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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Referral of the inquiry 
1.1 On 26 June 2014, the Senate referred the following matter to the Senate 
Environment and Communications References Committee (the committee) for inquiry 
and report by 3 December 2014: 

The adequacy of arrangements to prevent the entry and establishment of 
invasive species likely to harm Australia's natural environment, including: 

(a) recent biosecurity performance with respect to exotic organisms with the 
potential to harm the natural environment detected since 2000 and 
resulting from accidental or illegal introductions from overseas, 
including:  
i. the extent of detected incursions, including numbers, locations 

and species, and their potential future environmental, social and 
economic impacts; 

ii. the likely pathways of these recently detected incursions and any 
weaknesses in biosecurity that have facilitated their entry and 
establishment; 

iii. the extent of quarantine interceptions of exotic organisms with 
the potential to harm the natural environment, including numbers, 
locations, species and potential impacts, and 

iv. any reviews or analyses of detected incursions or interceptions 
relevant to the environment and any changes in biosecurity 
processes resulting from those reviews or analyses. 

(b) Australia's state of preparedness for new environmental incursions, 
including: 
i. the extent to which high priority risks for the environment have 

been identified in terms of both organisms and pathways, and 
accorded priority in relation to other biosecurity priorities, 

ii. the process for determining priorities for import risk analyses and 
the process for prioritising the preparation of these analyses, 

iii. the current approach to contingency planning for high priority 
environmental risks and the process by which they were 
developed, 

iv. the adequacy of current protocols and surveillance and their 
implementation for high-priority environmental risks, 

v. current systems for responses to new detected incursions, the 
timeliness and adequacy, and the role of ecological expertise, 
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vi. the extent to which compliance monitoring and enforcement 
activities are focused on high priority environmental risks, 

vii. the adequacy of reporting on incursions, transparency in decision-
making and engagement of the community, and 

viii. institutional arrangements for environmental biosecurity and 
potential improvements; and 

(c) any other related matter. 
1.2 On 24 November 2014, the Senate granted an extension of time to report until 
4 March 2015.1 On 3 March 2015, the Senate granted a further extension of time to 
report until 13 May 2015.2 

Conduct of the inquiry 
1.3 The committee advertised the inquiry on its website and in The Australian 
newspaper. The committee also wrote to relevant organisations and individuals 
inviting submission by 12 August 2014. The committee received 91 submissions, 
which were published on the committee's website and are listed at Appendix 1. 
1.4 The committee held public hearings relating to its inquiry in Perth on 
8 October 2014, Canberra on 31 October 2014, Hobart on 10 November 2014 and 
Sydney on 11 November 2014. A list of witnesses who appeared at the hearings may 
be found at Appendix 2. 

Acknowledgement 
1.5 The committee would like to thank all the organisations, individuals and 
government departments who contributed to the inquiry. 

Structure of the report 
1.6 The focus of this report reflects the terms of reference for this inquiry, which 
focus on environmental biosecurity—that is, the protection of the environment from 
negative effects associated with invasive species, as distinct from impacts on the 
economy, agriculture or human health. The terms of reference also focus on recent 
accidental and illegal incursions and potential new incursions, rather than on 
established pests and diseases.  
1.7 This chapter outlines the conduct of the inquiry. 
1.8 Chapter 2 provides background to environmental biosecurity, including legal 
and administrative frameworks currently in place. 
1.9 Chapter 3 considers the distinctive features that characterise environmental 
biosecurity and the level of support it currently receives in comparison to other 
biosecurity sectors. 

1  Journals of the Senate, No. 67, 24 November 2014, p. 1827. 

2  Journals of the Senate, No. 80, 3 March 2015, p. 2223. 

 

                                              



 3 

1.10 Chapter 4 examines Australia's recent environmental biosecurity performance, 
and examines, by way of example, recent myrtle rust and tramp ant incursions. 
1.11 Chapter 5 explores Australia's level of preparedness for the increasing 
environmental biosecurity threats it faces, including high-risk pathways and industries 
and the quality of risk assessments and species prioritisation. 
1.12 Chapter 6 discusses marine, freshwater and island environmental biosecurity 
issues raised during the inquiry. 
1.13 Chapter 7 contains the committee's conclusions and recommendations in 
relation to Australia's environmental biosecurity arrangements. 
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Chapter 2 
Background 

2.1 This chapter provides a brief background in relation to environmental 
biosecurity, including the legal and administrative framework relating to invasive 
species that are likely to harm Australia's natural environment. First, however, the 
chapter examines the definition of invasive species and their impacts on Australia's 
environment. 
2.2 As noted in Chapter 1, the focus of this report reflects the terms of reference 
for this inquiry, which focus on environmental biosecurity—that is, the protection of 
the environment from negative effects associated with invasive species, as distinct 
from impacts on the economy, agriculture or human health. 

What are invasive species and what are their impacts on the environment? 
2.3 An 'invasive species' is a species occurring, as a result of human activities, 
beyond its accepted normal distribution and which threatens environmental, 
agricultural or other social resources by the damage it causes. Invasive species include 
diseases, fungi and parasites; feral animals; insects and other invertebrates; introduced 
marine pests; and weeds.1 
2.4 Invasive species are identified as one of the two key threats to Australia's 
biodiversity (the other being habitat destruction).2 The 2011 State of the Environment 
Report highlighted that invasive species: 

…represent one of the most potent, persistent and widespread threats to 
Australian biodiversity. They have both a direct negative impact on species 
and communities through losses and extinctions, and an indirect impact on 
ecosystems and biodiversity through ecological changes brought by those 
losses and extinctions.3 

2.5 There are many well-established invasive species in Australia. However, the 
terms of reference for this inquiry focus on recent accidental and illegal incursions 
and potential new incursions, rather than on established pests, weeds and diseases. 

Legal and administrative framework 
2.6 This section examines the legal and administrative framework relating to the 
prevention and eradication of invasive species in Australia, including:  

1  See further Department of the Environment, Invasive species, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/invasive-species (accessed 11 September 2014). 

2  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 5; see also 
State of the Environment 2011 Committee, Australia State of the Environment Report 2011 
(Australia State of the Environment Report 2011), 2011, p. 617, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/pages/683c24f9-2d89-4d81-a402-
81e5a6c0b9c7/files/soe2011-report-biodiversity.pdf (accessed 16 September 2014). 

3  Australia state of the environment report 2011, p. 637. 
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• relevant international agreements; 
• Commonwealth arrangements for managing biosecurity risk and working with 

states and territories; 
• the Commonwealth legislative framework, including the proposed new 

biosecurity legislation and the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (Cth); and  

• relevant policies and strategies. 
International agreements 
2.7 Australia's response to biosecurity issues is based on the requirements of the 
World Trade Organisation Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and 
Phytosanitary Measures (SPS Agreement). The SPS Agreement defines the concept 
of an 'appropriate level of sanitary and phytosanitary protection' (ALOP), that is: 

…the level of protection deemed appropriate by a WTO member 
establishing a sanitary or phytosanitary measure to protect human, animal 
or plant life or health within its territory.4 

2.8 Australia's ALOP, agreed in 2002 with state and territory governments, is 
expressed as 'providing a high level of sanitary and phytosanitary protection aimed at 
reducing risk to a very low level, but not zero'.5 
2.9 There are also other international agreements relevant to the management of 
invasive species. For example, article 8(h) of the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(Biodiversity Convention) requires that the parties shall 'as far as possible and as 
appropriate, prevent the introduction of, control or eradicate those alien species which 
threaten ecosystems, habitats or species'.6 In 2010, the conference of the parties to the 
Biodiversity Convention adopted a Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011–2020, which 
contains 20 targets known as the 'Aichi Biodiversity Targets'. Target 9 is particularly 
relevant: 

By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritized, 
priority species are controlled or eradicated, and measures are in place to 
manage pathways to prevent their introduction and establishment.7 

4  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 9. 

5  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 9. 

6  Convention on Biological Diversity, What Needs to be Done?, 
http://www.cbd.int/invasive/done.shtml (accessed 16 September 2014). 

7  Convention on Biological Diversity, COP 10 Decision X/2 Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 
2011–2020 at http://www.cbd.int/decision/cop/default.shtml?id=12268 (accessed 17 October 
2014); see also 'Aichi' targets at: http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets (accessed 17 October 2014); see 
also Dr Judy Fisher, Theme Leader, Ecosystems and Invasive Species, IUCN Commission on 
Ecosystem Management, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 5. 
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Commonwealth arrangements for managing biosecurity risk 
2.10 At the Commonwealth level, the Department of Agriculture has primary 
responsibility for managing Australia's biosecurity system under the Quarantine Act 
1908 (Quarantine Act).8 The Department of Agriculture and the Department of the 
Environment explained in their submission that: 

The Department of Agriculture is the lead agency for biosecurity, working 
offshore and at the border to manage risks to Australia's environment and 
animal, plant and human health.9 

2.11 They further advised that: 
The Department of the Environment works closely with the Department of 
Agriculture on environmental biosecurity issues such as invasive species 
policy and operational matters including risk assessment and management 
of established invasive species.10 

2.12 The departments described the government's approach to managing 
biosecurity as involving measures and activities to minimise the threat of pests and 
diseases along a 'biosecurity continuum' – that is, offshore, at the border and onshore 
(within Australia).11 
2.13 The Department of Agriculture has primary responsibility for offshore and 
border biosecurity activities. Offshore activities are focused on minimising the 
likelihood of exotic pests and diseases reaching Australia's border, and include:  

…conducting risk assessments to consider the level of biosecurity risk that 
may be associated with imports and identifying risk management measures; 
conducting offshore verifications, inspections and audits; collaborating with 
international partners on animal and plant health issues and standards; 
regional capacity building through collaborative activities; and intelligence 
and surveillance to determine and assess potential biosecurity risks.12 

2.14 Border biosecurity activities are focused on: 
…screening and inspection of international vessels, passengers, cargo, mail, 
animals, plants, and plant products arriving in Australia; managing the high 
biosecurity risks of live plants and animals through containment, 
observation and/or treatment at quarantine facilities; identifying and 
evaluating the specific biosecurity risks facing northern Australia through 
the Northern Australia Quarantine Strategy; and raising awareness of 

8  As discussed below, the Minister for Agriculture introduced the Biosecurity Bill 2014 and 
associated bills on 27 November 2014. If passed, these bills would replace the current 
Quarantine Act. 

9  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 1. 

10  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 3. 

11  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 13. 

12  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 13. 
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travellers, importers and industry operators of Australia's biosecurity 
requirements.13 

2.15 Activities within Australia are aimed at 'limiting the impact of a pest or 
disease' once it is detected in Australia. These activities are 'delivered in partnership' 
with state and territory governments, industry and other stakeholders and include: 

…developing policies and programmes to deliver biosecurity outcomes in 
the national interest; coordinating national surveillance and diagnostic 
capability to assess and monitor Australia's pest and disease status; 
preparing for, and responding to exotic pest and disease incursions; 
contributing to national biosecurity research; assisting landholders to 
manage established pests and diseases; and working with biosecurity 
partners to build a shared understanding of biosecurity.14 

Working with states and territories 
2.16 As noted above, the Commonwealth Government partners with state and 
territory governments 'that have primary responsibility for managing pests and 
diseases within Australia'.15 
2.17 Under both the Constitution and the Quarantine Act, the Commonwealth 
Government 'is responsible for matters relating to the border, including development 
and enforcement of quarantine', whereas states and territories 'have responsibility for 
biosecurity and environmental matters within their respective borders, which is 
underpinned by legislation to support delivery of these services.'16 
2.18 The Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity (IGAB) is an agreement 
between the Commonwealth, state and territory governments (except Tasmania) that 
came into effect in January 2012. The purpose of the agreement is to 'enhance 
Australia's biosecurity system' and strengthen the collaborative approach between the 
Commonwealth and state and territory governments.17 
2.19 The committee discussed Tasmania's refusal to become a party to the IGAB 
with officials from the Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment. Dr Robert Klumpp, General Manager, Biosecurity Tasmania, stated 
that, although Tasmania agrees in large part with the provisions of the IGAB and 
participates in the operation of its schedules, it did not sign because it wished to 
maintain control over biosecurity regulations governing imports from other parts of 
Australia. Dr Klumpp explained: 

13  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 13. 

14  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 14. 

15  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 1. 

16  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 10; p. 12. 

17  Department of Agriculture, Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity, 
http://www.daff.gov.au/animal-plant-health/pihc/intergovernmental-agreement-on-biosecurity 
(accessed 11 September 2014); see also Department of Agriculture and Department of the 
Environment, Submission 59, p. 14. 
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We have our own import requirements into the state. Those import 
requirements are developed to manage the biosecurity status of Tasmania. 
They sometimes result in conflicts with the other jurisdictions—the other 
states—around what import requirements are placed upon produce coming 
into Tasmania from other states. The IGAB attempted to resolve that issue 
by giving the Commonwealth the power to resolve those disputes. The 
Tasmanian government preferred to retain the ability to determine its own 
actions around biosecurity for Tasmania. That is the only reason we did not 
sign up for the IGAB.18 

2.20 The Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association also expressed support for the 
protection of regions within Australia that are comparatively free of pests and 
diseases. They stated that this is important not only for environmental reasons, but 
also for the industries that rely on operating in such regions: 

A region such as Tasmania, separated from the Australian mainland and 
relatively free of pests and diseases, is characterised by both marine and 
terrestrial environmental values that are more vulnerable to the 
consequences of incursions than other regions of Australia. However, it is 
certain that there are many regions in Australia that similarly demonstrate 
areas of pest and disease freedom. The protection of these regions must be 
commensurate with the environmental values at risk.19 

National Biosecurity Committee 
2.21 The National Biosecurity Committee was established in July 2008 and 
comprises representatives from the Commonwealth, state and territory governments 
(including the Commonwealth Department of the Environment). It is responsible for 
managing a 'national strategic approach to emerging and ongoing biosecurity policy 
issues'. This includes all biosecurity issues, including environmental, animal and plant 
biosecurity issues. The National Biosecurity Committee is also responsible for the 
implementation of the IGAB.20  
2.22 A number of committees report to the National Biosecurity Committee, 
including the Animal Health Committee, the Invasive Pests Committee, the Marine 
Pest Sectoral Committee and the Plant Health Committee. The departments of 
agriculture and the environment advised that an 'environmental perspective [is] 
provided by representation from the Department of the Environment on most 
committees' as well as a requirement 'for each jurisdiction to bring a whole of 
government position to the table inclusive of environmental biosecurity interests'.21 

18  Dr Robert Klumpp, General Manager, Biosecurity Tasmania, Committee Hansard, 
10 November 2014, p. 44. 

19  Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association, Submission 21, p. 2. 

20  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 15; see also 
Department of Agriculture, National Biosecurity Committee, http://www.daff.gov.au/animal-
plant-health/pihc (accessed 17 September 2014). 

21  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, pp 15–16. 
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2.23  The New South Wales Office of Environment and Heritage raised doubt as to 
how effectively environmental perspectives are represented on the committee, stating 
that New South Wales is 'one of the few jurisdictions to regularly send an 
environmental representative to the National Biosecurity Committee'.22 
National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement 
2.24 In January 2012, the Commonwealth, state and territory governments signed 
the National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement (NEBRA). The purpose 
of this agreement is to establish national emergency response arrangements, including 
for cost-sharing, for responding to biosecurity incidents such as pests and diseases that 
primarily impact on the environment and/or social amenity and where the response is 
for the public good.23 The Commonwealth departments of agriculture and the 
environment explained that the NEBRA was developed to: 

…address the gaps which existed in relation to responses to pests and 
diseases with primarily environmental and social amenity impact, for 
example, weeds and marine pests. The recent incursion of red imported fire 
ant in Yarwun, Queensland is the first eradication response to be managed 
under the agreement.24 

Proposed biosecurity legislation 
2.25 The Commonwealth's quarantine laws are currently contained in the 
Quarantine Act and associated subordinate legislation. However, the current Minister 
for Agriculture plans to replace the Quarantine Act with new biosecurity legislation. 
In accordance with this aim, he introduced the Biosecurity Bill 2014 and associated 
bills in the House of Representatives on 27 November 2014.25 The Minister stated: 

The Minster for Agriculture is responsible for plant and animal quarantine 
and the Minster for Health is responsible for human quarantine. 
Accordingly, the legislation is a collaboration between both portfolios, and 
is jointly administered by them. This legislation will enable the departments 
to continue to manage biosecurity risks in a modern and responsive 
manner.26 

22  NSW Office of Environment and Heritage, Submission 82, p. 1. 

23  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 33; see also 
Council of Australian Governments, National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement 
(NEBRA), http://www.coag.gov.au/node/74 (accessed 17 September 2014). 

24  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 34. 

25  The Hon Barnaby Joyce MP, Minister for Agriculture, 'Historic Biosecurity Bill 2014 to 
safeguard Australia'¸ Media release, 7 July 2014, 
http://www.maff.gov.au/Pages/Media%20Releases/biosecurity-bill-2014.aspx (accessed 
10 September 2014). 

26  The Hon Barnaby Joyce MP, Minister for Agriculture, House of Representatives Hansard, 
27 November 2014, p. 13426. 
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2.26 The Biosecurity Bill 2012 was introduced into the Parliament in 2012 as part 
of the response to the Nairn and Beale reviews, which are discussed further below. 
The Biosecurity Bill 2012 was referred to the Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and 
Transport Legislation Committee. However, that committee did not report before the 
prorogation of the parliament in 2013, at which time the legislation lapsed.27 The 
provisions of the Biosecurity Bill 2014 and associated bills were referred to the Senate 
Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, which tabled its 
report on 17 March 2015.28 
2.27 The impact of the measures proposed in the Biosecurity Bill 2014 on marine 
biosecurity is discussed further in chapter 6. 
Interim Inspector-General of Biosecurity 
2.28 The Commonwealth government agreed in 2008, as part of its response to the 
Beale review, to establish a statutory office of the Inspector-General of Biosecurity.29 
To establish this position the Inspector-General of Biosecurity Bill 2012 was 
introduced alongside the Biosecurity Bill 2012. Both bills lapsed at the conclusion of 
the 43rd Parliament, as discussed above. 
2.29 However, on 1 July 2009, prior to the introduction of the enabling biosecurity 
legislation, the government appointed an Interim Inspector-General for Biosecurity 
(IIGB). The IIGB is appointed by, and reports directly, to the Minister for Agriculture 
and is accountable to the Secretary of the Department of Agriculture regarding matters 
of administration.30 
2.30 The IIGB is responsible for reporting to the Minister for Agriculture on the 
'performance of the biosecurity programs and risk management measures across the 
biosecurity continuum for which the [Department of Agriculture] is responsible'.31 
Although the role is focused on the biosecurity divisions within the Department of 
Agriculture and on the Quarantine Act 1908, it also extends to the 'biosecurity 
measures related to human health and environmental responsibilities that are 

27  Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport, Biosecurity Bill 2012 
and the Inspector-General of Biosecurity Bill 2012, 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affai
rs_and_Transport/Biosecurity2012 (accessed 18 September 2014); see also Parliament of 
Australia, Biosecurity Bill 2012 [2013], 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Bills_Legislation/Bills_Search_Results/Result?
bId=s897 (accessed 10 September 2014). 

28  Journals of the Senate, No. 84, 17 March 2015, p. 2307. 

29  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, p. xxxiv. 

30  Australian Government, 'Role of the Interim Inspector-General of Biosecurity', 
http://www.igb.gov.au/Pages/role-of-the-iigb.aspx (accessed 20 February 2015). 

31  Australian Government, 'Role of the Interim Inspector-General of Biosecurity', 
http://www.igb.gov.au/Pages/role-of-the-iigb.aspx (accessed 20 February 2015). 
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undertaken by the department on behalf of the Department of Health and the 
Department of the Environment'.32 
2.31 In order to carry out its audit and reporting functions, the IIGB is authorised 
to: 

…consult stakeholders, including relevant Australian Government 
Departments (Agriculture; Health; and the Environment), competent 
authorities, companies and individuals involved across the biosecurity 
continuum. Departments are required to provide reasonable access to 
documents, staff and facilities to allow the IIGB to undertake the functions 
specified in this Charter.33 

2.32 The Biosecurity Bill 2014 was not accompanied by separate legislation to 
establish the Inspector-General of Biosecurity as an independent statutory authority, 
as had been the case in 2012. Nevertheless, the government has stated that it supports 
the role of the Inspector-General of Biosecurity and intends that the position will 
continue. Furthermore, the Biosecurity Bill 2014 includes provisions that would 
establish information gathering powers intended for the use of the Inspector-
General.34 
2.33 Clauses 567 and 568 of the Biosecurity Bill 2014 provide review and 
information gathering powers to the Minister for Agriculture, and clause 643 provides 
for the minister to delegate these powers to an appropriate person. Although the 
position of Inspector-General of Biosecurity is not directly created by the bill, it is 
envisaged that the Minister for Agriculture will appoint an appropriate person to such 
a position and delegate to them the powers mentioned above. The explanatory 
memorandum states: 

The Interim Inspector-General of Biosecurity undertakes reviews of the 
biosecurity system. In bringing legislation forward, the government decided 
to continue the current administrative arrangements in line with the 
government‘s policy not to create an unnecessary statutory position. The 
role of the Interim Inspector-General of Biosecurity will remain and 
continue to provide constructive recommendations to improve Australia‘s 
biosecurity system.35 

32  Australian Government, 'Role of the Interim Inspector-General of Biosecurity', 
http://www.igb.gov.au/Pages/role-of-the-iigb.aspx (accessed 20 February 2015). 

33  Australian Government, 'Role of the Interim Inspector-General of Biosecurity', 
http://www.igb.gov.au/Pages/role-of-the-iigb.aspx (accessed 20 February 2015). 

34  The Hon Barnaby Joyce MP, Minister for Agriculture, 'Shorten wrong on Inspector General of 
Biosecurity', Media Release, 19 February 2015, 
http://www.maff.gov.au/Pages/Media%20Releases/Inspector-General.aspx (accessed 
20 February 2015); Biosecurity Bill 2014 Explanatory Memorandum, p. 13. 

35  Biosecurity Bill 2014 Explanatory Memorandum, p. 371. 
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2.34 A notable feature of the powers of review provided under clause 567 of the 
bill is that they are only intended to be exercised in general—that is, they are not 
intended to be used to examine any specific decision made by a particular official. 
The explanatory memorandum explains this feature of the bill:  

To ensure that the scope of the review is focussed on the effectiveness of 
the biosecurity system in general, the clause provides that a review cannot 
be conducted into the single performance of a function, or a single exercise 
of a power by a single biosecurity official. It is intended that reviews will 
be general in nature and of the whole or specific parts of the biosecurity 
system. The limitation that a review cannot be conducted into the single 
performance of a function, or a single exercise of a power by a single 
biosecurity official does not prevent the Minister requiring a person to give 
information or documents under clause 568 about a single performance of a 
function or single exercise of a power, as long as the review for which the 
information or document was sought was of a more general nature. 36 

2.35 The status of the Inspector-General of Biosecurity under the Biosecurity Bill 
2014 was the subject of considerable criticism during the Senate Rural and Regional 
Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee inquiry. Submitters to that inquiry 
suggested that the review framework contained under clauses 567 and 643 of the 
Biosecurity Bill 2014 did not guarantee an independent and transparent review 
process and advocated that the Inspector-General be established as an independent 
statutory position, as had been proposed under the 2012 bill.37 
2.36 The Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee did not 
agree with the view that the bill would lead to a diminished role for the Inspector-
General of Biosecurity. It did, however, recommend that the findings of reviews 
conducted under clause 567 of the bill be publicly released and tabled in Parliament.38  
2.37 Both the Labor Senators' dissenting report and the Australian Greens' 
additional comments appended to the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 
Legislation Committee's report include recommendations that the bill be amended, or 
further legislation be introduced, to establish the Inspector-General of Biosecurity as 
an independent statutory position.39 

Amendments to the Biosecurity Bill 2014 
2.38 The Biosecurity Bill 2014 and associated bills passed the House of 
Representatives on 9 February 2015. At the time of preparing this report, the 
Biosecurity Bill 2014 and associated bills were before the Senate.  

36  Biosecurity Bill 2014 Explanatory Memorandum, pp 335–336. 

37  Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, Biosecurity Bill 2014 
[Provisions], March 2015, pp 17–19. 

38  Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, Biosecurity Bill 2014 
[Provisions], March 2015, p. 19. 

39  Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, Biosecurity Bill 2014 
[Provisions], March 2015, p. 46 and p. 50. 

 

                                              



14  

2.39 Both the Government and the Opposition had circulated proposed 
amendments to the Biosecurity Bill 2014 that would establish the Inspector-General of 
Biosecurity as a statutory office. During the committee stage, the Government's 
amendments were agreed to and the Opposition's amendments were not proceeded 
with. 
2.40 In foreshadowing that the Government would move amendments to establish 
the Inspector-General of Biosecurity as a statutory office, the Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Minister for Agriculture, Senator the Hon Richard Colbeck, stated: 

We made changes where we had recommendations that made sense and it 
was reasonable to do so. This will be demonstrated by the introduction of 
an amendment to establish a statutory Inspector-General of Biosecurity, 
which we know is a concern for the opposition and for some of our 
stakeholders.40 

2.41 Senator Colbeck added that the regulations would address other matters 
related to the Inspector-General's functions, including that the Inspector-General is to 
set an annual review program in writing in consultation with the Director of 
Biosecurity and the Minister.41 
EPBC Act—Key threatening processes and threat abatement plans 
2.42 The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth) 
(EPBC Act) also contains provisions relevant to invasive species. For example, it 
provides for the identification and listing of 'key threatening processes'. A threatening 
process is defined as a process that threatens or may threaten the survival, abundance 
or evolutionary development of a native species or ecological community.42 
2.43 Once a threatening process is listed under the EPBC Act, a threat abatement 
plan can be put in place if it is shown to be 'a feasible, effective and efficient way' to 
abate the threatening process. Threat abatement plans provide for research, 
management, and other actions to reduce the impacts of a listed key threatening 
process on native species and ecological communities.43 
2.44 As of September 2014, there were 21 listed key threatening processes and 
14 approved threat abatement plans in place under the EPBC Act. The majority of 
these listed key threatening processes and threat abatement plans involve invasive 
species. For example, feral rabbits, foxes, cats, pigs, goats, rodents on islands, red 

40  Senator the Hon Richard Colbeck, Proof Senate Hansard, 11 May 2015, pp 61–62. 

41  Senator the Hon Richard Colbeck, Proof Senate Hansard, 11 May 2015, p. 62. 

42  EPBC Act, s. 183 and s. 188(3). 

43  EPBC Act, Part 13, Division 5, Subdivision A, ss 267–284. 

 

                                              



 15 

imported fire ants, cane toads, Phytophthora cinnamomi, and chytrid fungus are all 
listed as key threatening processes.44 
2.45 In February 2013, 'novel biota' was listed under the EPBC Act as an 
overarching key threatening process to capture all potentially invasive species. 
A threat abatement plan has not been developed for this listing as, 'it is considered that 
a threat abatement plan would not be the most feasible, effective or efficient 
mechanism to manage such a broad threatening process.' Rather, threat abatement 
guidelines have been developed for the novel biota listing.45 

EPBC Act—international trade in 'wildlife' 
2.46 The EPBC Act also regulates international trade in wildlife and wildlife 
products, where 'wildlife' is defined as an animal or plant or a specimen derived from 
a plant or animal.46 For example, to be eligible to be imported under the EPBC Act, 
live plant and animal specimens must be listed in a 'List of Specimens taken to be 
Suitable for Live Import' (live import list).47 The live import list consists of two parts: 
• Part 1 contains specimens that can be brought into Australia without a permit 

from the Department of the Environment, and is taken to include any live 
plant, which is introduced into Australia in accordance with the Quarantine 
Act, provided the plant is not included in the list of Convention on Trade in 
Endangered Species (CITES)48 specimens under the EPBC Act;49 and  

• Part 2 contains species that require a permit from the Department of the 
Environment before being imported into Australia. 

2.47 As such, under the EPBC Act, the Department of the Environment is 
responsible for assessment of environmental risk (potential to become invasive) 
associated with the import of live specimens. This is in addition to the Department of 

44  Department of the Environment, Listed Key Threatening Processes, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/sprat/public/publicgetkeythreats.pl (accessed 
10 September 2014); see also Department of the Environment, Threat Abatement Plans, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/threat-abatement-plans/approved 
(accessed 10 September 2014). 

45  Department of the Environment, Novel biota and their impact on the Environment, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/node/14591 (accessed 10 September 2014). 

46  EPBC Act, Part 13A and s. 528; see further Department of the Environment, Wildlife trade, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/wildlife-trade (accessed 11 September 2014). 

47  The full list is available at: http://www.comlaw.gov.au/Details/F2014C00744 (accessed 
23 September 2014). 

48  Convention on Trade in Endangered Species; see further Department of the Environment, 
CITES species, http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/wildlife-trade/cites/cites-species 
(accessed 23 September 2014). 

49  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 23; see also 
Department of the Environment, Live import list, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/wildlife-trade/live/import-list (accessed 
23 September 2014). 
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Agriculture's responsibility under the Quarantine Act to assess the biosecurity risk 
(potential to introduce pests and diseases) of imports. As such, the import of live 
specimens such as live animals and plants, seeds and biological control agents 
requires the agreement of both the Department of Agriculture under the Quarantine 
Act and the Department of the Environment under the EPBC Act.50 
2.48 However, the departments advised that, while both the Quarantine Act and the 
EPBC Act require live specimens to be assessed for their potential impacts, they 'have 
worked closely together to develop an integrated process for the assessment of 
specimens'. They submitted that 'this reduces duplication and streamlines the 
assessment processes, both for the Australian Government and for the applicant (or 
potential importer)'.51 

Relevant entities: Plant Health Australia, Animal Health Australia and Wildlife 
Health Australia 
2.49 Plant Health Australia (PHA) and Animal Health Australia (AHA) are not-
for-profit public companies jointly established by government and industry. PHA is 
the national coordinator of the government-industry partnership for plant biosecurity 
in Australia. Its goal is to work with Commonwealth and state governments and 
industry representatives to promote strong biosecurity practices that minimise plant 
pest impacts on Australia, enhance market access and contribute to industry and 
community sustainability.52 
2.50 The goal of AHA is to facilitate improvements in Australia's animal health 
policy and practice in partnership with the livestock industries, governments and other 
stakeholders. AHA aims to build capacity to enhance emergency animal disease 
preparedness; to ensure that Australia's livestock health systems support productivity, 
competitive advantages and preferred market access; and to contribute to the 
protection of human health, the environment and recreational activities.53 
2.51 Wildlife Health Australia (WHA) is a not-for-profit incorporated association 
and a registered charity. WHA continues the work of the Australian Wildlife Health 
Network which was founded in 1999 in response to the emergence of several wildlife 
diseases with the potential to harm humans—bat lyssavirus, Hendra virus and foot and 
mouth disease.54 This organisation currently has a five-year funding agreement with 

50  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 23. 

51  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 11. 

52  See further Plant Health Australia, http://www.planthealthaustralia.com.au/ (accessed 
17 September 2014). 

53  See further Animal Health Australia, http://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/ (accessed 
17 September 2014). 

54  See Wildlife Health Australia, https://www.wildlifehealthaustralia.com.au/AboutUs.aspx 
(accessed 24 November 2014); Dr Rupert Woods, Chief Executive Officer, Wildlife Health 
Australia, Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 30. 
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the Commonwealth Government to 'support the Commonwealth, the states and the 
territories in providing a general wildlife surveillance system for the country'.55 
2.52 WHA itself has only five staff, but it provides surveillance capacity by 
working with 'a network of more than 600 wildlife health professionals, members of 
the public and those with an interest in wildlife health including representatives from 
federal, state and territory conservation, agriculture and human health agencies and 
industries, universities, zoos, private practitioners, wildlife carer groups, hunters and 
fishers, and diagnostic pathology services'.56 

Relevant Commonwealth strategies and programs 
2.53 Australia's Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, which was endorsed by the 
then Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council in October 2010, also 
recognises the threat of invasive species to Australia's biodiversity. The strategy sets a 
target to 'reduce by at least 10% the impacts of invasive species on threatened species 
and ecological communities' by 2015.57 
2.54 Actions to control invasive species that have already entered the country are 
also dealt with under the Australian Weeds Strategy and the Australian Pest Animal 
Strategy.58 The Weeds of National Significance (WONS) program falls under the 
overarching Australian Weeds Strategy. Under the WONS program, 32 of Australia's 
worst weeds in the agricultural, forestry and environment contexts have been 
identified, and national strategies for the control of each weed have been developed.59 
2.55 Both the Australian Pest Animal Strategy and the Australian Weeds Strategy 
were the subject of an independent review in 2013. The Invasive Plants and Animals 
Committee is revising and updating these strategies and intends to release new 
versions in 2015.60 

55  Dr Rupert Woods, Chief Executive Officer, Wildlife Health Australia, Committee Hansard, 
10 November 2014, p. 30; see also Department of Agriculture and Department of the 
Environment, Submission 59, p. 18. 

56  See Wildlife Health Australia, https://www.wildlifehealthaustralia.com.au/AboutUs.aspx 
(accessed 24 November 2014). 

57  Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council 2010, Australia's Biodiversity Conservation 
Strategy 2010–2030, p. 10, http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/conservation/strategy 
(accessed 17 September 2014). 

58  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 16. 

59  Australian Government, Weeds in Australia: grants and government, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/invasive/weeds/government/policies.html#wide 
(accessed 16 April 2015). 

60  Australia Government, Pest animal and weed management, 
http://www.nrm.gov.au/national/pest-animal-weed-management (accessed 16 April 2015). 
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2.56 The Northern Australia Quarantine Strategy was established in 1989 to 
provide an early warning system for exotic pest, weed and disease detections across 
northern Australia and to help address unique biosecurity risks facing the region.61 
2.57 The National Landcare Programme is also relevant to biosecurity incursion 
management in that it has allocated funds to contribute to national emergency 
response arrangements for pests and diseases under the NEBRA, as well as the 
Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed and the Emergency Animal Disease Response 
Agreement.62 The program also contributed to the development of the pest animal and 
weed strategies mentioned above.63 

Relevant reviews and reports 
2.58 The departments of agriculture and the environment submitted that recent 
reviews have found that 'Australia's biosecurity system operated well, but could be 
improved'. The Department of Agriculture advised that it is 'continuing to strengthen 
Australia's biosecurity arrangements' 'in collaboration with its biosecurity partners'.64 
A brief summary of some relevant recent reviews at the Commonwealth level in 
relation to biosecurity and invasive species is set out below.65 

Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts 
References Committee: Turning back the tide, 2004 
2.59 In 2004, this committee's predecessor, the Senate Environment, 
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts References Committee 
considered the invasive species threat in detail in its report Turning back the tide—the 
invasive species challenge. That report made 27 recommendations for actions and 
strategies to assist Australia in its efforts to combat invasive species.66 The 

61  Department of Agriculture, Northern Australia Quarantine Strategy, 
http://www.daff.gov.au/biosecurity/quarantine/naqs (accessed 17 September 2014). 

62  Australian Government, Biosecurity Incursion Management, 
http://www.nrm.gov.au/national/biodiversity-incursion-management (accessed 16 April 2015). 

63  Australia Government, Pest animal and weed management, 
http://www.nrm.gov.au/national/pest-animal-weed-management (accessed 16 April 2015). 

64  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 4. 

65  Note also the 1996 Nairn Review: M.E. Nairn, Allen, P.G., Inglis, A.R. and Tanner, C., 
Australian Quarantine: a shared responsibility, 1996, 
http://www.daff.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/111969/nairn_report.pdf (accessed 
18 September 2014); and the Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit, Review of 
Australia's Quarantine Function, 5 March 2003, 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Joint/Completed_Inquiries/jcpaa/a
qis/contents (accessed 18 September 2014). 

66  Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology and Arts References 
Committee, Turning back the tide—the invasive species challenge, December 2004, 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Commu
nications/Completed%20inquiries/2004-07/invasivespecies/index (accessed 
16 September 2014). 
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government response to that report in 2007 agreed with many, but not all, of the 
report's recommendations.67 

Beale review, 2008 
2.60 In 2008, Roger Beale AO, chaired an independent review of Australia's 
quarantine and biosecurity arrangements: One biosecurity: a working partnership (the 
Beale review), which was released on 19 December 2008.68 The Beale review found 
that while Australia's 'biosecurity system has worked well in the past, and is often the 
envy of other countries…the system is far from perfect'. The Beale review identified a 
number of systemic deficiencies and made 84 recommendations 'to rectify these 
problems while enhancing the good aspects of the system'.69 The Beale review 
recommended, among other matters, the replacement of the Quarantine Act with new 
biosecurity legislation; the establishment of a 'National Biosecurity Authority' as an 
independent statutory authority; the negotiation of an intergovernmental agreement on 
biosecurity; an emphasis on shared responsibility with business and the community; 
and additional resourcing for biosecurity activities.70 
2.61 As a result of the Beale review, a number of major reforms have been, or are 
proposed to be, implemented with the intention of strengthening Australia's 
biosecurity system. These include the IGAB and proposed new biosecurity legislation 
(as mentioned earlier). According to the Department of Agriculture, the reform 
program has also included implementing a risk-based approach to biosecurity 
management underpinned by sound evidence and policy; an emphasis on managing 
biosecurity risk across the continuum (offshore, at the border and onshore); and 
strengthening partnerships with stakeholders.71 

67  Australian Government, Response to Senate Environment, Communications, Information 
Technology and Arts References Committee Report, Turning back the tide—the invasive species 
challenge, September 2007, 
http://www.aph.gov.au/~/media/wopapub/senate/committee/ecita_ctte/completed_inquiries/200
4-07/invasive_species/govt_response/invasive_species_govt_response.ashx (accessed 
16 September 2014). 

68  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, 
http://www.daff.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/2134795/bio-reform-final.pdf (accessed 
10 September 2014). 

69  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, p. ix. 

70  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, pp xiii–xlvi. 

71  Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Reform of Australia's biosecurity system — 
An update since the publication of One Biosecurity: a working partnership, March 2012, p. 2. 
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Hawke review of the EPBC Act, 2009 
2.62 The independent review of the EPBC Act conducted by Dr Allan Hawke in 
2009 also considered the issue of invasive species and biosecurity.72 In relation to 
invasive species and other emerging threats, the report recommended that: 

(1) the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) develop criteria and 
management protocols for the movement of potentially damaging exotic 
species between State and Territories, working towards a list of 'controlled' 
species for which cost-effective risk-mitigation measures may be 
implemented; 

(2) the [EPBC] Act be amended to require periodic preparation of mandatory 
'outlook' reports that identify emerging threats to the environment and 
provide policy options to address emerging environmental issues; and 

(3) the Australian Government establish a Unit or Taskforce devoted to 
foresighting to identify and guide management responses to emerging 
threats.73 

2.63 The government responded to the Hawke review in 2011 and agreed in part to 
this recommendation. The response noted, for example, that section 301A of the 
EPBC Act (which has not been used to date), provides for regulations to be made in 
relation to non-native species that threaten or potentially threaten Australia's 
biodiversity by importation into Australia or between states and territories. The 
response also noted work on the then draft IGAB to address key aspects of the 
national biosecurity system, including arrangements relating to interstate trade.74 In 
terms of outlook reports, the government noted there are already existing reporting 
processes to identify emerging threats to the environment, particularly 'state of the 
environment' reporting and the Great Barrier Reef Outlook Report.75 
Senate Environment and Communications References Committee threatened 
species report 2013 
2.64 This committee conducted an inquiry in 2013 into the effectiveness of 
protection of threatened species, which considered invasive species as one of the key 
threats to threatened species. The committee noted evidence that environmental 
biosecurity needs to be given greater priority across the Australian mainland and the 

72  Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts, The Australian Environment 
Act: report of the Independent review of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999, October 2009, (Hawke review), pp 183–187 and Appendix 6, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/resource/australian-environment-act-report-independent-
review-environment-protection-and (accessed 11 September 2014). 

73  Hawke review, recommendation 23, p. 149. 

74  Australian Government, Australian Government Response to the Report of the Independent 
Review of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, pp 45–46, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/resource/australian-government-response-report-independent-
review-environment-protection-and (accessed 11 September 2014). 

75  Australian Government, Australian Government Response to the Report of the Independent 
Review of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, pp 45–46. 
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need to prioritise biosecurity measures on islands. The committee made a number of 
recommendations relating to invasive species, including that the Department of the 
Environment (or the Commonwealth government): 
• develop clear biosecurity strategies to protect island sanctuaries 

(recommendation 15);  
• develop regulations under section 301A of the EPBC Act for the regulation of 

controlled invasive plant species within Australia (recommendation 16); 
• develop research strategies (in conjunction with relevant research institutions 

such as CSIRO and the Invasive Animals CRC) to develop biological controls 
for feral cats and other high impact invasive species (recommendation 17); 

• target more environmental research funding and programs towards effective 
control methods for invasive species (recommendation 18); and 

• consider listing 'wildlife disease' as an overarching key threatening process 
under the EPBC Act (recommendation 19).76 

2.65 The government recently responded to this report, and agreed with some, but 
not all, of these recommendations.77 

Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport committees inquiries 
2.66 The Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee 
has undertaken numerous inquiries examining biosecurity and quarantine 
arrangements, including the importation (or proposed importation) of specific plant or 
animal products, or the management of incursions of particular pests and diseases. 
While many have had a primary focus on the impacts on the agricultural industry, 
some may be particularly relevant to this inquiry including, for example, reports into: 
• science underpinning the inability to eradicate the Asian honeybee (2011) 
• Australia's biosecurity and quarantine arrangements (April 2012); and 
• the future of beekeeping and pollination service industries in Australia 

(July 2014). 
2.67 The Biosecurity Bill 2012 was also referred to the Senate Rural and Regional 
Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee. The committee received submissions 

76  Senate Environment and Communications References Committee, Effectiveness of threatened 
species and ecological communities' protection in Australia, August 2013, pp 84–92, 112–114, 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Commu
nications/Completed_inquiries/2010-13/threatenedspecies/report/index  

77  The government response is available at: 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Commu
nications/Completed_inquiries/2010-13/threatenedspecies/index  
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and held public hearings, but did not report before the prorogation of Parliament in 
2013.78 
2.68 As noted above, the Biosecurity Bill 2014 was introduced in the House of 
Representatives on 27 November and referred to the Senate Rural and Regional 
Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee for inquiry and report on 17 March 
2015.79 
 

78  Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport, Biosecurity Bill 2012 
and the Inspector-General of Biosecurity Bill 2012, 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affai
rs_and_Transport/Biosecurity2012  

79  http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional 
Affairs_and_Transport/Biosecurity_2014/Report  
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Chapter 3 
Environmental biosecurity 

3.1 This chapter examines whether there is currently sufficient focus on 
environmental biosecurity as distinct from industry-focused biosecurity, including 
agricultural, horticultural and aquacultural biosecurity. This chapter also examines 
proposals to improve the management of environmental biosecurity. These issues are 
addressed through a discussion of the following matters: 
• the distinctive features of environmental biosecurity; 
• the economic valuation of environmental health; 
• the lack of emphasis on environmental biosecurity; 
• the proposal to establish Environment Health Australia; and 
• alternative proposals to strengthen environmental biosecurity. 

