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PBO Policy costing request—during the caretaker period for a general election
Policy costing request—during the caretaker period for a general election
	Name of policy:
	A National Biosecurity Authority

	Person requesting costing:
	Senator Richard di Natale

	Parliamentary party: 
	Australian Greens

	Date of request to cost the policy:
	29 June 2016

	Note:  This policy costing request and the response to this request will be made publicly available.

	Has a costing of this policy been requested under Section 29 of the Charter of Budget Honesty (ie from the Treasury or the Department of Finance)?
	No

	Details of the public release of this policy (Date, by whom and a reference to that release):
	Released by the Australian Greens 29 June 2016: http://greens.org.au/innovative-ag; http://greens.org.au/sites/greens.org.au/files/20160622%20Biosecurity%20initiative.pdf. 

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Description of policy

	Summary of policy (as applicable, please attach copies of relevant policy documents):
	Changes to the current biosecurity system to adopt an approach involving: 
1. A national biosecurity commission, an independent expert panel as per the recommendation of the 2008 Beale review (recommendations 12-15).
1. A national biosecurity authority, a regulatory agency, as per the recommendations in the 2008 Beale review (recommendations 16-22). 
1. Appropriate resourcing for the Commonwealth to fully implement the recommendations of the Senate inquiry into Environmental Biosecurity. This is expected to involve:
2. Minimal additional public service resourcing for recommendations 2-5, 14,18, 24, and 26 which involve the Commonwealth working with states and territories to adjust the biosecurity regulatory framework. 
2. Additional resourcing for Commonwealth agencies to implement recommendations 1, 6, 8-13, 15-17, 19-22, which largely involve reviewing specific aspects of existing systems. 
2. The Department of Agriculture to undertake more regulator ship inspections targeted at biofouling, and improve surveillance of freshwater fish imports (23). 
1. Funding the Centre for Invasive Species Solutions as recommended by the current Invasive Animals Cooperative Research Centre (from 1 July 2017 to 2021). The funding level is expected to be similar to the Invasive Animals CRC 5 year extension program, which appears to have involved $72 million over 5 years.
1. Funding the establishment and ongoing functioning of a new Environmental Health Australia, in line with proposals by the Invasive Species Council (see attached documents).  
1. $8m over four years (2016-17 to 2019-20) to develop an invasive species target and plan, and a separate plan to reduce the risks from exotic pets. 
1. Work through the Council of Australian Governments to limit the movement of potentially damaging exotic species (this is expected to have minimal impacts). 
1. $5m a year in funding (ongoing) for a national strategy to protect islands from biosecurity risks. 


	What is the purpose or intention of the policy?
	To reduce environmental, health, community and economic risks posed by invasive species.

	What are the key assumptions that have been made in the policy, including:

	Is the policy part of a package?
If yes, list the components and interactions with proposed or existing policies.
	-

	Where relevant, is funding for the policy to be demand driven or a capped amount? If a capped amount, are the costs of administering the policy to be included within the capped amount or additional to the capped amount?
	Demand driven or as needed, except for funding for the invasive species target and plan, and the separate plan to reduce risks from exotic pets, and the funding for islands to protect from biodiversity risks – these are capped amounts. 


	Will third parties (for instance the States/Territories) have a role in funding or delivering the policy?
If yes, is the Australian Government contribution capped, with additional costs to be met by third parties, or is another funding formula envisaged?
	Significant engagement through COAG – however delivery primarily through Commonwealth.

	Are there associated savings, offsets or expenses?
If yes, please provide details.
	Existing resources dedicated to biosecurity in the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Environment are expected to be redirected to operations through the National Biosecurity Authority.

	Does the policy relate to a previous budget measure? 
If yes, which measure?
	-

	If the proposal would change an existing measure, are savings expected from the departmental costs of implementing the program?
	-

	Will the funding/program cost require indexation?
If yes, list factors to be used.
	-

	Expected impacts of the proposal

	If applicable, what are the estimated costs each year? If available, please provide details in the table below.  Are these provided on an underlying cash balance or fiscal balance basis?

