholders (1) participate in invasive animal control activities, and (2) are aware 

of and participate in community-led biosecurity groups.  This did not vary greatly between 

areas contained within the boundaries of current and proposed biosecurity groups.  DAFWA 

staff and the biosecurity groups will need to carefully consider the suggested strategies, 

developed based on the survey results and detailed in reports 1 and 2 (McLeod et al., 2016, 

2017) to successfully engage with their communities and improve overall awareness and 

membership. 

Landholder participation in control activities was strongly associated with perceived 

level of severity of invasive animal problems.  The perceived threat associated with 

particular species varied considerably across biosecurity group areas.  When nominating 

their target species, it will be important for each group to engage with their local 

landholders in order to ascertain their priorities. 

It is also worth noting that approximately one third of respondents indicated they 

were unwilling to pay an annual rate to support invasive animal management in their area. 

This will provide a challenge for those groups hoping to ‘raise a rate’ from their constituents 

to support their long-term goals.  There appears to be confusion amongst landholders about 

the rationale behind this rate, and its structure (”already believe we are paying for this 

service”, “should be paid for by the government”, “I feel I pay enough through levies”, 

“should be a government assisted program“, “it’s a problem for everyone not just farmers, 

so it should be coming out of tax”).  DAFWA staff and biosecurity groups will need to ensure 

they communicate clearly the purpose for the rate to ensure landholders understand the 

funding model and rates will be matched matching dollar-for-dollar by the State 

Government. 

 

  



Biosecurity Group Perspective of Participation - 19  

5. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

We would like to thank Myriad Research and Thinkfield for their assistance in the survey 

development and execution, and all the landholders who participated in our survey. 

Funding support was received from Royalties for Regions funding. 

This project has been approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of the University 

of New England (Approval No HE16_107). 

 

  



Biosecurity Group Perspective of Participation - 20  

6. REFERENCES 

McLeod, L. J., Hine, D. W., & Please, P. (2016). Report 1. Participation in invasive animal 

management programs in Western Australia: Drivers and barriers.  Invasive Animal 

CRC, School of Behavioural Cognitive and Social Sciences, University of New England, 

Armidale, NSW. 

McLeod, L. J., Hine, D. W., & Please, P. (2017). Report 2. Landholder participation in 

biosecurity group activities in Western Australia: Barriers and drivers.  Invasive Animal 

CRC, School of Behavioural Cognitive and Social Sciences, University of New England, 

Armidale, NSW. 

 