Distinctive features of environmental biosecurity 
3.2 Evidence received by the committee emphasised some essential differences 
between environmental and industry biosecurity. Submitters and witnesses stated that 
environmental biosecurity presents greater challenges than industry biosecurity with 
regard to both detection and intervention. 
3.3 With regard to detection, the number of species and the complexity of the 
ecosystems involved in environmental biosecurity far exceed those of concern in 
agricultural biosecurity. Furthermore, surveillance of the environment in general is 
more difficult as it covers vastly greater territory and areas which are often sparsely 
inhabited or difficult to access. Finally, industry biosecurity, by its nature, involves 
stakeholders with a strong interest in the health of particular species and ecosystems 
who provide a dedicated surveillance system, whereas environmental biosecurity does 
not have this advantage. 
3.4 With regard to intervention once an invasive species is detected, whether that 
be attempted eradication, control and containment or long-term management, 
environmental biosecurity also faces particular challenges. Once again, the size and 
complexity of the natural environment make interventions more difficult. 
Furthermore, as the goal of environmental biosecurity is to protect existing species 
and ecosystems, the interventions available are generally more restricted than those 
available in an agricultural setting. 
3.5 The Invasive Species Council explained the distinctive challenges facing 
environmental biosecurity as follows: 

Although there are many overlaps with industry biosecurity, environmental 
biosecurity is more challenging, with a greater scale and complexity of 
threats, fewer management options and more limited resources. 
Conservation requires protecting hundreds of thousands of species and 
complex ecosystems with irreplaceable value, while organisms of value to 
industry are relatively few. Much less is known about biodiversity than 
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agricultural assets, and there are high levels of uncertainty about the 
environmental impacts of invasive species. Fewer management options are 
available and environmental biosecurity relies on government and 
community investment for the public good, while commercial incentives 
drive industry biosecurity.1 

3.6 The Australian Network for Plant Conservation (ANPC) made a similar 
statement: 

Whereas agricultural biosecurity is mainly focused on excluding or 
managing exotic biota (weeds, pests, diseases) that affect a relatively 
narrow range of crop or livestock species and varieties or production 
landscapes, with a definable economic value, environmental biosecurity as 
part of Australia's overall conservation effort must focus on the whole range 
of native biota and their associated ecological communities and ecological 
processes. Estimates vary, but this native biota may encompass as many as 
650,000 non-microbial species of plants, fungi and animals (in contrast to 
the few dozen species in most agricultural systems, or the several hundred 
that make up the bulk of the horticulture industry). The native biota and 
ecological relationships are essential, in their totality, to the overall 
ecological health of the continent, including its production systems.2 

3.7 The ANPC also emphasised the difficulty inherent in managing invasive 
species in the natural environment: 

The 'assets' at stake in conservation are not replaceable – each species and 
ecosystem is important, and are legislatively recognised as such. A very 
large number of these 'assets' are involved, their spatial distribution does 
not lend itself to easy or standardised management, interventionist 
management is far more problematic and expensive, and we are in any case 
still ignorant as to the biology, and ecology of very many native species 
(and of the biological detail of the invasion process by exotic organisms). 
Selective breeding for a more robust response to invasive threats is seldom 
an option, is very expensive, and 'return to the wild' of improved genotypes 
is highly problematic.3 

3.8 Others agreed with this assessment. For example, Dr Andrew Burbidge stated 
that the 'environmental system has very many more species of concern than we have 
in agriculture'.4 He also suggested that there are many species which may potentially 
cause an environmental problem, but 'trying to predict which species might be a risk 
to Australia's biodiversity is extremely difficult'. He explained that it is difficult to 

1  Invasive Species Council, Supplementary Submission 74.2, p. 1; see also Submission 74, p. 6. 

2  Australian Network for Plant Conservation, Submission 49, p. 3. 

3  Australian Network for Plant Conservation, Submission 49, p. 4. 

4  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 15; also see Australian Network 
for Plant Conservation, Submission 49, p. 3. 
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'predict whether a species is going to establish and, if it establishes, whether it is going 
to become widespread and have an impact'.5 
3.9 Mr Richard Stoklosa also emphasised the complexity of environmental 
biosecurity compared to industry biosecurity, and that this situation is not helped by 
the lack of knowledge about specific organisms that may pose a threat: 

Environmental biosecurity, I would say, is a step change in terms of 
complexity above agricultural biosecurity. I think agricultural pests are 
pretty well described for the types of commodities or the types of plants and 
animals that are being cultivated. I would have to say that agricultural 
businesses see biosecurity as almost their lifeblood, and they do it really 
well. There are a lot of lessons to be learned from that group. But I think 
that, when you get into environmental biosecurity, you are talking about 
probably a plethora of organisms that are not already on a pest or disease 
species list, which you start needing to consider. Again, the way to do that 
is to do a proper risk based threat analysis and start to look at how to group, 
prevent, detect and eradicate organisms that fall into different categories.6 

3.10 A further point raised in evidence about the relationship between industry and 
environmental biosecurity was that, historically, many invasive species have been 
deliberately introduced to Australia for agricultural or horticultural purposes without 
due weight being given to their potential environmental impact. This history points to 
the differing priorities of agricultural and horticultural biosecurity, which have 
primarily economic aims, and environmental biosecurity, which has primarily a 
conservation focus. 
3.11 The committee received evidence that many of Australia's most 
environmentally damaging weeds have been deliberately introduced for agricultural 
and horticultural reasons. For example, the Wet Tropics Management Authority 
observed that: 

…many of our worst weeds have been deliberately introduced for 
horticultural and agricultural purposes and the interests of these industries 
appear to be given greater weight than the impacts on the environment. 
Some are still actively being promoted for pasture feed or biofuel crops, for 
instance, without effective consideration of their current or potential weed 
impacts.7 

3.12 Ms Anna-Marie Penna, Vice President of the Australasian Council of Weed 
Societies, clarified that the term 'deliberately introduced' covers a variety of 
circumstances, including cases where the best available scientific advice 
recommended such introductions: 

'Deliberate' can be 'under the best possible advice that we have at the time 
you should be using this species to control erosion, even though it is an 

5  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 14. 

6  Mr Richard Stoklosa, Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 17. 

7  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p. 5. 
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exotic not a native to that area'—those sorts of things. That was the case 
with buffel grass being introduced on Barrow Island back in the sixties. The 
CSIRO advised what was then called the WA Oil Company to sow buffel 
around the airport for erosion control, and now it is a significant problem on 
Barrow, because it takes a long time to control buffel.  

There is 'deliberate' in terms of people not understanding that garden plants 
can be problematic once they escape outside their gardens; people dumping 
over the fence into the neighbouring nature reserve and those sorts of 
things. And there is 'deliberate' in terms of people who do not care. There is 
also accidental release, through lack of knowledge, or just stuff coming off 
abandoned properties and things like that.8 

3.13 Associate Professor Driscoll of the Centre of Excellence for Environmental 
Decisions at the ANU also submitted that 'Australia has one of the worst records 
globally of major environmental impacts caused by plants introduced for pasture', and 
cited the introduction of Gamba grass for pasture as an example. He further noted that 
his research team had identified the 'development of new varieties of existing 
introduced pasture species as having a high risk of worsening Australia's 
environmental weed problem' and that 'similar risks are inherent in the biofuel, carbon 
sequestration, forestry and horticulture industries.'9 
3.14 The Australian Network for Plant Conservation further emphasised the role 
agriculture and land management have played as motivating factors in the introduction 
of environmental weeds: 

It is also the case that a significant proportion of Australia's serious 
environmental weeds were deliberately introduced as agricultural or land 
management plants – Tall Wheat Grass, African Lovegrass, and Buffel 
Grass being examples – without assessment of their environmental impacts, 
which have become severe.10 

Economic value and environmental biosecurity 
3.15 Several submitters pointed to a further distinction between environmental and 
agricultural biosecurity: the difficulty in developing an agreed method by which to 
calculate the value of biosecurity impacts on the environment. The Australian 
Network for Plant Conservation argued that the difficulty in valuing 'ecological 
services' arises not only from the complexity of environmental biosecurity but also 
from the fact that, in its view, the health of the natural environment cannot be 
adequately expressed in monetary terms: 

Various attempts to place dollar values on these 'ecological services' have 
rarely succeeded in adequately capturing their scope and importance over 
intergenerational time-frames, and in any case miss the point. Just as 

8  Ms Anna-Marie Penna, Vice President, Australasian Council of Weed Societies, Committee 
Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 20. 

9  Associate Professor Don Driscoll, ARC Centre of Excellence for Environmental Decisions, 
Australian National University, Submission 46, p. 1. 

10  Australian Network for Plant Conservation, Submission 49, p. 3. 
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indices of human health as a component of society's well-being cannot be 
meaningfully reduced only to dollar values, but are nevertheless recognised 
as a fundamental social priority, so too the health of the natural 
environment.11 

3.16 Dr Lori Lach emphasised this difficulty in reducing agricultural and 
environmental damage to a common unit for the purposes of comparison: 

I would say…that agricultural losses and cost are much easier to quantify. 
When you are trying to get things down for comparison, you want to get 
them down to the same unit. If that unit is dollars and you can only get the 
agricultural side down to dollars it is pretty hard to compare. How many 
more extinctions would we need to have from yellow crazy ants before 
somebody says, 'Actually, this is a big cost.' How do you put a dollar 
amount on the Cairns bird wing butterfly going extinct?12 

3.17 The Australasian Network for Plant Conservation also commented on this 
aspect of environmental biosecurity: 

The value of native biota cannot be quantified in economic terms, except in 
limited aspects. This last factor alone means they are often undervalued 
when biosecurity priorities are decided. It does not however mean that they 
are without recognised national value – the whole trend, over several 
decades, of public opinion and of government environmental and NRM 
policy, confirms the recognised importance of the natural environment. The 
question is how to give this recognised social value more effect in the 
biosecurity area, where the under-emphasis on environmental 
considerations remains systemic.13 

3.18 This problem is not of merely theoretical interest as decisions made under the 
NEBRA regarding whether or not to undertake a national biosecurity incident 
response require the preparation of a benefit-cost analysis.14 As noted by the 
Queensland Government, Schedule 4 of the NEBRA includes a national framework 
for biosecurity benefit-cost analysis. The framework acknowledges the difficulty of 
incorporating environmental considerations into such analyses: 

The significance of 'non-market' (environmental and public health) assets 
impacted, which will require application of environmental valuation 
techniques, will place greater challenges on the analysis.15 

11  Australian Network for Plant Conservation, Submission 49, p. 3; see similar points made by 
Dr Carol Booth and Mr Andrew Cox, Invasive Species Council, Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2014, pp 32-33. 

12  Dr Lori Lach, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 62. See also discussion of benefit-
cost analysis at Dr Lori Lach, Supplementary Submission 76.1, pp 4–5. 

13  Australian Network for Plant Conservation, Submission 49, p. 4. 

14  NEBRA, part 5, 6.1, p. 16. 

15  NEBRA, schedule 4, attachment 4A, s. 3(c), p. 44; The Hon Dr John McVeigh, Submission 29, 
p. 4. 
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3.19 However, beyond this general acknowledgement in the NEBRA benefit-cost 
framework there is no methodology agreed between jurisdictions for assessing 
environmental impacts of invasive species. The Queensland Government submitted 
that for invasive species that affect the natural environment this 'reduces effective 
prioritisation of resources to these species compared to those that affect the economy 
and to a lesser extent social amenity, where methodology to assess costs are well 
established.'16 
3.20 The joint submission of the departments of agriculture and the environment 
also acknowledged the lack of an agreed methodology for valuing the environment in 
economic terms: 

While it is possible to determine the economic cost in terms of adverse 
effects on production; at present there is no agreed model to measure the 
ecological cost to the environment of exotic pests and diseases in economic 
terms.17 

3.21 The Department of Agriculture provided a description of the various 
approaches ABARES currently uses to conduct benefit-cost analyses involving 
environmental impacts. In most cases ABARES 'considers environmental benefits 
qualitatively using a constructed scale (negligible, low, moderate)'. Where suitable 
data is available, 'ABARES has estimated environmental impacts quantitatively (in 
monetary terms)'. The department's response included examples of the benefit-cost 
analysis approach used with regard to Siam weed, black striped mussel and red 
imported fire ant incursions: 

Where relevant data are available, ABARES quantifies the environmental 
impacts. For example, in the Siam Weed BCA [benefit-cost analysis], 
ABARES valued the environmental impacts using the loss of grazing value 
in environmental areas because of competition from Siam Weed, and the 
expenditure by environmental managers to mitigate such impacts. 

In some studies, if it appears that environmental impacts are large and 
likely to exceed the costs of management options, ABARES employs cost 
effectiveness analyses to identify the least-cost management option. The 
recently published Black Striped Mussel BCA is an example. 

If it is not possible to quantify any of the environmental impacts because of 
insufficient data, ABARES identifies the particular environmental assets 
under threat and provides a qualitative assessment of the impacts. The BCA 
conducted for the red imported fire ants (RIFA) incursion in South East 
Queensland is an example of this approach. 18 

3.22 The Department of Agriculture cited the benefit-cost analysis conducted for 
the red imported fire ant incursion in south-east Queensland as an example where 

16  The Hon Dr John McVeigh, Submission 29, p. 5. 

17  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 7. 

18  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question taken on notice No.8, 31 October 2014 
(received 18 November 2014) 
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expenditure on an eradication effort was supported by a quantitative estimation of the 
market benefits of such action and also by a qualitative assessment of the impact on 
identified environmental assets.19 
3.23 Finally, with regard to benefit-cost analysis and environmental impacts, 
Mr Rodney Turner, General Manager Risk Management at PHA, explained that even 
very expensive eradication programs can be amply justified when weighed against 
potential damage to the environment at large: 

In an agricultural environment, if the cost of eradicating the pest—these are 
arbitrary numbers—is $100 million and the benefit is only $2 million or $3 
million, then the industries and the government parties would be very 
unlikely to commit that sort of funding. Using that same principle, when 
you take into account environmental considerations and you look at the 
whole of the Australian environment, the benefits would generally be very 
large. So, even if it were $100 [m]illion to eradicate, you would probably 
have a multibillion-dollar benefit and therefore you would go ahead…20 

The lack of emphasis on environmental biosecurity 
3.24 Throughout the inquiry there was considerable discussion of the emphasis that 
is placed on agricultural biosecurity in comparison with that placed on environmental 
biosecurity. Most submitters and witnesses stated that agricultural biosecurity is far 
better resourced than environmental biosecurity and that this situation has arisen 
because of the readily identifiable economic impacts of agricultural biosecurity 
threats. 
3.25 Other submitters and witnesses put forward the view that it is not possible to 
fundamentally separate biosecurity matters into environmental and agricultural threats 
and that, for this reason, it is not correct to see environmental biosecurity as receiving 
less attention than agricultural biosecurity. The following discussion deals with these 
positions in turn. 
3.26 The 2008 Beale review acknowledged that: 

In the past, the environment—terrestrial and aquatic—has received less 
priority than agriculture…a more significant effort is needed in these two 
areas in the future…21 

3.27 The Beale review also noted that a number of submissions had linked the low 
priority given to environmental biosecurity to the fact that there are no stakeholders 
with a direct economic interest in protecting the environment from biosecurity threats: 

…Australia has a relatively poor knowledge of the biosecurity threats to its 
natural environment. This is largely a function of the absence of 

19  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question taken on notice No.8, 31 October 2014 
(received 18 November 2014). 

20  Mr Rodney Turner, General Manager Risk Management, Plant Health Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 48. 

21  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, p. xxiii. 
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commercial incentives to research and monitor environmental pests and 
diseases. As a result, the principal responsibility for biosecurity research as 
it relates to the natural environment lies with governments and the 
community. These activities have not received a high priority for funding. 
Unlike incursions that impact on primary production, where active 
engagement by business is motivated by self-protection, the effort required 
to respond to an incursion affecting the environment must be provided 
primarily by governments.22 

3.28 A similar argument was put to the committee during its inquiry. The Invasive 
Species Council submitted that 'environmental biosecurity lags behind that for 
industry' and that Australia needs a stronger focus on environmental biosecurity. The 
Invasive Species Council was concerned that 'approaches to environmental biosecurity 
tend to be tacked onto existing biosecurity structures that prioritise industry interests'. 
The Invasive Species Council acknowledged that 'many invasive species affect both 
agricultural and environmental assets and warrant a joint approach', but nevertheless 
considered that 'protecting nature differs in many ways from protecting industry 
assets'.23 
3.29 Dr Burbidge stated that 'better coordination is definitely needed between 
agriculture and environmental biosecurity' and that: 

There is a different emphasis in the two. Agriculture tends to concentrate on 
the effects on a limited number of species of agricultural importance in 
Australia and the things that may impact them, whereas environmental 
biosecurity has a much wider requirement. Ideally, both would be exactly 
the same and the objective would be to prevent the introduction of any 
non-indigenous species into Australia. But in reality, with limited resources, 
that is not the case, I think, at the moment.24 

3.30 He noted that cost recovery is also an issue: 
…the concentration on agriculture where there is cost recovery required by 
the Department of Agriculture, in most cases for their biosecurity work, 
does not benefit environmental biosecurity, where there is obviously no 
body that they are going to cost recover from except the taxpayer.25 

3.31 The Plant Biosecurity CRC submitted that: 
There is currently a lack of capacity and clear articulation of responsibilities 
in the environmental area. This has led to a reliance on agriculturally 
focussed organisations to lead responses when both environmental and 
agricultural expertise must be employed in a timely and effective manner.26 

22  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, p. 144. 

23  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 67. 

24  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 11. 

25  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 11. 

26  Plant Biosecurity Cooperative research Centre, Submission 32, p. 3. 
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3.32 The Plant Biosecurity CRC also stated that, in the case of environmental 
biosecurity, 'it is difficult to identify individual stakeholders who have a very strong 
vested interest and the money, resources or time to invest in those problems.' This has 
led to a situation in which, 'despite all the agreements and so on, most of the 
operational capability is in the agricultural sector and most of the surveillance that is 
done is associated in some way with the agricultural sector.'27 
3.33 The CSIRO gave evidence that its capacity to conduct biosecurity research is 
largely restricted to areas in which stakeholders possessed the capacity to co-invest: 

…as a collaborative and cooperative research body which tends to do the 
majority of its research through co-investment with clients of all 
backgrounds, our capacity to do research is very limited by what the market 
is interested in supporting. Certain aspects of environmental biosecurity 
have effectively been in decline over recent years as a result of that.28 

3.34 The CSIRO also submitted that the capacity of government departments to 
effectively address environmental biosecurity is not adequate: 

Government departments and agencies responsible for the environment are 
struggling with reduced capacity to take full responsibility in decision-
making and responses to new incursions that affect the environment. This 
area has traditionally been under the responsibility of Departments of 
Agriculture or Primary Industries. These agencies are however primarily 
focussed on direct agricultural, aquaculture and forestry threats. There is 
clearer overlap with responsibility for the environment in native forestry 
and fisheries management, but agricultural industry and Research 
Development Corporation investment in environmental biosecurity remains 
extremely low, as it is seen to be beyond their remit except for the Rural 
Industries Research and Development Corporation. There is no longer an 
RDC focused exclusively on natural resource management as was the role 
of Land & Water Australia in the past. 

There are currently few resourced institutional arrangements for 
environmental biosecurity to underpin a timely, coordinated and 
collaborative approach to prevent and reduce the adverse impacts of 
invasive species in Australia.29 

3.35 The committee also received evidence and submissions expressing views 
contrary to those described above. Both the Commonwealth departments of 
agriculture and the environment, as well as the Western Australian Department of 
Fisheries, put forward the view that biosecurity cannot be usefully divided into 
industry and environmental elements. They stated that in the vast majority of cases an 
invasive pest or disease will have both environmental and agricultural impacts and, as 
such, biosecurity threats ought to be addressed by a unified system. 

27  Dr William Roberts, Principal Scientist, Plant Biosecurity Cooperative Research Centre, 
Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 11. 

28  Dr Andy Sheppard, Research Director, CSIRO, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 17. 

29  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 13. 
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3.36 Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Western Australian 
Department of Fisheries, told the committee that, from their perspective, the 
environmental aspects of biosecurity cannot easily be separated from the agricultural 
and other aspects: 

Our biosecurity is very much focused on that whole picture, rather than 
separating out the two. There are very few pests we have identified that 
would impact in only an economic or agricultural way and not in other 
ways. There are several pests that impact environmentally but that might 
not directly impact on an economic factor, but it is very easy to see the 
connections between them.30 

3.37 Dr Klumpp, General Manager, Biosecurity Tasmania, stated that it was a 
strength of its system that it dealt with all biosecurity matters within one agency as 
this allowed a greater proportion of staff to be dedicated to front-line work: 

The division has branches…which are devoted to the science, risk 
assessment, project program development et cetera. But we actually have to 
have people on the ground to do things. So we have various program 
branches: we have an animal biosecurity branch, which essentially deals 
with the primary industries—the livestock industries. We have a plant 
biosecurity branch, which essentially deals with the plant industries—the 
plant agricultural industries. We have an invasive species branch which 
essentially deals with environmental biosecurity. And we have an 
operations branch that actually gets out on the ground and do things to 
implement these programs. One of the advantages of doing it the way we 
are doing it and in an integrated way is that that operations branch is the 
majority of our division—around 100 people. One of the advantages of 
doing it this way is that, on any given day, that ground force can be directed 
to a particular element. If we were fragmented they would be specifically 
targeting their individual area, and we would have to find ways to integrate 
that.31 

3.38 In a similar vein, Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary of the Department of 
Agriculture, told the committee that their biosecurity work 'does not just cover 
agriculture' and that 'biosecurity risk is biosecurity risk': 

We analyse risk from the perspective of risks to Australia. That includes 
risks to human health, plant health and animal health and how they play out 
in production and in our way of life. In doing that, the environment is a key 
consideration…32 

3.39 The departments of environment and agriculture submitted that it is not 
desirable to manage specific sectors of biosecurity threats in isolation from others: 

30  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 29. 

31  Dr Robert Klumpp, General Manager, Biosecurity Tasmania, Committee Hansard, 
10 November 2014, p. 52. 

32  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 22; see also p. 23. 
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The biosecurity system is complex, and operates in an environment 
characterised by the continual movement—in and out of the country—of 
living things and goods. It is not possible or desirable to manage biosecurity 
risk to one sector in isolation of another, or without a strong network that 
includes different levels of government, industry, non-government 
organisations and the community working together to achieve a common 
objective—one biosecurity. Zero risk is not achievable—however 
biosecurity threats are effectively managed using a risk-based approach.33 

3.40 Further, Ms Mellor stated in evidence that 'from the perspective of the 
responsibilities of the departments we think that the environmental biosecurity issues 
are well managed'.34 
3.41 The CPSU also stated that, in terms of the activities of the front-line staff in 
the Department of Agriculture, agricultural and environmental biosecurity are 'one 
thing': 

We are trying to stop pests and diseases in the environment, in agriculture 
and human health. There is no real focus on one or the other.35 

Proposal for Environmental Health Australia 
3.42 The Australian Government is currently a party to three formal agreements 
detailing response arrangements, including cost-sharing, for exotic pests and diseases 
that are detected in Australia and have the potential to affect animal, plant or human 
health or the environment. The three agreements are the: 
• Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed (EPPRD); 
• Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement (EADRA); and 
• National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement (NEBRA).36 
3.43 The Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Environment noted 
that these response deeds and agreements by no means cover all sectors of biosecurity 
risk. There are currently no nationally agreed response mechanisms for weeds 
primarily affecting agriculture, aquatic diseases primarily impacting on aquaculture 
industries and pests and diseases impacting on pastures of production.37 
3.44 In addition, these agreements do not address situations where a pest or disease 
is found not to be eradicable but it remains in the national interest to continue to act. 
The departments cited the myrtle rust and Asian honey bee incursions as examples of 
this situation. In these cases 'transition programmes were piloted to undertake 

33  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 1. 

34  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 30; see also p. 22. 

35  Ms Marian Blake, Agriculture Section Secretary, Community and Public Sector Union, 
Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 4. 

36  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 33. 

37  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 35. 
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activities to allow industry and/or the community to adapt to living with the particular 
pest.'38 
3.45 To address this transition phase after a pest has been found to not be 
eradicable, an IGAB working group has developed a national transition program 
policy framework and consultations are underway about including this framework in 
both the EPPRD and the EADRA.39 
3.46 Both the EADRA, signed in 2001, and the EPPRD, signed in 2005, are 
contractual arrangements between the Commonwealth, state and territory 
governments and, respectively, livestock and plant industry groups. These two 
agreements set out management and funding responsibilities for emergency responses 
to animal diseases and plant pests. 
3.47 The share of costs to be borne by industry and government to implement 
response plans under the EADRA and EPPRD vary from 100 per cent government 
funding to 20 per cent government funding and 80 per cent industry funding, 
depending on the extent to which the disease or pest affects the environment, human 
health and national trade interests or specific industry assets.40 
3.48 Plant Health Australia (PHA) and Animal Health Australia (AHA) are also 
parties to these agreements and act as their custodians.41 As outlined in the previous 
chapter, both PHA and AHA are themselves jointly funded by Commonwealth, state 
and territory governments and industry groups and their focus is primarily on 
biosecurity to protect and enhance the prospects of the livestock and plant industries.42 
3.49 The departments of agriculture and the environment described the roles of 
AHA and PHA as follows: 

Animal Health Australia and Plant Health Australia's roles are to facilitate a 
national approach to enhancing Australia's animal and plant health status, 
through government and industry partnerships for pest and disease 
preparedness, prevention, emergency response and management. These 
companies, and the emergency response agreements they administer… 
ensure that national responses to emergency animal diseases and plant pests 

38  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 35. 

39  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 35. 

40  Emergency Plant Pest Disease Response Deed, p. 20, 
http://www.planthealthaustralia.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/EPPRD-4-August-
2014.pdf (accessed 8 December 2014); Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement, 
p. 20, http://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/2011/04/EADRA_Version_14-01_100714.pdf (accessed 8 December 2014). 

41  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 33. 

42  See further Plant Health Australia, http://www.planthealthaustralia.com.au/ (accessed 
17 September 2014) and Animal health Australia, http://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/ 
(accessed 17 September 2014). 
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are facilitated and that uncertainty over response management and funding 
arrangements is minimised.43 

3.50 The NEBRA was not established until 2012 and was 'developed to address the 
gaps which existed in relation to responses to pests and diseases with primarily 
environmental and social amenity impacts, for example weeds and marine pests.'44 It 
sets out emergency response and cost-sharing arrangements between the Australian 
and state and territory governments. 
3.51 In contrast to both the EPPRD and the EADRA, the NEBRA is an agreement 
between the Commonwealth and state and territory governments only; it does not 
include industry groups. Furthermore, it is not overseen by a body equivalent to PHA 
or AHA.45 It is in this context that the Invasive Species Council put forward a 
proposal that a national body entitled 'Environmental Health Australia' (EHA) be 
established, along the lines of the existing PHA and AHA. 
3.52 The Invasive Species Council suggested that such a body would 'improve 
Australia's biosecurity preparedness, responses, capacity, and collaboration'. The 
council proposed that the functions of EHA could include promoting more 
ecologically informed approaches to biosecurity, enhancing community involvement, 
and monitoring and reporting on biosecurity progress.46 The Invasive Species Council 
explained:  

With no body to take the lead on essential planning for priority threats, 
environmental biosecurity currently suffers from a lack of contingency 
planning for environmental threats. In contrast, the Australian federal and 
state/territory governments have invested many millions of dollars in 
developing plans and strategies to improve industry biosecurity – more than 
$20 million over the past five years. Given how far environmental 
biosecurity lags behind agricultural biosecurity, there is good reason for the 
federal government to invest even more in an equivalent environmental 
body. A dedicated environmental body is needed.47 

3.53 The Invasive Species Council further detailed this proposal in evidence: 
Our proposal, which we first assembled in 2012, is to focus on the 
prevention of new biosecurity risks which impact on the natural 
environment. So, in itself, the body would be a collaborative body bringing 
together state and federal governments and the community, in its many 
forms. That is quite broad. We are talking about researchers, environmental 
land managers, Indigenous land managers, Landcare and Bushcare groups, 

43  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 16. 

44  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 34. 

45  Council of Australian Governments, National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement 
(NEBRA), http://www.coag.gov.au/node/74 (accessed 12 November 2014). 

46  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, pp 66–69; see also Invasive Species Council, 
Submission 74, Attachment 2. 

47  Invasive Species Council, Supplementary Submission 74.2, p. 3. 

 

                                              

http://www.coag.gov.au/node/74


36  

advocacy groups like our own and also the industry, which has a stake in 
this too. We are talking about bringing all these together at the table so that 
we are all together identifying a way forward in a systematic way. The best 
model for us is to look at Plant Health Australia and Animal Health 
Australia currently. That work is excellent but it is focused on diseases and 
pests of plants and diseases of animals. That work is not being done in a 
substantial way for the full range of environmental risks.48 

3.54 The Invasive Species Council provided the committee with its 2012 proposal 
regarding the establishment of EHA. This document contains further details on 
specific functions it proposes EHA could carry out.49 
3.55 The Invasive Species Council proposal was both supported and criticised by 
other submitters and witnesses to the inquiry.50 For example, the Wet Tropics 
Management Authority supported the concept of: 

…a stand-alone environmental biosecurity body to work alongside the 
established Plant Health Australia and Animal Health Australia. This body 
should be appropriately resourced and empowered to focus on public-good 
environmental values.51 

3.56 Other witnesses and submitters considered the proposal to establish a body 
such as EHA worthy of discussion but raised difficulties. For example, the Invasive 
Animals CRC pointed out that there is no equivalent in the environment sector, in 
terms of resources and organisation, to the industry groups that are members of AHA 
and PHA: 

You are trying to ensure a coordinated national prevention and surveillance 
capability as well as innovation capability. I think a key point of difference 
is that Plant Health and Animal Health have their genesis in trying to work 
out a cost-sharing arrangement between industry and government. In the 
case of, say, the proposed Environmental Health Australia, the market 
failure…is that there are no obvious industry beneficiaries. That would 
therefore mean there would need to be some sort of cooperative 
arrangement between the Commonwealth and the states.52 

48  Mr Andrew Cox, Chief Executive Officer, Invasive Species Council, Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2014, p. 29.  

49  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 2, p. 8. 

50  The committee notes that the Invasive Species Council submission was itself endorsed by 
30 environment, national park and conservation groups. For details see Invasive Species 
Council, Supplementary Submission 74.1, p. 3. The proposal was also endorsed in the following 
submissions WWF-Australia, Submission 56, p. 1; Victorian National Parks Association, 
Submission 66, p. 1; Nature Conservation Council of NSW, Submission 25, p. 2; Australian 
Network for Plant Conservation, Submission 49, pp 5-6; Dr Andrew Hingston, Submission 6, 
p. 1.  

51  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p. 4.  

52  Mr Andreas Glanznig, Chief Executive Officer, Invasive Animal Cooperative Research Centre, 
Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 11. 
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3.57 The departments of agriculture and the environment opposed the EHA 
proposal. The departments submitted that, although PHA and AHA primarily focussed 
on primary production, 'environmental biosecurity considerations are integral to their 
role.'53 
3.58 The departments further stated that, rather than establishing another entity to 
manage preparedness, response and consultation for exotic pests and diseases 
impacting on the environment, it would be preferable to improve on existing 
institutional structures: 

Rather than establishing a new entity and funding stream, however, a more 
effective approach is to continue to integrate environmental issues into 
existing governance structures, functions and activities and to strengthen 
collaboration and consultation with relevant stakeholders, including 
community members. This approach builds on already strong arrangements 
through the National Biosecurity Committee, its sectoral committees and 
other relevant organisations, rather than creating a separate system.54 

3.59 The Department of the Environment expanded on this position in evidence by 
explaining that the present approach is the result of careful consideration of how best 
to address environmental biosecurity given the limited available resources: 

Back in the late 2000s and early 2010s, there was quite a deep consideration 
within the National Biosecurity Committee about the right way to deal with 
environmental biosecurity. This was at the time that the NEBRA was being 
developed. In fact the NEBRA was an outcome of those discussions, more 
or less. We were looking at the challenges around dealing effectively with 
environmental biosecurity in our national preparedness and response 
arrangements. We drew the conclusion that going down the path of creating 
a bespoke environmental biosecurity system would be a mistake when we 
had enormous capacity that already existed in plant and animal health under 
the national arrangements and that the better path, including because we 
were in a cost-constrained environment, was to make the national 
biosecurity system work more effectively to deal with environmental 
biosecurity by having the various component parts of the national 
biosecurity system dealing substantively with environmental biosecurity in 
equal consideration with production and human health. Since that time, 
there has been a very comprehensive effort in the NBC [National 
Biosecurity Committee] to make that transformation, and I think our 
progress has been good.55 

3.60 Opposition to the EHA proposal was also expressed by PHA and AHA. PHA 
stated that it looked at plants in general, rather than at agricultural and environmental 
plants, and that it is difficult to identify pests and diseases that do not have impacts in 
both areas. Furthermore, PHA stated that it works with Commonwealth and state 

53  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 16. 

54  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 16. 

55  Mr Stephen Oxley, First Assistant Secretary, Wildlife and Marine Division, Department of the 
Environment, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 25. 
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departments of agriculture and environment and looks at both agricultural and 
environmental impacts in its research: 

We look at plants in the broad concept of plants. If you look at a number of 
the activities, it is often quite difficult to find specific examples of 
environmental pests that do not have an implication for agriculture as well. 
For example, we have been involved in myrtle rust, which I know you 
heard about this morning. We managed the program. We worked with the 
Commonwealth Department of Environment, we worked with Queensland, 
New South Wales, Victoria departments of environment as well as with the 
agriculture agencies in managing that program. There are a whole raft of 
pests such as Asian gypsy moth, sudden oak death, Siam weed and Mexican 
pepper grass, which was also mentioned this morning, which cut across 
agriculture and the environment. We often take all of those into 
consideration when we are doing our research.56 

3.61 AHA agreed, stating that the introduction of a stand-alone environment 
biosecurity body would add 'another potentially bureaucratic level' without adding to 
the 'biosecurity continuum'.57 
3.62 The committee notes that, although PHA's constitution does contain the 
following reference to environmental biosecurity within its objects, 'contribute to the 
sustainability of Australia's plant industries and native flora', AHA's constitution 
contains no such explicit reference.58 
3.63 The committee further notes that PHA expressed support for the establishment 
of an independent body focused on environmental pests in its submission to the Beale 
review: 

For environmental pests there are many more stakeholders across 
government, industry and the community than is the case with commercial 
specific pests. Major challenges lie ahead in forming links and partnerships 
between these groups and along the continuum. Trust, goodwill and 
impartial decision making will be important and consideration needs to be 
given to establishing an independent body similar to Plant Health Australia 
to create the framework and coordination for partnerships to operate.59 

56  Mr Rodney Turner, General Manager, Risk Management, Plant Health Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 41. 

57  Ms Plowman, Animal Health Australia, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, pp 43–44. 

58  Constitution of Plant Health Australia, p. 6, http://www.planthealthaustralia.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/2013/02/PHAConstitutionAmended14Nov2012.pdf (accessed 9 December 
2014); Constitution of Animal Health Australia, pp 2–4, 
http://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Constitution-as-
amended-10-November-2004.pdf (accessed 9 December 2014); also see discussion with 
Invasive Species Council at Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 36. 

59  Plant Health Australia, Submission to the Australian Government Quarantine and Biosecurity 
Review, April 2008, p. 24, http://www.planthealthaustralia.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/2012/12/Submission-Quarantine-Biosecurity-Review-May-2008.pdf (accessed 
9 December 2014). 
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3.64 Finally, objections to the establishment of EHA were raised on the grounds of 
funding. As noted above, PHA and AHA are jointly funded by industry and 
governments. The Invasive Species Council stated in its 2012 proposal that funding 
would have to be provided by Commonwealth, state and territory governments.60 The 
Invasive Species Council also suggested in evidence that a levy on industries that pose 
a threat to environmental biosecurity—for example, industries that import risky plant 
species—might be considered, and that some philanthropic funding could also be 
pursued.61 
3.65 The Invasive Species Council also submitted that, given the extent of 
government funding devoted to PHA and AHA, which are primarily focused on 
industry interests, it would not be unreasonable for an equivalent level of government 
funding to be devoted to environmental biosecurity, which is a public good.62 
3.66 By contrast, Nursery and Garden Industry Australia strongly opposed the 
EHA proposal on the grounds that, in its view, the EPPRD and the NEBRA can 'cover 
all aspects of risk identification and or management' and that: 

The drive or expectation by some 'Non Government Agencies' that a new 
body 'to look after environment' needs to be established and that it will be 
supported by Industry contributions as occurs with Plant Health Australia is 
ludicrous.63 

Alternative proposals to strengthen environmental biosecurity 
3.67 As noted above, several submitters expressed the view that, although 
environmental biosecurity appears to be neglected when compared to industry-focused 
biosecurity, the establishment of another body, such as EHA, may not be the best way 
to address this problem. 
3.68 Dr Sophie Riley provided the committee with information on institutional 
arrangements for environmental biosecurity in the United States and Great Britain and 
argued that having a single peak body to implement an invasive alien species 
biosecurity regime is important: 

I argued that these bodies are well-placed to consider the 'big picture' and 
take the lead in implementing initiatives that can draw IAS [invasive alien 
species] regimes together, including: developing overarching policy, 
defining an IAS, providing services such as one-stop information portals, 
and fostering community engagement.64 

3.69 In evidence, Dr Riley explained how such peak bodies work in the US and 
Great Britain: 

60  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 2, p. 16. 

61  Dr Carol Booth, Invasive Species Council, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 32. 

62  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 2, p. 16. 

63  Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Submission 55, p. 6. 

64  Dr Sophie Riley, Submission 8, p. 6. 
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The way that this works in America, in the USA, is really different. In 
America, for example, their National Invasive Species Council only works 
on matters that the federal government has an interest in. For example, it 
applies to federal agencies; it applies to work that the federal government 
does, federal areas. It does not directly apply to anything where the states 
are interested. The federal government can select anybody that they like to 
sit on that, but the actual ramifications of that council are only relevant for 
the federal government.  

Where it becomes important for the states is, it sets an example and it also 
facilitates dialogue, so you have always got the invasive-species issue on 
the agenda. In the UK, because it is a different parliamentary system and 
you have not got the same state governments, if you like, that applies more 
directly to what happens in the UK. That is much more of a hands-on 
approach. I do not think that would work in Australia, because of the fact 
that we do have the state and territory governments. That was put in there 
just as an example of another model. I think the US one would be more 
appropriate for our parliamentary system. For example, I could not see that 
it would be effective for the federal government to take over what the states 
are doing. They have got expertise, for example; you have staff that have 
got expertise. I think there would also be political tensions there as well.65 

3.70 In the light of these discussions on the importance of centralised coordination, 
Dr Riley commented with regard to the EHA proposal: 

If it gives the environment equal status, I think that is good. At the end of 
the day, however, you still need something that coordinates all these bodies. 
The problem is how you balance them.66 

3.71 Dr Judy Fisher, Theme Leader, Ecosystems and Invasive Species, IUCN 
Commission on Ecosystem Management, suggested that we need to think carefully 
about how the biosecurity system can be better coordinated.67 She suggested that we 
need a coordinated body that encompasses both biodiversity and agriculture: 

We all need to be working together on this topic. It should not be 
segregated…Segregating it is continually a reason for not doing anything.68 

3.72 Dr Fisher also told the committee that environmental biosecurity is often 
'sidelined' and that agricultural bodies often do not want to take responsibility for 
environmental biosecurity.69 At the same time, she expressed caution about 
'segregating' these issues: 

65  Dr Sophie Riley, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 3. 

66  Dr Sophie Riley, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 5. 

67  Dr Judy Fisher, Theme Leader, Ecosystems and Invasive Species, IUCN Commission on 
Ecosystem Management, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 4. 

68  Dr Judy Fisher, Theme Leader, Ecosystems and Invasive Species, IUCN Commission on 
Ecosystem Management, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 6. 

69  Dr Judy Fisher, Theme Leader, Ecosystems and Invasive Species, IUCN Commission on 
Ecosystem Management, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 1. 
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From my years of experience, by separating this topic out, nobody is ever 
going to be a winner. That is what I have seen happen here in this state 
[Western Australia] for 20-odd years. Our department of agriculture says 
that they are the lead agency for biosecurity, but they say, 'We're not a 
biodiversity agency', and the biodiversity agency says…'Well, we're not the 
lead agency; they are'—the department of agriculture is the lead agency—
'so it's not our responsibility'.70 

3.73 The Wet Tropics Management Authority was supportive of the EHA proposal 
but also saw the dangers of further fragmenting the governance of biosecurity in 
Australia: 

Our submission endorses the notion of an entity called 'Environmental 
Health Australia' that would sit alongside Plant Health Australia and 
Animal Health Australia, and have similar roles. And I guess that is the 
advice that we are giving formally. I am alive, though, to the countervailing 
view: that there is then the risk that environmental biosecurity issues will be 
assigned to a new body which would be marginalised. I confess to being 
somewhat in two minds about that. In some ways the best outcome might 
be for the existing entities to strengthen their capacity and commitment to 
achieving good outcomes for the environment alongside of plant health and 
animal health issues they have for industry.71 

3.74 In response to questioning on this issue, Dr Burbidge cautioned that, while 
there needs to be something that brings the 'environmental side of biosecurity together 
with the agricultural side and make both more efficient', he 'would not support 
anything that fragments existing departmental arrangements'.72 
3.75 Dr Burbidge also acknowledged that: 

…the same sorts of rules that apply already in the agricultural area are 
really effective in the environmental area as well. It is just upping that level 
a little bit more that is required.73 

3.76 As noted above, the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the 
Environment did not favour the EHA proposal as they believed it might in fact make 
the biosecurity system worse. Ms Mellor, stated: 

My view would be that most of the issues, from our perspective of what we 
manage, are about plant and animal health and how we assess those from a 
way of life, environment or a production perspective. I would venture this 
concern: that if you disaggregate that to a different governance model, you 
might cause harm. So you actually would need to weigh up the risks and 
benefits of both a different model that is being proposed by others and the 

70  Dr Judy Fisher, Theme Leader, Ecosystems and Invasive Species, IUCN Commission on 
Ecosystem Management, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 3 and see also p. 6. 

71  Mr Andrew Maclean, Executive Director, Wet Tropics Management Authority, Committee 
Hansard,31 October 2014, p. 19. 

72  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, pp 11–12. 

73  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 15. 
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risk of disaggregation of capability that does not distinguish science risk to 
each of those three things as a different perspective. It looks at the plant and 
animal health risks.74 

3.77 In light of the departments' position that a better approach is to strengthen 
existing arrangements rather than create a new body, the committee raised with PHA 
and AHA the prospect of taking on a greater role in environmental biosecurity. PHA 
responded that it would be possible with additional funding: 

As long as there was adequate funding available because, obviously, like 
most organisations, we haven't got any spare funds at the moment. Funds 
are a necessity. As far as weeds go, it would also have to be exotic weeds. 
There are so many different bodies looking after endemic weeds and trying 
to remove them in Australia at the moment that that would just be 
reinventing the wheel.75 

3.78 PHA further stated that although the objectives of the company include 
contributing 'to the sustainability of Australia's plant industries and native flora', as 
noted above, no governance arrangements currently exist to undertake such work.76 
3.79 In response to questions about altering the structure of AHA and PHA so as to 
allow involvement of environment and conservation groups, and perhaps even to 
afford them voting rights alongside the current government and industry 
memberships, PHA responded that this would entail some major organisational 
changes: 

That would mean changing our whole constitution, because there are no 
conservation industries that are members at the moment. We would have to 
think through that. One consideration would be to include weeds in the 
Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed, which is an avenue that we perhaps 
would not go down because of existing signatories to that deed. We would 
think more about a new deed perhaps for weeds, based very much on the 
existing deed. But there obviously are differences. Industry is not involved 
so much. It is more the environment. That is basically where we are at the 
moment in our thinking and our discussions.77 

3.80 Mr Thompson, First Assistant Secretary, Sustainability and Biosecurity Policy 
Group, Department of Agriculture, also clarified that, although the departments of 
agriculture and the environment believed that strengthening existing arrangements 
was preferable to creating a new body, this should not be taken to mean that the 
burden of improving environmental biosecurity should fall entirely on AHA and PHA: 

74  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 31. 

75  Mr Michael Milne, Acting Chief Executive Officer, Plant Health Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 43. 

76  Mr Michael Milne, Acting Chief Executive Officer, Plant Health Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 44. 

77  Mr Michael Milne, Acting Chief Executive Officer, Plant Health Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 44. 
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In the submission when we talk about not favouring Environmental Health 
Australia, some people may interpret that that somehow means that Animal 
Health Australia and Plant Health Australia could do that job alone. The 
way we were trying to express it in our submission was: there is a role for 
Animal Health Australia, there is a role for Plant Health Australia, there is a 
role for the environment department, there is a role for the agriculture 
department, there are consultation mechanisms, there is research funding. It 
is that whole system which, together, can enable us to work in the 
environment space, not just say that Plant Health Australia and Animal 
Health Australia will do it alone. We were not implying that.78 

3.81 With regard to other bodies that could play a more substantial role in the 
environmental biosecurity system, both the Invasive Animals and Plant Biosecurity 
CRCs argued that their research organisations could form the institutional basis for 
long-term focus on environmental biosecurity, with suitable expansion of their 
mandates, as they have brought together a great deal of expertise. However, both 
groups noted that CRCs are funded for a finite period and there is no guarantee that 
they will continue to exist beyond their present terms. For these bodies to play a long-
term role in environmental biosecurity along the lines suggested in the proposal for 
EHA both their scope and funding arrangements would have to be altered.79 
3.82 Further discussion of the funding arrangements for biosecurity research 
organisations is contained in chapter 6.  

Conclusion 
3.83 Evidence presented to the committee suggests that Australia's environmental 
biosecurity capacity lags behind that of industry biosecurity. There appear to be 
several causes for this situation, including: the greater complexity of environmental 
biosecurity; the historical emphasis on industry biosecurity; difficulties in translating 
environmental impacts into economic terms, and the lack of stakeholders with 
economic resources that can be drawn on. 
3.84 Conflicting evidence was presented about the proposal to establish a new 
body, Environment Health Australia, to address these apparent shortcomings in 
environmental biosecurity. Proponents suggested that such a body could, if provided 
with sufficient resources, implement a more coordinated approach to environmental 
biosecurity. Opposition to the proposal focused on its potential cost and the danger 
that it might further fragment the biosecurity system, which is already very complex. 

78  Mr Ian Thompson, First Assistant Secretary, Sustainability and Biosecurity Policy, Department 
of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 31. 

79  Mr Andreas Glanznig and Dr William Roberts, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014,     
pp 11–12. 
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Chapter 4 
Recent environmental biosecurity performance 

4.1 This chapter addresses paragraph (a) of the committee's terms of reference, 
which specifically concern 'recent biosecurity performance with respect to exotic 
organisms with the potential to harm the natural environment detected since 2000 and 
resulting from accidental or illegal introductions from overseas'. The chapter is 
divided into the following sections: 
• considerations when assessing biosecurity performance; 
• national statistics and information on recent incursions; 
• regional statistics and information on recent incursions; 
• myrtle rust incursion; and 
• tramp ant incursions. 

Considerations when assessing biosecurity performance 
4.2 As discussed in chapter 2, the World Trade Organisation Agreement on the 
Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS Agreement) requires each 
signatory to define what it deems to be an 'appropriate level of protection' (ALOP) to 
'protect human, animal or plant life or health within its territory'. Australia's ALOP, 
which was agreed in 2002, is defined as 'providing a high level of sanitary and 
phytosanitary protection aimed at reducing risk to a very low level, but not zero'.1 
4.3 The departments of agriculture and the environment submitted that the 
reduction of biosecurity risk to zero is not realistic as it would require a complete halt 
to international trade and travel. It is on this basis that the 'Australian Government 
contributes, in collaboration with state and territory governments and industry to the 
preparation for, and response to, exotic pests and diseases should they be detected 
within Australia'.2 As such, Australia aims not to completely eliminate biosecurity 
risks but to reduce them to an acceptable level. 
4.4 The committee heard evidence that Australia's definition of an acceptable 
level of risk was not clear enough to guide Australia's biosecurity activities. 
Mr Richard Stoklosa commented with regard to Australia's ALOP: 

It does not really say what the policy is. It says 'low but not zero', but what 
does that mean operationally? I do not think many people can really 
operationalise that into saying: 'Right, I know what that means. I know that, 
if there are 10 trees infected with something that doesn't look right, that's 
what triggers an eradication, a big investigation and a response.' That is the 

1  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 9. 

2  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 12. 
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world I come from, where there are very clear objectives and very clear 
criteria for when to act. I think that is missing, frankly.3 

4.5 A similar situation exists with Australia's commitment under the Australia's 
Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010–2030, target 7 of which is: 

By 2015, reduce by at least 10% the impacts of invasive species on 
threatened species and ecological communities in terrestrial, aquatic and 
marine environments.4 

4.6 There is no accompanying detail provided regarding how the impacts of 
invasive species should be quantitatively measured. Dr Booth, Invasive Species 
Council, argued that although this target appears precise, there is no way of 
determining whether it has been achieved: 

It is a target. It is a very quantitative target. The trouble is that we do not 
have a baseline, so we cannot measure that target. It is basically a pointless 
target. How can you judge a 10 per cent reduction in impacts when you do 
not have the baseline.5 

4.7 The committee sought further information from the departments of agriculture 
and the environment on what progress had been made against this target and how that 
progress is being measured. In response, the Department of Agriculture cited a series 
of ongoing actions and investments made by the Commonwealth Government as 
evidence of progress towards this target and made reference to the Australia's fifth 
report to the Biodiversity Convention, which summarises progress made towards the 
Aichi targets in the period 2009–2013.6 The report states that target 7: 

…is proving more challenging, due to the absence of baseline data and 
suitable monitoring and measurement methodologies. Australia is due to 
review its progress towards ABCS [Australian Biodiversity Conservation 
Strategy] targets and other biodiversity-relevant national targets in 2015.7 

4.8 Beyond the difficulty of determining what level of incursions and of what 
type might be deemed to be acceptable when managing risk to a 'low level, but not 
zero', the committee received evidence that environmental biosecurity surveillance is 
not sufficiently developed to establish with confidence the extent of incursions. The 

3  Mr Richard Stoklosa, Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 17. 

4  Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council 2010, Australia's Biodiversity Conservation 
Strategy 2010–2030, pp 10, 46. 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/conservation/strategy (accessed 11 December 
2014). 

5  Dr Carol Booth, Invasive Species Council, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 28. 

6  Department of Agriculture, Answer to written question on notice No. 8 (received 18 November 
2014). 

7  Department of the Environment, Australia's Fifth National Report to the Convention on 
Biological Diversity: Draft for Public Consultation, March 2014, p. 26, (accessed 9 January 
2015) http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/international/draft-fifth-national-biological-
diversity-report  
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issue of surveillance is discussed further in chapter 5, but it should be noted that the 
figures presented below are not precise for this reason. 
4.9 An alternative method of evaluating Australia's recent environmental 
biosecurity performance is to examine how the biosecurity system has responded to 
specific incursions to determine whether these responses might be improved in future. 
This is the aim of the discussions of the myrtle rust incursion and the tramp ants 
incursions in the latter part of this chapter. 

National statistics and information on recent incursions 
4.10 The departments of agriculture and the environment submitted a table 
detailing detected incursions of exotic pests and diseases and their potential 
environmental impact since 1 January 2009, including location, likely entry pathways, 
responses, dates of eradication if applicable, and outcomes of responses. The bulk of 
this list is made up plant pests and weeds, but also includes one aquatic animal 
disease, two marine pests and two ant species.8 
4.11 With regard to this data, the departments cautioned that detection of pests and 
diseases depends upon surveillance activities, among other factors, which means that 
detection does not necessarily indicate an incursion occurred recently. The 
departments also commented on the rate of plant pest incursions and the state of 
scientific knowledge in this field: 

For plant pests, on average there are two new pests reported to the 
Department of Agriculture by the state or territory governments each week, 
many relating to extensions of geographical or host range or new variants 
detected through improved diagnostic techniques. Exotic plant pests and 
other invertebrates are considered in accordance with the EPPRD or 
NEBRA, and following initial investigations, are often found to be 
widespread or found to be a previously undescribed native or introduced 
species. It is estimated that only 30 per cent of Australia's and 20 per cent of 
the world's insects have been described; and only 5 per cent of the world's 
viruses (Chapman, 2009). Given the large number of species associated 
with plants, there is also often a lack of available scientific information 
available to inform a decision on potential impact to the environment or 
production.9 

4.12 The committee notes that in a significant number of cases listed in this table, 
it has been determined that it is not technically feasible to eradicate the pest or 
disease.10 
4.13 The CSIRO reported that incursions of invasive species with the known 
potential to have a high impact on the environment are regularly detected in Australia. 
As noted above, accurate estimates of detection rates are difficult to produce as 
consistent monitoring and reporting is not currently undertaken across the states; 

8  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, pp 46–49. 

9  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 45. 

10  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, pp 46–49. 
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however, the CSIRO provided the following estimates of current rates of incursion for 
different groups of organisms: 

• Plant naturalisations 10–20 per annum 

• Invertebrate pests 2–4 per annum 

• Plant pathogens 10–14 per annum 

• Animal diseases no data—but new strains likely to arrive in wildlife and 
pet trade 

• Vertebrate pests <1 per annum (most recently as pet fish).11 

4.14 The CSIRO also stated that there are no detailed analyses of how these 
incursion rates are changing over time.12 
4.15 In its evidence, the CSIRO elaborated on this estimated incursion rate by 
stating that scientists consider that, as a rule of thumb, one in ten of the species that 
make it across the border become established and that, of these established species, 
one in ten go on to have a high impact. As only one in 100 incursions go on to have a 
high impact, it can be very difficult to pick out which species are of concern: 

It is the 10 per cent rule. It is what we call the base rate. The number of new 
species that come in that actually establish and become highly impactful is 
very small, and that is why it is always hard, in a risk assessment process, to 
effectively pick out those individual species from other species that would 
not have those impacts.13 

4.16 The Invasive Species Council submitted a list of incursions of organisms with 
the potential to harm the environment since 2000, including locations, likely 
pathways, potential impacts and actions taken.14 
4.17 The Invasive Species Council also provided the committee with a list of 
24 organisms that are not permitted in Australia but have nonetheless made incursions 
since 2000 and have become naturalised, each with harmful environmental 
consequences.15 
4.18 The Invasive Species Council also provided a list of 12 organisms that are 
permitted for private keeping in Australia but which have escaped or been released 
into the wild and have, or may have, established breeding populations. The majority of 
these organisms are fish thought to have been released from aquariums.16 

11  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 5. 

12  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 5. 

13  Dr Andy Sheppard, Research Director, CSIRO, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 19. 

14  Invasive Species Council, 'Incursions detected since 2000', tabled document, 11 November 
2014. 

15  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 9; pp 11–13. 

16  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, pp 13–14. 
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4.19 Finally, the Invasive Species Council provided a list of 21 species that have 
been detected in the wild from 1999-2010 but which are not known to have 
established themselves in Australia. The Invasive Species Council notes that this 
category of detections represents both a biosecurity failure, in that the entry of these 
organisms was not prevented, and a biosecurity success in that the organisms were 
eventually detected and in some cases removed or eradicated before becoming 
established.17 
4.20 With regard to incursions of exotic vertebrates, Henderson and Bomford's 
Detecting and preventing new incursions of exotic animals in Australia, which 
'presents data on incursion and interceptions of exotic vertebrates in Australia that 
have occurred within the country and at the national border' between 2001 and 2011, 
came to the following conclusions: 

This study has demonstrated there is a wide variety of exotic species 
intercepted entering Australia, and being kept or released illegally within 
our borders. Novel exotic species (that have not widely established) have 
also been detected at large, as individuals or small populations. Many of 
these species have potential to significantly impact the environment, 
economy or society. Some of the documented seizures from private keeping 
involved dozens of animals from a single residence (such as corn snakes, 
boas, red-eared sliders and squirrels), showing immediate potential for high 
propagule pressure. The data we have presented is unlikely to be the whole 
picture, due to technical issues (eg database interrogation) or incomplete 
reporting systems. However, it is indicative of the range of exotic vertebrate 
species turning up in Australia and at the border.18 

4.21 The Nursery and Garden Industry Australia (NGIA) submitted that Australia 
experiences approximately 40 exotic pest incursions each year, although it did not 
provide details of how this figure was derived. The NGIA further noted that it 
expected a combination of increased global trade and more frequent international 
travel by both tourists and residents would put more pressure on biosecurity 
measures.19 
4.22 The NGIA provided a list of emergency plant pests that it has responded to 
over the past 15 years, some of which were eradicated, some dealt with under 
management plans and others recognised as endemic pests and treated as such. The 
list does not distinguish between pests that are primarily of concern due to their 
impact on agriculture and those that primarily affect the environment.20 

17  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 9. 

18  Wendy Henderson and Mary Bomford, Detecting and preventing new incursions of exotic 
animals in Australia, Invasive Animals CRC, 2011, pp 39–40. 

19  Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Submission 55, p. 3. 

20  Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Submission 55, p. 3. 
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4.23 With respect to the red imported fire ant, the NGIA stated that its members 
were facing over $18 million per year in movement protocol compliance costs, 
totalling over $210 million over the past 14 years.21 
4.24 As noted above, given that it is not possible to entirely eliminate biosecurity 
risk whilst maintaining international travel and trade, there are no absolute markers for 
success or failure with regard to environmental biosecurity in Australia. The figures 
provided above demonstrate that incursions by invasive species that may adversely 
affect the environment are a regular occurrence. However, submitters and witnesses 
presented differing evaluations of this situation. 
4.25 The Invasive Species Council submitted that, while Australia does enjoy trade 
advantages due to the state of agricultural biosecurity, its record on environmental 
biosecurity has been poor: 

Australia is a world leader in the extent of invasive species threats to the 
environment. Invasive species have already caused the extinction of more 
than 40 Australian mammals, birds and frogs, and are second only to habitat 
loss in the numbers of Australian species and ecological communities they 
threaten. We lead the world in mammal extinctions due to invasive 
predators, and many more mammals are on the brink. More than 70% of 
1700 species listed as nationally threatened and more than 80% of listed 
ecological communities are imperilled by introduced animals, plants or 
diseases…Invasive species such as fire-promoting weeds and hard-hoofed 
herbivores cause extensive damage, and have altered the ecological 
character of many landscapes – for example, weeds account for 43% of the 
120 most widely distributed plant species in New South Wales. Australia's 
most recent State of the Environment report (2011) gave the worst possible 
ratings for invasive species impacts on biodiversity: 'very high' and 
'deteriorating', and found that management outcomes and outputs are 
'ineffective'.22 

4.26 The Invasive Species Council conceded that 'the damage already done is 
mostly due to species that came into the country long ago when biosecurity systems 
were rudimentary and focused primarily on agriculture and health risks', but argued 
that 'new invaders are still arriving at a rapid rate, and many are likely to cause great 
harm to the natural environment in the future.'23 
4.27 Dr David Guest submitted that Australia's recent performance has been poor: 

Australia's recent biosecurity performance has been poor, resulting in 
significant risks to environments and industries. In 2010 alone, 26 exotic 
pests and pathogens escaped into Queensland, and since then incursions of 
myrtle rust, chestnut blight, cocoa pod borer, the Asian Honeybee and 
forestry pests in wooden pallets from China have been reported in 

21  Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Submission 55, p. 3. 

22  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 4. 

23  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, pp 4–5. 
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Queensland, NSW and Victoria, each with potentially devastating 
consequences.24 

4.28 The WWF submitted that the 'numerous new incursions of serious pests 
detected since 2000, and repeated incursions of existing eradicated pests, suggest 
systemic flaws in biosecurity'.25 
4.29 However, the departments of agriculture and the environment submitted that it 
is not possible to achieve zero risk in any sector of biosecurity and that biosecurity 
threats 'are effectively managed using a risk-based approach'.26 

Regional statistics and information on recent incursions 
4.30 The following statistics relating to distinct regional areas were provided to the 
committee during its inquiry. They provide a partial picture of recent invasive species 
incursions in each area. 

New South Wales 
4.31 At the time of providing its submission, the New South Wales Natural 
Resources Commission (NRC) had recently completed a review of weed management 
in NSW—Weeds – time to get serious.27 As such, its submission focused on 
communicating relevant findings of this review. 
4.32 The NSW NRC reported that approximately 2,300 weed species are 
considered a problem for natural ecosystems in Australia and about 10 species are 
added to the list of invasive weed species each year.28 With regard to biosecurity 
performance since 2000 in New South Wales, the NRC reported that an average 
naturalisation rate of 18.7 taxa per year for the period 2000–12.29 Finally, the NRC 
reported that weeds threaten around 40 per cent of vulnerable and endangered species 
in New South Wales and 89 per cent of endangered ecological communities. 
4.33 Recent notable weed incursions in New South Wales include the orange 
hawkweed in Kosciusko National Park and the tropical soda apple in the upper 
Macleay Valley, which has since also been discovered in the Namoi and Border 
Rivers-Gwydir catchments.30 

24  Dr David Guest, Submission 43, p. 1. 

25  WWF-Australia, Submission 56, p. 2. 

26  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 1. 

27  NSW Natural Resources Commission, Submission 70, Attachment 1. 

28  NSW Natural Resources Commission, Submission 70, p. 1. 

29  NSW Natural Resources Commission, Submission 70, p. 1, quoting Johnson paper here: 
http://nswweedsoc.org.au/items/839/17NSWWC%20Proceedings%202013.pdf 

30  NSW Natural Resources Commission, Submission 70, p. 1. 
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4.34 A new incursion of red imported fire ants was detected at Port Botany in 
Sydney in December 2014.31 Red imported fire ants had not previously been detected 
in New South Wales. The New South Wales Minister for Primary Industries stated 
that this outbreak was not related to red imported fire ant incursions in Queensland 
and that eradication efforts had commenced, including the use of baits and pesticide. 
The minister also stated that eradication efforts are being informed by protocols 
adopted under the National Red Imported Fire Ant Eradication Program, which is a 
program managed under the NEBRA.32 

Queensland 
4.35 The Queensland Government noted that new biosecurity legislation, the 
Biosecurity Act 2014, had recently been passed by the Queensland Parliament, which 
'considers impacts of pests and diseases on human health, social amenity, the 
economy and the environment'.33 The Queensland Government also emphasised its 
'high risk status for the entry of pests and diseases across Torres Strait' and stated that 
it 'will be consulting with key stakeholders on our intent to maintain Cape York 
Peninsula as a special zone to prevent southward movement of pests and diseases of 
concern to Queensland'.34 
4.36 The Queensland Government also provided information on both yellow crazy 
ant and red imported fire ant incursions, which are discussed in more detail below. 
Wet Tropics Heritage Area  
4.37 The Wet Tropics Management Authority (WTMA), which protects and 
conserves the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area in Queensland, submitted that the 
area under its care faces particular challenges with regard to invasive species due to its 
proximity to Papua New Guinea, the close proximity of an international port and 
airport, its exposure to tropical cyclones and its favourable growing conditions.35 
4.38 The WTMA reported that over 500 weeds have become naturalised in the area 
and that the 'numbers of new weed species have increased more rapidly in recent 
times.'36 Further, many of the species on the Northern Australia Quarantine Strategy 
target list are becoming established in the wet tropics region.37 

31  Josh Dye, 'Red fire ant outbreak in Sydney could cost economy billions', Sydney Morning 
Herald, 8 December 2014, http://www.smh.com.au/environment/red-fire-ant-outbreak-in-
sydney-could-cost-economy-billions-20141208-1212nb.html (accessed 12 December 2014) 

32  The Hon Katrina Hodgkinson, 'Eradication of red imported fire ant underway', Media release, 
5 December 2014, 
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/537167/media_release_141205_eradica
tion_red_fire_ants_underway.pdf (accessed 12 December 2014). 

33  The Hon Dr John McVeigh, Submission 29, p. 1. 

34  The Hon Dr John McVeigh, Submission 29, p. 3. 

35  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p. 2. 

36  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p. 2. 

37  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p. 2. 
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4.39 Since 2000, the yellow crazy ant, the electric ant and the Asian honey bee 
have been discovered in the wet tropics area. Although tilapia, a group of exotic 
freshwater fish species, were introduced in 1989 and subsequently spread to the wet 
tropics area, the WTMA reports they continue to be deliberately spread to additional 
waterways.38 
Great Barrier Reef 
4.40 The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) highlighted recent 
incursions by the Asian green mussel as an issue of concern as it can lead to 
environmental impacts such as 'declines in species richness and abundance of native 
species and in some cases total exclusion of species', along with economic damage 
resulting from fouling of vessels and coastal infrastructure.39 
4.41 The Asian green mussel was detected in the waters of the Great Barrier Reef 
at Cairns in 2002 and in 2007–8, at Gladstone in 2009 and at Hay Point in 2013. 40 
4.42 GBRMPA also submitted the following list of recent examples of invasive 
species detected on the islands of the Great Barrier Reef that have required a response 
to minimise environmental harm: 
• African big head ant—Tyron Island; 
• Black rat—Boydong Island; 
• Fire ants—Curtis Island; 
• Ants—Low Isles; 
• Goats/deer—High Peak Island; 
• Goats/lantana—St Bees Island; 
• Rubber vine—Magnetic and Gloucester Islands; 
• Guinea grass—Lizard Island; and 
• Introduced flora and fauna—Lady Eliot Island.41 
4.43 Environmental Biosecurity on Australia's islands is discussed further in 
chapter 6. 

Western Australia 
4.44 The Western Australian Department of Agriculture and Food submitted that 
Western Australia remains 'relatively free of invasive species that adversely affect our 
agricultural industries and environment' and remains free of some invasive plants and 
animals that are present in other states and territories.42 

38  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p. 2. 

39  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 2. 

40  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 2. 

41  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 2. 

42  Department of Agriculture and Food (WA), Submission 80, p. 2. 
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4.45 The Department of Agriculture and Food also supplied a list of weeds with 
both environmental and agricultural impacts or primarily environmental impacts that it 
had responded to since 2000, along with the most likely pathway by which each weed 
arrived: 

• Prickly acacia (Acacia nifotica) in the East Kimberley (2006). Most likely 
pathway: seeds in cattle. 

• Mimosa (Mimosa pigra) in the East Kimberley, specifically: Ivanhoe, near 
Kununurra (Nov. 2009); south-east margins of Lake Argyle (Aug. 2012); 
Parry's Lagoon, near Wyndham (Nov. 2012). Most likely pathway: not known. 

• Rubber vine (Cryptostegia grandiflora): West Kimberley, Willare Bridge near 
Derby (2005); East Kimberley, Lissadell Station (mid-2008). Most likely 
pathway: Possibly a garden escape from Lissadell Station. 

• Opuntioid cacti (various species) in the Eastern Goldfields and the southwest 
(since 2013). Most likely pathway: escapes from cultivation, or old persistent 
plantings; also, some natural spread i.e. birds, floodwaters. 

• Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius): Collie (2012). Most likely pathway: escape 
from cultivation. 

• Bitou bush (Chrysanthemoides monilifera subsp. rotundata): Perth 
Metropolitan Area, Kwinana (Found in July 2012 but had been there for some 
years). Most likely pathway: seed contaminant of industrial machinery or 
equipment shipped from interstate. 

• Amazon frogbit (Limnobium laevigatum): Perth Metropolitan Area (2012/13). 
Most likely pathway: deliberate release from aquarium or ornamental pond. 

• Spanish heath (Erica lusitanica): Denmark (May 2013). Most likely pathway: 
escape from cultivation, or dumping of garden waste. 

• Praxelis (Praxelis clematidea): East Kimberley, near Broome (early 2008). 
Most likely pathway: seed contaminant of agricultural produce or seed-for-
sowing.43 

4.46 The Department of Agriculture and Food also submitted that it had responded 
to the following vertebrate pest incursions in 2013–14: 

1. Prohibited species from overseas detected at warehouse facilities post 
import 

• Rough-tailed Gecko 

• Common Wall Gecko, Moorish Gecko 

• Asian house gecko 

2. Prohibited animals intercepted at border checkpoints by Quarantine WA 

• 7 birds 

• 5 reptiles 

43  Department of Agriculture and Food (WA), Submission 80, p. 2. 
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• 2 amphibians 

3. Animals removed from the wild (pathways unknown) 

• 39 prohibited birds 

• 197 declared pest birds 

• 17 northern palm squirrels 

• 3 red-eared slider turtles44 

Tasmania 
4.47 The Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association (TGFA) stated that 
Tasmania has 'fewer pests, diseases and weeds when compared to mainland Australia 
and internationally'.45 However, TGFA nominated a number of species that are of 
environmental biosecurity concern, including serrated tussock, foxes and myrtle rust. 
4.48 Although serrated tussock was first detected in Tasmania in 1956, it was the 
subject of an eradication program in the 1970s and 1980s and came close to complete 
eradication. However, it has now spread to most parts of Tasmania, including King 
Island. The TGFA described the impact of serrated tussock on industry and the 
environment: 

Not only is serrated tussock indigestible to livestock, it is threatening the 
biodiversity values of Tasmania's native grasslands, displacing native 
species and often going undetected until infestations reach a large size. 
Serrated tussock will also invade other vegetation types such as grassy 
woodlands, and coastal communities.46 

4.49 The Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment (DPIPWE) has conducted a fox eradication program since 2006. This 
program was begun in response to 'an accumulation of evidence that indicated fox 
activity in Tasmania'. The program aims to 'eradicate foxes from Tasmania, reduce the 
risk of future fox incursions and develop community awareness of the serious threat 
foxes pose' and is currently in its final phase.47 
4.50 DPIPWE summarises the expected impact of foxes on the Tasmanian 
environment, should they become established, as follows: 

Should foxes become established in Tasmania, over 70 native vertebrate 
species would be at risk. Of these, 34 species have locally restricted ranges, 
16 are suspected to be already declining in distribution and 12 species are 
threatened according to Commonwealth or State threatened species 

44  Department of Agriculture and Food (WA), Submission 80, p. 2. 

45  Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association, Submission 67, p. 6. 

46  Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association, Submission 67, p. 6. 

47  Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (Tas), 'Fox Eradication 
Program', http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/invasive-species/current-programs/fox-eradication-program 
(accessed 12 December 2014). 
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legislation. It is quite possible that at least 5 wildlife species will be driven 
to extinction. Numerous invertebrate species are also at risk. 

Locally widespread species like ducks, shorebirds, ground nesting birds, 
blue tongue lizards, mountain dragons, skinks, frogs, little penguin and 
platypus are also at risk and would decline in the Tasmanian landscape if 
foxes establish. The flow-on effects through food chains and ecosystem 
balance must also be considered an unknown factor.48 

4.51 Of particular concern is the interaction of foxes and Tasmanian devils: 
In the past, devils have probably been playing a role as a 'buffer' species for 
any foxes that have entered the state, providing competition that may have 
prevented fox establishment. However, the population decline of the 
Tasmanian devil, as a result of the Devil Facial Tumour Disease, partly 
removes this barrier and makes the fox eradication effort all the more 
important. 

If foxes fill the void created by lower devil numbers, it could prevent the 
Tasmanian devil from re-establishing, should the disease be eliminated.49 

4.52 Finally, although myrtle rust has not been detected in Tasmania, TGFA 
cautioned that, should it arrive, it would have a dramatic impact on the environment 
given the large proportion of land area taken up by eucalypt forests.50 

South Australia 
4.53 The Government of South Australia discussed three examples of recent 
incursions with environmental impacts. Mexican feather grass was imported and 
widely distributed under an incorrect scientific name and has the potential to 'invade 
and degrade large areas of native woodland and grassland, and pastures for livestock 
production.' The South Australian Government worked with the nursery industry and 
home gardeners to identify this weed and is conducting monitoring at sites where it 
has been detected and destroyed.51 
4.54 Southern bent wing bat pups at Naracoote caves were the subject of mass 
mortalities 2008 and 2009, with over 10 per cent of the population affected in 2009. 
The deaths appear to be consistent with a pox virus, but the origin of this disease is 
unknown. The southern bent wing bat is already an endangered species.52 

48  Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (Tas), 'Threats posed by 
Foxes in Tasmania', http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/invasive-species/current-programs/fox-
eradication-program/fox-profile/threats-posed-by-foxes (accessed 12 December 2014). 

49  Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (Tas), 'Threats posed by 
Foxes in Tasmania', http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/invasive-species/current-programs/fox-
eradication-program/fox-profile/threats-posed-by-foxes (accessed 12 December 2014). 

50  Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association, Submission 67, p. 7. 

51  Government of South Australia, Submission 86, p. 3. 

52  Government of South Australia, Submission 86, p. 3. 
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4.55 The South Australian Government also reported that in 2013 more than 
60 bottlenose and common dolphins were found dead on beaches at Gulf St Vincent. 
Their deaths were caused by the dolphin morbillivirus; however, it is unknown how 
the virus entered South Australian waters.53 
4.56 Further incursions of note in South Australia since 2000, and their likely 
pathways, include: 

Red-eared slider turtle (Trachemys scripta elegans) – illegal keeping 

Corn snake (Pantherophis guttatus) – illegal keeping 

Cane toad (Bufo marinus) – stowaway from interstate 

Indian myna (Acridotheres tristris) – likely stowaway from interstate 

Caulerpa (Caulerpa taxifo/ia) – likely dumping of aquarium contents.54 

4.57 The Nature Conservation Society of South Australia submitted the following 
information on plant incursions and their impact on species listed under the EPBC 
Act: 

More than 1400 exotic plant species have become naturalised in South 
Australia, of which several hundred impact significantly on agriculture, the 
natural environment (including freshwater systems) and communities. 
About 65 per cent of weeds are escaped garden plants, many of which are 
still traded. Garden escape plants continue to threaten or adversely affect at 
least 25 EPBC listed species and at least 3 EPBC listed ecological 
communities in South Australia and without further sustained effort these 
figures will only increase.55 

Myrtle rust 
4.58 Many submitters commented on the recent myrtle rust incursion and the 
committee also discussed the response to this matter with witnesses. Myrtle rust, a 
native of South America, is described by the Department of the Environment as 
follows: 

Myrtle rust, which is caused by the fungus Uredo rangelii, is a disease 
which affects trees and shrubs in the Myrtaceae family of plants. When 
severely infected, young plants and new growth may become stunted and in 
the worst case may die. The Myrtaceae family of plants includes Australian 
natives like bottle brush (Callistemon spp.), tea tree (Melaleuca spp.) and 
eucalypts (Eucalyptus spp.). 

Myrtle rust is not native to Australia. It is not known how myrtle rust 
entered Australia. Plant rusts are highly transportable. Their spores can be 
spread via contaminated clothing, infected plant material, on equipment and 
by insect/animal movement and wind dispersal. These characteristics make 
rust diseases extremely difficult to eradicate. At present, there is limited 

53  Government of South Australia, Submission 86, p. 3. 

54  Government of South Australia, Submission 86, p. 3. 

55  Nature Conservation Society of South Australia, Submission 33, p. 2. 
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knowledge of the impacts and behaviour of myrtle rust under Australian 
conditions.56 

4.59 Myrtle rust was first detected in Australia on the Central Coast of New South 
Wales in April 2010 and was subsequently detected in south-east Queensland in 
December 2010.57 Myrtle rust infections have now been detected as far north as the 
wet tropics area of Queensland, along the entire New South Wales coast and in 
Victoria, mainly at production nurseries and wholesale outlets in or near Melbourne.58 
Although myrtle rust is considered to be 'very well suited' to coastal areas of New 
South Wales and Queensland, areas in the south-west of Western Australia, southern 
South Australia, northern Tasmania and large parts of Victoria are considered to be 
either 'marginal' or 'well suited' to the disease.59 

Impacts of myrtle rust 
4.60 The Invasive Species Council submitted that Australia is in the very early 
stages of invasion by myrtle rust and that the 'impacts so far indicate it will have very 
serious ecological impacts.' The council further stated that: 

So far, more than 350 native species (more than 10% of native Myrtaceae) 
have proven to be susceptible (in the laboratory or in the wild). This 
number is expected to increase. About 20% of the >300 species susceptible 
in the wild so far are 'highly' or 'extremely' susceptible. In Queensland, 48 
species have been rated as highly or extremely susceptible. The impact on 
flower and fruit production in some species is 'significant'. The pathogen is 
established in a wide variety of natural ecosystems—rainforests, 
heathlands, woodlands and wetlands—as well as in urban areas.60 

4.61 Mr Anthony Cannon described the potential impacts of the incursion as 
follows: 

56  Department of the Environment, 'Myrtle Rust (Uredo rangelli)', 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/invasive-species/diseases-fungi-and-
parasites/myrtle-rust (accessed 15 December 2014). 

57  Department of the Environment, 'Myrtle Rust (Uredo rangelli)', 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/invasive-species/diseases-fungi-and-
parasites/myrtle-rust (accessed 15 December 2014). 

58  Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (Qld), 
https://www.daff.qld.gov.au/plants/health-pests-diseases/a-z-significant/myrtle-rust/facts-
photos-maps/maps (accessed 15 December 2014); Department of Primary Industries (NSW), 
'Myrtle rust', http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/biosecurity/plant/myrtle-rust (Accessed 15 December 
2014); Department of Environment and Primary Industries (Vic), 'Myrtle rust', 
http://www.depi.vic.gov.au/agriculture-and-food/pests-diseases-and-weeds/plant-
diseases/shrubs-and-trees/myrtle-rust (accessed 15 December 2014). 

59  Anthony Cannon, Myrtle Rust – Forest Industry Issues Paper, Forest & Wood Products 
Australia, June 2011, p. 9, http://www.fwpa.com.au/images/resources/PRC218-
1011_Myrtle_Rust_June_2011_0.pdf (accessed 15 December 2014); see also document tabled 
at 10 November 2014 hearing by Mr Robert Mackinson, Australian Network for Plant 
Conservation, 'Myrtle rust'. 

60  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 14. 
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The full impact of myrtle rust on individual species of Myrtaceae in the 
Australian environment is not yet understood. Reports are that it has already 
impacted on growth, flowering, fruiting and seed viability of a number of 
species. Potentially the rust could impact on species diversity and also on 
fauna, as both habitat and food availability are impacted. 

Due to the presence of myrtle rust in Australia there is a risk that a new 
variant of the rust complex could enter Australia and be more difficult to 
detect. A more aggressive variant of the Puccinia psidii complex could 
have an increased impact. The incursion of the second variant also raises 
the risk of recombination and greater adaptation to the Australian 
environment. Biodiversity and economic losses could be much more 
increased.61 

Response to myrtle rust incursion 
4.62 Many aspects of the management of the myrtle rust incursion attracted 
comment during the inquiry, including the adequacy of surveillance and early 
detection, decision making in the initial response period (including the role funding 
may have played), confusion regarding the name of the disease, flaws in attempts to 
contain the spread of the disease, and a subsequent lack of transparency regarding the 
management of the incursion. 
4.63 A detailed time line prepared by Mr Cannon of the decision-making process 
that followed the initial detection of myrtle rust on 23 April 2010 indicates that a 
decision that eradication was not feasible was reached extremely quickly. The 
incursion was detected on 23 April 2010 and by 30 April it had been deemed to be not 
technically feasible to eradicate by both the Consultative Committee on Emergency 
Plant Pests and the Myrtle Rust National Management Group. However, following 
requests by PHA and lobbying from other organisations, the National Management 
Group agreed on 2 July 2010 to an interim response plan, the aim of which was to 
suppress and ultimately eradicate myrtle rust. By late December 2010, following 
further detections of the rust, the Myrtle Rust National Management Group again 
decided that eradication was not technically feasible.62 
4.64 The committee heard evidence that myrtle rust had been identified as a serious 
biosecurity risk to Australia well before it was detected in 2010. Mr Anthony Cannon 
recounted this history: 

The risk of a eucalyptus rust incursion was formally recognised by the 
Primary Industries Ministerial Council in 2006. This council endorsed 
development of contingency planning for eucalyptus-guava rust, including 
whole-of-government engagement across jurisdictions. However, there had 
been considerable recognition and research prior to this time, with 

61  Mr Anthony Cannon, Managing Director, ALIEMI Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 10 November 
2014, pp 9–10. 

62  Anthony Cannon, Myrtle Rust – Forest Industry Issues Paper, Forest & Wood Products 
Australia, June 2011, pp 24–30, http://www.fwpa.com.au/images/resources/PRC218-
1011_Myrtle_Rust_June_2011_0.pdf (accessed 14 April 2015). 
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international recognition of the potential of eucalypt-guava rust disease to 
threaten eucalypts and other Myrtaceae species from the 1990s. CSIRO 
scientists did considerable research in the early 2000s in Brazil, for 
example, and a lot of that was collaborative research and involved South 
African scientists as well as the Brazilian scientists and Australians.63 

4.65 Mr Cannon further stated that, although Puccinia sidii, eucalyptus or guava 
rust, was listed as a key pest under the National Plantation Timber Industry 
Biosecurity Plan in 2007 and the threat-specific contingency plan for the nursery and 
garden industry developed in 2009, these resources did not appear to be fully 
considered during the initial response to the incursion.64  
4.66 While the nursery and garden industry threat-specific plan for guava or 
eucalyptus rust included Uredo rangelii as one of 28 synonyms for Puccinia psidii, 
the use of the name 'myrtle rust' caused some initial confusion: 

There is little doubt that the use of the common name Myrtle rust to 
distinguish Uredo rangellii as a distinct taxon from the taxon described as 
P. psidii s.s. caused confusion. This was partly due to the then limited host 
range of U. rangellii and therefore increased uncertainty about its potential 
impact.65 

4.67 Mr Cannon commented on the initial decisions to abandon eradication 
attempts as not technically feasible and then resume eradication attempts several 
months later: 

Six days after the myrtle rust was discovered in the cut-flower nursery, my 
understanding is that a decision was made that it would be impossible to 
eradicate. Because it was a rust there may be some reasons why you might 
take that attitude, but to subsequently come back two months later and then 
try to eradicate it means you have lost the momentum and probably lost the 
opportunity to do something. 

…there was already an infestation in native forest that was unknown. That 
is the benefit of hindsight. But at the time there was a very limited 
distribution known about and there may have been an opportunity to do 
something about it.66 

63  Mr Anthony Cannon, Managing Director, ALIEMI Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 10 November 
2014, p. 9. 

64  Mr Anthony Cannon, Managing Director, ALIEMI Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 10 November 
2014, p. 9; Anthony Cannon, Myrtle Rust – Forest Industry Issues Paper, Forest & Wood 
Products Australia, June 2011, p. 26. http://www.fwpa.com.au/images/resources/PRC218-
1011_Myrtle_Rust_June_2011_0.pdf (accessed 15 December 2014).  

65  Anthony Cannon, Myrtle Rust – Forest Industry Issues Paper, Forest & Wood Products 
Australia, June 2011, p. 30, http://www.fwpa.com.au/images/resources/PRC218-
1011_Myrtle_Rust_June_2011_0.pdf (accessed 15 December 2014); Mr Anthony Cannon, 
Managing Director, ALIEMI Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 9. 

66  Mr Anthony Cannon, Managing Director, ALIEMI Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 10 November 
2014, p. 10. 
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4.68 Several witnesses stated that the issue of funding may have influenced both 
the initial decision to abandon eradication attempts and the subsequent decision to 
restart them. Dr William Roberts, Plant Biosecurity CRC, stated that the early 
technical decision to abandon eradication efforts was not the right decision. He went 
on to comment on the role of funding in the decision-making process: 

I think the fundamental problem is that the people making those decisions 
were clearly influenced by the looming costs of some of those decisions and 
the fact that it is difficult to get funding through the state governments for 
incursion or eradication action. You have to make a very strong case to 
convince treasuries to release money for these sorts of projects. The costs 
start ticking over the moment you say, 'We're going to contain and do 
further survey work,' or, 'We are going to eradicate,' or whatever. In the 
face of concerns about finding resources, consciously or not, there is always 
pressure to say, 'Let's get out of this early and save money.' There is always 
a choice to be made. Generally, when you find those things, with our 
current fairly poor surveillance system, it is too late. You have to think 
about that. I think we really need to take a more cautious approach and, 
every time we find one, say, 'We will implement the best containment 
procedures we can and do a further investigation of what the true situation 
is and then make the decision.'67 

4.69 On the subject of funding for the emergency response to myrtle rust, 
Mr Cannon stated: 

In the initial phase, like that first six days, where there may be an 
eradication attempt, the funding is underwritten, as I understand it. If they 
get to a stage where it is deemed not possible to eradicate, and it becomes a 
management issue, then the funding, as I understand it, is all up in the air. 
So it then becomes an issue of who picks up the can—whether it is going to 
be the state or some Commonwealth share. I got the impression—and this 
was brought up by the National Garden Industry Association in the other 
Senate inquiry I was talking about—that the $2 million that was made 
available to the New South Wales was at least a very large incentive to get 
things going again from an eradication point of view.68 

Early detection 
4.70 With regard to surveillance and early detection, Dr Roberts, put to the 
committee that the critical failure with regard to myrtle rust was the lack of early 
detection, given the extreme difficulties of detecting such a disease at the border: 

…the critical failure in hindsight was it turned out that it had probably been 
there for much longer than first thought. The critical failure was the early 
detection problem. The disease might have come into Australia on a 
passenger coming through the southern US or South America. The disease 

67  Dr William Roberts, Principal Scientist, Plant Biosecurity Cooperative Research Centre, 
Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, pp 13–14. 

68  Mr Anthony Cannon, Managing Director, ALIEMI Pty Ltd, Committee Hansard, 10 November 
2014, p. 11. 
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is now in Hawaii and in principle you could have been transiting, say, 
Honolulu International Airport and there might have been a spore-release 
event that got sucked into the air conditioning. You could have been quite 
innocently coming through and it could have been a one in a zillion chance 
that the spores were on your clothes and ended up on a host and the disease 
started. They are the sorts of odds we are talking about. When you think of 
what is coming across the border, I do not see it as a failure of finding it at 
the border because in my estimation it would have been impossible to find 
it at the borders. The spores are microscopic—you cannot see them with the 
naked eye. There is a small possibility that someone smuggled in an 
ornamental plant that had the disease and it started from there, I suppose. 
There are lots of other possibilities, but the critical failure was in early 
detection.69 

4.71 Mr Makinson of the Australian Network for Plant Conservation, also 
emphasised that early detection could have led to more effective action in the case of 
myrtle rust, although perhaps still not successful eradication, and that greater 
involvement of the public in surveillance is a way to improve knowledge about how 
invasive species are behaving: 

About five months after the first detection, they found a big patch up in 
Olney State Forest behind Wyong, and my understanding, from the experts, 
is that they feel that that was so large at that stage that it had probably been 
there for a couple of years, sitting out the end of the drought and waiting for 
better conditions before it broke out down on the coast where it was first 
detected. So I think the likelihood is that, even with a better public network, 
we would have had to be very lucky to have succeeded in the eradication 
attempt, but there would have been better tracking and there certainly 
would have been better information now, after 4½ years, as to how it is 
operating in terms of the effect on native plants.70 

4.72 Mr Andrew Maclean, Wet Tropics Management Authority, also noted that 
despite the 'arrangements that are in place through various agreements between the 
states and the Commonwealth, it does seem that it is possible for an organism to 
become established unnoticed until it becomes almost too late to eradicate it'.71 Mr 
Maclean went on to argue that not enough was done to prevent the spread of myrtle 
rust within Australia once it was detected: 

We were concerned when decisions were made about the policy and 
strategy in response to myrtle rust. I will use that as an example: the 
decision was made: 'look, myrtle rust has escaped into the environment and 
can no longer be eradicated'. That decision was made when the nearest 
infestation of myrtle rust was well over 1,000 kilometres south of the Wet 

69  Dr William Roberts, Principal Scientist, Plant Biosecurity Cooperative Research Centre, 
Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 12. 

70  Mr Robert Makinson, Australian Network for Plant Conservation, Committee Hansard, 
10 November 2014, p. 6. 

71  Mr Andrew Maclean, Wet Tropics Management Authority, Committee Hansard, 31 October 
2014, p. 17. 

 

                                              



 63 

Tropics. We believe that more could have been done, by way of internal 
quarantine and internal controls over the movement of infectious plant 
material, which may have slowed the spread of myrtle rust into the tropics. 
We would like to see greater attention to that.72 

4.73 Mr Rodney Turner, General Manager, Risk Management, Plant Health 
Australia, stated that, although myrtle rust is a serious pest, there was no real prospect 
of eradicating it once it had been discovered and noted that huge numbers of spores 
are produced and they are windborne. He also commented that the myrtle rust had 
been there for some time and was detected in trees that were 10 to 15 metres high. He 
went on to state: 

I think probably the issue was that that message was not communicated 
effectively enough. The agencies did put into place emergency measures. 
They did contain and they destroyed the material on the first nursery. They 
were managing the trees that were on the border, and then they started the 
trace forward, trace back processes which they do, and then they started 
finding it in nurseries around the place. Then they found it in the natural 
environment. Once it got to that stage it was then recognised that it was 
probably impossible to eradicate—particularly when you think that the 
response strategies that are available to you in a national environment are 
quite different from the response strategies available to you in a production 
area. So the nursery that was producing the flower material went in and 
destroyed all the material and burnt it. You cannot go in and destroy great 
tracts of national park, so those response strategies are quite different.73 

4.74 Mr Turner commented that the strategy worked and the Australian 
government then funded PHA to undertake a transition to management program which 
undertook research, 'essentially, about how you manage it, whether there is resistant 
material, what is the host list for this material, and a lot of that information is coming 
through now—through research papers, et cetera, and material published on the 
'transition to management' section on the PHA website'. Mr Turner concluded: 

But I think the question really is managing expectations. Because it was a 
serious pest, people expected people just to eradicate it, where the reality 
was that it was not eradicable.74 

4.75 The departments of agriculture and environment commented on measures 
taken since the 2010 myrtle rust incursion. Their submission explained that, following 
the 2010 incursion, the Department of Agriculture had sought expert advice regarding 
the threat posed by myrtle rust to the environment and industry and on this basis has 
maintained restrictions and conditions for entry of products derived from myrtaceous 
species from countries where the fungus is present and imposed a requirement that all 
myrtaceous hosts be held and grown in post-entry quarantine for two years before 

72  Mr Andrew Maclean, Wet Tropics Management Authority Committee Hansard, 31 October 
2014, p. 17. 

73  Mr Rodney Turner, Plant Health Australia, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 45. 

74  Mr Rodney Turner, Plant Health Australia, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, pp 45–46. 
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release in order to allow time to detect infected material. A prohibition on importing 
myrtaceous timber was lifted in 2013 following a review of this pathway.75 
4.76 The submission also noted that the pathway of the 2010 incursion has not 
been determined and that the not all possible entry pathways for exotic pathogens such 
as myrtle rust can be effectively regulated: 

…there may also be pathways of spread for some exotic pathogens which 
are not possible or difficult to regulate. For example, it is not practical to 
regulate spread by contamination on certain pathways such as clothing, and 
the spread of pathogens can occur through natural means such as movement 
of infective propagules through air currents.76 

Tramp ants—red imported fire ants and yellow crazy ants 
4.77 The committee received submissions on, and discussed with witnesses, the 
topic of tramp ant incursions. The term 'tramp ants' refers to a 'diverse group of 
invasive ant species which have become established widely across the globe'.77 
4.78 As of 2012, the Department of the Environment listed the following species of 
tramp ants as significant in Australia: red imported fire ant; yellow crazy ant; African 
big-headed ant or coastal brown ant; Argentine ant; Electric ant or little fire ant; and 
tropical fire ant. The environmental impact of tramp ants can be severe: 

Tramp ants can reduce species diversity, modify habitat structure and alter 
ecosystem processes. They replace native small predators, and some can 
repel larger predators. Insect-feeding mammals, birds, reptiles and frogs 
decline as they have little to eat, are stung or eaten. 

Tramp ants displace native ants and eat the eggs and larvae of species such 
as butterflies. They disrupt invertebrate food webs and affect plant 
pollination and seed dispersal. They damage plants by eating fruit and 
seeds, tunnelling into stems and removing bark from seedlings, and can 
increase weed invasion.78 

4.79 The impact of yellow crazy ants on the ecology of Christmas Island, a matter 
which is addressed further in chapter 6, clearly illustrates the severe impact tramp ants 
can have: 

Native land crabs, birds and reptiles are at risk from predation, habitat 
alteration or reduced resources. The yellow crazy ant have displaced or 
killed 15–20 million land crabs. This affects seedling recruitment, weed 

75  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 37. 

76  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 37. 

77  Department of the Environment, 'Tramp ants', p. 1, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/49574b42-7256-4e82-981e-
644102b3ec16/files/fs-tramp-ants.pdf (accessed 16 December 2014).  

78  Department of the Environment, 'Tramp ants', p. 3, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/49574b42-7256-4e82-981e-
644102b3ec16/files/fs-tramp-ants.pdf (accessed 16 December 2014). 
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spread and leaf litter breakdown in the forest. The resultant scale insect 
outbreaks have also led to forest canopy dieback.79 

4.80 The Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAP) 
reported that modelling using climate data indicated that the potential distribution of 
yellow crazy ants covers much of tropical Australia and that interceptions of yellow 
crazy ants at Australian ports rapidly increased at Australian ports between 1996 and 
2002. Interception data beyond 2002 is not available.80 
4.81 CASAP also reported, with respect to data covering the period 1996 to 2002: 

Sydney and Brisbane each accounted for 40% of all interceptions of YCA 
into Australia. Darwin, Cairns and Townsville made up another 10% of 
interceptions. We know that YCA is able to establish viable populations at 
all of these ports except Sydney. 

Southeast Asia and the Pacific Islands account for almost 80% of all 
interceptions (Fig. 7). Sri Lanka was also a significant contributor to the 
number of interceptions. The actual quantities of imports from these 
countries are not known, so it is not possible to estimate the 'per unit of 
import' rate of interceptions.81 

Response to tramp ant incursions 
4.82 Several elements of Australia's response to tramp ant incursions received 
particular attention during the inquiry, including: the frequency of tramp ant 
incursions and whether this points to weaknesses in biosecurity; the effectiveness of 
eradication and control efforts; the extent to which existing abatement plans have been 
implemented; and the adequacy of funding to control incursions. 
4.83 The Invasive Species Council submitted that genetic studies have established 
that red imported fire ants have arrived on four separate occasions, and established 
twice in Brisbane and twice in Gladstone.82 To this total must now be added the 
recently detected incursion at Port Botany in Sydney, which genetic tests have shown 
to be unrelated to previous incursions in Queensland.83 
4.84 The Invasive Species Council submitted that repeated incursions by red 
imported fire ants, despite recognition of their serious impacts on society, agriculture 
and the environment and a strong quarantine focus, demonstrate that weaknesses still 

79  Department of the Environment, 'Tramp ants', p. 4, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/49574b42-7256-4e82-981e-
644102b3ec16/files/fs-tramp-ants.pdf (accessed 16 December 2014). 

80  Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee, Submission 78, p. 13. 

81  Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee, Submission 78, p. 13. 

82  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 3.  

83  The Hon Katrina Hodgkinson, 'Eradication of red imported fire ant underway', Media release, 
5 December 2014, 
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/537167/media_release_141205_eradica
tion_red_fire_ants_underway.pdf (accessed 12 December 2014). 
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exist in the biosecurity regime.84 A similar situation exists with yellow crazy ant 
incursions, which have averaged two new outbreaks per year since 2000 and have 
been intercepted at Australian ports on average eight times per year since 2008.85 
Surveillance measures and prevention 
4.85 Beyond weaknesses in preventing the entry of red imported fire ants, 
witnesses stated that surveillance measures were not adequate, as evidenced by the 
significant periods between incursion and detection in several cases. For example, the 
Invasive Species Council stated: 

The incursions also highlight inadequate surveillance in Australia for high 
priority threats. The first incursions in Brisbane were not detected probably 
until 10 years after arrival, and the 2014 detection at Yarwun for probably 
3 years after arrival.86 

4.86 Dr Lori Lach also stated that Australia was not doing enough to prevent tramp 
ants from entering the country and cited as evidence recent red imported fire ant 
incursions in Queensland and incursions of another species at Perth Airport: 

There have been two recent incursions. One is another red imported fire ant 
incursion in Queensland in an area where they had previously been 
eradicated. They can pretty well pinpoint that the ants had been there for 
three years before they were detected. They might be intercepting a lot, but 
obviously some are getting through. These are just the ones we know about. 
Another recent incursion is Lepisiota frauenfeldi at Perth Airport. It was on 
airport grounds, which I believe are supposed to be surveyed annually. Our 
best guess is that they had been there at least six years and up to 10. 
Apparently, they were 'ankle deep'. These ants can get extremely abundant. 
Those are two examples. We obviously do not know what is getting in that 
we have not found yet.87 

Abatement plan 
4.87 Dr Lach also provided evidence on the incomplete implementation of the 
threat abatement plan for tramp ants and on issues of funding and lack of expertise 
that have hampered responses to incursions. 
4.88 Red imported fire ants were listed as a key threatening process under the 
EPBC Act in 2003, as were yellow crazy ants on Christmas Island in 2005. 
Subsequently, a threat abatement plan was developed to address the following high-
priority tramp ant species: red imported fire ant; little fire ant/electric ant; African big-
headed ant; yellow crazy ant; and Argentine ant. The goal of this threat abatement 
plan is to minimise the impact of invasive tramp ants on biodiversity in Australia and 

84  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 4. 

85  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 8. 

86  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 4. 

87  Dr Lori Lach, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 61. 
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its territories by protecting threatened native species and ecological communities and 
preventing further species and ecological communities from becoming threatened.88 
4.89 Beyond this overarching goal, the threat abatement plan contains six 
objectives: 

1. Increase science-based knowledge and expertise, incorporate 
Indigenous traditional ecological knowledge, quantify impacts, and 
improve access to information for priority tramp ant species 

2. Prevent entry and spread of tramp ants by increasing diagnostic 
capacity, offshore surveillance, inspection, treatment, and national 
and state and territory surveillance 

3. Prepare for rapid response to tramp ant incursions and spread 
through risk assessment of tramp ant species and pathways of 
introduction, and development of contingency plans 

4. Enhance emergency response to tramp ant incursions by improving 
reporting and response rates, and by developing tools for response 
and follow-up 

5. Build stewardship by engaging, educating, and informing the 
Australian community about the impacts of invasive tramp ants and 
effective means of response 

6. Coordinate Australian Government, state and territory government, 
and local management activities in Australia and the region.89 

4.90 Both Dr Lach and the Invasive Species Council stated that, although this plan 
was developed in 2006, parts of it remain unimplemented. The Invasive Species 
Council stated that offshore surveillance, as identified in goal 2, had not been 
improved, with the 2012 review of the abatement plan noting that there had only been 
'limited off-shore work' in this area.90 
4.91 Dr Lach stated that this abatement plan had not been properly implemented 
and that, as a result, response efforts had been delayed, become more expensive and 
ultimately been less successful than they might otherwise have been: 

First: the threat abatement plan for tramp ants, which went into effect in 
June 2006, has not been fully implemented. Of the 15 action items in the 
plan, five were very high priority, short-term actions. None of these have 
been implemented to the intent of the plan. For example, there is still no 
central repository of information on tramp ants; diagnostic capacity and 

88  Department of the Environment and Heritage, Threat abatement plan to reduce the impacts of 
tramp ants on biodiversity in Australia and its territories, 2006, p. 6, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/f120c0f6-5bf4-4549-b087-
8e53864b315b/files/tramp-ants.pdf (accessed 18 December 2014). 

89  Department of the Environment and Heritage, Threat abatement plan to reduce the impacts of 
tramp ants on biodiversity in Australia and its territories, 2006, p. 6, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/f120c0f6-5bf4-4549-b087-
8e53864b315b/files/tramp-ants.pdf (accessed 18 December 2014). 

90  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, pp 8–9. 

 

                                              

http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/f120c0f6-5bf4-4549-b087-8e53864b315b/files/tramp-ants.pdf
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/f120c0f6-5bf4-4549-b087-8e53864b315b/files/tramp-ants.pdf
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/f120c0f6-5bf4-4549-b087-8e53864b315b/files/tramp-ants.pdf
http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/f120c0f6-5bf4-4549-b087-8e53864b315b/files/tramp-ants.pdf


68  

service are still limited; there are no comprehensive risk assessments for 
any of the six ant species of concern identified in the plan; and specific and 
context-dependent contingency plans have not been developed. 

Second: had the plan been implemented, tramp ant abatement programs 
would likely have been far more efficient and cost-effective. For example, 
poor access to diagnostic services resulted in hundreds of extra hectares 
being treated on Lord Howe Island for years due to inaccurate ant 
identification. The extra baiting was expensive, increased risks to non-
target species and decreased staff morale. The lack of risk assessments and 
contingency plans meant that when the yellow crazy ant was found on the 
outskirts of the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area, political will and 
resources to address the invasion fell far short of what was required. In the 
time that it took the Wet Tropics Management Authority to obtain funding, 
the area of infestation had nearly doubled from 300 to 571 hectares. It is 
currently 733 hectares.91 

4.92 With regard to objectives 4 and 5 of the tramp ant abatement plan, the 
committee notes the work undertaken by Dr Kirsti Abbott of the University of New 
England to establish an Australian module of the School for Ants project, which is a 
citizen science project that has operated in the US for four years. The project aims to 
'document the diversity, distribution and diet preferences of ants around Australia' and 
'could be used effectively as a citizen-driven passive surveillance scheme 
independently of government, while contributing to research on broader ecological 
aspects of diversity, distribution, diet preferences and functional morphology of 
Australian ants.'92 
Eradication programs 
4.93 The Wet Tropics Management Authority (WTMA) also reported that, while it 
hopes its current $2 million yellow crazy ant eradication program will be successful, 
delays in attaining funding have meant that the problem has grown significantly. The 
WTMA explained that, because Queensland has determined that yellow crazy ants 
cannot be eradicated, it has moved to a management phase of its response under which 
land managers are each responsible for dealing with the ants. The WTMA therefore 
applied for funding under the Commonwealth Landcare program to manage the 
yellow crazy ant threat to the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area: 

There is an infestation against the boundary of the area and slightly moving 
into it at Edmonton, in the southern suburbs of Cairns. We took the view 
that it is important to tackle that infestation to protect the World Heritage 
area. So we are not pretending to eradicate yellow crazy ant from 
Queensland; we are trying to protect the World Heritage area from that 
particular infestation. 

So an application was made; between making the application and receiving 
the funding, sadly, a new infestation was detected at Kuranda, just to the 

91  Dr Lori Lach, Committee Hansard, 11 December 2014, p. 61. 

92  Dr Kirsti Abbott, Submission 77, p. 1. 
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north of Cairns, and the area that we now need to treat has almost doubled. 
We have the same amount of dollars that we initially applied for, but the 
job has become much bigger.93 

4.94 Dr Lach also noted that the need to gain funding through natural resource 
management programs such as Caring for Our Country or Landcare delays 
interventions. She stated that even small delays in receiving funding for eradication or 
management efforts can greatly affect the chances of success: 

What we do have are really dedicated individuals in some of these 
programs. The Caring for our Country program did fund Lord Howe Island, 
Norfolk Island and the yellow crazy ants in the wet tropics, but that is an 
annual funding mechanism that does not really fit with the urgency with 
which we need to respond to these incursions. Also, I would point out, as I 
did in my report, that both Lord Howe Island and Norfolk Island had delays 
in actually getting their funding once it was promised to them, which 
delayed treatment substantially, which threw the program out right from the 
start.94 

4.95 The committee notes similar evidence provided during its recent inquiry into 
the history, effectiveness, performance and future of the National Landcare Program. 
For example, Tasmanian Land Conservancy submitted to that inquiry that the Caring 
for our Country Program had been 'unable to deliver on much-needed outcomes for 
threatened species recovery and threat abatement of invasive pests through a lack of 
strategic goal setting, inadequate funding and complicated delivery mechanisms at 
nation, state and local NRM regional levels.'95 
4.96 The Tasmanian Land Conservancy commented that 'realistic and adequate 
funding for recovery and threat abatement plans is essential to ensure all actions 
identified can be carried through to fruition.' It also emphasised the importance of 
addressing environmental threats as quickly as possible: 

For many threatened species time is an imperative and priority conservation 
efforts should focus on securing and protecting existing habitat to stabilize 
small or declining populations, building community and cultural capacity to 
take ownership of this work into the future, and strengthening biosecurity 
investment to reduce the potential for further threats to take hold.96 

4.97 Finally, the WTMA also submitted that the transition from attempted 
eradication to surveillance and management is made, and may be justifiable, at a state-
wide level, as occurred with yellow crazy ants in Queensland. However, this 

93  Mr Andrew Maclean, Executive Director, Wet Tropics Management Authority, Committee 
Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 17. See also discussion of funding for yellow crazy ant programs 
in the wet tropics at Dr Lori Lach, Supplementary Submission 76.1, pp 2–3. 

94  Dr Lori Lach, Committee Hansard, 11 December 2014, p. 61. 

95  Tasmanian Land Conservancy, Submission 30 (Senate Environment and Communications 
References Committee, National Landcare Program inquiry), p. 2. 

96  Tasmanian Land Conservancy, Submission 30 (Senate Environment and Communications 
References Committee, National Landcare Program inquiry), p. 2. 
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governance arrangement does not include any mechanisms to continue efforts to 
protect particular regional assets, such as the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area: 

Transition to management across the state can also mean that local 
governments and landholders then bear the burden of costs and 
responsibilities for local infestations. This devolution of responsibility and 
costs does not offer any real incentive to succeed in managing biosecurity 
threats and, in fact, may be sometimes be seen to offer a temptation not to 
make the necessary and expensive efforts to succeed in preventing 
environmental impacts. The devolution of responsibility also means that 
there is no coordinated regional response beyond that now arranged by the 
Authority and individual landholders will typically be frustrated in their 
eradication and control efforts due to re-infestation from neighbouring 
properties.97 

4.98 The Government of South Australia expressed its support for the ongoing 
eradication program for red imported fire ants in south east Queensland, stating that it 
believes the incursion was of national significance and therefore should be 'jointly 
funded by all jurisdictions until such time that it is shown that it is not technically 
feasible to pursue this strategy.' Should it become impossible to eradicate the red 
imported fire ant, it should be the subject of a national containment program. The 
South Australian Government cited containment costs in the USA of $6.4 billion for 
2013 as evidence of the costs that may be incurred if this incursion is not eradicated or 
contained.98 
4.99 The Western Australian Department of Agriculture and Food was less 
supportive of the continuation of the red fire ant eradication program in south-east 
Queensland. It submitted that Western Australia has so far contributed around 
$10 million to the eradication program in south-east Queensland, but noted that after 
13 years and $250 million of total funding, the eradication program has not yet 
succeeded. The department's submission states: 

WA has raised concerns about the on-going governance and funding of the 
program and has not agreed to funding of the program in 2014/15, but 
agreed to fund half the amount on an orderly wind down and its share for 
any independent review of the governance and funding models of the 
program.99 

4.100 The Department of Food and Agriculture did, however, express support for 
the response to the red imported fire ant incursions near Gladstone in Queensland, 
stating that the Western Australian Government had agreed to contribute 
approximately $180,000 over three years towards this response.100 

97  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p. 10. 

98  Government of South Australia, Submission 86, p. 9. 

99  Department of Agriculture and Food (WA), Submission 80, p. 4. 

100  Department of Agriculture and Food (WA), Submission 80, p. 4. 
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4.101 Industry also incurs costs due to red imported fire ant incursions. The NGIA 
stated that its members were facing over $18 million per year in movement protocol 
compliance costs, totalling over $210 million over the past 14 years.101 
4.102 CASAP noted that ant management in Australia is possibly most advanced for 
the yellow crazy ant, given the number of localised eradications that have been 
undertaken and the amount of research being undertaken to support management 
strategies. However, CASAP also noted that the 'long-term prospects of alleviating the 
spread of [yellow crazy ant] within Australia have been significantly reduced by the 
cessation of [yellow crazy ant] management by Biosecurity Queensland'.102 
4.103 CASAP made the following two recommendations about future yellow crazy 
ant management in Australia: 

1. Management of YCA [yellow crazy ant] in Australia needs to be focused on 
preventing further incursions in imported goods, coupled with eliminating or 
effectively containing the few currently restricted populations established on 
the mainland to prevent further spread. 

2. Management would be greatly enhanced by the recognition that eradications 
largely take longer than typical funding timeframes, and therefore funding for 
such strategic investment needs to have better continuity when multiple grants 
are required.103 

Conclusion 
4.104 Information supplied to the committee indicates that incursions by pests and 
diseases that pose a threat to the environment have occurred regularly in recent years. 
Plant pests and diseases and weeds appear to make up the majority of detected 
incursions. 
4.105 The committee notes that statistics on environmental biosecurity should not be 
considered comprehensive as they only report incursions that have been detected. 
Invasive organisms are often present in Australia for some period of time prior to their 
detection. 
4.106 Eradication programs have produced mixed results and, as illustrated by the 
myrtle rust and tramp ant examples discussed above, response efforts appear to 
commonly be hampered by the following problems: delays in initial detection; delays 
in establishing reliable identification; delays in both attaining and maintaining 
funding; and incomplete implementation of existing abatement plans. 
4.107 The tramp ant and myrtle rust examples also clearly illustrate that the nature 
of some invasive species is such that, once they become established in the 
environment, they are very expensive to either eradicate or manage. 
  

101  Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Submission 55, p. 3. 

102  Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee, Submission 78, p. 16. 

103  Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee, Submission 78, p. 16. 
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Chapter 5 
Risks and preparedness 

5.1 This chapter discusses the increasing environmental biosecurity risks posed to 
Australia by increases in trade and travel, including incursion pathways that were 
identified as being particularly high risk or in need of better regulation during the 
inquiry. 
5.2 This chapter also discusses areas of biosecurity preparedness which witnesses 
and submitters identified as requiring greater resources or better organisation, 
including: 
• resourcing of biosecurity operations; 
• environmental biosecurity research capacity; 
• taxonomic and identification capacity; 
• poor implementation of existing plans; and 
• a lack of research on impacts of climate change. 

General biosecurity environment 
5.3 The following statistics provided by the departments of agriculture and the 
environment illustrate the extent of movements, including cargo, mail and people, 
across the Australian border in 2013–14: 

In 2013–14, the department: 

• cleared 17.7 million international passengers, from whom 261,000 items were 
seized due to biosecurity concerns 

• handled 186.6 million international mail items, of which 24,100 were seized 
due to biosecurity concerns 

• assessed and granted entry to 17,460 vessels arriving from overseas 

• processed 23,500 import permit applications, of which 18,700 permits were 
granted after assessment 

• assessed 440,000 commercial and 621,000 air freight consignments (under 
$1000 value) for import into Australia 

• inspected 45,600 sea containers from high risk ports 

• monitored 6,060 live animals and 21,700 hatching eggs at government post 
entry quarantine facilities.1 

5.4 The departments further explained that the task of managing Australia's 
biosecurity is expected to become more complex in the future due to climate change 
and changes in the global distribution of pests. Furthermore, there are expected to be 

1  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, pp 6–7. 
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significant increases in passenger, cargo and parcel movements across Australia's 
borders and also within Australia: 

The Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development predicts a 
107 per cent increase in total passenger movements through Australian 
airports by 2030, with significant annual growth projected from countries 
posing a greater biosecurity risk; and a 129 per cent increase in Australia's 
trade by 2025, with containerised trade almost doubling to 13.6 million 
units by 2025. At the same time, there is expected to be significant growth 
in the domestic movement of people and goods (Commonwealth of 
Australia, 2014). While letter volumes through domestic and international 
mail centres are declining, there is strong projected growth in parcels, 
driven primarily by online shopping (Department of Communications, 
2013). 

These trends, combined with changing global demands, increasing imports 
from a growing number of countries and new pathways, population 
expansion and climate change mean that there will be increasing 
complexity in Australia's biosecurity risk management.2 

5.5 The departments also submitted that the scale of the biosecurity task, 
combined with the limited resources available to address it, means that expenditure 
must be prioritised to the most high-risk areas. Within these areas, expenditure should 
further be predominantly directed towards preventing entry of species of biosecurity 
concern as this is the most cost-effective point at which to deal with threats.3 
5.6 The departments' submission cites economic returns on investment in 
prevention of 1:100. In comparison, economic returns on investment in eradication, 
containment, and asset-based protection achieve returns of only 1:25, 1:5–10 and 1:1.5 
respectively. As noted in chapter 3, there is no agreed methodology for measuring 
environmental benefits in economic terms; however, in general, investment in 
preventing incursions of environmental pests and diseases is believed to be more cost 
effective than responding once they have arrived.4 
5.7 In general, submitters and witnesses agreed that it is prudent to attempt to 
improve preventative measures and that, given the finite resources available for 
biosecurity operations, a risk-based approach to identifying pests and diseases, and 
their potential incursion pathways, is necessary. However, a number of matters were 
raised as areas where this approach does not appear to have been effectively 
implemented. Matters relating specifically to marine, freshwater and island 
biosecurity are discussed in chapter 6. 

2  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 7; see also 
Dr Robert Klumpp, Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 45 regarding increasing 
biosecurity threats facing Tasmania. 

3  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 8. 

4  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, pp 7-8. 
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Pathways and risk assessment 
5.8 The departments of agriculture and the environment acknowledged that 
biosecurity risk is inherent in the production, trade, and movement of goods, the 
movement of people, and the natural migration of animal and bird species and climatic 
and other natural environmental events that bring exotic pests and diseases to 
Australia.5 Risk assessments are used to identify levels of risk posed by particular 
pathways or organisms and how they can be managed. These risk assessments can be 
reviewed and updated at any time when new information is available.6 
5.9 The Department of Agriculture is responsible under the Quarantine Act for 
assessing the biosecurity risk associated with imports and the Department of the 
Environment is responsible under the EPBC Act for assessing environmental risks 
associated with the import of live specimens. Importing live specimens such as 
'animals and plants, seeds and biological control agents' requires the agreement of 
both departments.7 
5.10 Currently, only animals and plants listed on the List of Specimens taken to be 
Suitable for Live Import (live import list) are permitted to be imported. This live 
import list includes any plant that can be imported under the Quarantine Act, provided 
it is not listed as a CITES specimen under the EPBC Act. Animal Species proposed 
for inclusion on this list are the subject of a risk assessment, focused on their potential 
environmental impact, by the Department of the Environment.8 
5.11 All new plants proposed to be introduced to Australia are assessed for their 
potential to become weeds. This is done through the Australian weed risk assessment 
system and plants that are found to have a high risk are prohibited. Plants found to 
have a low risk are permitted into Australia with appropriate conditions. This system 
is administered by the Department of Agriculture; however, the Department of 
Environment has determined that this system also adequately assesses the potential 
environmental risk of plants under the EPBC Act.9 
5.12 Between 1997 and July 2014, 5,500 plant species have been assessed, of 
which 69 per cent have been accepted for importation and 31 per cent rejected on the 
grounds of their potential invasiveness.10 
5.13 The import risk analysis (IRA) process is currently the subject of a review, 
consultation for which occurred between July and September 2014. This review is 

5  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 22. 

6  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 22. 

7  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 23. 

8  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 23. 

9  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 23; see also 
Australian Government, 'Preventing the entry of new potential weeds into Australia', 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/invasive/weeds/weeds/where/prevent.html 
(accessed 21 January 2015). 

10  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 23. 

 

                                              

http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/invasive/weeds/weeds/where/prevent.html


76  

examining: transparency and consultation during the IRA process; the use of external 
scientific and economic expertise; and consideration of regional differences in animal 
or plant health status during the IRA process.11 
5.14 The Department of Agriculture, in accordance with its move to a risk-based 
biosecurity intervention strategy, has developed a risk return resource allocation 
model to guide decision making: 

The model works by calculating risks and costs of investment for specified 
biosecurity control scenarios. Control scenarios can be constructed to 
represent risk-based intervention strategies such as profiling, targeting, 
rewards and penalties. It describes a comprehensive, non-overlapping set of 
organisms of biosecurity concern. In this context, the term organism can 
refer to an individual species of pest or disease (such as Asian gypsy moth) 
or a group of species (such as weeds), with approximately 60 organisms 
currently described in the model. 

The model describes approximately 60 entry pathways by which the 
organisms of biosecurity concern can enter Australia and over 130 pathway 
specific biosecurity controls. Examples of controls include border 
inspection, pre-export certification, stakeholder engagement, and 
surveillance. Switchable settings in the model determine which controls are 
operating. 

Risk is calculated as the combination of consequence and the likelihood of 
entry, establishment and spread of organisms of biosecurity concern across 
all pathways. Separate calculations of risk are generated for the 
environment; primary industries (agriculture, fisheries and forestry); 
domesticated and companion animals; infrastructure and produced goods; 
human health; and social impacts.12 

5.15 The submission notes that consequences in this model are expressed in 
monetary terms for primary industry, while other categories, including environment, 
use non-monetary scales.13 
Identification of pathways 
5.16 The CSIRO submitted that 'Pathways are well known but have not been 
quantified in terms of risk as a pathway or by type of organism even though the tools 
for this are available today.' In addition, the CSIRO stated that 'Most pathways are not 
consistently monitored for environmental biosecurity detection, largely because many 

11  Department of Agriculture, Examination of the Import Risk Analysis (IRA) process, (accessed 
9 January 2015) http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ba/ira/iraexamination  

12  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, pp 23–24; 
Further information on the risk return resource allocation model was provided to the committee 
on notice: Department of Agriculture, Answer to written question on notice No. 7 (received 
18 November 2014). 

13  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 24. 

 

                                              

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/ba/ira/iraexamination


 77 

of the potential environmental invasive species are poorly understood and the costs of 
monitoring are currently high.'14 
5.17 The CSIRO also noted that, as a signatory to the Biodiversity Convention, 
Australia has agreed to Aichi Biodiversity Target 9, which reads: 

By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritized, 
priority species are controlled or eradicated, and measures are in place to 
manage pathways to prevent their introduction and establishment.15 

5.18 However, the CSIRO reported that prioritisation of species that are a threat to 
the Australian environment has 'only been applied by some sectors and some threat 
types. Moreover, no assessments have been made since 2009.'16 
5.19 The CSIRO undertook a prioritisation of marine pests in 2005 and advised 
that: 
• a prioritisation of potential environmental weeds exists under the National 

Environmental Alert List, developed by the Australian Weeds Committee; and 
• a prioritisation of invertebrates and pathogens with respect to potential 

environmental impact was developed by the Environmental Biosecurity 
Committee in 2009.17 

5.20 The Environmental Biosecurity Committee no longer exists and the list is no 
longer publicly available; however, the CSIRO supplied an interim version of the list, 
stating that it was no longer current and requires updating.18 
5.21 The Invasive Species Council was also critical of the relative neglect of work 
on prioritising environmental biosecurity threats compared to what has been achieved 
in other sectors: 

There has been some identification and priority ranking of environmental 
risks in some aspects of biosecurity – for example for exotic vertebrates (by 
the Invasive Animals CRC) and marine invaders at a national level. In 
contrast, the priority biosecurity threats for plant and animal industries have 
been comprehensively identified through the work of Animal Health 
Australia and Plant Health Australia, which are industry-government bodies 
majority‐funded by governments.19 

14  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 6. 

15  Convention on Biological Diversity, 'Aichi Biodiversity Targets', (accessed 9 January 2015) 
http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/ ; CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 8. 

16  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 8. 

17  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 8. 

18  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 8, p. 16; also see Department of the Environment, 'National 
Environmental Alert List', (accessed 9 January 2015) 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/invasive/weeds/weeds/lists/alert.html  

19  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 30. 
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5.22 In this context, the Invasive Species Council emphasised the danger posed by 
overseas plantations of Australian plants, such as eucalypts and wattles, where plant 
disease can now become well adapted to Australian species before arriving here.20 
5.23 Wild Matters, an environmental consultancy, submitted that considerable 
work has been done by biosecurity agencies and research institutes at both state and 
federal level to identify high risk organisms, but that often greater attention was paid 
to agricultural threats. 
5.24 With regard to pathways, Wild Matters stated that the Beale review, IGAB, 
NEBRA and the National Invasive Plant Surveillance Framework all emphasise the 
importance of identifying, prioritising and conducting surveillance of high-risk 
pathways; however, there 'has been no implementation of these recommendations or 
establishment of the foundation knowledge or activities required to enable their 
implementation'.21 
5.25 Furthermore, Wild Matters argued that: 

Nationally coordinated initiatives such [as] the National Weed Spread 
Prevention Initiative (NWSPI) and the Weeds of National Significance 
(WoNS) program have demonstrated the willingness of managers to adopt a 
pathway-based approach to identifying risk. However the discontinuation of 
these nationally coordinated programs has resulted in lost capacity to 
implement agreed/supported strategies and plans.22 

5.26 The Farm Tree & Landcare Association submitted that the pace at which 
priority weed lists, such as the list developed under the WONS program, are updated 
is not matching the pace at which new weeds are emerging and becoming established. 
As funding and enforcement actions are often linked to such priority lists, it can be 
difficult to obtain support to control emerging weeds. This situation makes it difficult 
to address weeds at the most cost-effective time—that is, when they first emerge.23 

Identification of high-risk species 
5.27 The committee questioned the Department of Agriculture as to whether it 
maintained a current list of species that are high-priority threats to the environment. 
Ms Mellor responded: 

There is the weeds list and then, from my perspective, in plant and animal 
health there are certain things that we worry about that could get here and 
affect the environment, way of life or production. To that end, things like 
didymo are high in our mind—or rock snot, and I do not like that in the 

20  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 30. 

21  Wild Matters Pty Ltd, Submission 35, p. 5. 

22  Wild Matters Pty Ltd, Submission 35, p. 5. 

23  Farm Tree & Landcare Association Inc, Submission 44, pp 2–3. Frustration with the speed at 
which priority weed lists are updated was also expressed in evidence given to the committee 
during its recent inquiry into the National Landcare Program, see Mr Max Schlachter, Mount 
Alexander Region Landcare Facilitator, Connecting Country, Committee Hansard, 13 October 
2014, p. 13. 
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Hansard but that is what it is. There are things that are high in our mind—
Mexican feather grass, for example. There is probably, say, a 'top six on the 
Richter scale' that biosecurity scientists worry about and some of them are 
particularly invasive to the environment.24 

5.28 The Department of Agriculture provided the following list on notice: 
Six invasive species that are of high concern to the department and are 
considered as threats to the environment include; Didymosphenia geminate 
(didymo), Phytophthora cinnamomi, (root rot) Mytilopsis sallei (black 
striped mussel), Pseudogymnoascus destructans (causes white nose 
syndrome in bats), tramp ants and the Duttaphrynus melanostictus (Asian 
black spined toad).25 

Specific pathways of concern 
5.29 Several pathways and industries were highlighted during the inquiry as raising 
particular concerns, including: mail, particularly as it relates to internet sales; cargo; 
the horticulture industry; and the live animal trade. These matters are discussed in turn 
below. 
5.30 The role of the ornamental fish trade in biosecurity breaches was also raised 
during the inquiry; however, this topic is discussed in the following chapter. 
Mail 
5.31 As noted above, although letter volumes are dropping for both domestic and 
international mail, parcel volumes are projected to grow strongly, largely due to online 
shopping.26 The committee discussed with the Department of Agriculture the level of 
biosecurity risk posed by the mail pathway and how it manages that risk. 
5.32 Ms Mellor, Deputy Secretary, commented that the mail pathway is 'not the 
highest risk pathway'. International mail enters Australia from four main gateways 
that are run by Australia Post. Australia Post, the department and the Australian 
Customs and Border Protection Service undertake a screening process of mail. About 
185-plus million international mail items come into Australia each year with about 
120 million articles being letters. The department indicated that letters generally do 
not pose a high risk but nevertheless, sampling of letters is undertaken.  
5.33 Of the 70 million parcels or packages arriving each year, over 50 per cent are 
screened. Screening also covers parcels coming into Australia through courier 
services. Ms Mellor noted that seizures are made and the information is recorded and 
used to assist with the nature of what is coming into the country. While many parcels 
are of no concern, for example, arrangements are in place to screen out books, 
Ms Mellor stated 'if they are manufactured in a certain way and come from companies 
like Amazon as the managing company, we sample, but we generally can tell'. 

24  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 35. 

25  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No. 6 (received 18 November 2014). 

26  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 7. 
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However, Ms Mellor went on to note that 'the nature of what is coming through can be 
quite risky: seeds, grains, meat products, animal products et cetera'.27  
5.34 In conclusion, Ms Mellor stated: 

In context, 70 million sounds like not a lot compared to 185-plus million, 
but it is a lot and it is a very difficult environment in which to work. What 
we know about the mail pathway is that more than 99 per cent of mail that 
comes through that pathway is compliant with quarantine regulation. So we 
are looking for less than one per cent in that total pathway, mostly in 
parcels.28 

5.35 Figures provided in the departments' submission on the number of 
identifications of exotic pests and disease by mode of arrival also appear to indicate 
that mail poses less of a risk when compared with air and sea pathways. For example, 
in 2013 mail accounted for only 750 identifications of exotic pests and diseases out of 
a total of 18,393. Mail accounted for a similar proportion of total identifications in the 
years 2009 to 2010.29 
5.36 Although mail appears to present comparatively low levels of biosecurity risk, 
the committee received evidence from the Invasive Species Council concerning the 
ease with which prohibited plants and seeds can be ordered online and enter the 
country through the mail system. 
5.37 To illustrate this problem, the Invasive Species Council documented the 
process it followed to buy, via eBay, and successfully import into Australia Mexican 
feather grass, sleepy grass and Kochia scoparia seeds. These packages of seeds were 
obtained from the United States, Hong Kong and China respectively.30 
5.38 In its submission, eBay stated that it has a plants and seeds policy, developed 
with the Department of Agriculture, and that buyers are directed to this policy when 
searching for plants and seeds: 

eBay takes an educative approach to biosecurity within the marketplace. 
eBay has a plants and seeds policy which was developed in conjunction 
with the Department of Agriculture, and incorporating warnings which are 
presented to eBay users looking for products within related categories and 
in response to search keywords related to plants and seeds.31 

5.39 The Invasive Species Council stated in evidence that no warning regarding the 
illegality of importing these plants was displayed when it purchased them. 
Furthermore, the Invasive Species Council stated that it had submitted a complaint 

27  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 26. 

28  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 26 

29  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 40. 

30  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p 65. 

31  eBay, Submission 18, p. 2.  
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regarding the advertising and sale of prohibited plants and seeds to eBay and received 
no response, nor were the plants and seeds in question removed from the website: 

There is no warning to say this is illegal. eBay in their evidence said that 
the controls are there. Before I bought it, I complained to eBay saying, 'This 
is illegal.' I lodged a formal thing and there has been no action. The ACT 
government have been telling me they have been trying to stop the Mexican 
feather grass from being sold on eBay since June. They have raised it with 
the national weed committee. This is the ACT government weeds officer. It 
is still on sale today and it is the same supplier. They have already sold the 
Kochia, and they tell you how many they have sold. They have sold a few 
thousand here.32 

5.40 The Invasive Species Council also noted that one of the seed packages had 
passed through the mail system unhindered despite the customs declarations stating 
that it contained Kochia scoparia seeds.33 
5.41 NGIA also acknowledged in evidence that online shopping presents a 
biosecurity risk: 

I see comment in one of the submissions that these plants are available 
commercially in Australia. Yes, they are, on eBay, or they can be imported 
from overseas. That is not an issue that we can control; that is an issue of 
people buying in seeds or plants that come through in the mail system, to 
say that they particularly might like to see, say, serrated tussock or Mexican 
tussock grass, saying, 'Well, it's freely available in the US. It's available as 
seed.' They can bring it in and put it here.34 

5.42 The committee sought further information from eBay regarding the 
presentation of its plants and seeds policy and how effectively it is displayed to 
customers before they purchase species that are prohibited for importation to 
Australia. The committee did not receive a response from eBay to these questions. 
5.43 In response to a question on notice regarding how it deals with breaches of 
Australia's quarantine requirements through online trade, the Department of 
Agriculture stated that it is attempting to address this problem through the following 
measures: 

The department has also been working with internet seed suppliers to deal 
with online purchasing from overseas which may be in breach of Australia's 
quarantine requirements. For instance, eBay Australia has since updated its 
plants and seeds selling policy, which enables the department to report 
breaches of the policy to eBay and for that entity to then take action against 
the international seller. The site also incorporates warnings which are 
presented to eBay users intending to purchase certain plants and seeds. 
Investigations are also underway on the volumes and types of seeds being 

32  Mr Andrew Cox, Chief Executive Officer, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 31. 

33  Mr Andrew Cox, Chief Executive Officer, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 30. 

34  Mr Robert Prince, Chief Executive Officer, Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 12.  
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purchased by Australian eBay users to identify key entities for education 
and enforcement activities. 

The department has written to other international seed suppliers (eg. 
Amazon and Chinese based on-line shopping sites such as Aliexpress and 
CNDirect). To date, over 120 suppliers have been provided with 
information on Australia's plant and seed import requirements. 

The department is also: 

• working with the Australian Customs and Border Protection Service 
and Australia Post to improve mail screening techniques. 

• promoting the benefits of biosecurity through programs such as 
Border Security, fact sheets and web content, in-language radio 
interviews, and advertising through social media—this increases 
public awareness and for the requirements to be communicated back 
to family and friends overseas. 

• conducting education campaigns that target specific seasonal and 
cultural events.35 

5.44 The department also indicated that as part of an educational exercise, in 2013 
it targeted 5165 Australians who had received non-permitted plant or seed imports 
through the international mail. These people were sent a brochure informing them of 
Australia's biosecurity import requirements with links back to relevant pages of the 
department's website. A result of this exercise, 345 of the recipients sought additional 
information from the website and a further 41 people made contact with the 
department directly by phone or email.36 
Cargo 
5.45 The risk of cargo as a pathway was noted in evidence. Mr Richard Stoklosa, 
for example, noted that the Asian House Gecko is a very invasive species which likes 
to live on wharves and therefore can enter vessels and move around the world.37 
5.46 The Department of Agriculture stated that cargo on vessels presents a greater 
biosecurity risk to Australia than mail, but that the greater level of pre-arrival 
information gathered on cargo and vessels assists in dealing with this. The department 
stated that the over two million containers that come in a year are 'largely compliant' 
and are 'a little bit easier to manage than mail because we get evidence of what is 
coming pre-arrival, so we can make decisions about the tools we need to manage 
that'.38 
5.47 However, vessels themselves pose a more difficult problem:  

35  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No. 4 (received 18 November 2014). 

36  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No. 4 (received 18 November 2014). 

37  Mr Stoklosa, Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 21. 

38  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, pp 26–27. 
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Depending on their speed, location and when they are loaded, the loading 
process itself can attract pests. Over in New Zealand, which has burnt pine 
longicorn beetles, which are quite terrible, loading at night for travel to 
Australia is a bad thing because the beetles at certain times of the year are 
attracted to the lights. In my own experience I have had to ask a vessel 
master to turn around and go back because there have been a lot of beetles 
they have not been able to manage. The vessel masters themselves are very 
experienced in Australia's quarantine laws. Bees, depending on the time of 
the year, the speed of the vessel and whether it is stopping at multiple ports 
et cetera, can be an issue. Marine pests can be an issue. We do a lot of work 
with the shipping sector on biofouling processes. We know when they have 
been repainted, when they have been dry-docked and when they have been 
cleaned; we gather information about that. The vessels are tricky because 
they are tracked themselves.39 

5.48 The departments of agriculture and the environment also highlighted the 
'Country Action List' in their submission as an example of how they respond to cargo 
as an incursion pathway: 

The Country Action List is an example of how the Department of 
Agriculture targets a range of high risk pests and other contaminants (such 
as soil) on imported sea containers and noncontainerised (breakbulk) cargo 
at the border. This initiative is part of a joint programme with New Zealand 
to manage cargo arriving from ports at risk of introducing pests such as the 
giant African snail, Asian black-spined toad, exotic bees and ants. All 
containers and break bulk from countries on the action list require full six 
sided inspection of external surfaces and the internal surfaces of empty 
containers, when discharged at Australian ports.40 

5.49 The effectiveness of Australia's approach to managing the biosecurity risks 
posed by cargo was questioned by several submitters. In particular, the recent history 
of tramp ant incursions, which travel in cargo, was cited as evidence that this pathway 
requires further attention. 
5.50 For example, the Invasive Species Council submission highlighted the 
repeated incursions made by red imported fire ants at cargo ports and also discussed 
incursions and interceptions of yellow crazy ants: 

The large number of YCA [yellow crazy ant] interceptions and incursions 
show that quarantine processes have major gaps for ants. The average of 8 
interceptions a year (in the past 5 years) and average of 2 outbreaks 
detected a year (since 2001) are likely to represent only a proportion of 
YCAs arriving in Australia. The 2006 threat abatement plan notes that the 
'system of detecting tramp ants at the border relies on external inspection of 
all cargo', which will 'detect a proportion of ant contamination, and relies 
on the presence of actively foraging ants on the container exterior'. With no 
dedicated surveillance programs for timber imports, there are likely to be 

39  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 27. 

40  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 28. 
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several undetected incursions each year, and there would have been many 
incursions that failed to establish.41 

5.51 As discussed in the previous chapter, both the Invasive Species Council and 
Dr Lach stated that important elements of the 2006 tramp ant threat abatement plan 
have not been effectively implemented, including work on strengthening offshore 
surveillance.42 
Horticulture industry 
5.52 The role of the horticulture industry in environmental biosecurity was raised 
in relation to both the importation of potentially invasive species and their subsequent 
spread within Australia. The New South Wales Natural Resources Commission 
(NRC) stated in its submission: 

The NRC's review of NSW weed management found that several of these 
pathways are currently poorly monitored and controlled – for example, the 
nursery industry, aquarium industry, fodder distribution, transport corridors, 
and livestock movement.43 

5.53 The NRC also stated: 
The commercial plant trade is a particular concern for introduction of 
environmental weeds. 

• National protocols for certifying nurseries and tracking plant sales 
should be adopted to ensure that incursions can be easily traced and 
quickly eradicated.44 

5.54 The NRC further stated in evidence: 
If you look at the track record, the majority of escapes of plants have come 
through the nursery system. However you look at it, that industry has 
contributed to more escapes of weeds and potential weeds than any other.45 

5.55 The committee raised the NRC's assessment with the NGIA, which responded 
by making a distinction between large commercial nurseries, which it believes are 
well regulated, and smaller operations, which it believes do pose a biosecurity threat: 

But it is very easy to call a whole range of things 'nurseries'. It is whether 
that is their principal business or if someone has just grown some plants and 
is having a day trade at the markets. Yes, that is uncontrolled. That is very 
uncontrolled, even to the point of selling poisonous plants. There is no 
registration required; anyone who has green fingers can grow some plants 
and take them to their local boot sale and start selling them. That is a 

41  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 9. 

42  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, pp. 8–9; Dr Lori Lach, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 60. 

43  Natural Resources Commission, Submission 70, p. 3. 

44  Natural Resources Commission, Submission 70, p. 7. 

45  Dr John Keniry, Commissioner, Natural Resources Commission, Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2014, p. 55. 
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concern to us. But we have tried to get registration and we get pushed back 
from different levels. It is seen as more red tape.46 

5.56 The Invasive Species Council highlighted the problem of incorrect labelling in 
the nursery industry as a means by which weeds can enter Australia. It submitted that, 
although Mexican feathergrass is a prohibited import, it has repeatedly been sold by 
Australian nurseries under incorrect labels: 

Pathways: Imported as a nursery plant under incorrect or outdated names. 
In 2009 a nursery imported Mexican feathergrass seeds by incorrectly 
labelling them as Stipa lessingiana, which is a permitted import. Mexican 
feathergrass is not. A similar violation had occurred in 1996 when a 
Victorian nursery imported the seeds by labelling with an earlier valid 
scientific name, Stipa tenuissima. Mexican feathergrass has also been sold 
by a Sydney nursery as a native grass 'elegant spear Austrostipa 
elegantissima', perhaps as a result of another improper importation. In 
2007-2008, it was sold widely in Queensland after being labelled as Stipa 
capillata and Stipa capriccio by an interstate supplier.47 

5.57 The NRC stated that the improvement and standardisation of labelling and 
identification of weeds across the nursery industry had the support of the nursery 
industry in New South Wales: 

…the research shows that two-thirds—nearly 70 per cent—of weed 
incursions are garden escapees. There are not any national standards for the 
identification of weeds. In our conversations with the New South Wales 
nursery association, they were very supportive of there being industry-led 
standardisation. We had very productive conversations with them and they 
were supportive of an industry-wide approach to have a permitted list, if it 
were industry led and government were providing the initial resources to 
help them to implement standard labelling of their products for sale. This is 
an area which would be achievable if the Commonwealth sat down with the 
industry and had further discussions about what obvious steps they could 
take, because we found a very receptive area at the industry level.48 

5.58 The NRC stated that it had considered ways to improve the regulation of plant 
species that are sold through the nursery industry and had concluded that the 
introduction of permitted lists, rather than the current prohibited lists, would be a 
significant improvement: 

On the issue of regulation, we gave a long thought to what should happen—
whether we should maintain prohibited list or permitted lists—and we came 
down quite strongly in favour of permitted lists. The principal reason for 
going for permitted lists is that, for something to get onto the list, someone 
has to think about the characteristics of the plant and about its potential to 

46  Mr Robert Prince, Chief Executive Officer, Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 16. 

47  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 30. 

48  Mr Bryce Wilde, Executive Director, Natural Resources Commission, Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2014, p. 55. 
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acclimatise to Australia and naturalise itself. With a prohibited list, 
generally a problem has to emerge and then you say, 'We have to stop 
that'—or else it has to be recognised as a problem overseas. We made that 
recommendation. It was not accepted by the New South Wales government, 
but it is still our firm view that in the nursery trade we should have 
permitted lists.49 

5.59 The only state that currently operates a permitted list instead of a prohibited 
list is Western Australia. The NRC stated that this was partly because the incursion 
pathways are more easily controlled due to the geographical isolation of Western 
Australia. However, it argued that a harmonised approach could be developed across 
the eastern seaboard states.50 
5.60 Mr Prince, Chief Executive Officer of the NGIA, stated that he did not believe 
any recent incursions could be attributed to deliberate introduction by members of the 
horticulture industry. He argued that recent incursions were mostly the result of 
accidental introductions by members of the general population or of smuggling of 
material across the border.51 
5.61 Mr Prince also informed the committee that the horticulture industry has 
invested in the development of a risk management tool to assess the potential 
invasiveness of species that members of the industry may be considering importing. 
The NGIA has also developed the federally-funded Grow Me Instead campaign, 
which involves the publication guides for each state and territory identifying invasive 
urban plants and suggesting superior alternatives. The NGIA has also conducted 
surveys of retail centres to ensure that known invasive species are not being sold to 
the public.52 
5.62 As noted in the discussion of the mail pathway above, the NGIA believes that, 
despite the initiatives mentioned above, invasive plant species remain commercially 
available in Australia via online retailers. However, the horticulture industry in 
Australia is not in a position to address this problem.53 

49  Dr John Keniry, Commissioner, Natural Resources Commission, Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2014, p. 54. 

50  Mr Bryce Wilde, Executive Director, Natural Resources Commission, Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2014, p. 54. The introduction of permitted lists was also favoured by the Council 
of Australasian Weed Societies, see Submission 50, p. 4. 

51  Mr Robert Prince, Chief Executive Officer, Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 10. 

52  Mr Robert Prince, Chief Executive Officer, Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, pp 11–12; see also http://www.growmeinstead.com.au/ (accessed 
14 April 2015). 

53  Mr Robert Prince, Chief Executive Officer, Nursery and Garden Industry Australia, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 12. 
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Live animal trade 
5.63 In 2014, the Vertebrate Pests Committee, which was recently combined with 
the Australian Weeds Committee to form the Invasive Pests Committee, developed 
updated guidelines for the import, movement and keeping of non-indigenous 
vertebrates in Australia.54 The Zoo and Aquarium Association (ZAA) participated in 
developing these guidelines and stated in evidence that this process highlighted 
several issues regarding the importation of live animals. 
5.64 The ZAA commented that the regulation of live importation differed 
significantly depending on the nature of the organisations involved. It reported that the 
zoo industry is 'heavily regulated' and works within a 'significant legislative 
framework', whereas the private aviculture and ornamental wildlife industries are less 
strictly regulated.55 
5.65 The ZAA described further research it undertook following this review 
process regarding the biosecurity threat posed by the zoo industry. This research 
demonstrated that zoos pose only a limited risk and that exotic birds are the most 
likely category of animals to escape and not be recaptured.56 
5.66 With regard to the threat posed by exotic birds, the ZAA noted that zoos are 
currently unable to import any exotic birds, but an exotic bird can be imported if it is a 
pet. Dr Carolyn Hogg, ZAA, commented that the 'current exotic birds in our 
collections all come from seizures that have occurred at the border of Australia'. 
Dr Hogg went on to state there is there is limited understanding of the current status of 
the movement of illegally imported individuals and that the private aviculture and 
ornamental wildlife industries are largely unregulated in Australia. However, work is 
being undertaken at the University of Adelaide to assess the establishment risk of 
exotic vertebrate species from backyard and illegal keeping. This has a potential 
business impact for the zoo industry in the long term, particularly if there is an 
incursion of a new disease.57 
5.67 Dr Hogg concluded: 

It is our opinion that Australia is at risk by not funding work that is 
designed to identify potential pathways of new exotic species into our 
country and we are at considerable and unknown risk from private and 
illegal keeping. The Australian government and the beneficiaries of all 

54  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 15; 
Department of Agriculture, Guidelines for the Import, Movement and Keeping of Non-
indigenous Vertebrates in Australia, January 2014, http://www.feral.org.au/wp-
content/uploads/2014/07/VPCGuidelinesJan14.pdf (accessed 6 January 2015). 

55  Dr Carolyn Hogg, Manager, Science and Policy, Zoo and Aquarium Association, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 46. 

56  Dr Carolyn Hogg, Manager, Science and Policy, Zoo and Aquarium Association, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 46. 

57  Dr Carolyn Hogg, Manager, Science and Policy, Zoo and Aquarium Association, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, pp 46–47. 
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those who are keeping exotic wildlife should be funding research 
opportunities into pathways of unregulated trade.58 

5.68 The ZAA further stated that the current lack of knowledge on the size and 
nature of the illegal importations of live animals into Australia could be partially 
addressed by the development of a national database of seized wildlife to which all 
agencies contribute. Dr Hogg stated: 

I was very surprised to learn during that time that actually the zoo industry 
were able to supply the largest and most comprehensive database in the 
country with regard to seized wildlife from one location. 

As a result, the primary concern of our industry is the lack of continuity 
across all state and government agencies, including the federal government, 
with regard to the documentation of incursions. We strongly believe that 
there should be a fully funded national database which all agencies are 
required to contribute to. We need this in order to determine future potential 
pathways of incursions into our country.59 

5.69 The Invasive Species Council provided the example of the pigeon 
paromyxovirus. It submitted that, although the precise incursion pathway is unknown, 
the pigeon paromyxovirus may have entered Australia through pigeon smuggling. 
This disease was first detected in Australia in August 2011 and has the potential to 
spread to native bird populations.60 
5.70 Dr Andrew Peters of Charles Sturt University also raised the pigeon 
paromyxovirus incursion as an example of failings in Australia's biosecurity system. 
He submitted that in this case there was a failure to: 
• prevent the incursion of the virus through the illegal movement of birds into 

Australia; 
• recognise the threat posed by the virus to domestic pigeons and more 

specifically to native pigeons and doves; 
• commit resources to eradication when this is still achievable; 
• undertake research work to identify potential risks; and 
• develop a strategy to identify and manage risks posed by the virus to 

Australia's environment.61 
5.71 The Australian Museum submitted that it had been involved with more than 
100 cases of illegal wildlife importation from a broad range of species in the past five 

58  Dr Carolyn Hogg, Manager, Science and Policy, Zoo and Aquarium Association, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 47. 

59  Dr Carolyn Hogg, Manager, Science and Policy, Zoo and Aquarium Association, Committee 
Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 46. 

60  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, pp 36–37. 

61  Dr Andrew Peters, Submission 65, pp 2-3. 
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years. On this basis, it considered that trafficking of wildlife presents a risk of 
introducing new pests and diseases to Australia: 

The Australian Centre for Wildlife Genomics at the Australian Museum has 
handled more than 100 cases involving illegal wildlife over the past 
5 years…These cases span a broad diversity of species (including birds, 
reptiles, mammals, molluscs, and fish). With respect to quarantine, there is 
high risk that these illegal imports could carry diseases or additional 
pests/parasites (in the case of live animals). On this basis, illegal trafficking 
should be acknowledged as a potentially significant pathway for entry of 
exotic pests and diseases into Australia.62 

Departmental resourcing and risk-based inspection system 
5.72 The CPSU provided the committee with the results of a survey of its members 
working in the Department of Agriculture. The CPSU identified the following key 
concerns about the recent administration of biosecurity operations: the risk-based 
intervention system; budget cuts and staffing levels: 

Two thirds (65.6%) of CPSU members surveyed said that Australia's 
biosecurity arrangements have become worse or significantly worse over 
the past decade due to declining standards and increasing risks. Members 
were asked what changes had caused biosecurity arrangements to decline. 
The most common responses were budget cuts (90%), the policy of risk-
based intervention (79.9%) and staffing numbers (77.7%). Members were 
concerned that decisions about risk-based intervention have been influenced 
by budget cuts, creating greater risks to Australia's biosecurity.63 

5.73 The CPSU explained that its members believed that decisions to inspect cargo 
or mail, or screen passengers, are often being made on the basis of whether resources 
are available to undertake that work, rather than on the basis of biosecurity risks: 

Some examples are that mail from a certain country gets screened in a 
certain port because the risk says it should be screened but in another port 
does not get screened, because the resources are not available. That is mail. 
People who fit a risk profile, normally arriving from a flight from certain 
countries, are being released without intervention or screening depending 
upon the number of staff that are at work that day.64 

5.74 The CPSU further stated that the theory underpinning the risk-based 
intervention policy is supported by members, but that they feel it has not been 
effectively implemented: 

When the risk based system was introduced, there was strong support 
amongst the workforce for it. It was based on using the intelligence 
gathered to identify the risks rather than just doing everything—so it is 
more efficient although there is still a risk—but it was to be complemented 

62  Australian Museum, Submission 36, p. 2. 

63  CPSU, Submission 72, p. 2. 

64  Mr Rupert Evans, Deputy Secretary, CPSU, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 2. 
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with an increased focus on audits and surveillance. It is the view of our 
members that the risk based approach has been introduced that neatly lines 
up with having less money to do it anyway, but that the audit and 
surveillance that was supposed to go with it has not lived up to what was 
promised. Whether that is because of a lack of resources or there has been a 
change in approach, our members do not know. It was supposed to be that 
risk based intervention would mean less inspections—efficiency based on 
intelligence—and more audits and surveillance to ensure that the actual risk 
that had been assessed was the case. The frustration has been in doing fewer 
inspections in a particular profile or area but not an increase in audit or 
surveillance.65 

5.75 With regard to staffing numbers, the CPSU reported that the most recent 
federal budget projected a reduction in full-time equivalent staffing levels of 232 and 
that two rounds of voluntary redundancies had recently been completed.66 
5.76 Further concerns about agency staffing levels affecting the performance of 
Australia's biosecurity system were expressed by the Australasian Wildlife 
Management Society, which submitted that: 

AWMS' main concern about the management of new harmful incursions is 
that agencies tend to stop at the stage of developing a strategy or even 
enacting legislation, and then announce their preparation publicly. 
However, it usually stops there. Strategies, policies and acts will not in 
themselves prevent new incursions. They provide the framework. To be 
effective management requires adequate trained staff with the necessary 
support and well-developed and evaluated processes to implement them.67 

5.77 The Department of Agriculture provided details of how biosecurity operations 
are funded partly by appropriations and partly by cost recovery from industry. 
Scientific work, biosecurity policy and legislation advice to government, mail and 
airport clearance, work on intergovernmental agreements and emergency responses 
are all funded by government appropriation. However, remaining operations, which 
make up between 60 and 70 per cent of departmental operations are funded by 
importers and exporters. Staffing levels in these two areas are therefore affected 
differently by reductions in government funding.68 
5.78 The Department of Agriculture also provided information on how recent 
changes to its cost recovery arrangements have allowed it to improve its operations. In 
2014 the department raised its fees, which had not been increased for some time. 
Legislation was also passed in March 2014 which allowed the department to use funds 
generated through cost recovery to improve its work processes and technology. Under 

65  Mr Rupert Evans, Deputy Secretary, CPSU, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 5. 

66  Mr Rupert Evans, Deputy Secretary, CPSU, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 2. 

67  Australasian Wildlife Management Society, Submission 11, p. 2. 

68  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 28. 
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previous arrangements, fees generated by a particular activity could only be used to 
fund that activity.69 
5.79 The Department of Agriculture also provided more detail on recent voluntary 
redundancy rounds. It stated that in fact there had been one voluntary redundancy 
round that had extended over two financial years: 

The VR number we had for 2013–14 for the whole department was 365—
that is full-time equivalents. For 2014–15, up until 31 August, there were 
another 82. For 2013–14, 255 of the FTEs were from the regions and 110 
were from Canberra. For up until 31 August for 2014–15, 30 were 
regionally based FTEs and 52 were Canberra based FTEs.70 

5.80 The Department of Agriculture nominated animal and plant risk assessment 
work and funding and staffing provided under the EPPRD, the EADRA and the 
NEBRA as specifically related to environmental biosecurity, all of which is supported 
by appropriation rather than cost recovery.71 
5.81 The Department of Agriculture informed the committee that it was not 
possible to state how much of the funding provided by the Commonwealth 
Government under these agreements could be ascribed specifically to environmental 
biosecurity as opposed to agricultural biosecurity: 

While developed on a sectoral basis, the animal and plant agreements do 
not distinguish between the agricultural or environmental impact of a 
particular pest or disease. The animal and plant cost-sharing agreements 
provide for affected industry signatories that benefit from an eradication 
response to share the costs and decision making responsibility for that 
response. 

These arrangements apply where a production industry sector benefits from 
a response, not because the impacts of a specific pest or disease are 
exclusively agricultural.72 

5.82 The department was, however, able to provide the following summary of 
action on invasive species with an environmental impact taken since 2001: 

Since 2001, twenty two eradication responses have been conducted at a cost 
of $310 million. Of these nine were in response to an invasive species with 
either a known or potential likelihood to harm the environment. These 
include the four tropical weeds, red imported fire ants (South East 

69  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 28. 

70  Mr Greg Williamson, First Assistant Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee 
Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 30. 

71  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 28. 

72  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No. 7 (received 18 November 2014). 
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Queensland and Yarwun, Queensland), browsing ants, electric ants, Siam 
weed, Asian honeybees, citrus canker and Myrtle rust responses.73 

5.83 The suggestion made by the CPSU that the risk-based intervention system is 
being compromised by a lack of staff was contested by Ms Mellor of the Department 
of Agriculture. She asserted that the department has national processes and rules 
governing how staff manage risks at the border and that additional staff are deployed 
where workload pressures are identified.74 
5.84 The committee suggested to the Department of Agriculture that reduced 
staffing levels would inevitably lead to situations where pressure is placed on 
front-line staff to cut corners rather than delay the movement of passengers or cargo 
for long periods; however, the department stated that it expects staff to follow 
procedures and that options are available for speeding up processing without 
compromising on risk management: 

Our view would be, though, that if the staffing ratio to the movement of 
passengers is out of kilter, for example, that you do not cut corners: you 
actually do your job. That can become difficult, I know, for staff. I have 
been in airports at times when that has happened. There are huge queues, 
but we still have to do our job. 

We have a number of ways to manage risk in the airports—not everybody 
goes through an officer. A large proportion of passengers are compliant. 
Return travellers are one thing—they all know the rules—but a large 
proportion of people declare that they have nothing, and our sampling 
shows that. We are confident with the honesty in the declarations. For those 
we have to see, we use a number of channels. We use X-ray, as you know. 
We also use bench search and detector dogs. We use them according to the 
risk. The risk is determined by where they have come from and the sorts of 
things they have declared. Our staff can pick a bag that is full of 
pomegranates even though nothing is declared. They are highly 
experienced. It is not our contention that they should cut corners and they 
are not instructed to do so.75 

Northern Australia Quarantine Strategy 
5.85 In the context of resourcing, the committee notes that the departments of 
agriculture and environment advised that the Northern Australia Quarantine Strategy 
(NAQS) has been in place since 1989. The strategy is focused on early detection of 
exotic pests, diseases and weeds along Australia's northern coastline, from Cairns to 

73  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No. 7 (received 18 November 2014). 
This answer also contains a list of all responses since 2001, both those under the three deeds 
and those undertaken off deed, broken down by deed. 

74  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 29. 

75  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 29. 
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Broome and including the Torres Strait. The department advised that target lists are 
used to prioritise surveillance efforts, and those target species are reviewed annually.  
5.86 Several submitters and witnesses were very concerned about reductions in 
Commonwealth biosecurity staffing, particularly in Northern Australia. The 
committee notes that the final report of the recent Joint Select Committee on Northern 
Australia recommended that the number of biosecurity officers be significantly 
increased in Northern Australia to increase the chances of early detection of pest and 
disease incursions, and reduce the time taken to identify specific pests and diseases 
and put in place remedial action.76 
5.87 The Invasive Species Council submitted that environmental NGOs consider 
NAQS to be an 'an exemplary model for detection of new incursions and community 
education'; however, it suggested that the funding for NAQS 'has declined' and is 
increasingly focused on agricultural priorities. The council stated: 

…we understand that what was a very lean operation has suffered recent 
budget cuts involving the loss of 20% of its staff over the past two years, 
ending a permanent presence in many remote communities such as in the 
Torres Strait islands, where quarantine officers have been stationed for the 
last 20 years. We question whether the program has sufficient funding to 
achieve its purposes, particularly since the recent budget cuts. 

5.88 The CPSU submission included a comment from one of its members 
regarding the effect of staff losses in northern Australia: 

Recent staff cuts through VR process and actively recruiting staff to take 
redundancies across Northern Australia, especially in the Torres Strait 
Islands has left a great gaping hole in our northern Biosecurity defences. It 
is only a matter of time before there will be another incursion into Australia 
through this route.77 

5.89 The departments of agriculture and the environment submission highlighted 
NAQS as an example of its surveillance activities. It did not, however, comment on 
resourcing for the program.78 

Key threatening processes and threat abatement plans 
5.90 The departments of agriculture and the environment submitted that the EPBC 
Act 'provides a framework for the management of invasive species by providing for 
the listing of key threatening processes and the development of threat abatement and 
recovery plans'.79 However, some submitters and witnesses were highly critical of 
these processes, particularly the lack of implementation of threat abatement and 
recovery plans. 

76  Joint Select Committee on Northern Australia, Pivot North: Inquiry into the Development of 
Northern Australia: Final Report, September 2014, p. 180.  

77  CPSU, Submission 72, p. 4. 

78  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 30. 

79  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 20. 
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5.91 For example, Dr Burbidge told the committee that: 
Most of the threat abatement plans applying to invasive species and islands 
are documents sitting on a shelf that are not particularly well used. For 
example, there is a threat abatement plan for tramp ants. It covers a large 
number of species of ants which have wandered around the world, many of 
which have become established in Australia. They have arrived in 
equipment, food and plants that have been brought into Australia. That 
threat abatement plan has lot of good proposals in it but, by and large, 
nothing has happened.80 

5.92 As discussed in chapter 4, Dr Lach also stated in evidence that the tramp ant 
abatement plan contained good proposals but had not been effectively implemented.81 
5.93 The Invasive Species Council expressed concern at the recent listing of 'novel 
biota' as a key threatening process under the EPBC Act. They submitted that this 
'effectively shuts down the capacity to use the national threat abatement process to 
assist with addressing invasive species problems not already listed'.82 In the opinion of 
the Invasive Species Council, the listing of novel biota in general as a key threatening 
process means that specific invasive species that would otherwise qualify as key 
threatening processes are no longer being listed because they are considered to be 
already covered by the general listing. 
5.94 In response to questioning on this issue, Mr Oxley from the Department of the 
Environment told the committee that although the department has responsibility for 
the 'development, review and to some extent, the implementation of threat abatement 
plans': 

…we have limited capability and resources allocated to the Department of 
the Environment for implementation of threat abatement plans…there is no 
substantive program of investment in the implementation of threat 
abatement plans at the Commonwealth level…we have limited resources 
and we direct it to dealing with the threats of highest importance. The 
primary area of importance of us at the moment is the development of the 
curiosity bait to deal with feral cats.83 

5.95 Mr Oxley noted that the department does work with other parties to try to 
facilitate the implementation of threat abatement plans, and also that one of the roles 
of the Threatened Species Commissioner is to work with a range of stakeholders to try 
to 'leverage more implementation action' in relation to the plans.84 

80  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 10. 

81  Dr Lori Lach, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 60. 

82  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 51. 

83  Mr Stephen Oxley, First Assistant Secretary, Wildlife Heritage and Marine Division, 
Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 24. 

84  Mr Stephen Oxley, First Assistant Secretary, Wildlife Heritage and Marine Division, 
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Scientific expertise and research capacity 
5.96 Many submitters and witnesses emphasised the need to provide greater levels 
of support to scientists and experts working in fields relevant to environmental 
biosecurity. Evidence presented to the committee suggests the availability and 
effective utilisation of scientific expertise is central to maintaining Australia's 
environmental biosecurity preparedness. The main concerns regarding scientific 
expertise and research capacity raised during the inquiry are discussed below. 

Funding 
5.97 The committee heard evidence from the Plant Biosecurity CRC and the 
Invasive Animals CRC that the provision of funding through competitive grants 
processes means that it is very difficult to maintain continuity of research projects and 
to plan long-term projects. Both CRCs stated that they had not been consulted about 
plans announced by the Minister for Industry to roll CRCs into proposed new industry 
growth centres.85 
5.98 Mr Andreas Glanznig of the Invasive Animals CRC emphasised that the lack 
of permanent funding for research in this area does not accord with the strategic 
importance of biosecurity: 

One of the key points that I would make in terms of institutional 
arrangements is that, as a CRC, we are ad hoc, and we are time-bound. We 
are also, I suppose, very fortunate that both we and the Plant Biosecurity 
CRC put in very strong bids, but it was a very competitive round. We may 
not have got up, and what would that have meant for incursions and 
innovation capability? There is a real strategic risk, if you are looking at it 
from a national point of view. And that does beg the question about what 
permanent arrangements can be put in place to ensure ongoing innovation, 
and also nationally-coordinated surveillance and eradication efforts.86 

5.99 This position was supported by Dr William Roberts of the Plant Biosecurity 
CRC: 

…the Plant Biosecurity CRC folds, in a formal sense, in the middle of 
2018. So we are about 2½ years into a six-year program. When it folds—
obviously we are looking at what the future beyond mid-2018 is, but there 
is absolutely no certainty. The climate does not look very favourable for 
research at the moment in Australia, just generally. It has declined for many 
years, over many different administrations, I might say. And there is no 
really long-term commitment that we can see anywhere in this area. It is 
very ad hoc.87 

85  Mr Andreas Glanznig, Chief Executive Officer, Invasive Animals CRC, and Dr William 
Roberts, Principal Scientist, Plant Biosecurity CRC, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, 
pp 9–10.  

86  Mr Andreas Glanznig, Chief Executive Officer, Invasive Animals CRC, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 9.  
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5.100 Several submitters stated that the discontinuation of the Weeds CRC had 
substantially reduced the research focus on environmental weeds. The Council of 
Australasian Weed Societies stated: 

That is one of the areas of huge concern for CAWS. The level of research, 
funding and activity in environmental weeds has been declining over the 
years to the point where it is not non-existent but just so small that it is 
insignificant, particularly with the loss of Weeds CRC.88 

5.101 The Invasive Species Council also stated that the 'research situation for 
environmental priorities has worsened since the demise of the Weeds CRC'.89 
5.102 The Australian Museum, which possesses biosecurity capabilities in 
diagnostics and detection, similarly argued that research capacity at the state level was 
declining due to a lack of funding, which in turn reduces opportunities for training 
students to maintain current levels of expertise in the future: 

The capacity is probably declining at the moment. We have seen major 
losses of staff expertise…The Australian Museum has lost 50 per cent of its 
researchers over the last nine years. We really need to think about 
improving the funding. I realise this is a state responsibility at the moment, 
but Australia's biodiversity is not the sole responsibility of the state. It has 
to be a federal matter. So, yes, it is a major problem. If we were at least to 
be paid to do some of this there is the potential therefore to support students 
and to develop and mentor the next generation of systematists as some of us 
get a little older and think about retiring.90 

5.103 Professor David Guest, University of Sydney, submitted that underfunding of 
scientific research capacity in the biosecurity area is particularly concerning given the 
nature of Australia's free trade obligations under the SPS Agreement. Professor Guest 
stated that, in effect, a lack of published scientific research on a potential pest leads 
not to its exclusion, but to allowing its entry: 

"Science-based" means that only published scientific evidence can be used 
in the pest risk analysis. Only organisms studied and known to damage 
Australian plants and environments can be considered. As published studies 
on the impact of exotic pests and diseases on the vast inventory of 
Australian native plants and environments can only be undertaken after an 
incursion has already occurred, the current pest risk analysis methodology 
must conclude, for lack of published evidence, that there is no potential 
impact. Ironically, this assessment is based on the absence of science. In 
almost every field of science, medicine and engineering however, the 
absence of scientific data invokes a "precautionary principle" that requires 
extrapolations from current, albeit imperfect, knowledge to infer that a risk 
might exist and should be avoided. 

88  Ms Anna-Marie Penna, Vice-President, Council of Australasian Weed Societies, Committee 
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While the SPS does include a "precautionary principle" that allows 
temporary restrictions on trade to facilitate scientific studies where such 
uncertainty exists, the chronic underinvestment in funding and capacity in 
science and quarantine means the capacity to conduct rigorous studies in 
the very short time allowed does not exist.91 

5.104 This view contrasts with that put by the Ms Mellor of the Department of 
Agriculture on the relationship between free trade imperatives and biosecurity. She 
stated:  

We do not feel any pressure to take our foot off the very conservative 
approach we have to biosecurity by virtue of the negotiation of a free trade 
agreement. What it certainly does is open the door for dialogue between 
two countries about priorities; then we get on with the job of assessing the 
risk.92 

5.105 This position was also put in the submission of the departments of agriculture 
and the environment, which emphasised: 

…free trade agreements do not override Australia's rights and obligations 
under the SPS Agreement to protect human, animal and plant life or health. 
Australia's bilateral and regional free trade agreements therefore reflect 
these rights and obligations to ensure that biosecurity risks can continue to 
be effectively managed, and often include formal consultations on sanitary 
and phytosanitary issues.93 

5.106 The CSIRO stated in evidence that it considers Australia's research capacity in 
environmental biosecurity is quite strong; however, it noted there are barriers to 
involving this capacity in the implementation of environmental biosecurity: 

We think the science underpinning biosecurity—particularly environmental 
biosecurity—is pretty good, pretty sound and strongly developed in 
Australia. We believe Australia is one of the leading countries in terms of 
science capacity, but there is fairly little capacity for that science to be 
involved in the implementation of environmental biosecurity.94 

5.107 In general, the CSIRO expressed the view that Australia does not lack 
scientific knowledge on how to respond to invasive species, rather it is a question of 
how willing governments are to devote resources to implementing effective 
biosecurity measures based on this knowledge.95 

91  Professor David Guest, University of Sydney, Submission 43, p. 2. 

92  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 27. 

93  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 9. 
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5.108 The CSIRO noted that Australia had once led the world in developing highly 
targeted, biologically based agents to suppress established pest populations but that 
capacity in this field now stood at a quarter of what it was 20 years ago.96 
5.109 The committee notes the concerning discussion of the decline in biosecurity 
expertise in Australia in recent times contained in the CSIRO's Australia's Biosecurity 
Future report. The report states: 

Another major concern for Australia is the loss of biosecurity-specific 
human resources. These declines are occurring broadly across the 
biosecurity landscape, reducing our overall pest and disease response 
capability. For example, there have been major declines in taxonomists (an 
important part of diagnostics), with estimates that 50 per cent of Australia's 
diagnostics capability will be lost by 2028. 

In addition, many experienced staff in fields such as epidemiology and 
entomology are approaching retirement, with a lack of younger people 
available to take their place and meet immediate needs. A 2012 survey, 
commissioned by the Australasian Plant Pathology Society and the 
Australian Entomological Society, identified that the number of plant 
pathologists and entomologists in the over 55 age bracket had increased 
since 2006, alongside a decline in numbers in the under 35 age brackets. 
The study highlighted that to maintain the status quo, 50 per cent of current 
capacity in these areas will require replacement within 15 years.97 

5.110 This CSIRO report also echoes concerns mentioned above that overall 
funding levels for biosecurity are too low, despite a significant boost in expenditure 
following the Beale review in 2008, and that the manner in which funding is delivered 
to research bodies is further hindering their work: 

…it is clear that funding cycles are often short-term, creating a mismatch 
between research efforts and biosecurity challenges, which are often 
experienced over a longer timeframe.98 

5.111 The committee discussed recent funding cuts to the CSIRO and how this had 
affected its ability to contribute to biosecurity activities. Dr Sheppard stated that a 
recent restructure had led to the establishment of nine research flagships, one of which 
is the biosecurity flagship, and that this reflected the fact that biosecurity is viewed as 
an extremely important research area. However, he also acknowledged that its ability 
to address environmental biosecurity is restricted by the funding sources the CSIRO 
relies on: 

…as a collaborative and cooperative research body which tends to do the 
majority of its research through co-investment with clients of all 
backgrounds, our capacity to do research is very limited by what the market 

96  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 3. 

97  CSIRO, Australia's Biosecurity Future: preparing for future biological challenges, 2014, p. 44. 

98  CSIRO, Australia's Biosecurity Future: preparing for future biological challenges, 2014, p. 45. 
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is interested in supporting. Certain aspects of environmental biosecurity 
have effectively been in decline over recent years as a result of that.99 

5.112 The Department of Agriculture submitted that it 'maintains a strong scientific 
capability, with many officers having tertiary science qualifications, to underpin 
evidence-based policy development, decision-making and service delivery across all 
areas of the department'. It also noted that ABARES provides 'biophysical, economic 
and social research, modelling and analysis across the animal, plant and marine 
spectrum'.100 
5.113 The Department of Agriculture also noted that it seeks external scientific 
advice where required and cited the Centre of Excellence for Biosecurity Risk 
Assessment (CEBRA), established at the University of Melbourne via an agreement 
with the Department of Agriculture and the New Zealand Ministry for Primary 
Industries, as an important source of external expertise. It is currently intended that 
CEBRA will operate until 30 June 2017.101 
Utilisation of existing expertise 
5.114 The committee heard evidence that, in addition to the funding uncertainty for 
research in this area, existing expertise has not been fully utilised. The Australian 
Museum submitted that the taxonomic expertise that currently exists in Australia's 
natural history museums, while employed in an ad hoc manner in the biosecurity 
system, could be better utilised: 

…we wanted to emphasise the importance of accurate identification of 
invasive species. That is especially where the expertise of the museum and 
other state museums and state herbaria lie. Where we do a significant 
amount of what is called taxonomic research—which is related to 
identifying species, describing species, discovering biodiversity—and when 
we are dealing with invasive species, there really is nothing more important 
than actually knowing what you are dealing with. The identifications must 
be correct. We wanted to emphasise the role that these state institutions 
need to be playing in the biosecurity framework of Australia. At the 
moment we feel that although the roles of museums are recognised, there is 
nothing formal in place to ensure that the expertise is brought into play at 
the right time.102 

5.115 The importance of involving taxonomic expertise more heavily in the 
biosecurity system was emphasised by several examples in the submission and 

99  Dr Andy Sheppard, Research Director, CSIRO Biosecurity Flagship, Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2014, p. 17. 

100  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 25. 

101  University of Melbourne, 'Centre of Excellence for Biosecurity Risk Analysis', (accessed 
9 January 2015) http://cebra.unimelb.edu.au/about; Department of Agriculture and Department 
of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 25. 

102  Dr Shane Ahyong, Senior Research Scientist, Manager Marine Invertebrates, Australian 
Museum, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 38. Also see Australian Museum, 
Submission 36, p. 6. 
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evidence provided by the Australian Museum. For example, the museum submitted 
that the sweet potato flea beetle was overlooked in Australia for 15 years due to 
misidentification.103 
5.116 The museum also expressed concerns about the quality of priority species lists 
and stated that the priority marine species list identified for the Species biofouling risk 
assessment report contains, in their view, species that are known not to be invasive 
anywhere in the world and, conversely, does not contain some known high-risk 
species.104 
5.117 Dr Shane Ayhong of the Australian Museum cited the example of the Marine 
Invasives Taxonomic Service, a centralised system in New Zealand, under which 
relevant experts had been identified and placed on a retainer so that they could be 
called on to make identifications quickly: 

It was a centralised identification service for all marine biosecurity samples 
that were collected around the country. That was coordinated through my 
office. What would happen is every sample that was collected for any 
biosecurity project would come to me at the Marine Invasive Taxonomic 
Service. It would then be inventoried and receive a tracking number. There 
would be chains of evidence et cetera. I would then distribute those samples 
to the appropriate expert, who would be on retainer to turn around that 
sample in a particular time frame. There were different classes of urgency. 
Those identifications were centralised. I could send samples to an expert 
and get the identification back very quickly. That would then be entered 
into the database, the data would become available, the appropriate 
authorities would be notified and the process would continue. That worked 
very well. 

Admittedly, it is a much smaller scale in New Zealand. But the scale of 
samples that we processed was 40,000 in about two years. That is a very 
high rate of turnover. That was because it was a coordinated, centralised 
service. All of the experts were not on site with me, but I knew who they 
were and I had them on retainer. They were contracted to turn the samples 
around when I got them. If there was a ship coming into port from the 
subantarctic islands and there was a potential biosecurity issue, we would 
send someone up there to take a sample and identify it quickly. We had a 
way of doing that.105 

5.118 This system cost $4 million over four years to operate in New Zealand. The 
Australian Museum submitted that a similar system could be implemented in Australia 
under the Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity and would speed up 
identification processes, make better use of existing expertise and avoid duplication of 

103  Australian Museum, Submission 36, p. 6. 

104  Australian Museum, Submission 36, pp 3–4; Also see discussion of the island apple snail by 
Dr Donald Colgan, Principal Research Scientist, Group Head Malacology, Australian Museum 
Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 40. 

105  Dr Shane Ahyong, Senior Research Scientist, Manager Marine Invertebrates, Australian 
Museum, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 39. 
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work between states.106 As noted by the Australian Museum, such a system would fall 
under the following priority reform area already included in schedule 4 of the 
Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity: 

Establish and adopt a framework for funding and managing nationally 
collaborative surveillance and diagnostic activities, including the 
development and consolidation of infrastructure and capacity.107 

5.119 A further example of where expertise might be better utilised was provided by 
Dr Kirsten Parris and Professor Michael McCarthy of the University of Melbourne. 
They reported that they had been called on by the Victorian Department of Primary 
Industries to provide expert advice several times for responses to possible incursions 
of the Asian black-spined toad. In their view, response times are being slowed because 
expert advice is sought on an ad hoc basis, rather than being consolidated into an 
environmental pest response plan equivalent to those in place for the agriculture and 
marine sectors: 

On both these occasions, it appeared that the agency had no access to 
guidelines regarding the best way to respond to an incursion of the Asian 
black‐spined toad. This has important implications for the timeliness and 
adequacy of any response to an incursion. It also relies on the availability of 
experts to provide timely and appropriate assistance on a case‐by‐case 
basis. Importantly, such case‐by‐case assessment takes time that would be 
better spent on actually managing the incursion.108 

5.120 The CSIRO noted that it had led the development of a National Environment 
and Community Biosecurity Research Development and Extension Strategy 
(NECBRDES) as part of the National Biosecurity Research Development and 
Extension Framework under Schedule 8 of the Intergovernmental Agreement on 
Biosecurity. This strategy remains at the consultation phase and has not yet been 
submitted to the National Biosecurity Committee.109 
5.121 The CSIRO stated that this draft strategy: 

…fully recognises the opportunity for improved national coordination and 
responsibility, the need for increased investment in environmental 
biosecurity, industry relevance to support this development and a need to 
address this. The draft strategy also includes all the relevant RD&E priority 
areas relevant for this Senate Inquiry including: risk analysis and decision 
making; detection, diagnosis and surveillance; management methods and 
strategies; and stakeholder engagement.110 

106  Australian Museum, Submission 36, p. 6. 

107  Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity, 2012, p. 23 

108  Dr Kirsten Parris and Professor Michael McCarthy, Submission 75, p. 3. 

109  CSIRO, Submission 48, pp 3-4. 

110  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 4. 
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Climate change and biosecurity risk research 
5.122 Climate change is likely to increase the impacts of invasive species on 
biodiversity.111 Climate change is also likely to increase the potential for weed and 
pest invasions, and change the risk profiles of introduced species.112 
5.123 In light of this relationship between climate change and invasive species, 
many submitters emphasised the need to devote greater scientific resources to 
examining how climate change will alter the nature of environmental biosecurity 
threats to Australia. For example, the CSIRO submitted: 

The potential for future impacts of existing and future incursions is, in 
many cases, going to be significantly impacted by global change drivers, 
i.e. climate change, land use change (including clearing) and changed 
disturbance regimes (e.g. fire). For example, a major biodiversity 
management response for adaptation to climate change is to improve 
landscape connectivity, but this also presents a significant opportunity for 
increased invasive species invasion and climate change itself will lead to 
some species migration along climate gradients. Novel ecosystems are 
already a reality in the Australian environment, and these will only become 
more common with climate change. New species assemblages, due to 
changed distributions of both alien and native species, will require 
revisiting management options. Global change drivers may result in 
considerable change to our current biosecurity risk profiles, where currently 
low risk and low threat issues become greater risks in the future.113 

5.124 The committee notes the suggestion in the CSIRO's recent Australia's 
Biosecurity Futures report that advances in genetics may soon be able to improve the 
process of identification, despite the decline in taxonomic expertise Australia is 
experiencing: 

…genetics may help to enhance taxonomy in the face of declining 
specialists. DNA barcoding, for example, involves reading a short DNA 
sequence from a genetic sample, recording this sequence in a public 
database, and then comparing it against all other samples to understand how 
closely related two organisms are. It provides a more objective analysis 
than just recording the results of a single study that classifies a particular 
specimen, and the data remains useful over time such as when species are 
reclassified or previous taxonomies are questioned. DNA barcoding may 
prove to be extremely valuable as it reduces the cost of species 
identification while at the same time improving the quality and distribution 
of taxonomic information.114 

111  Australia state of the environment report 2011, p. 639; Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a 
working partnership, September 2008, p. xiii. 

112  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p. 3. 

113  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 6. 

114  CSIRO, Australia's Biosecurity Future: preparing for future biological challenges, 2014, p. 48. 
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5.125 The Plant Biosecurity CRC reported that it had conducted some research into 
the effects of climate change on plant biosecurity, but that its focus had primarily been 
on agricultural pests, which nevertheless may have applications in environmental 
biosecurity.115 
5.126 The Invasive Animals CRC emphasised the need to address risks posed by 
more frequent extreme weather events, such as cyclones: 

Through CSIRO we have a significant climate change adaptation project. 
There is obviously a lot of additional complexity. As a policy response, I 
think generally it would again be around trying to reduce propagule 
pressure and the risk of establishment through phasing out the high-risk 
species. Particularly to respond to the increased risk of extreme weather 
events, it is focusing on high-risk point-source invasions. We know that, 
from increased cyclonic activity, they can impact on some of the private 
zoos and the like. It is trying to make sure that they are secure to those 
extreme events. Similarly down south, it is looking at trying to minimise 
those types of point-source risks. They would be game parks and the like.116 

5.127 The WTMA also stated that climate change would increase the vulnerability 
of the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area and that risk assessments must be updated to 
account for changing climatic conditions: 

It is important to note that climate change is considered as an important 
driver of increased vulnerability to pest invasion and changing risk profiles 
of introduced species. Climate change will significantly increase the 
potential for weed and pest invasions in the Wet Tropics and decrease the 
resilience of Wet Tropics ecosystems. These changes will render many 
current and past assessments inadequate. There is an urgent need to update 
risk assessments to better account for how future climate will affect the 
invasive potential of introduced species. These should include modelling of 
suitable habitat for invasive weeds and consideration of disruption to 
ecosystem function, changes to weather and rainfall patterns, and the 
potential for more intense cyclones and more severe droughts.117 

5.128 Ms Anne-Marie Penna, Vice President of the Council of Australian Weeds 
Societies, stated that climate change makes modelling the impact of invasive species 
much more difficult: 

…one of the problems with that modelling is that you are looking at how 
things change based on changes to climate—but there are a whole lot of 
interactions in the native systems that we do not understand, because there 
just is not enough knowledge. Once you get changing plant communities, 

115  Dr Sophie Peterson, Research Coordinator, Plant Biosecurity CRC, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 13. 

116  Mr Andreas Glanznig, Chief Executive Officer, Invasive Animals CRC, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 13. 

117  Wet Tropics Management Authority, Submission 23, p 3; also see comments by the Wet 
Tropics Management Authority on the effect of cyclones at Committee Hansard, 31 October 
2014, p. 19. 
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you have an opening niche that something can potentially take a foothold 
in. You always end up with the unexpected, such as things like arum lily—a 
wetland species that has taken a foothold in coastal areas. You are always 
going to get surprises, unfortunately. Again that gets back to the fact that 
we do not really do a lot of research, or enough research, into native 
ecosystems as a whole—and certainly not into environmental weeds.118 

5.129 The departments of agriculture and the environment noted in their submission 
that ABARES has developed several modelling applications which can be combined 
to 'model the potential distribution of exotic pests, based on climatic and 
ecological/landscape factors'. The submission does not state whether these 
applications can be used to model how climate change might influence the potential 
impact of invasive species.119 

Conclusion 
5.130 Given the limited resources available to the Commonwealth, state and 
territory agencies tasked with protecting Australia's biosecurity, submitters and 
witnesses agreed that it is important to employ a risk-based approach to prioritising 
incursion pathways and invasive species. However, evidence presented to the 
committee suggests there are pathways and industries that currently pose a significant 
threat to Australia's environmental biosecurity and that these areas require more 
intensive surveillance and tighter regulation. Examples of such pathways and 
industries include: mail, cargo, the horticulture industry and the live animal trade. 
5.131 The committee also received evidence that suggests the effective operation of 
Australia's risk-based biosecurity system is threatened by a lack of resources, both 
within the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Environment, and 
within scientific bodies active in the biosecurity area, such as the CSIRO, the Plant 
Biosecurity CRC, the Invasive Animal CRC and Australia's natural history museums. 

118  Ms Anne-Marie Penna, Vice-President of the Council of Australasian Weeds Societies 
(CAWS), Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 24. 

119  Departments of Agriculture and the Environment, Submission 59, p. 26. 

 

                                              



  

Chapter 6 
Marine, freshwater and island environmental biosecurity 

issues 
6.1 This chapter considers some specific environmental biosecurity issues that 
were raised during the committee's inquiry relating to marine and freshwater aquatic 
biosecurity, and the biosecurity of islands. 
6.2 This chapter also considers proposed alterations to the governance of marine 
biosecurity contained in the Biosecurity Bill 2014. 

Marine biosecurity 
6.3 The recent CSIRO report, Australia's Biosecurity Future, outlined the current 
marine biosecurity environment: 

The invasion of marine ecosystems by non-indigenous species continues to 
increase and the control and eradication of invasive marine species is both 
technically and financially difficult. Each year, more than 11,000 vessels 
from 600 overseas ports visit Australia’s 65 major ports. Globally, it is 
estimated that more than 3,000 organisms are transported in ballast water 
every day. Of these, 494 species are known to be established in Australian 
waters, including 156 that are native, 129 that are non-native and 209 that 
are of unknown origin. However, it is likely that as few as five to eight of 
these pests are of real concern.1 

6.4 The Department of Agriculture stated that Australia has over 250 introduced 
marine species and that, although most of these species have little impact, 'some, 
including several crabs, mussels, seastars and seaweeds, have become aggressive pests 
in some locations.'2 
6.5 Several submitters and witnesses identified biosecurity in the marine 
environment as an issue of concern.3 The Invasive Species Council cited information 
from the Department of Agriculture: 

Invasive species are major threats to Australia's marine biodiversity. 
Australian waters already have an estimated 250 introduced species, 
another 230 cryptogenic species (whose origins are uncertain but are 
considered likely to be exotic) and 6 native species dispersed beyond their 

1  CSIRO, Australia's Biosecurity Future: preparing for future biological challenges, 2014, p. 65, 
(accessed 12 January 2015) http://www.csiro.au/Organisation-Structure/Flagships/Biosecurity-
Flagship/Biosecurity-Futures-Report.aspx  

2  Department of Agriculture, 'Marine Pests', (accessed 12 January 2015), 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/natural-resources/invasive/invasive_marine_species  

3  See, for example, Dr Judy Fisher, Theme Leader, Ecosystems and Invasive Species, IUCN 
Commission on Ecosystem Management, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, pp 6, 7; Ports 
Australia, Submission 42; Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, pp 73–75. 
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native range. It is estimated that an additional average 3 to 4 species 
establish in Australian waters each year.4 

6.6 CSIRO submitted that it undertook a prioritisation of marine pests in 2005 and 
the resultant invasion database included: 

1582 marine and estuarine species that have been transported by human-
mediated activities or have human-mediated invasion histories around the 
world. 207 of these species do not have a known invasion history but have 
been reported in either ballast water (128), hull fouling (50) samples, or on 
another vector (29). 494 of the species are known to be established in 
Australian waters of which: 156 are native; 129 are non-native; and 209 are 
cryptogenic. Almost 300 of the species in the database are known to be 
absent from Australian waters, whereas the establishment status in Australia 
of the remaining 789 species is uncertain.5 

6.7 Submitters pointed out that, with increases in shipping, the risk of marine 
invasions also rises.6 
6.8 Mr Michael McMullan, Acting Director-General of the Western Australian 
Department of Fisheries, told the committee that containment of aquatic pests and 
diseases is 'highly problematic' as they are often found in open systems and that: 

To have any chance of preventing establishment, aquatic pest or disease 
incursions must be dealt with at the earliest stages of arrival. Indeed, to 
date, there has been no successful eradication of an established marine pest 
anywhere in the world.7 

Coordination and consultation in relation to marine biosecurity 
6.9 In 2005, the Australian, state and Northern Territory Governments agreed to 
develop, implement and maintain a National System for the Prevention and 
Management of Marine Pest Incursions (National Marine Pest System). The Marine 
Pest Sectoral Committee (MPSC) is responsible for the development, implementation 
and review of the National System.8 The Committee's membership is as follows: 

…two representatives from the Australian Government and one government 
representative from each state and the Northern Territory. Members come 

4  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 73. 

5  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 8. 

6  See, for example, Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 73; Dr Judy Fisher, Theme 
Leader, Ecosystems and Invasive Species, IUCN Commission on Ecosystem Management, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 6. 

7  Mr Michael McMullan, Acting Director-General, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 26; see also Department of Fisheries, Western 
Australia, Background information, provided 8 October 2014. 

8  Australian Government, National System for the Prevention and Management of Marine Pest 
Incursions , www.marinepests.gov.au (accessed 22 October 2014); see also Shipping Australia, 
Submission 9, p. 2; Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, 
Western Australia, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 31. 
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from the agency with responsibility for marine pest issues within each 
jurisdiction but bring a whole of government position to MPSC discussions.  

The committee has three observers based on technical/scientific expertise. 
New Zealand is a standing observer on MPSC.9 

6.10 Prevention measures under the National Marine Pest System are focused on 
managing risks in three distinct areas: ballast water; biofouling; and the aquarium 
trade. 
6.11 With regard to the National Marine Pest System, Ports Australia submitted 
that engagement with both industry and environment groups is limited: 

Notwithstanding the policies and guidelines put in place for marine pests by 
the Commonwealth, engagement with the shipping and ports industries is 
somewhat perfunctory. The Marine Pest Sectoral Committee (MPSC) is the 
body responsible for the national system and is comprised of 
representatives from the Australian Government, each state government and 
the Northern Territory. Industry and environment groups have been 
sidelined into an “industry consultation group”.10 

6.12 Ports Australia also noted that marine pest incursions are managed under the 
NEBRA, which it submitted has 'fairly weak wording', has not been legislated and 
'therefore has no teeth' and is 'fairly easy to circumvent'.11 
6.13 The committee also received evidence arguing that, despite the existence of 
the National Marine Pest System, there is still considerable inconsistency across 
Australian jurisdictions in the approach to marine pests. For example, Shipping 
Australia expressed concern about the differences in marine biosecurity regulation, 
policy and procedures between jurisdictions around Australia. Shipping Australia 
submitted that: 

These differences complicate effective and efficient marine biosecurity 
management, particularly in association with commercial shipping 
activities. Biosecurity legislation must be synchronized across Australia to 
ensure consistency of approach, it is unreasonable for a Master of an 
international vessel calling in a number of States to be au fait with the 
variances in regulations and reporting requirements for each port. Shipping 
is international and Australia must follow international conventions. 
Duplicate and overlapping State and Federal legislation which adds costs 
and dissuades commercial shipping is detrimental to Australia and must be 
avoided.12 

9  Department of Agriculture, 'Marine Pest Sectoral Committee', 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/animal-plant-health/pests-diseases-weeds/marine-pests/mp-sect-
committee (accessed 12 January 2015). 

10  Ports Australia, Submission 42, p. 1. 

11  Ports Australia, Submission 42, p. 2. 

12  Shipping Australia, Submission 9, p. 3. 
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6.14 Ms Victoria Aitken, from the WA Department of Fisheries, told the 
committee that there is 'great inconsistency between the states on how much they do', 
citing port monitoring (which is discussed further below) as a key example of this 
inconsistency.13 
6.15 In addition to concerns about a lack of consistency between the states, the 
committee also received evidence expressing concern about the management of 
marine biosecurity within some states. For example, the Victorian National Parks 
Association described the coordination between environment and primary industry 
agencies in relation to marine biosecurity as 'poor'.14 The Victorian Auditor-General 
conducted an audit of Victoria's 30 marine protected areas in 2011 and found 
significant shortcomings, a finding that echoed the results of an earlier audit of the 
management of invasive plants and animals in Victoria's Parks. The Auditor-General 
stated: 

Parks Victoria cannot show that marine biodiversity is being protected or 
that the related management obligations of applying resources as intended 
are being discharged. Little environmental management activity is evident 
across its [marine protected areas].  

In common with our 2010 performance audit, Control of Invasive Plants 
and Animals in Victoria’s Parks, this audit points to systemic weaknesses 
with planning, program management and resource allocation that should be 
addressed.15 

Priority Marine Pests 
6.16 The departments of agriculture and the environment advised that the Marine 
Pest Sectoral Committee is 'currently developing criteria for the Australian Priority 
Marine Pests List which will include species assessed as having a nationally 
significant impact if they were to become established in the Australian marine 
environment'. The departments noted that this assessment will: 

…consider the outcomes of a review of the Consultative Committee on 
Introduced Marine Pests' Environmental Biosecurity Trigger List against 
the national significance criteria set out in the National Environmental 
Biosecurity Response Agreement, which was commissioned by the 
department and undertaken by CSIRO.16 

6.17 As discussed in the previous chapter, the Australian Museum expressed 
concern about the quality of the marine priority species list contained in the Species 

13  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 28. 

14  VNPA, Submission 66, p. 3. 

15  Victorian Auditor-General, Environmental Management of Marine Protected Areas, March 
2011, p. vii, http://www.audit.vic.gov.au/publications/2010-11/20110302-Marine.pdf (accessed 
12 January 2015). 

16  See, for example, Departments of Agriculture and the Environment, Submission 59, pp 27–28. 
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biofouling risk assessment report, which in its view contained some non-invasive 
species and did not contain several highly invasive species.17 
6.18 The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority identified the Asian green 
mussel (Perna viridis) as an issue of concern for marine biodiversity in the Great 
Barrier Reef region, and noted that it has been detected four times in the region since 
2002.18 
6.19 Other high-priority marine pests and diseases not yet established in Australia 
that were identified in evidence to the committee included Asian green mussels; White 
colonial ascidian Didemnum perlucidum;19 and the island apple snail20.  
6.20 The Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association emphasised that, in the case of 
aquaculture, the health of the environment is essential to the success of the industry. 
Environmental and industry biosecurity are therefore, in their view, very closely 
related concerns. The association identified the introduction via ballast water of toxic 
dinoflagellates as a significant threat both to the environment and to aquaculture in 
coastal marine waters and estuaries.21 

Key pathways 
6.21 The committee received evidence that two of the key pathways for exotic 
marine species are from the accumulation of pests attached to vessel hulls 
('biofouling') or through water carried in vessels to maintain their stability (ballast 
water).22 Other pathways identified included the ornamental fish trade, aquaculture, 
the food trade and recreational fishing.23 
6.22 Ballast water and biofouling are discussed further below. The ornamental fish 
trade is discussed further in the section on freshwater biosecurity below. 

17  Australian Museum, Submission 36, pp. 3–4; Also see discussion of the island apple snail by 
Dr Donald Colgan, Principal Research Scientist, Group Head Malacology, Australian Museum, 
Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 40. 

18  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 2. 

19  Mr Michael McMullan, Acting Director-General, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 26; see also GBRMPA, Submission 19, p. 2. 

20  Dr Donald Colgan, Principal Research Scientist, Group Head Malacology, Australian Museum 
Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 40. 

21  Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association, Submission 21, p. 2. 

22  See, for example, CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 7; Departments of Agriculture and the 
Environment, Submission 59, p. 27; Mr Michael McMullan, Acting Director-General, 
Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 26; 
Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, pp 73–74.  

23  Mr Michael McMullan, Acting Director-General, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 26; see also Department of Fisheries, Western 
Australia, Background information, provided 8 October 2014, p. 2. 
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Ballast water 
6.23 As noted above, 'ballast water' is water taken up and used to stabilise ships. 
The Australian Maritime Safety Authority explained that: 

The discharge of ballast water from ships is recognised as a significant 
biosecurity risk and has resulted in the spread of invasive marine species 
and pathogens around the world.24 

6.24 The Australian Government introduced mandatory Australian Ballast Water 
Requirements in 2001 to 'reduce the risk of introducing harmful aquatic organisms 
into Australia's marine environment through ballast water from international vessels.' 
These requirements are implemented under the Quarantine Act and administered by 
the Department of Agriculture. They require vessels to exchange ballast water at sea 
prior to entering Australian waters.25 
6.25 Australia signed the International Convention for the Control and 
Management of Ships' Ballast Water and Sediments (Ballast Water Convention) in 
2005. AMSA submitted that the Ballast Water Convention 'aims to minimise the 
biosecurity risk associated with ballast water by providing uniform international 
control and management arrangements for the shipping industry'.26 The Australian 
Ballast Water Requirements discussed above are consistent with the Ballast Water 
Convention.27 
6.26 At the time of writing, the Convention had not yet entered into force, but 
AMSA suggested that it is likely to be ratified in 2015 and 'implemented globally 
during 2016'. AMSA explained that: 

Ratification and implementation of the Ballast Water Convention will 
significantly strengthen Australia's arrangements to prevent the entry and 
establishment of invasive marine species and pathogens. While there have 
been mandatory arrangements in place in Australia since 2001, the Ballast 
Water Convention will require ships to treat ballast water using methods 
that are considerably more effective at reducing biosecurity risk than the 
methods that are currently accepted by the Australian Government.28 

24  AMSA, Submission 37, p. 1. 

25  Department of Agriculture, Australian Ballast Water Requirements, Version 5, 5 September 
2013, p. 3, 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/aqis/airvesselmilitary/vessels/ballast/b
allast-water-mgmt-requirements-v5.pdf (accessed 12 January 2015). 

26  AMSA, Submission 37, p. 1. See further IMO, BWM Convention, 
http://www.imo.org/OurWork/Environment/BallastWaterManagement/Pages/BWMConvention
.aspx (accessed 29 October 2014). 

27  Department of Agriculture, Australian Ballast Water Requirements, Version 5, 5 September 
2013, p. 3, 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/aqis/airvesselmilitary/vessels/ballast/b
allast-water-mgmt-requirements-v5.pdf (accessed 12 January 2015). 

28  AMSA, Submission 37, pp 1–2. 
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6.27 Shipping Australia submitted that 'the increased controls on ballast water and 
hull fouling being introduced by the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) will 
further enhance the protection of marine environments'.29 
6.28 Victoria currently also has a ballast water regime governing ships entering 
Victorian ports from other Australian ports. These ships are required to comply with 
the following Victorian legislation: Waste Management Policy (Ships' Ballast Water) 
and Environment Protection (Ships' Ballast Water) Regulations 2006.30 
6.29 The committee notes that the Beale review recommended that the 
Commonwealth 'extend its legislative reach to cover the field with respect to 
international and domestic ballast water regulation'.31 Some submitters and witnesses 
noted that, in response to the Beale review, the Biosecurity Bill 2012 contained a 
chapter regulating ballast water management.32 The Invasive Species Council 
endorsed this approach, but noted that many details of the proposed regime were to be 
contained in regulations or decisions of the Director of Biosecurity.33 
6.30 Chapter 5 of the Biosecurity Bill 2014 addresses the regulation of ballast 
water and sediment of vessels. The chapter creates a single, Australia-wide ballast 
water and sediment management regime to cover both international and domestic 
vessels. The explanatory memorandum to the bill states that this will 'allow Australia 
to manage risks associated with ballast water and work towards ratification of the 
Ballast Water Convention.'34 
6.31 This chapter of the bill is intended to cover the field with regard to ballast 
water biosecurity, which means that it, if enacted, it will 'operate to exclude any state 
or territory law that purports to deal with ballast water or sediment'. However, state 
and territory laws covering the treatment or disposal of ballast water or sediment after 
it has been removed from a vessel may operate concurrently with this proposed 
legislation.35 
6.32 The chapter creates an offence of discharging ballast water in Australian seas, 
which carries a penalty of up to 2000 penalty units, or $340,000.36 There are a number 
of exceptions to this offence detailed in the bill, including: 

29  Shipping Australia, Submission 9, p. 5. 

30  Environment Protection Authority Victoria, 'Ballast Water', http://www.epa.vic.gov.au/your-
environment/water/ballast-water (accessed 12 January 2015). 

31  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, p. xxxi, 
recommendation 4 and see also pp 21–22. 

32  See, for example, Shipping Australia, Submission 9, p. 4; Invasive Species Council, 
Submission 74, p. 73. 

33  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 73. 

34  Explanatory Memorandum, Biosecurity Bill 2014, p. 12. 

35  Explanatory Memorandum, Biosecurity Bill 2014, p. 198; Biosecurity Bill 2014, clause 265. 

36  Biosecurity Bill 2014, clause 270; note that, under section 4AA of the Crimes Act 1914 (Cth), 
one penalty unit is equal to $170. 
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• the ballast water has been managed for discharge in accordance with an 
approved method of ballast water management; 

• the discharge of ballast water is part of an acceptable ballast water exchange; 
• there has been an approved discharge to a ballast water reception facility; 
• the discharge has been covered by an exemption granted by the Director of 

Biosecurity; 
• the ballast water that was discharged was taken from the same place; and 
• the discharge of ballast water has been necessary for safety of the vessel or 

persons at sea, the discharge was accidental, or if the discharge was for the 
purpose of avoiding or minimising pollution from the vessel.37 

Biofouling 
6.33 As noted above, marine pests can attach themselves to vessels and their 
associated equipment. This process is known as 'hull fouling' or 'biofouling', which is 
the accumulation of aquatic microorganisms, algae, plants and animals on vessel hulls 
and submerged surfaces. Levels of biofouling increase the longer a vessel or structure 
remains submerged in seawater.38 
6.34 The Invasive Species Council submitted that biofouling 'is likely to be the 
dominant cause of marine invasions, potentially responsible for more than two-thirds 
of marine introductions world-wide'.39 Indeed, the Department of Agriculture's 
website states that up to 75 per cent of the marine species introduced into Australian 
waters by vessels are likely to have arrived as biofouling organisms attached to 
vessels.40 Ms Aitken from WA Fisheries described biofouling as 'by far the biggest 
risk for marine biosecurity'.41 
6.35 However, many submitters expressed concern that Australia's approach to 
biofouling is inadequate. For example, the Invasive Species Council expressed 
concern that currently, 'fewer than 1% of arriving vessels are inspected for biofouling' 
and one in four of these inspected vessels have high priority pest species present in 
biofouling.42 

37  See Biosecurity Bill 2014, clauses 271, 276, 277, 279, 282 and 283. 

38  Australian Government, National System for the Prevention and Management of Marine Pest 
Incursions, 'What is marine biofouling'. 
http://www.marinepests.gov.au/marine_pests/Pages/Biofouling-and-marine-pests.aspx 
(accessed 22 October 2014). 

39  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 74. 

40  Department of Agriculture, Biofouling – the threat to Australia, 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/animal-plant-health/pests-diseases-weeds/marine-
pests/biofouling/biofouling-threat (accessed 22 October 2014). 

41  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 28. 

42  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 74. 
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6.36 The Australian Museum similarly pointed to the inadequacy of biofouling 
regulation and submitted that: 

Despite the biosecurity threats posed by vessel biofouling, Australia is yet 
to develop empirically based fouling standards, contrasting strongly with 
New Zealand, for which mature Import Health Standards have existed for 
many years. Moreover, guidelines for Australian domestic shipping exist 
only as voluntary recommendations. Enforceable biofouling standards are 
required…43 

6.37 Ports Australia noted that 'shipping operators have a heightened awareness of 
ballast water management procedure'.44 By contrast, Ports Australia also submitted 
that shipping operators 'remain largely unaware of the issues associated with the 
impacts arising from hull fouling and the potential for incursions of marine pests at 
new locations'.45 
6.38 Submitters and witnesses highlighted the need for a consistent national 
approach to the issue of hull fouling. For example, Ports Australia submitted that there 
is a 'lack of consistent and binding approach to biofouling risk management', and that 
'differences and duplication of management practices within and between jurisdictions 
causes increased costs, time delays, uncertainties and misunderstandings'.46 Ports 
Australia pointed out that: 

…in a number of jurisdictions there has been a distinct lack of engagement 
around hull fouling for a range of vessels operating from international 
locations. Some of the jurisdictions have put in place fragmented legislation 
and regulation which are potentially ineffective. We need consistency in 
policy and guidelines between the jurisdictions. Marine pests know no 
boundaries. It is all too easy for translocations to take place from 
jurisdiction to jurisdiction.47 

6.39 The Invasive Species Council submitted that 'current federal, state and 
territory approaches to biofouling are deficient (mostly non-existent) and 
inconsistent'.48 The Invasive Species Council noted that Western Australia has the 
most stringent requirements, and suggested a national approach should exceed those 
WA standards and 'apply them comprehensively to all vessel types, depending on 
individual and cumulative risks'.49 
6.40 Indeed, the committee received evidence from the WA Department of 
Fisheries of their impressive work in this sphere, including stakeholder engagement 

43  Australian Museum, Submission 36, pp 4–5. 

44  Ports Australia, Submission 42, p. 3. 

45  Ports Australia, Submission 42, p. 3. 

46  Ports Australia, Submission 42, p. 2. 

47  Ports Australia, Submission 42, p. 2. 

48  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 74. 

49  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 74. 
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and a biofouling policy. Ms Aitken advised the committee that they provide clear 
guidance to all their stakeholders as to 'how they can lower the risk of their vessel 
bringing a pest into WA or moving one within WA'. The Western Australian 
department conducted a series of workshops, implemented in-water cleaning 
guidelines and developed a successful app for the public to report potential marine 
pests and diseases, which has resulted in 'thousands of pairs of eyes out there instead 
of just our team'. WA has also developed a vessel risk assessment tool called 'Vessel 
Check'.50 
6.41 Several witnesses and submitters noted that the IMO has endorsed Guidelines 
for control and management of biofouling to minimise the transfer of invasive aquatic 
species.51 The Department of Agriculture advised that these guidelines are being 
implemented in Australia, but did not provide any information as to how this is 
occurring.52 
6.42 In Australia, on 26 June 2013, the COAG Standing Council on Primary 
Industries endorsed the 'Anti-fouling and in-water cleaning guidelines'. These 
guidelines apply to vessels and moveable structures such as oil and other exploration 
rigs, floating dry docks, pontoons, aquaculture installations and navigational 
structures.53 There are also six national biofouling management guidance documents 
for different vessel categories (for example, for recreational vessels, commercial 
fishing vessels and the aquaculture industry).54 
6.43 Under the National Marine Pest System, voluntary biofouling management 
guidelines have also been developed for a range of sectors, providing practical 
maintenance recommendations to help vessel operators manage biofouling.55 In 

50  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 30. 

51  AMSA, Submission 37, p. 2; Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 73; Shipping 
Australia, Submission 9, p. 4. 

52  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No. 3 (received 18 November 2014). 

53  Department of Agriculture, Anti-fouling and in-water cleaning guidelines, 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/animal-plant-health/pests-diseases-weeds/marine-pests/anti-
fouling-and-inwater-cleaning-guidelines (accessed 22 October 2014); see also Shipping 
Australia, Submission 9, p. 3. 

54  Australian Government, National System for the Prevention and Management of Marine Pest 
Incursions, 'Publications', 
http://www.marinepests.gov.au/marine_pests/publications/pages/default.aspx (accessed 
22 October 2014). 

55  Australian Government, 'Marine Pests – Publications', 
http://www.marinepests.gov.au/marine_pests/publications/pages/default.aspx (accessed 
12 January 2015). 
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addition to these national guidelines, Western Australia and the Northern Territory 
also have their own biofouling management arrangements.56 
6.44 However, submitters noted that these are just voluntary guidelines.57 It was 
suggested that a mandatory regulatory regime may be required. For example, the 
Invasive Species Council recommended that the IMO guidelines be adopted in 
Australia, along with a national regulatory approach to biofouling to cover 
international and domestic traffic for all Australian waters.58 The Invasive Species 
Council submitted that: 

All vessels should be required by law to undertake the risk-minimising 
measures specified in the biofouling guidelines specific to different types of 
vessels rather than leave it to voluntary compliance.59 

6.45 The Invasive Species Council noted that the previous Biosecurity Bill 2012 
did not propose a regulatory regime for biofouling, and suggested that this is a 'major 
gap' in biosecurity and environmental law.60  
6.46 Ms Aitken from WA Fisheries similarly identified the lack of biofouling 
legislation as a big issue in marine biosecurity.61 
6.47 The Invasive Species Council recommended a mandatory regulatory regime 
for anti-fouling and submitted that: 

This is justified on environmental and economic grounds due to the high 
likelihood of invasions by this pathway and the serious to catastrophic 
consequences that can result. A voluntary regime will not be sufficient to 
address the risk.62 

A consistent national approach…will be of benefit to business in reducing 
complexity arising from different state standards.63 

6.48 Dr Main, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association 
Limited, and Mr Jungalwalla, Independent Executive Chair, National Aquaculture 
Council, provided the committee with information on biosecurity threats facing the 
aquaculture industry in general, and salmon farming in Tasmania in particular. The 
introduction of pathogens and diseases via imported fish products appears to be the 

56  Australian Government, 'Preventing new pests arriving in Australia', 
http://www.marinepests.gov.au/national-system/how-it-works/Pages/Prevention.aspx (accessed 
12 January 2015). 

57  See, for example, Ports Australia, Submission 42, p. 2. 

58  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 75. 

59  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 74. 

60  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 73. 

61  Mr Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 28. 

62  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 73. 

63  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 73. 
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most significant threat. However, the movement of pests and diseases on equipment 
and ships, both within Australian and from overseas, is also now a pathway of 
significant concern.64 
6.49 Dr Main commented on the increasing threat posed to Tasmanian aquaculture 
by the movement of contaminated ships and equipment: 

That has changed from a minor issue to a major pathway issue. If it is 
barges, the boat may be at a safe distance, but there is still a risk with ships 
coming into that region, the south-east, which is one of the largest growing 
regions for salmonids. That is something that is now raising its head and 
increasing its profile in terms of a pathway. We have a benefit in being 
geographically isolated and that has served us well in terms of keeping the 
industry safe from pests and diseases. But moving forward, as Tasmania 
grows and opportunities are taken in other primary industries, we are going 
to be looking more intently at those pathways and coming up with strategies 
to minimise the risk.65 

6.50 The committee notes that, in relation to biofouling, the Beale review 
recommended that the Commonwealth's legislative reach should be 'restricted to 
international vessels arriving in Australia, with the states and territories responsible 
for domestic biofouling requirements'. The Beale review further recommended that 
the Commonwealth should promote the development of an international convention 
covering biofouling through the International Maritime Organization.66 
6.51 The committee also notes that the Biosecurity Bill 2014 does not address 
biofouling, in contrast to the situation with ballast water regulation described in 
previous section. This bill will therefore not address the concerns outlined above 
regarding the lack of a nationally consistent and enforceable management regime for 
biofouling in Australian waters. 
6.52 Finally, the committee notes that the Department of Agriculture is currently 
conducting a review of national marine pest policy, which is due to report by 30 June 
2015. The issues paper developed for this review states: 

For some time the department has been considering new biofouling 
management options for vessels arriving in Australian waters. This work 
will continue while the review is being conducted and will take into 

64  Dr Adam Main, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association Limited 
and Mr Jungalwalla, Independent Executive Chair, National Aquaculture Council, Committee 
Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 38. 

65  Dr Adam Main, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association Limited, 
Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 38. 

66  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, 
recommendation 5, p. xxxi. 
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consideration the input on biofouling management that is received from 
stakeholders during the review.67 

Monitoring, compliance and enforcement relating to marine pests 
6.53 As noted elsewhere in this report, submitters and witnesses raised concerns 
about biosecurity monitoring and surveillance. Several submissions and witnesses 
expressed particular concern about the adequacy of surveillance in relation to marine 
pests. 
6.54 For example, the Australian Museum submitted that marine surveillance is 
inadequate and 'creates significant vulnerabilities'. The Australian Museum suggested 
that 'although surveillance is generally a state responsibility, a nationally co-ordinated 
approach is needed'. At the same time, they noted that responses to some recent 
marine incursions, such as the 2007 Green mussel (Perna viridis) incursion in Cairns 
and the New Zealand mussel in South Australia in 2008, 'appear to have been prompt, 
decisive and effective'.68 
6.55 The Invasive Species Council lamented that 'there is little information about 
recent marine incursions due to a lack of marine surveillance and monitoring'. The 
Invasive Species Council suggested that there should be mandatory port marine pest 
surveys every five years, along with public reporting and disclosure of marine pest 
surveys.69 The Invasive Species Council also emphasised the need for robust 
enforcement regimes and penalties 'to motivate compliance'.70 
6.56 Ms Aitken of the WA Department of Fisheries told the committee that there 
are gaps in monitoring. She noted that Commonwealth officers inspect 'the top side of 
vessels' and ballast water, but 'there is no underneath inspection' for bioufouling.71 
6.57 CSIRO similarly submitted that 'there are too many high priority risks given 
Australia's current capacity to respond' and provided the example of marine 
monitoring: 

….a few years ago the Marine Pest Sectoral Committee initiated a marine 
monitoring network for invasive marine species across approximately 
20 sites around Australia, yet some states have not completed any of this 
monitoring. Often high cost is raised as the issue preventing progress. 
Similarly there is currently little monitoring of ship biofouling (i.e. 
inspection of ship hulls arriving into Australia for their potential to be 
carrying invasive marine species) underway. Effectively this means that not 

67  Department of Agriculture, National Marine Pest Biosecurity Review: Issues Paper, 2014, p. 1, 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/animal-plant-health/pests-diseases-weeds/marine-pests/review-
national-marine-pest-biosecurity (accessed 12 January 2015). 

68  Australian Museum, Submission 36, p. 4. 

69  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, pp 74–75. 

70  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 74. 

71  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 29 and see also p. 31. 
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only do we not know what is coming in, we also don’t know in most 
situations what is here already until the impacts are obvious.72 

6.58 Shipping Australia expressed a related concern that 'it appears that certain 
state jurisdictions have not yet allocated the appropriate resources to undertake such 
marine pest monitoring, possibly due to funding limitations',73 while Ports Australia 
submitted that: 

More focus needs to be placed on supporting ongoing surveillance of the 
marine setting, particularly at entry points of high risk, and these programs 
require national support.74 

6.59 GBRMPA identified a need for 'stronger coordination of environmental 
monitoring, reporting and research and evaluation within and between ports'.75 The 
authority also suggested that monitoring programs need to be established or enhanced 
to enable early detection of invasive marine and terrestrial species.76 The authority 
submitted that, while there is a response plan for introduced pests in the Great Barrier 
Reef region, there is little or no planning for surveillance, management and 
prevention.77 
6.60 The departments of agriculture and the environment submitted that a Marine 
Pest National Monitoring Strategy has been established under the National System for 
the Prevention and Management of Marine Pest Incursions. This Strategy provides 
for: 

…an ongoing national programme of targeted monitoring for marine pests 
to agreed minimum principles and standards. These principles and 
standards are set out in the Australian marine pest monitoring guidelines 
and the Australian marine pest monitoring manual to ensure the data is 
collected using rigorous, consistent methods and is of a suitable quality for 
scientifically-sound decision-making. This monitoring programme provides 
early detection of exotic marine pests and is used to routinely update 
assessments of the risk status of vectors to prevent marine pest 
introductions into and within Australia.78  

6.61 Under the strategy, biennial monitoring will be undertaken at 18 high risk 
ports around Australia. However, the departments advised that 'there is uneven 
implementation of the programme across all jurisdictions'.79 With regard to the 

72  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 12. 

73  Shipping Australia, Submission 9, p. 2. 

74  Ports Australia, Submission 42, p. 3. 

75  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 3. 

76  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 3. 

77  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 2. 

78  See, for example, Departments of Agriculture and the Environment, Submission 59, p. 31; see 
also Shipping Australia, Submission 9, pp 2 and 3. 

79  See, for example, Departments of Agriculture and the Environment, Submission 59, p. 31. 
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implementation of marine monitoring by the states, Ms Mellor, Commonwealth 
Department of Agriculture, stated: 

The intention is and has been that states and territories ought to be 
monitoring marine pest imports. Certainly some years ago the 
Commonwealth provided seed funding to the states and territories to do 
that. Not all of them did. There has been some good results and not so good 
results. But it is the responsibility of the states and territories to understand 
what the pests are in their waters. From that perspective the expectation is 
that they will do that. It is difficult if they don't, because I cannot make 
them; they have to make their own decisions about the deployment of their 
resources. But certainly there have been a few issues with pests and 
diseases in the marine space and they are pretty attuned to it now.80 

6.62 The Department of Agriculture also noted that, as part of the review of 
national marine pest policy, mentioned above, ABARES is reviewing the existing 
national monitoring strategy for marine pests with the aim of identifying 'the 
characteristics of the existing National Monitoring Strategy considered impediments 
and identify improvements or new characteristics that jurisdictions would accept and 
be willing to implement.'81 
6.63 The Department of Agriculture also stated that the results of marine pest 
monitoring are published, once available, via the National Introduced Marine Pest 
Information System (NIMPIS).82 
6.64 The Western Australian Department of Fisheries told the committee that the 
national system has identified 18 high-risk ports that require monitoring for marine 
pests and the department has identified 'an additional seven high-risk areas' in Western 
Australia that it also monitors at regular intervals.83 
6.65 There is, however, inconsistency between states in terms of how much 
monitoring they undertake. While Western Australia monitors all of its high-risk 
ports, Ms Aitken stated that very few other states do. She also informed the committee 
that the resources applied to marine biosecurity vary greatly between states and that 
this affects national biosecurity: 

There are also great differences between the responses of the 
jurisdictions—how many staff are assigned, resourcing and those sorts of 
things. For instance, we regularly now find, because we are looking, 
significant high-risk pests on vessels that come into WA and we manage 
those. But there are knock-on effects if those vessels are going to other 
states, and we had one last week in that situation. We are quite good now at 

80  Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Committee Hansard, 
31 October 2014, p. 22; see also p. 35. 

81  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No 5 (received 18 November 2014). 

82  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No 4 (received 18 November 2014). 

83  Mr Michael McMullan, Acting Director-General, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 27. 

 

                                              



120  

managing those situations, but other states do not necessarily have the 
processes in place to deal with them…84 

Freshwater biosecurity 
6.66 The committee received evidence raising concerns about the regulation of 
freshwater biosecurity in Australia. The biosecurity threat posed by the ornamental 
fish trade was a particular focus of submissions. A 2010 Bureau of Rural Sciences 
report states: 

The ornamental aquarium fish trade in Australia is estimated to be worth 
approximately $350 million annually. This ornamental fish industry 
encompasses commercial fish breeding facilities, wholesale traders and 
importers, retail outlets and the hobby sector. 

While a valuable industry, the introduction of exotic (non-native) species 
can present a significant risk to freshwater ecosystems in Australia and has 
the potential to alter or degrade natural systems. Exotic fish species have 
been implicated in the decline of 42 per cent of Australian native fish and 
several frog species.85 

Regulation of the ornamental fish trade 
6.67 The importation of ornamental fish is currently governed by both the EPBC 
Act and the Quarantine Act. A number of fish species are contained on the live import 
list made under section 303EB of the EPBC Act, both as species that can be imported 
without a permit from the Department of the Environment and as species that do 
require such a permit before being imported. Species permitted for import under the 
EPBC Act also require an import permit issued by the Department of Agriculture 
under the Quarantine Act.86 
6.68 The committee notes that the Biosecurity Bill 2014 does not alter 
requirements under the EPBC Act. Chapter 3 of the bill does however propose 
arrangements for the importation of 'goods' into Australia, with goods being broadly 
defined to include plants and animals. Clauses 171 to 181 of this chapter provide that 
the Director of Biosecurity and the Director of Human Biosecurity can jointly 
determine that certain goods are 'prohibited' or 'conditionally non-prohibited'.87 
6.69 Under this proposed legislation a good will be declared prohibited, which 
means it cannot be brought into Australia, only if each director is satisfied it poses an 
unacceptable level of biosecurity risk which cannot be reduced to an acceptable level. 

84  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 28. 

85  A Moore, N Marton and A McNee, A strategic approach to the management of ornamental fish 
in Australia: communication strategy and grey list review – a report to OFMIG, Bureau of 
Rural Sciences, March 2010, p. iv. 

86  See discussion EPBC Act and live imports in chapter 2. 

87  Biosecurity Bill 2014, clauses 171 to 181. 
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If a good is determined to be 'conditionally non-prohibited' it may be imported 
provided specified conditions are met.88 
6.70 The committee notes that no explicit role is given to the Department of the 
Environment in the determination of what goods are determined to be prohibited or 
conditionally non-prohibited under the proposed legislation. 
6.71 A national strategy for the management of ornamental fish was approved by 
the then Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council of COAG. The strategy 
contains a list of noxious ornamental aquarium fish species that the states and 
territories have agreed to control through legislation and also a 'grey list' of species 
which require further assessment. Implementation of the national strategy is overseen 
by the national Freshwater Fish Working Group that reports to the Vertebrate Pest 
Committee.89 
6.72 However, the 2010 Bureau of Rural Sciences report notes that ornamental fish 
imports are not well regulated under either the EPBC Act or the Quarantine Act: 

It is estimated that there are around 2000 species in the ornamental fish 
trade nationally, most of which are exotic to Australia. Many fish species in 
the ornamental fish trade are not on the current national permitted species 
lists established under Part 13A of the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 or covered by quarantine regulations. It 
may be that such species have been permitted under previous statutory 
arrangements, but they are no longer on any national permitted lists and 
have not been assessed for potential risk to the Australian environment.90 

Issues related to importation of ornamental fish 
6.73 Some submitters and witnesses expressed specific concern about the 
ornamental fish trade and its implications for aquatic environments. For example, the 
Invasive Species Council submitted that: 

Live ornamental fish are a high risk group for introduced aquatic animal 
diseases into Australia, because they are vectors of numerous diseases, and 
are traded widely around the world, are imported in large numbers into 
Australia (>10 million a year) and are frequently released into waterways 
by aquarium owners.91 

88  Biosecurity Bill 2014, clauses 173 and 174. 

89  Department of the Environment, 'Exotic Fish Trade', 
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/wildlife-trade/exotics/exotic-fish-trade (accessed 
13 January 2015). For noxious and grey lists see Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and 
Forestry, A strategic approach to the management of ornamental fish in Australia, November 
2006, p. 27. 

90  A Moore, N Marton and A McNee, A strategic approach to the management of ornamental fish 
in Australia: communication strategy and grey list review – a report to OFMIG, Bureau of 
Rural Sciences, March 2010, p. iv. 

91  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 57. 
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6.74 The Invasive Species Council noted that more than 450 fish species are 
permitted for import into Australia. The Invasive Species Council noted that of 
40 exotic fish species known to have established in Australian waterways, up to 30 
were imported as aquarium fish, most of which were likely to have been illegally 
released into waterways.92  
6.75 In addition, the Invasive Species Council noted that there is 'reportedly 
widespread illegal smuggling, breeding and trading of banned species of aquarium 
fish in Australia', and that prohibited species make up around 10% of the fish 
imported in Australia.93 
6.76 The 2010 Bureau of Rural Sciences report provides similar figures on the 
number of ornamental fish species that have established in Australia's waterways: 

To date 30 ornamental fish species have found their way into Australian 
native aquatic ecosystems and have been shown to have a significant 
impact on these systems. Of the 30 ornamental species established in 
Australia, 10 (33 per cent) of these species are currently on the permitted 
imports list, demonstrating how aquarium species can find there way into 
freshwater systems. Future escapes of ornamental fish have the potential to 
compound current impacts on native faunal and floral assemblages.94 

6.77 The potential adverse impact on the environment of the release of fish was 
detailed in evidence. The Condamine Alliance, for example, highlighted the threat 
posed to the Murray-Darling Basin by introduced invasive freshwater species, in 
particular the danger posed by tilapia, a group of freshwater fish in the Cichlidae 
family. The alliance stated that tilapia are thought to have entered Australia's 
waterways via the aquarium trade and have been present in waterways in Queensland 
and Western Australia since the 1970s. However, the Condamine Alliance expressed 
concern about their potential to invade the Murray-Darling Basin: 

An investigation by Hutchison et al. (2011) indicates that if tilapia were to 
enter the Northern Basin, there is potential that they could spread to 
approximately 50 per cent of the basin, as far as the Lower Lakes and lower 
Murray in South Australia. Predicted temperature rise of 1 to 2 degrees 
associated with climate change may mean that tilapia could disperse 
throughout the entire [Murray-Darling Basin] (Hutchison et al. 2011) as 
their thermal tolerance range extends and sexual activities increase with the 
predicted warmer climate (Greiner & Gregg 2008). 

92  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 9 and see also Table 2, pp 13–14 and pp 24, 27. 

93  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 53. 

94  A Moore, N Marton and A McNee, A strategic approach to the management of ornamental fish 
in Australia: communication strategy and grey list review – a report to OFMIG, Bureau of 
Rural Sciences, March 2010, p. iv. 
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The effective management of pest fish is a growing concern in Queensland. 
Once they have colonized a waterway it is almost impossible to eradicate 
them with current methods.95 

6.78 Dr John Harris, a fisheries scientist and freshwater ecologist, provided a 
submission highlighting the impact of common carp in Australia's river systems. 
Although carp have been present in Australia for over 150 years, and are present in 
every jurisdiction except the Northern Territory, they continue to spread to new 
areas.96 
6.79 Dr Harris stated that genetic research indicates that these invading populations 
are 'entirely or largely based on koi parentage. Representatives include those in east-
coast rivers, Tasmania, the ACT and other parts of the [Murray-Darling Basin]'. This 
indicates that the source of these carp populations is koi breeding establishments.97 
6.80 Dr Harris stated that lax regulation of koi carp industry in New South Wales 
means that 'that large numbers of the State's coastal-drainage rivers, together with 
their highly vulnerable wetlands, are threatened by incursions of carp', and that 
'regulatory efforts in neighbouring States are made less effective by the ease of cross-
border access to koi carp'.98 
6.81 The Department of Fisheries in Western Australia noted that 'biosecurity 
management of freshwater pest fish is not so well established at the national level as it 
is for marine': 

Responses to new detections of freshwater pest fish are not nationally 
prioritised or coordinated and are unlikely to be adequate, under current 
arrangements. National monitoring or data sharing is needed, as are national 
mechanisms to capture and analyse data on freshwater fish incursions. The 
non-existence of a Consultative Committee to report to and discuss new 
freshwater fish incursions is a significant gap.99 

6.82 Ms Aitken of the WA Department of Fisheries told the committee that the 
process for identifying high-risk freshwater species has been 'very slow': 

There are many thousands of ornamental freshwater species, and almost 
70 per cent of pest fish in freshwater rivers and waterways come from 
aquarium related species…100 

95  Condamine Alliance, Submission 40, p. 3. The Invasive Species Council also provided 
information on the invasive potential of Jack Dempsey cichlids, a member of the Chichlidae 
family. See case study at Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, p. 50. 

96  Dr John Harris, Submission 20, p. 1. 

97  Dr John Harris, Submission 20, p. 2. 

98  Dr John Harris, Submission 20, p. 2. 

99  Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, Background information, provided 8 October 
2014, p. 5. 

100  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 28. 
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6.83 Ms Aitken also noted that there are sometimes gaps in the process in relation 
to aquatic biosecurity at the Commonwealth level: 

Thousands of ornamental fish come in via the airport, but until recently 
there were no checks done on that. For instance, you might check whether 
there is any weed in the bag or if there are any snails, but you might not 
check that the species of fish is what it says it is.101 

6.84 She observed that the WA Department of Fisheries compliance team has 
started to undertake airport visits to check imported fish.102 
6.85 The Invasive Species Council expressed further concern that 'current 
quarantine practices are known by biosecurity authorities to be ineffective in stopping 
the entry of diseased fish into Australia', and that 'very little is known about specific 
disease risks of the hundreds of species permitted entry into Australia'.103 The 
Invasive Species Council noted reports indicating that 'risk assessments for the 
importation of aquarium fish are based on overseas information, which can be of 
limited value in predicting the likelihood of environmental impacts in Australian 
waters'.104 
6.86 The committee also notes that the Department of Agriculture's Annual Report 
2013–14 states that the Department: 

…continued to focus on managing the biosecurity risks associated with 
ornamental fish imports by placing greater emphasis on managing the 
biosecurity risks offshore and introducing an on-arrival fish health 
monitoring programme.105 

6.87 The report states that trials of the fish health monitoring programme 
commenced in 2013. The Department of Agriculture and the Department of 
Environment also submitted that there is an Aquatic Consultative Committee on 
Emergency Animal Disease which coordinates the national technical response to 
aquatic animal disease incursions.106 

Island biosecurity 
6.88 Several submitters and witnesses emphasised the importance of biosecurity on 
Australia's islands. For example, Dr Andrew Burbidge AO submitted that: 

Australia's continental and oceanic islands protect an amazing number and 
variety of plants and animals. Some of these are endemic or are extinct on 

101  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 31. 

102  Ms Victoria Aitken, Biosecurity Section Leader, Department of Fisheries, Western Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 31. 

103  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 27; see also Attachment 1, p. 57. 

104  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 34. 

105  Department of Agriculture, Annual Report 2013–14, p. 94. 

106  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 34. 
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the Australian mainland…non-indigenous species are the major threat to 
island biodiversity…Some species have already been lost from Australia’s 
islands because of invasive species. Despite this Australia does not have a 
comprehensive, national plan for island biosecurity.107 

6.89 As noted in Chapter 2, this committee recommended in its recent report on 
threatened species and ecological communities that the Department of the 
Environment develop biosecurity strategies to protect island sanctuaries.108 The 
government response agreed but noted that while Norfolk Island, Christmas Island and 
Pulu Keeling National Parks are managed by the Australian Government, the 
responsibility for development biosecurity strategies to protect other island sanctuaries 
'lies with the states and territories'.109 
6.90 Dr Burbidge acknowledged that biosecurity for islands is largely a state 
responsibility, but suggested that as such there is currently a very 'ad hoc system'.110 
Dr Burbidge called for a 'comprehensive national plan for island biosecurity'.111 
6.91 The Invasive Species Council echoed this call, highlighting that 'islands are 
very important environmental assets in Australia' which harbour many endemic 
species and subspecies, provide breeding and roosting grounds for seabirds, mammals 
and reptiles, and function as refugia for species threatened by invasive species on the 
mainland. For these reasons, the Invasive Species Council suggested that 'rigorous 
biosecurity for islands should be a high environmental priority', yet is often 
neglected.112  
6.92 The Invasive Species Council proposed a 'National Island Biosecurity 
Initiative' to establish biosecurity priorities for all islands based on their ecological 
values and risk assessment. It suggested that biosecurity management systems be 
developed for all islands, and that the proposed new biosecurity legislation should 
allow for the declaration of 'conservation biosecurity zones' to facilitate biosecurity 
management measures for high conservation value areas such as islands.113 
6.93 Support for focusing on protecting the biosecurity of Australia's islands was 
also expressed by the South Australian Government, which cited the relatively pest-
free status of Kangaroo Island as an example of islands providing biosecurity refuges: 

107  Dr Andrew Burbidge AO, Submission 13, p. 1. 

108  Senate Environment and Communications References Committee, Effectiveness of threatened 
species and ecological communities' protection in Australia, August 2013, recommendation 15. 

109  Australian Government, Government response to Australian Government response to the 
Senate Environment and Communications References Committee report: Effectiveness of 
threatened species and ecological communities' protection in Australia, August 2014, p. 13. 

110  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 10. 

111  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 9; see also Andrew Burbidge 
AO, Submission 13, p. 1, and Submission 13, Attachment 1.  

112  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 70. 

113  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, pp 70–72. 
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All significant islands around Australia should be considered in terms of 
havens for native animals, plants and marine life and should have 
environmental biosecurity protection where possible. An example is 
Kangaroo Island in South Australia, which is free of many pests present on 
the mainland. This should be considered as part of any future policy 
arrangements as there is a strategic advantage in preserving these refuges 
for the future benefit of the mainland environment.114 

Christmas Island 
6.94 Dr Burbidge and Professor Woinarski described the 'historic and recent 
biosecurity performance in relation to Christmas Island ' as 'shockingly inadequate'.115 
Dr Burbidge explained that there has been a serious decline in biodiversity on 
Christmas Island, 'due almost entirely to the establishment of non-indigenous species'. 
An expert working group, of which Dr Burbidge was a member, recommended in 
2010 that biosecurity on Christmas Island be improved. Dr Burbidge told the 
committee that there has been 'no adequate response' to the group's recommendations 
relating to biosecurity and that: 

The Department of Agriculture has insufficient resources on the island to 
effectively manage biosecurity, especially noting that one of their major 
duties is to minimise the threat of invasive species on Christmas Island 
getting to mainland Australia.116 

6.95 Dr Burbidge and Professor Woinarski pointed to the poor resource levels 
provided to undertake biosecurity screening: 

The Australian Department of Agriculture currently has a single biosecurity 
staff person on the island plus casuals…there is often only one person 
available to screen arriving people and goods. The amount of goods, 
including food and plants, arriving on Christmas Island, much of it from 
Asia, is large, given the size of the population on the island, including 
people and staff associated with the Immigration Detention Centre.117 

6.96 Dr Burbidge stated that the most pressing threat to Christmas Island's 
biodiversity is the yellow crazy ant, which has had a devastating effect on the island's 
ecosystem. He commented: 

The major threat to Christmas Island biodiversity at the moment is the 
yellow crazy ant, which has gone into supercolony development, and that is 
because there has also been a species of scale insects introduced to 
Christmas Island, and the interaction between the ants and the scales is 

114  Government of South Australia, Submission 86, p. 9. 

115  Dr Andrew Burbidge and Professor John Woinarski, Submission 60, p. 1. 

116  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 9 and see also p. 17. 

117  Dr Andrew Burbidge and Professor John Woinarski, Submission 60, p. 1. 
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actually driving an ecological cascade which is impacting a whole lot of 
other species on the island.118 

6.97 Dr Burbidge further explained that previous attempts to control the yellow 
crazy ant population had employed a 'highly toxic pesticide', but that work was now 
concentrating on using biological controls to reduce the scale insect population and 
thereby control the yellow crazy ant population.119 
6.98 The committee received a detailed submission on the yellow crazy ant from 
the Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAP), which 
'provides scientific and technical advice to Parks Australia to inform pest ant 
management on Christmas Island and Pulu Keeling National Parks, with a particular 
focus on the implementation of the ten-year Crazy Ant Management Strategy for 
Christmas Island.'120 
6.99 CASAP reported that the baiting program conducted on the island since 2002 
is considered an 'outstanding success' in that it considerably reduced ant populations 
when applied. However, this program is problematic in that the island's land crabs are 
also susceptible to the bait, much of the island is inaccessible and that yellow crazy 
ant super colonies frequently re-form after baiting has occurred. These factors, and the 
high recurrent cost of the program, make it 'difficult if not impossible to sustain in 
perpetuity in such a remote location.'121 
6.100 CASAP explained that, in light of these weaknesses with using baits to 
control the yellow crazy ant (YCA) population, a biological control method, as 
mentioned above, is being trialled: 

An ambitious biological control program, funded by the Department of the 
Environment, is under development to suppress high YCA densities on 
Christmas Island by targeting their major food supply—carbohydrates 
supplied by honeydew-producing scale insects feeding on their host trees. 
YCA depend heavily on this honeydew resource and in its absence YCA 
populations decline rapidly (Green et al. 2013). This effort involves the 
introduction to the island of a host-specific natural enemy—a tiny 
microwasp—that targets only the introduced yellow lac scale, the main 
supplier of honeydew to the YCA. Rigorous tests have demonstrated that 
this microwasp attacks only the yellow lac scale. If this specific microwasp 
establishes on the island, prospects are very good that it will reduce the 

118  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 12; the committee also 
discussed the impact of yellow crazy ants on Christmas Island with Dr Lori Lach, see 
Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, pp 61–62. 

119  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 12. The biological control 
methods being employed on Christmas Island may also be relevant to controlling yellow crazy 
ant populations in other locations, for example, in the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area. See 
discussion with Mr Andrew Maclean, Executive Director, Wet Tropics Management Authority, 
Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 20.  

120  Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee, Submission 78, p. 3. 

121  Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee, Submission 78, pp 8–9. 
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honeydew supply to the YCA and result in a safe, self-sustainable means of 
managing the YCA and its impacts on biodiversity on the island.122 

Barrow Island 
6.101 On the other hand, several witnesses pointed to the example of biosecurity 
management of Barrow Island in Western Australia as exemplary. For example, 
Dr Burbidge told the committee that the biosecurity work done by Chevron on Barrow 
Island in recent years has been 'extremely effective': 

They have shown what you can do with commitment and some resources 
directed towards a problem like this…there is a case where government can 
probably learn from industry as to the way things might be improved.123 

6.102 The Barrow Island Quarantine Management System was described as the 
'world's largest non-government biosecurity initiative' and has been recognised for its 
excellence.124 
6.103 Mr Richard Stoklosa stated that the approach taken to the implementation of 
biosecurity on Barrow Island could be used as an instructive example for developing 
biosecurity strategies more generally. He emphasised the following key features of the 
Barrow Island approach: 
• defining a clear objective for the project and what outcomes would constitute 

a success; 
• prioritising prevention rather than eradication; 
• putting in place good leadership and clear lines of responsibility; 
• engaging expertise; and  
• engaging non-experts in surveillance and detection.125 
6.104 As discussed in chapter 4, Mr Stoklosa emphasised the importance of starting 
with a clear goal, and constructing a strategy on that basis. He stated that the ALOP 
description of the level of biosecurity protection Australia intends to maintain, 'a very 
low level but not zero', is not precise enough: 

In the world that I came from, with the Barrow Island biosecurity program, 
the system was a zero-tolerance approach—absolutely zero tolerance. That 
meant doing the most comprehensive invertebrate survey of any island in 
the world on Barrow Island to figure out what was there, because you could 
not decide what was coming if you did not know what was there. We spent 
a lot of time on that sort of effort. 

122  Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee, Submission 78, p. 9. 

123  Dr Andrew Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 15. 

124  Mr Richard Stoklosa, Submission 53, p. 1. See also discussion of best practice pathway analysis 
at Dr Lori Lach, Supplementary Submission 76.1, pp 5–6. 

125  Mr Richard Stoklosa, Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, pp 15–16.  
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It is that sort of objective and policy statement that triggers what you must 
do. I am not saying that zero tolerance is appropriate for environmental 
biosecurity. I think it probably cannot ever be…but you need to decide, and 
perhaps the other submissions that talk about specific pests inform this sort 
of debate and this decision about what the policy is. Once you have that set, 
you can then understand what you must do.126 

Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area islands 
6.105 The GBRMPA submitted that, in terms of islands in the Great Barrier Reef 
World Heritage Area, 'work is progressing on developing' an overarching World 
Heritage Area Island Biosecurity Strategy, which will integrate individual Biosecurity 
Management Plans for high conservation value island groups.127 
6.106 GBRMPA reported that: 

The maintenance of island biodiversity and ecosystem health of the Great 
Barrier Reef Region relies on arrangements to prevent entry and 
establishment of invasive species. Where invasive species have become 
established, field management resources have been and are currently 
deployed to maximise ecosystem resilience to climate change and other 
stressors by enhancing natural vegetation communities, minimising 
introduced flora and fauna, and maximising breeding opportunities for 
important coastal birds, marine turtle[s] and other species.128 

6.107 As noted in chapter 4, GBRMPA has recently responded to a variety of 
invasive species detections on islands that it manages, including ants, goats, rats, deer, 
grasses and vines.129 
Macquarie Island 
6.108 The committee discussed with representatives of Biosecurity Tasmania 
progress on developing a biosecurity plan for Macquarie Island. The committee was 
informed that a Macquarie Island biosecurity plan, to be adopted jointly by the 
Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) and the Australian Antarctic Division 
(AAD) of the Commonwealth Department of the Environment, has been under 
development for some time and that its finalisation is now imminent. A final draft of 
the plan is currently being reviewed by the Australian Antarctic Division with a view 
to finalisation before the schedule resupply voyage to Macquarie Island in April 
2015.130 
6.109 Although the plan is not yet finalised, a number of biosecurity measures have 
been in place since 2011, including: 

126  Mr Richard Stoklosa, Committee Hansard, 10 November 2014, p. 18. 

127  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 3. 

128  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 2. 

129  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, Submission 19, p. 2. 

130  Biosecurity Tasmania, Answer to question on notice, p. 1; see also discussion at Committee 
Hansard, 10 November 2014, pp 49-50.  
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• PWS and AAD have been using rodent detector dogs to screen cargo, 
ships and passenger personal effects departing for Macquarie for 
several years. A new rodent detector dog is currently being trained 
and arrangements are being developed for it to screen all ships 
departing for Macquarie Island from Hobart and for the dog and 
handler to travel to Macquarie Island on-board the AAD chartered 
ship undertaking future resupply voyages. 

• Individual inspections of expeditioner personal effects have been 
undertaken on all AAD voyages to Macquarie since late 2011. 

• A three tiered inspection regime (along with the use of rodent proof 
and invertebrate resistant cargo containers) has been implemented to 
inspect all Macquarie Bound cargo. 

• The AAD now sends all cargo through a purpose built Cargo and 
Biosecurity Centre which has been designed to be rodent proof. The 
Cargo and Biosecurity Centre is regularly baited for rodents and 
sprayed for invertebrates. 

• The scientific station area is monitored for any pest species 
introductions (and also baited for rodents) over the course of each 
shipping season.131 

6.110 A number of biosecurity measures are also in place to address risks posed by 
tourist vessels visiting the island.132 

Conclusion 
6.111 Evidence presented to the committee suggests that Australia's marine 
biosecurity system performs very unevenly. There appear to be widely varying levels 
of surveillance and monitoring undertaken by state and Northern Territory 
governments. The two major pathways for marine invasive species, ballast water and 
biofouling, have not been well regulated. Although the Biosecurity Bill 2014 includes 
provisions for the national regulation of ballast water, it does not address the issue of 
biofouling, which presents the greater risk in terms of marine biosecurity. 
6.112 The ornamental fish trade also appears to present a significant threat to the 
health of Australia's freshwater environments. A significant proportion of exotic fish 
that have established in Australia's waterways are related to aquarium fish. The 
committee received evidence that inspection regimes for freshwater fish at Australia's 
borders are lax in that fish are not inspected to determine their species or their disease 
status. There also appears to be many species in the ornamental fish trade that do not 
appear on permitted species lists under the EPBC Act and the Quarantine Act. 
6.113 Australia's record regarding island biosecurity is also uneven. Christmas 
Island and Barrow Island provide contrasting examples of failure and success in this 
area. There is currently no national strategy for managing the biosecurity of 
Australia's islands, despite their importance as biodiversity refuges. 

131  Biosecurity Tasmania, Answer to question taken on notice, p. 1. 

132  Biosecurity Tasmania, Answer to question taken on notice, pp 1–2. 

 

                                              



  

Chapter 7 
Conclusions and recommendations 

7.1 The committee is persuaded that the management of environmental 
biosecurity poses unique difficulties. Evidence presented to the committee suggests 
these difficulties stem from a variety of factors, including: 
• the large number of species and the complexity of ecosystems that require 

protection; 
• the large number of species that are potentially invasive and environmentally 

damaging; 
• the difficulty of detecting and then eradicating or containing incursions in 

remote and inaccessible locations, including freshwater and marine 
environments, without further damaging the natural environment; 

• the lack of agreed methods by which to value the environmental impacts of 
incursions and thereby justify expenditure on responses; 

• the lack of dedicated surveillance, motivated by economic interest, as exists in 
industry-focused biosecurity; and 

• the lack of industry stakeholders with the capacity to financially contribute to 
preparedness and response work, as exists in industry-focused biosecurity. 

7.2 The challenges presented by these characteristics of environmental biosecurity 
are compounded by the difficulties facing biosecurity activities more broadly, which 
include: 
• increasing cross-border movements of people, cargo and mail; 
• reductions in funding and staffing levels for biosecurity agencies and 

activities; 
• reductions in, and ad hoc provision of, funding for biosecurity-focused 

research; 
• reductions in scientific expertise at both state and federal levels in relevant 

fields, such as taxonomy, epidemiology and entomology; 
• climate change altering the geographic range of invasive species, including 

pests and diseases already present in Australia; and 
• inconsistent approaches arising from Australia's federal system of 

government. 
7.3 Evidence presented to the committee indicates that incursions by exotic 
organisms with the potential to harm Australia's natural environment are a regular 
occurrence. Submitters and witnesses provided a wealth of examples to the 
committee, only a sample of which have been discussed in preceding chapters. 
7.4 Evaluating the significance of this history of incursions is not, however, 
straightforward. As discussed in chapters 2 and 4, under the SPS Agreement Australia 
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has determined that its appropriate level of biosecurity protection provides 'a high 
level of sanitary and phytosantiary protection aimed at reducing risk to a very low 
level, but not zero'. The departments of agriculture and the environment further 
emphasised that reducing biosecurity risk to zero is unrealistic as it would require a 
complete halt in international trade and travel. This framework means that Australia 
has accepted a 'very low level' of biosecurity risk as the price of continuing 
international trade and travel. 
7.5 The committee notes that, within this general policy framework, at least some 
incursions must be expected. It is therefore difficult to establish that a given rate of 
incursions, whether they impact primarily on the environment or on industry, 
constitutes a failure or a success of Australia's biosecurity system. There are no 
absolute markers of success or failure in this context. 
7.6 The committee also notes evidence that, although it is possible to conceptually 
separate environmental biosecurity and industry biosecurity, in practice there are a 
great many organisms that are of concern in both categories. Furthermore, the 
committee accepts that, in terms of front-line biosecurity operations, it is desirable that 
biosecurity risks be treated as a whole, whether they be threats to human, animal or 
plant health, or fall into environmental or industry categories. Evidence presented to 
the committee suggests this is currently the case. 
Environment Health Australia proposal 
7.7 On the basis of evidence it has received, the committee acknowledges that, 
although biosecurity is treated as a unified whole at the border, preparedness for 
environmental biosecurity threats and the capacity to respond to incursions that pose a 
threat to the environment lag behind industry biosecurity.1 As noted above, this 
appears to have occurred because environmental biosecurity cannot draw on 
stakeholders with significant economic resources, as industry biosecurity can. The 
examples of Plant Health Australia (PHA) and Animal Health Australia (AHA), which 
are organisations funded jointly by industry and government, illustrate this situation. 
7.8 The Invasive Species Council submitted that this deficit could be addressed 
by establishing an equivalent environment-focused body, Environment Health 
Australia (EHA). The Invasive Species Council suggested that such a body would 
have to be government-funded, but that such funding would not be unreasonable given 
the level of government funding already committed to supporting PHA and AHA. 
This suggestion was supported by many other submitters to the inquiry. 
7.9 The EHA proposal was not, however, supported by the departments of 
agriculture and the environment, PHA and AHA, and the Nursery and Garden 
Industry Australia (NGIA). Opposition to the proposal was based primarily on 
concerns over how it would be funded and its potential to further fragment biosecurity 
governance in Australia. 

1  See discussion in chapter 3. 
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7.10 The committee believes that the establishment of a new body along the lines 
suggested in the Environment Health Australia proposal would not be the best use of 
the limited resources available for biosecurity measures. Rather, based on the 
evidence provided to it during the inquiry, the committee considers that Australia's 
environmental biosecurity performance can be improved through better coordination 
and information sharing between existing organisations and through addressing 
shortcomings in present response agreements such as the National Environmental 
Biosecurity Response Agreement. 
7.11 To this end, the committee has sought to address specific problems with the 
operation of environmental biosecurity raised in submissions and evidence. In making 
these recommendations the committee notes that much of the complexity of 
biosecurity arrangements in Australia stems from the division of responsibilities in 
this area between Commonwealth and state and territory jurisdictions. As such, 
improvements in this area require not only improved organisation at the 
Commonwealth level but also the cooperation of all jurisdictions. Many of the 
recommendations below, if they are to be implemented, will require a greater 
willingness to pursue national harmonisation. 
Inspector-General of Biosecurity 
7.12 As discussed in chapter 2, the Biosecurity Bill 2014 was introduced without 
accompanying legislation to establish the Inspector-General of Biosecurity as an 
independent statutory position, as had occurred with the Biosecurity Bill 2012. 
This created uncertainty over the future of the Inspector-General position. 
7.13 The committee notes that the Biosecurity Bill 2014, as passed by the House of 
Representatives on 9 February 2015, included delegable review and investigation 
powers provided to the Minister for Agriculture under clauses 567, 568 and 643. 
The committee did not consider that such provisions would guarantee that the 
biosecurity system is regularly subject to independent, systematic and transparent 
review processes. 
7.14 The committee therefore supports the establishment of the position of 
Inspector-General of Biosecurity, via dedicated legislation, with broad audit and 
investigation powers to examine the operations of the federal biosecurity agency, as 
originally envisaged by the Beale review.2 The committee believes that the Inspector-
General of Biosecurity, through monitoring and reporting on how well the biosecurity 
system at the federal level is addressing environmental biosecurity threats, will be able 
to identify both strengths and weaknesses and opportunities for improvements. This is 
particularly important given that responsibility for biosecurity is shared by both the 
Department of the Environment and the Department of Agriculture and that any lack 
of coordination may seriously undermine the effectiveness of Commonwealth policy 
aimed at protecting Australia's environment and agricultural interests. 
7.15 One area where the committee considers that the Inspector-General could play 
a significant role is in reviewing pathways and risk analysis. The committee received 

2  Beale, Roger et al, One Biosecurity: a working partnership, September 2008, p. xx. 
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considerable evidence of failures in environmental biosecurity preparedness with 
respect to specific entry pathways or industries—for example, mail, cargo, the 
horticulture industry and the live animal trade. The committee has made 
recommendations regarding each of these areas below, however, this accumulation of 
examples leads the committee to believe that the pathway and risk analyses 
undertaken by the Department of Agriculture have not adequately addressed species 
of environmental concern. The committee therefore believes the Inspector-General of 
Biosecurity should conduct a general investigation of the extent to which existing 
pathway and risk analyses account for high-risk environmental biosecurity threats. 
7.16 The committee also received evidence of instances of inconsistent or 
incomplete information gathering and sharing between jurisdictions regarding 
environmental biosecurity threats. This appears to present a barrier to developing 
accurate assessments of which entry pathways or industries require tighter control. 
Several examples of where improvements could be made within the live animal trade 
are discussed below. 
7.17 The committee therefore believes that, as part of the suggested review of 
pathway and risk analyses relevant to environmental biosecurity, the Inspector-
General of Biosecurity should also examine opportunities for the Department of 
Agriculture to facilitate more consistent information gathering and better information 
sharing across jurisdictions. 
7.18 The committee considers that the establishment of the statutory position of 
Inspector-General of Biosecurity, as originally envisaged by the Beale review, is a 
vital measure to ensure the integrity of Australia's biosecurity system. Accordingly, 
the committee welcomes the amendments to the Biosecurity Bill 2014 made on 
12 May 2015 in the committee stage of the Senate that will provide for a statutory 
Inspector-General of Biosecurity. 
Recommendation 1 
7.19 The committee recommends that, once established, the Inspector-General 
of Biosecurity conduct a systematic review of how effectively high-risk 
environmental biosecurity concerns are addressed within the broader biosecurity 
system, with a particular focus on identifying gaps in pathway and risk analyses 
and on improving information gathering and sharing between jurisdictions. 
National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement 
7.20 The committee received evidence of a number of weaknesses in the 
framework for managing environmental biosecurity. 
7.21 The committee notes that the National Environmental Biosecurity Response 
Agreement (NEBRA), which was designed to establish a process for responding to 
environmental biosecurity incursions, is a relatively new agreement between the 
federal and state and territory governments. To date there has been only one response 
managed under this agreement, that is, the response to the red imported fire ant 
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incursion at Yarwun in Queensland.3 The committee therefore believes that 
improvements to the NEBRA should be pursued by signatories as any shortcomings in 
the structure or scope of the agreement become apparent over time. 
7.22 Several aspects of the NEBRA were highlighted during the inquiry as 
potential weaknesses. In particular clause 6.7, which details conditions under which a 
response will not go ahead, was the focus of concern. This clause states that a national 
biosecurity incident response will not commence, or continue, unless the parties to the 
NEBRA have reached a consensus. This effectively provides each state or territory 
with the power to veto, or bring to an end, a response. This provision may prove a 
problem in the future. In this regard, the committee notes the different opinions 
expressed in submissions from the South Australian and Western Australian 
governments regarding the worth of continuing to fund the red imported fire ant 
response in Queensland.4 
7.23 Clause 6.7 also states that a response should not go ahead if a technical 
feasibility analysis indicates that eradication is not possible or likely. Submitters 
raised concerns that the terms 'possible' and 'likely' were not adequately defined and 
that the precautionary principle was not effectively implemented in the agreement. In 
particular, the concern was raised that due to the need for consensus among the parties 
and the high cost of mounting responses, only eradication attempts that are highly 
likely to succeed will be attempted. This arrangement may lead to inaction on 
incursions with a potentially high impact on the environment where the technical 
feasibility of eradication is uncertain.5 

Recommendation 2 
7.24 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government work 
with state and territory governments to revise the National Environmental 
Biosecurity Response Agreement such that disagreement by a single party need 
not prevent a response under the agreement from going ahead. 
Recommendation 3 
7.25 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government work 
with state and territory governments to include in the National Environmental 
Biosecurity Response Agreement an explicit precautionary principle which states 
that a lack of full scientific or technical certainty regarding the feasibility of 
eradication must be weighed against potential biosecurity risks when 
determining whether to mount a response. 

3  Department of Agriculture, Answer to question on notice No. 7 (received 18 November 2014). 

4  Government of South Australia, Submission 86, p. 9; Department of Agriculture and Food 
(WA), Submission 80, p. 4. 

5  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 47. 
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7.26 Many submitters discussed the fundamental difficulty involved in attempting 
to determine the value of environmental impacts of invasive species incursions so as 
to include it in cost-benefit analyses.6 The committee accepts that it is difficult to 
translate environmental values into economic terms, and notes that qualitative 
measures are often used instead. However, the committee believes that the lack of an 
agreed method under the NEBRA for undertaking such evaluations is a significant 
weakness, given that the agreement is focused on responding to incursions that are 
primarily a threat to the environment. 

Recommendation 4 
7.27 The committee recommends the Commonwealth Government work with 
state and territory governments to develop a nationally consistent methodology 
for incorporating environmental impacts into cost-benefit analyses under the 
National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement. 
7.28 A further weakness of the NEBRA is also common to the better established 
Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement (EADRA) and the Emergency Plant 
Pest Response Deed (EPPRD)—that is, the lack of clear arrangements for decision 
making and cost sharing after it has been determined that eradication of a biosecurity 
threat is no longer possible. This phase in the response to an incursion is referred to as 
'transition to management'. Activities undertaken in this phase of a response generally 
focus on adapting to, and minimising the impact of, an invasive species, rather than 
attempting to eradicate it. 
7.29 The committee notes that this gap was identified in the submission of the 
Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Environment.7 The submission 
also stated that signatories to the EPPRD had agreed in principle to include a 
transition to management phase in those agreements, and negotiations are continuing 
with signatories to the EADRA to also include a transition to management phase. 
However, no such agreement appears to have been reached for the NEBRA, nor have 
any negotiations commenced. 
7.30 The committee believes that efforts should also be made to expand the 
NEBRA to include a transition to management phase in order to clarify the 
responsibilities of the parties in the event that eradication is no longer feasible but 
further management activities are still of national importance. 

Recommendation 5 
7.31 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government work 
with signatories to the National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement 
to include in that agreement a transition to management framework to clarify 
the responsibilities of the parties for ongoing management activities if 
eradication is deemed to be no longer feasible. 

6  See discussion in chapter 3. 

7  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 35. 
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Biodiversity conservation targets 
7.32 The committee notes that Australia has committed, under target 7 of 
Australia's Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010–2030, to reduce the impacts of 
invasive species on threatened species and ecological communities in terrestrial, 
aquatic and marine environments by 10 per cent by 2015. 
7.33 The committee notes evidence put to it that, although this target appears 
precise, progress towards it is in fact unmeasurable due to the lack of baseline data. 
This situation appears to be confirmed by comments on this target contained in 
Australia's Fifth National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity.8 
7.34 The committee believes that, if such quantitative targets are to be meaningful, 
there must some means of measuring progress towards them. This should be a 
consideration when the Department of the Environment conducts its 2015 review of 
Australia’s Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010–2030. 

Recommendation 6 
7.35 The committee recommends that the Department of the Environment 
review targets contained in Australia's Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010-
2030 and develop measurement methodologies to ensure that Australia's 
progress can be meaningfully assessed. 
Recommendation 7 
7.36 The committee recommends that the Australian National Audit Office 
conduct a performance audit of the Department of the Environment's 
implementation of Australia's Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010–2030 with 
a particular focus on how progress towards targets is measured. 
Natural resource management programs 
7.37 The committee heard evidence from witnesses that delays in securing funding 
have detrimentally affected responses to invasive species, making the eradication task 
more difficult and ultimately more expensive than it would have been had funding 
been available more quickly. 
7.38 Responses to tramp ant incursions in the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area 
and on Lord Howe Island and Norfolk Island that relied on gaining funding through 
natural resource management programs such as Landcare were cited as examples of 
this problem.9 
7.39 Given the importance of early intervention to achieving success when 
responding to incursions, the committee considers that attention should be given to 
minimising delays in the funding application process for programs such as Landcare. 
The committee also notes evidence put to its recent inquiry into the National Landcare 

8  See discussion in chapter 4. 

9  See discussion in chapter 4. 
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Program that, beyond addressing new incursions, there is a need for ongoing support 
for monitoring and management of established invasive species, particularly weeds.10 

Recommendation 8 
7.40 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of the Environment review processes for allocating funding under 
their natural resource management programs with a view to minimising delays 
for time-sensitive projects. 
Prioritisation of pests and diseases of environmental biosecurity concern 
7.41 The committee notes that, although the Department of Agriculture was able to 
provide on notice a list of six invasive species that are of high concern to the 
department and are considered as threats to the environment, neither it nor the 
Department of the Environment appears to have developed a comprehensive 
prioritised list of pests and diseases of environmental biosecurity concern.11 
7.42 The committee believes that the development of such a list is important to 
strategically focusing the scarce resources available for environmental biosecurity 
work on those species that present the greatest threat. 

Recommendation 9 
7.43 The committee recommends that the Department of the Environment 
work with the Department of Agriculture to develop and publish a national 
priority list of pests and diseases not yet established in Australia that are of 
environmental biosecurity concern. 
Departmental resourcing 
7.44 Evidence presented to the committee suggests that staff reductions in the 
Department of Agriculture have led to pressure being placed on front-line staff and a 
reduction in the quality of Australia's biosecurity regime. The committee notes 
information provided by the Department of Agriculture regarding the different sources 
of funding it relies on to support different areas of its activities, and its belief that staff 
reductions have been accompanied by changes to business practices and the 
introduction of improved technology which have increased the department's 
efficiency.12 Nevertheless, the committee is concerned that large reductions in staff 
numbers will lead, at some point, to a reduction in capability. 
7.45 The committee received evidence particularly concerned with reductions in 
Commonwealth biosecurity staff numbers in northern Australia. The committee notes 
that northern Australia is exposed to a high level of biosecurity risk due to its 
proximity to other countries and its climate. Any reduction of biosecurity staff in this 
region is therefore particularly concerning. 

10  Senate Environment and Communications References Committee, National Landcare 
Program, March 2015. 

11  See discussion in chapter 5. 

12  See discussion in chapter 5. 
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7.46  The committee notes that the final report of the Joint Select Committee on 
Northern Australia recommended that the number of biosecurity officers be 
significantly increased in northern Australia to increase the chances of early detection 
of pest and disease incursions, and reduce the time taken to identify specific pests and 
diseases and put in place remedial action.13 
7.47 In this context, the committee also notes that the Northern Australia 
Quarantine Strategy is now 25 years old. The committee considers that, while the 
strategy has worked well, it would be timely to review and update that strategy.  
7.48 The committee notes the suggestion of the Invasive Species Council that the 
strategy does not address environmental biosecurity threats as comprehensively as it 
might. The committee therefore suggests that such a review should also examine 
whether greater attention should be paid to environmental biosecurity in this strategy.  
Recommendation 10 
7.49 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture review 
and update the Northern Australia Quarantine Strategy by mid-2016, and that 
this review specifically examine the adequacy of resources available to implement 
the strategy and suggest changes that can be made to improve environmental 
biosecurity outcomes under the strategy. 
Environment Protection and Biosecurity Conservation Act—threat abatement plans 
7.50 The committee notes evidence provided by the Department of the 
Environment that, although it has responsibility for the development, review and, in 
part, implementation of threat abatement plans developed under the EPBC Act, there 
is no substantive Commonwealth investment in the implementation of these plans.14 
7.51 The committee heard evidence, with particular reference to the tramp ant 
abatement plan, that once these plans are developed they are often not properly 
implemented. 
7.52 The committee acknowledges that the implementation of these plans requires 
the cooperation of a large number of stakeholders, including the various tiers of 
government, research institutions, landholders and community groups. Nevertheless, 
the committee believes that the Commonwealth ought to play a greater role in leading 
the implementation of these plans. 
Recommendation 11 
7.53 The committee recommends that both the Department of Agriculture and 
the Department of the Environment conduct reviews to assess whether their 
existing resources can be better targeted to address known areas of 
environmental biosecurity risk. In particular, the committee recommends that 

13  Joint Select Committee on Northern Australia, Pivot North: Inquiry into the Development of 
Northern Australia: Final Report, September 2014, pp 180–181 and recommendation 24. 

14  See general discussion in chapter 5 and specific commentary on the tramp ant abatement plan 
in chapter 4. 

 

                                              



140  

the Department of the Environment examine whether resources can be directed 
towards effective implementation of existing threat abatement plans under the 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act. 
Scientific expertise and research capacity 
7.54 The committee received concerning evidence regarding the state of scientific 
expertise of relevance to biosecurity in general and to environmental biosecurity more 
specifically. There appears to be an overall lack of funding to support scientific work 
in this area, a situation that is exacerbated by the way this funding is delivered. 
7.55 The committee notes recent CSIRO warnings that Australia's biosecurity 
science capability has declined across the board and that the fields of taxonomy, 
epidemiology and entomology will all lose significant numbers of experienced staff in 
coming years.15 The committee believes that the provision of adequate support for 
scientific research in this area is vital to maintaining Australia's biosecurity 
capabilities. 
Recommendation 12 
7.56 The committee recommends that the Department of Industry and Science 
develop a strategy to address the current, and projected, decline in the level of 
scientific expertise in areas relevant to biosecurity. 
7.57 The committee has concluded that the provision of funding through short-term 
competitive grant processes also leads to inefficiencies in the utilisation of existing 
expertise. 
7.58 The committee heard evidence from both the Plant Biosecurity CRC and the 
Invasive Animals CRC that they currently operate only because they were able to win 
grants via competitive grants programs. If they had not been successful in these 
rounds, the capability provided by these organisations would not exist. As it stands, 
the two CRCs have no certainty as to their continuation beyond their current funding 
arrangements.16 
7.59 The committee accepts that both the Plant Biosecurity CRC and the Invasive 
Animals CRC were established for a finite period; nevertheless, the committee 
believes that the general approach of employing short-term, ad hoc funding 
arrangements to support research in this area works against the strategic need to 
maintain Australia's biosecurity science capacity and the need to conduct long-term 
research. 

15  See discussion chapter 5; also see CSIRO, Australia's Biosecurity Future: preparing for future 
biological challenges, 2014, pp 44–45. 

16  See discussion in chapter 5. 
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7.60 A variety of submitters and witnesses highlighted the impact that climate 
change will have on biosecurity. Alterations to Australia's climate will mean that some 
species previously considered low risk will become more threatening, whereas some 
current high-risk threats will be less suited to the changed environment.17 
7.61 The committee believes that, as changes in Australia's climate will alter the 
risk profiles of many biosecurity threats, Australia must devote significant scientific 
resources to identifying potential new biosecurity threats that arise from these 
processes. 

Recommendation 13 
7.62 The committee recommends that the Department of Industry and 
Science, in cooperation with the Department of Agriculture and the Department 
of the Environment, conduct a review to prioritise Australia's biosecurity 
research needs, both environmental and industry-focused, and determine what 
long-term institutional structure will best address these needs. 
7.63 The committee also recommends that this review specifically investigate 
whether Australia possesses sufficient research capacity to examine the effects of 
climate change on invasive species and, if not, how this can be addressed. 
7.64 The committee received evidence that the expertise, particularly taxonomic 
expertise, currently housed in Australia's natural history museums is not being utilised 
as efficiently as it could be. The committee was impressed by the example of the New 
Zealand Marine Invasive Taxonomic Service, detailed in evidence from the Australian 
Museum, which is a centralised identification service that utilises the taxonomic 
expertise present in New Zealand to provide rapid identification of organisms of 
concern.18 
7.65 The committee believes that a similar coordinated system should be 
established in Australia to utilise existing expertise to improve the speed and 
reliability of identification. Although the New Zealand example was restricted to 
marine invasive species, the committee believes this model can be expanded to cover 
terrestrial and aquatic invasive species. 

Recommendation 14 
7.66 The committee recommends that, following the example of the New 
Zealand Marine Invasive Taxonomic Service, the Commonwealth Government 
work with state and territory governments to establish a coordinated taxonomic 
identification service that utilises existing scientific expertise, particularly that 
present in natural history museums. 

17  See discussion in chapter 5. 

18  See discussion in chapter 6; also see Australian Museum, Submission 36, p. 6. 
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Pathways and industries of concern 
7.67 The committee received evidence regarding specific pathways and industries 
that appear to pose a particular threat to Australia's environmental biosecurity. The 
following recommendations address issues raised regarding mail, cargo, the 
horticulture industry and the live animal trade. 
Mail pathway 
7.68 The committee notes that the Department of Agriculture provided evidence 
suggesting that the mail pathway presents a relatively low level of risk. While this 
may be true in general, the committee received concerning evidence regarding the 
ease with which prohibited plants and seeds can be obtained from online retailers and 
imported into Australia via the mail system. 
7.69 The Invasive Species Council documented the process it followed to purchase 
prohibited plants and seeds via eBay and the ease with which they passed through the 
mail system, even in the case where the prohibited plant seeds were identified on the 
customs declaration. 
7.70 The committee notes the apparent lack of action taken by eBay in response to 
complaints from the Invasive Species Council regarding the availability of these 
prohibited plants via specific online sellers.19 
7.71 The committee sought further information from eBay regarding how its plants 
and seeds policy is displayed to potential purchasers; however, eBay failed to provide 
a response. The committee notes that, although eBay provided a submission to its 
inquiry, it declined to appear at a public hearing. 
7.72 The committee is aware of recent work undertaken by the Department of 
Agriculture with several online retailers to improve their compliance with Australia's 
plant and seed import requirements and to inform consumers about these 
requirements. However, evidence presented to the committee suggests that, at least in 
the case of eBay, no action is being taken against online retailers who breach 
Australia's import requirements, nor is eBay's plant and seed policy being displayed 
prominently to customers. 

Recommendation 15 
7.73 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture 
undertake enforcement activities against internet retailers and marketplaces that 
repeatedly breach Australia's plant and seed import requirements and work with 
these businesses to ensure warnings are displayed when customers attempt to 
purchase prohibited plants and seeds. 

19  See discussion in chapter 5; also see Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Attachment 1, 
p. 65. 
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Cargo pathway 
7.74 Committee notes that Australia has suffered regular tramp ant incursions in 
recent years, in some cases more than once in the same location. Several witnesses 
suggested that this indicates a systematic weakness in cargo surveillance measures. 
The committee agrees with this assessment and believes that, given the potential 
impact of tramp ants, greater efforts must be made to prevent tramp ants reaching 
Australia. 
7.75 The committee also notes evidence provided by Dr Lach that the measures 
outlined under the Tramp Ant Threat Abatement Plan, developed in 2006, have not 
been fully implemented.20 
Recommendation 16 
7.76 The committee recommends that the Department of the Environment 
work to ensure that the measures described in the Tramp Ant Threat Abatement 
Plan are fully implemented. 
Recommendation 17 
7.77 The committee recommends that, within the next 12 months, the 
Department of Agriculture review its cargo surveillance measures with the aim 
of achieving better detection rates of invasive species in general and of tramp 
ants in particular. 
Horticulture industry 
7.78 The committee received evidence that the horticulture industry has played a 
role in the spread of many plants species that pose a threat to the environment. In 
some cases known weeds have been sold under incorrect labels and thereby spread to 
new locations around Australia. 
7.79 The committee notes comments from Nursery and Garden Industry Australia 
that it believes the commercial nursery industry is heavily regulated but that 
significant threats to environmental biosecurity are posed by internet retailers of plant 
material, as noted above, and by small-scale, non-commercial nursery activities. 
7.80 The committee received evidence that regulation of the horticulture industry 
suffers from a lack of national coordination. The committee agrees with this 
assessment and believes greater work needs to be done by both Commonwealth and 
state and territory agencies to establish harmonised protocols regarding which plants 
can be sold, how weeds are identified and the tracking of plant sales. 
7.81 The committee also believes the establishment of permitted lists to govern the 
sale of plants in nurseries, as currently exists in Western Australia, rather than 
prohibited lists, would improve the regulation of the industry.21 

20  See discussion in chapter 4. 

21  See discussion in chapter 5. 
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Recommendation 18 
7.82 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government work 
with state and territory governments, and the horticulture industry, on 
establishing standardised labelling, weed identification, and sales tracking 
protocols across the industry. 
Live animal trade 
7.83 The committee received concerning evidence regarding the rate at which live 
animals, particularly birds, are entering Australia and either escaping or being 
deliberately released into the wild. These animals appear to be entering Australia by 
both legal and illegal means. 
7.84 The committee notes evidence provided by the Zoo and Aquarium 
Association that, although the zoo industry is heavily regulated, the private wildlife 
trade is significantly less restricted, particularly with regard to exotic birds. 
7.85 The committee is also concerned by the lack of a nationwide information 
source regarding seizures of wildlife. At present it appears that the Zoo and Aquarium 
Association maintains the most comprehensive database of this information. The 
committee believes that the development of a nationwide database would improve 
efforts to restrict illegal live imports and also better understand the biosecurity issues 
that are presented by this trade.22 
Recommendation 19 
7.86 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture review 
and, where appropriate, strengthen current regulations governing private 
aviculture imports, given the high rate at which privately kept birds escape into 
the wild. 
Recommendation 20 
7.87 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture identify 
the pathways by which exotic birds are entering the country, including illegal 
pathways, and work to better regulate or close these pathways. 
Recommendation 21 
7.88 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture work 
with relevant state and territory agencies to develop a national database of seized 
exotic wildlife. 
Marine, freshwater and island biosecurity 
7.89 The committee received evidence highlighting the role of shipping in the 
movement of organisms in the marine environment. The roles of ballast water and 
biofouling and their respective regulatory schemes were highlighted in evidence. 

22  See discussion in chapter 5. 
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7.90 The committee notes that the Biosecurity Bill 2014, which was introduced to 
the Parliament after the committee had received submissions and held hearings, 
addresses the need to develop a national ballast water regime, but does not address the 
need to better regulate biofouling. 
7.91 The committee acknowledges the complexities of regulating this area, but 
believes a national mandatory regime must be implemented as soon as possible given 
the contribution of this pathway to marine incursions. Evidence presented to the 
committee suggests that biofouling poses a significantly greater threat to Australia's 
biosecurity than ballast water. 
7.92 The committee also received evidence that surveillance for marine biosecurity 
is significantly under resourced. The failure of some states to properly implement 
marine pest monitoring programs under the Marine Pest National Monitoring Strategy 
is a stark example of this situation. 
7.93 Another surveillance weakness highlighted in evidence was the lack of regular 
inspections by the Department of Agriculture targeted at biofouling.23 

Recommendation 22 
7.94 The committee recommends that, following the completion of the current 
review of national maritime pest policy by the Department of Agriculture, the 
Commonwealth Government amend biosecurity legislation to incorporate a 
national mandatory biofouling management regime. 
Recommendation 23 
7.95 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture conduct 
more regular ship inspections targeted at biofouling. 
7.96 The committee received evidence highlighting the ornamental fish trade as the 
source of a significant number of incursions into Australia's aquatic ecosystems. 
Evidence suggests that, of the 30 ornamental fish species established in Australia, 
around 10 are on the permitted import list.  
7.97 The committee notes the existence of a national strategy for the management 
of ornamental fish, including a banned list of noxious species and a grey list of species 
that require further assessment. However, it appears that there are many species 
currently traded in the ornamental fish industry that are not on the permitted species 
list under the EPBC Act. 
7.98 Several witnesses expressed concern to the committee that ornamental fish 
were generally not subject to screening with regard to their species or their disease 
status at Australia's borders. In this regard the committee notes the intention of the 
Department of Agriculture to introduce an on-arrival fish health monitoring program. 

23  See discussion in chapter 6. 
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7.99 Evidence provided to the committee suggests that there is a lack of national 
coordination in relation to information sharing and responses to freshwater fish 
incursions and that the risk assessments used to assess ornamental fish imports are 
based on overseas information which may not be relevant to Australian conditions.24 
7.100 The committee believes that Australia's preparedness in this area must be 
improved. 

Recommendation 24 
7.101 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government work 
with state and territory governments to establish a national monitoring and data 
sharing regime for freshwater fish incursions. 
Recommendation 25 
7.102 The committee recommends that the Department of Agriculture improve 
border surveillance of freshwater fish imports, review the relevance of its risk 
assessments for Australian conditions and implement as soon as practicable the 
on-arrival fish health monitoring program. 
7.103 The committee received compelling evidence regarding the important role 
Australia's islands play as biodiversity refuges. The committee also saw examples of 
how critical biosecurity protection is to keeping islands in a state that would allow 
them to fulfil this function in future. The cases of Christmas Island and Barrow Island 
were presented as contrasting examples of biosecurity failure and success. 
7.104 In its 2013 report, The effectiveness of threatened species and ecological 
communities' protection in Australia, this committee urged the Department of the 
Environment to develop biosecurity strategies as part of action plans to protect island 
sanctuaries. The Commonwealth Government responded that it was doing so for 
islands for which it has responsibility. 
7.105 The committee notes the division of responsibility for Australia's islands 
between the Commonwealth and the states but believes that a nationally coordinated 
approach to island biosecurity, along the lines suggested by Dr Burbidge in his 
submission outlining a National Island Biosecurity Initiative, would nevertheless 
improve the management of islands with respect to biosecurity.25 

Recommendation 26 
7.106 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government work 
with state and territory governments to establish a national framework for 
managing biosecurity on Australia's islands. 
7.107 Finally, the committee wishes to acknowledge that this is an exceptionally 
complex area of environmental management, requiring coordination between all levels 
of government, industry and the community, as well as a range of difficult decisions 
about where scarce resources should be allocated to maximise their effectiveness. 

24  See discussion in chapter 6. 

25  See discussion in chapter 6 and Dr Andrew Burbidge AO, Submission 13 Attachment 1, p. 1. 
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These complexities are further exacerbated by the partial state of scientific knowledge, 
both of potentially invasive species and of Australia's environment itself, as well as 
the influence of climate change. 
7.108 Nevertheless, the committee considers that there is room to strengthen 
Australia's performance in relation to environmental biosecurity in order to protect our 
unique ecosystems. 
 
 
 
 
 

Senator Anne Urquhart 
Chair 
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Australian Greens Minority Report  
Environmental Biosecurity 

Introduction – a serious problem 
1.1 The Australian Greens acknowledge the evidence set out in the Committee's 
report, and we support its recommendations. However, we remain concerned that the 
Committee's recommendations are focused on further reviews and investigations 
while there are concrete solutions on the table already. We are also concerned that the 
Committee has not adequately acknowledged that environmental biosecurity poses a 
very serious problem for Australia, and that institutional change is required if we are 
to address it.  
1.2 As discussed in the Committee's report, it is difficult to measure rates of 
incursion and naturalisation of invasive species, and it is difficult to settle on a 
benchmark for success given that it is impossible to eliminate risk completely. 
Unfortunately it is clear that whatever benchmark is used, Australia's biosecurity 
system is failing our environment.  
1.3 As submitted by the Invasive Species Council (ISC), Australia's record on 
environmental biosecurity is poor: 

Australia is a world leader in the extent of invasive species threats to the 
environment. Invasive species have already caused the extinction of more 
than 40 Australian mammals, birds and frogs, and are second only to habitat 
loss in the numbers of Australian species and ecological communities they 
threaten. We lead the world in mammal extinctions due to invasive 
predators, and many more mammals are on the brink…Australia's most 
recent State of the Environment report (2011) gave the worst possible 
ratings for invasive species impacts on biodiversity: 'very high' and 
'deteriorating', and found that management outcomes and outputs are 
'ineffective'.1  

1.4 Many other submitters to the inquiry concurred that environmental biosecurity 
is prioritised below biosecurity for industry and human health, and that performance 
has been poor as a result.2 Importantly, the Beale Review of biosecurity in 2008 and 
the Hawke Review of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
1999 (EPBC Act) in 2010, reached the same conclusion, finding that pathways and 
risks were poorly understood, institutional arrangements were inadequate, and risks to 
the environment have not received high priority for funding compared to risks to 
industry. 

1  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, p. 4. 

2  WWF-Australia, Submission 56, p. 2, Dr David Guest, Submission 43, p. 1, Dr Andrew 
Burbidge, Committee Hansard, 8 October 2014, p. 11, Plant Biosecurity Cooperative research 
Centre, Submission 32, p. 3. 
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1.5 Assertions from the federal Departments of Agriculture and Environment that 
environmental biosecurity is 'effectively managed using a risk-based approach'3 and 
the implication that the environment is adequately protected by the current 
arrangements are concerning, and indicate an alarming unwillingness to change their 
approach. 
1.6 In particular, the federal Departments did not give any indication that they 
were willing to change their approach apart from proposing to 'continue to integrate 
environmental issues into existing governance structures, functions and activities and 
to strengthen collaboration and consultation with relevant stakeholders, including 
community members.'4 This is effectively a prescription for business as usual.  
1.7 The submission of the ISC was endorsed by 30 environment organisations 
including the Australian Conservation Foundation, the Humane Society International, 
the Wilderness Society, State conservation councils and many others. The Australian 
Greens agree with the ISC's conclusion that Australia's environmental biosecurity 
system has 'serious, systemic flaws including ineffective institutional arrangements 
and processes and insufficient funding'.5  

Environment Health Australia 
1.8 The Australian Greens support the call for a new national body similar to 
Environment Health Australia (EHA) as proposed by the ISC. This body would bring 
together major participants in environmental biosecurity and involve the community 
sector in order to improve Australia's environmental biosecurity preparedness, 
improve capacity, conduct prioritisation, monitor and report on progress. Crucially, 
EHA would provide a separate voice in decision making and planning.  
1.9 EHA is supported by the ISC and the 30 environment organisations which 
have endorsed its primary submission; other highly credible submitters also 
acknowledge that institutional arrangements are inadequate. The CSIRO submitted 
that:  

There are currently few resourced institutional arrangements for 
environmental biosecurity to underpin a timely, coordinated and 
collaborative approach to prevent and reduce the adverse impacts of 
invasive species in Australia.6 

1.10 The CSIRO also identified some concrete examples of the failures partly 
caused by a lack of dedicated focus within the system on environmental biosecurity. 
In particular, no assessment and prioritisation of species threatening the environment 
has been conducted since 2009.7 

3  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 1. 

4  Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment, Submission 59, p. 16. 

5  Invasive Species Council, Submission 74, Executive Summary, p. 1. 

6  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 13. 

7  CSIRO, Submission 48, p. 8. 
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1.11 Environmental consultancy Wild Matters also identified that 
recommendations relating to prioritisation and surveillance of high-risk pathways in 
the Beale Review, Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity (IGAB), National 
Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement (NEBRA) and the National Invasive 
Plant Surveillance Framework have not been implemented.8  
1.12 We acknowledge arguments against the establishment of a body similar to 
EHA from the Departments of Agriculture and Environment, but in light of the 
government's failure to acknowledge that major change is required, we recommend 
that EHA be established. The Departments and Animal Health Australia were 
concerned that the creation of an additional agency would further fragment the 
biosecurity regime.9 However, without a separate voice inside government it is clear 
that the current system is failing the environment. 
1.13 The Department of the Environment is scheduled to lose 670 staff, or about 
one quarter of its workforce by 2017–18 as a result of recent budget cuts. Expecting 
the Department to continue even the current inadequate level of activity is therefore 
entirely unreasonable. A separate body with dedicated responsibility for long-term 
planning according to environmental priorities is essential.  
1.14 Many players are understandably concerned that scarce resources may be 
diverted from current activities to fund EHA if it were established, so we emphasise 
that resources for EHA should be new funding and must not come at the expense of 
front line services or biosecurity planning in other areas.  
Recommendation 1 
1.15 The Australian Greens recommend that the government establish and 
resource the proposed Environment Health Australia that can act as the key 
body for environment health in the same manner as Plant Health Australia and 
Animal Health Australia, and that this body establish a partnership between 
community, governments and environmental businesses in order to deliver high 
priority policy and planning in environmental biosecurity. 
Recommendation 2 
1.16 The Australian Greens recommend that the federal government fund 
Environment Health Australia on an equal footing with Plant Health Australia 
and Animal Health Australia and at a minimum level of $20 million over 5 years, 
with co-contribution from State and Territory governments of at least 
$10 million over 5 years. This funding must not come out of existing funding for 
biosecurity measures.  

8  Wild Matters Pty Ltd, Submission 35, p. 5. 

9  Mr Stephen Oxley, First Assistant Secretary, Wildlife and Marine Division, Department of the 
Environment, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, p. 25 and Ms Plowman, Animal Health 
Australia, Committee Hansard, 31 October 2014, pp 44–43. 
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Environmental Biosecurity planning and review 
1.17 The Australian Greens support the recommendations of the Committee 
relating to proposed reviews of the functioning of the environmental biosecurity 
system, but we believe that those reviews should be undertaken by a newly-
established EHA. In addition to the recommendations of the Committee, we propose 
several other bodies of work for the new EHA to undertake.  
Recommendation 3 
1.18 The newly-established Environment Health Australia should, through a 
transparent, scientific process, identify and rank Australia's priority 
environmental biosecurity threats. Undertake pathway analysis of these high 
priority threats to identify where biosecurity should be focused.  
Recommendation 4 
1.19 The newly-established Environment Health Australia should develop a 
timetable for bringing environmental biosecurity planning up to the level 
achieved for plant and animal industries.  
Recommendation 5  
1.20 The newly-established Environment Health Australia should, within 
3 years, develop contingency plans for 30 high priority environmental pests.  
Recommendation 6 
1.21 The newly-established Environment Health Australia should establish an 
independent expert panel to review recent incursions and to recommend ongoing 
responses to those incursions and reforms to reduce the risks of future 
incursions. An immediate priority should be to review whether smooth newts are 
eradicable. 

Beale Review 
1.22 The Australian Greens remain supportive of the highly regarded Beale 
Review and believe that the government should capitalise on the widespread support 
for the Beale Review by implementing its key recommendation to create a separate 
Biosecurity Agency.  
1.23 We refer to our Additional Comments in the Rural and Regional Affairs and 
Transport Legislation Committee inquiry into the Biosecurity Bill 2014 and related 
Bills10 which contain further detail on our position in relation to the Beale Review.  

  

10  The report is accessible here: 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Rural_and_Regional_Affai
rs_and_Transport/Biosecurity_2014/Report 
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Recommendation 7 
1.24 The Australian Greens recommend that the federal government 
implement the key recommendations of the Beale Review, in particular the 
creation of a separate Biosecurity Agency, with a Director that is separate from 
the Secretary of the Department of Agriculture. 

Yellow crazy ants 
1.25 There are many dangerous invasive species with potentially devastating 
impacts on biodiversity, but the Australian Greens wish to draw particular attention to 
yellow crazy ants to support recent calls for funding and to serve as an example of 
how the current system is failing the environment.  
1.26 Yellow crazy ants have infested an area of the Wet Tropics World Heritage 
Area, which is home to 60% of Australia's butterfly species and 32% of our vertebrate 
species, with 12% of those species found nowhere else in Australia. Thirty animal 
species and 74 plant species which are threatened under the EPBC Act could fall 
further into danger as a result of this infestation.  
1.27 As Dr Lori Lach submitted, the cost of doing nothing and allowing yellow 
crazy ants to take over is likely to far outweigh the relatively modest cost of 
eradication. A draft cost-benefit analysis conducted in 2012 has revealed that the cost 
of inaction to Australia's economy could be up to $3 billion, including a $58 million 
cost to agriculture.11 This figure may still understate the true costs, as Dr Lach has 
submitted, since it failed to consider loss of property values, declines in tourism and 
impacts of pesticides on the Great Barrier Reef.12 
1.28 Of course, monetary costs are a severely limited way of assessing the impact 
of biodiversity loss, and Australia has international obligations to safeguard 
biodiversity under the Convention on Biological Diversity. As Dr Lach observed, 
'How do you put a dollar amount on the Cairns birdwing butterfly going extinct?'.13 
1.29 The fact that the costs of environmental destruction cannot easily be reduced 
to dollar values is yet another reason why a strong independent voice for the 
environment is desperately needed. In this respect, yellow crazy ants serve as a useful 
example of the way delay, lack of coordination and a failure to prioritise and fund 
environmental protection has plagued the biosecurity system.  
1.30 Delay caused by decisions under the NEBRA and by the Queensland 
government to shift away from eradication have led to a blow-out in the infested area 
from an estimated 300 hectares in 2012 to around 804 hectares in April 2015.14  

11  Dr Lori Lach, Submission 76 – Supplementary Submission, p. 4. 

12  Dr Lori Lach, Submission 76 – Supplementary Submission, p. 5. 

13  Dr Lori Lach, Committee Hansard, 11 November 2014, p. 63. 

14  Dr Lori Lach, Submission 76 – Supplementary Submission, p. 2.   
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1.31 The Australian Greens support recent calls by the new head of the Wet 
Tropics Management Authority, Mr Scott Buchanan, for funding of at least 
$1.3 million per year for 10 years to eradicate yellow crazy ants in the region. 
Recommendation 8 
1.32 The Queensland or federal governments should urgently allocate at least 
$1.3 million per year for at least 10 years towards the eradication program for 
yellow crazy ants before more time is lost to delay.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Senator Larissa Waters    Senator Rachel Siewert 
Senator for Queensland    Senator for Western Australia 
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Submissions 
1 Ms Pam Whiteley 
2 Mr Andrew Triggs 
3 Northern Inland Council for the Environment 
4 Prof Michael Mahony, Prof John Rodger, Dr John Clulow, Mr Simon Clulow and 

Dr Michelle Stockwell 
5 North East Tasmania Land Trust Inc 
6 Dr Andrew Hingston 
7 Mr Warwick Sprawson 
8 Dr Sophie Riley 
9 Shipping Australia Limited 
10 Ms Leila W Huebner 
11 Australasian Wildlife Management Society 
12 Ms Leonie Stubbs 
13 Dr Andrew Burbidge AO 
14 Name Withheld 
15 Mrs Pamela Lloyd 
16 Australian Centre for Agriculture and Law, University of New England 
17 Australian Orchid Council 
18 eBay Inc 
19 Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority 
20 Dr John Harris 
21 Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association 
22 Ms Lyndal Breen 
23 Wet Tropics Management Authority 
24 Aliemi Pty Ltd 
25 Nature Conservation Council of NSW 
26 Ms Lucinda Cox 
27 Landcare Austinville 
28 The Australian Plants Society 
29 The Hon Dr John McVeigh, Queensland Minister for Agriculture, 

Fisheries and Forestry 
30 Mrs Suzanne Metcalf 
31 Name Withheld 
32 Plant Biosecurity CRC 
33 Nature Conservation Society of SA 
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34 Mr Steven James 
35 Wild Matters Pty. Ltd. 
36 Australian Museum 
37 Australian Maritime Safety Authority 
38 Pet Industry Association of Australia 
39 Mr Greg Ringwood 
40 Condamine Alliance Group 
41 Wildlife Health Australia 
42 Ports Australia 
43 Mr David Guest 
44 Farm Tree and LAndcare Association 
45 Mr Brendan Gulson 
46 Associate Professor Don Driscoll 
47 Name Withheld 
48 CSIRO 
49 Australian Network for Plant Conservation Inc. (ANPC) 
50 Council of Australasian Weeds Societies 
51 Australasian Veterinary Poultry Association Committee on Exotic Disease  

and Importation 
52 Torres Strait Regional Authority 
53 Mr Richard Stoklosa, E-Systems 
54 NZ Institute of Forestry 
55 Nursery and Garden Industry Australia 
56 WWF-Australia 
57 Australian Veterinary Association 
58 Ms Nancy Pallin 
59 Department of Agriculture and Department of the Environment 
60 Dr Andrew Burbidge and Professor John Woinarski 
61 Ms Anna Harpley 
62 ANGAIR 
63 Mr Doug Laing 
64 The Environment Association (TEA) Inc 
65 Dr Andrew Peters, Charles Sturt University 
66 Victorian National Parks Association 
67 Tasmanian Farmers & Graziers Association 
68 Name Withheld 
69 National Farmers' Federation 
70 NSW Natural Resources Commission 
71 Friends of Warrandyte State Park 
72 Community and Public Sector Union 
73 Dr Adrian Gallagher 
74 Invasive Species Council (revised submission) 
75 Dr Kirsten Parris and Professor Michael McCarthy 
76 Dr Lori Lach 
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77 Dr Kirsti Abbott 
78 Christmas Island Crazy Ant Scientific Advisory Committee 
79 Island Care Christmas Island 
80 Department of Agriculture and Food, Government of Western Australia 
81 Confidential 
82 NSW Office of Environment and Heritage 
83 Wildlife Disease Association Australasian Section 
84 Dr Bruce Wilson 
85 Mr George Parke 
86 Government of South Australia 
87 Australasian Bat Society Inc 
88 Zoo & Aquarium Association 
89 Biosecurity Tasmania 
90 Friends of the Earth 
91 Australian Prawn Farmers Association 
92 Mr Peter Davis 
 
 

Tabled documents 

Mr Bob Makinson, Australian Network for Plant Conservation Inc – Annexe to oral 
evidence – Myrtle Rust (public hearing, Hobart, 10 November 2014) 

Dr Sophie Riley – New pasture plants intensify invasive species risk (public hearing, 
Sydney, 11 November 2014) 

Mr Andrew Cox, Invasive Species Council – Engaging the Environmental 
Community Sector on Biosecurity, 15 November 2012 (public hearing, Sydney, 
11 November 2014) 

Mr Andrew Cox, Invasive Species Council – Incursions detected since 2000 (public 
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Mr Andrew Cox, Invasive Species Council – Comparing industry and environmental 
preparedness (public hearing, Sydney, 11 November 2014) 

Dr Carolyn Hogg, Zoo and Aquarium Association – Horizon scanning for invasive 
alien species with the potential to threaten biodiversity in Great Britain (public 
hearing, Sydney, 11 November 2014) 
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Additional information 

Dr Judy Fisher – Background information (public hearing, Perth, 8 October 2014) 

Department of Fisheries, Western Australia – Background information (public 
hearing, Perth, 8 October 2014) 

Invasive Animals CRC – Henderson W and Bomford M (2011), 'Detecting and 
preventing new incursions of exotic animals in Australia' 

Invasive Animals CRC – Gregory SA, Henderson W, Smee E and Cassey P (2014), 
'Eradications of vertebrate pests in Australia: A review and guidelines for future best 
practice' 

Invasive Animals CRC – Joan Dawes (2008), 'Canada Geese – A New Incursion into 
Australia' 

Zoo and Aquarium Association – Phillip Cassey and Carolyn J Hogg, 'Escaping 
captivity: The biological invasion risk from vertebrate species', Biological 
Conservation, 181 (2015) 18–26 

Mr Peter Ridgeway – Ridgway, P and Burgess-Buxton, A, 'Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde – 
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Dr Andy Sheppard, Biosecurity Flagship, CSIRO – letter of clarification of evidence 
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Invasive Animals CRC – Answers to questions taken on notice (public hearing, 
Canberra, 31 October 2014) 

Department of Agriculture – Answers to questions taken on notice (public hearing, 
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Plant Biosecurity Cooperative Research Centre – Answers to questions taken on 
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Biosecurity Tasmania – Answers to questions taken on notice (public hearing, Hobart, 
10 November 2014) 

Natural Resources Commission – Answer to a question taken on notice (public 
hearing, Sydney, 11 November 2014) 
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Community and Public Sector Union 
 Mr Rupert Evans, Deputy Secretary  

Ms Marian Blake, Agriculture Section Secretary 
Invasive Animals Cooperative Research Centre 
 Mr Andreas Glanznig, Chief Executive Officer 
Plant Biosecurity Cooperative Research Centre 
 Dr Sophie Peterson, Research Coordinator 
 Dr William Roberts, Principal Scientist 

Wet Tropics Management Authority 
 Mr Andrew Maclean, Executive Director 
Department of Agriculture 
 Ms Rona Mellor, Deputy Secretary 
 Mr Greg Williamson, First Assistant Secretary 
 Mr Ian Thompson, First Assistant Secretary, Sustainability and Biosecurity 

Policy  
Ms Nicola Hinder, Assistant Secretary 

Department of the Environment 
 Mr Stephen Oxley, First Assistant Secretary, Wildlife Heritage and Marine 

Division  
Mr Paul Murphy, Assistant Secretary, Wildlife Trade and Biosecurity Branch, 
Wildlife Heritage and Marine Division 

 Ms Joanne Nathan, Director, Environmental Biosecurity Section, Wildlife 
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Australian Maritime Safety Authority 
 Mr Toby Stone, General Manager, Marine Environment Division 

Plant Health Australia 
 Mr Michael Milne, Acting Chief Executive Officer  

Dr Susanna Driessen, General Manager, Emergency Preparedness and 
Response 

 Mr Rodney Turner, General Manager, Risk Management 
Animal Health Australia 
 Ms Kathleen Plowman, Chief Executive Officer 
 
 
Monday, 10 November 2014 – Hobart 
Australian Network for Plant Conservation Inc 
 Mr Robert Makinson, Member, National Management Committee 
ALIEMI Pty Ltd 
 Mr Anthony Cannon, Managing Director 
Mr Richard Stoklosa, Private capacity 
Tasmanian Farmers & Graziers Association 
 Mr Peter Skillern, Policy Manager 
 Mr Nicholas Steel, Rural Affairs Manager 

Wildlife Health Australia Inc 
 Dr Rupert Woods, Chief Executive Officer 

National Aquaculture Council 
 Mr Pheroze Jungalwalla, Independent Executive Chair 

Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association Limited 
 Dr Adam Main, Chief Executive Officer 

Biosecurity Tasmania 
 Dr Stephen Harris, Manager, Invasive Species Branch 
 Dr Robert Klumpp, General Manager 
 
 
Tuesday, 11 November 2014 – Sydney 
Dr Sophie Riley, Private capacity 
Nursery and Garden Industry Australia 
 Mr Robert Prince, Chief Executive Officer 

CSIRO Biosecurity Flagship 
 Dr Andy Sheppard, Research Director  

Dr Louise Morin, Group Leader 
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Invasive Species Council 
 Mr Andrew Cox, Chief Executive Officer  

Dr Carol Booth, Policy Officer 
Australian Museum 
 Dr Donald Colgan, Principal Research Scientist, Group Head Malacology 

Dr Shane Ahyong, Senior Research Scientist, Manager Marine Invertebrates 
 Dr Patricia Hutchings, Senior Principal Research Scientist 
Zoo and Aquarium Association 
 Dr Carolyn Hogg, Manager, Science and Policy 

Natural Resources Commission NSW 
 Dr John Keniry, Commissioner 
 Mr Bryce Wilde, Executive Director 
Dr Lori Lach, Private capacity 
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