	Estimated financial implications (outturn prices)(a)

	
	2016–17
	2017–18
	2018–19
	2019–20

	Underlying cash balance ($m)
	-
	62.4
	61.4
	61.4

	Fiscal balance ($m)
	-
	62.4
	61.4
	61.4

	(a) A positive number for the fiscal balance indicates an increase in revenue or a decrease in expenses or net capital investment in accrual terms.  A positive number in the underlying cash balance indicates an increase in revenue or a decrease in expenses or net capital investment in cash terms.

	What assumptions have been made in deriving the expected financial impact in the party costing (please provide information on the data sources used to develop the policy)?
	Secretariat support for the National Biosecurity Commission would be provided by the new National Biosecurity Authority. 
Costs for the new National Biosecurity Authority would be partially offset by funding for existing activities to be transferred to the authority from DAWR. 
Development of plans and strategies would take two years to complete. 

	Has the policy been costed by a third party?
If yes, can you provide a copy of this costing and its assumptions?
	-

	What is the expected community impact of the policy?
How many people will be affected by the policy?
What is the likely take up?
What is the basis for these impact assessments/assumptions?
	Improved biosecurity.

	Administration of policy:

	Who will administer the policy (for example, Australian Government entity, the States, non‑government organisation, etc)?
	Australian Government

	Please specify whether any special administrative arrangements are proposed for the policy and whether these are expected to involve additional transactions/processing (by service delivery agencies).
	-

	Intended date of implementation:
	1 July 2017

	Intended duration of policy:
	Ongoing unless otherwise specified 

	Are there transitional arrangements associated with policy implementation?
	-

	List major data sources utilised to develop policy (for example, ABS catalogue number 3201.0).
	The following documents have been drawn on in developing the policy, as well as inquiries listed above: 











	Are there any other assumptions that need to be considered?
	-

	NOTE:
Please note that:
The costing will be on the basis of information provided in this costing request.
The PBO is not bound to accept the assumptions provided by the requestor.  If there is a material difference in the assumptions used by the PBO, the PBO will consult with the requestor in advance of the costing being completed.
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‘Governments are concerned more about the impact under their watch rather than the massive long-term impact on the environment and economy from inaction. John Cobb (2012) 


Introduction	
  
Australia urgently needs a more ecological, 
coordinated and collaborative approach to 
environmental biosecurity. As one of the top three 
threats to Australia’s biodiversity, invasive species are 
overwhelming the capacity of current biosecurity 
systems and are set to worsen under climate change. 
It will not be sufficient to bolt on environmental 
responsibilities to existing structures and cultures. 
Given current biodiversity decline, the complexity and 
scale of environmental challenges warrants a 
comprehensive biosecurity focus facilitated by a new 
national body engendering community participation. 


The	
  proposal	
  
The establishment of a national body, Environment 
Health Australia, that brings together major 
participants in environmental biosecurity, effectively 
involves the community sector, and facilitates a cross-
jurisdictional, cross-sector collaboration to achieve 
much stronger environmental biosecurity. It would 
share similarities and collaborate with Animal Health 
Australia and Plant Health Australia.  


Background	
  


Threat	
  level	
  
‘The impacts of invasive species are now considered 
to pose a threat to Australian biodiversity of the same 
order as habitat loss and climate change.’ 


Federal Environment Department (2008) 


Biodiversity	
  goals	
  	
  
Target 7 of the Australian Biodiversity Conservation 
Strategy 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.’  
Target 9 of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-
2020 (under the Convention on Biological Diversity) is: 
‘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.’ 


What	
  needs	
  to	
  change?	
  
Under current approaches, invasive species threats 
will grow rather than decline, particularly in 
combination with climate change. There is no realistic 
way of meeting environmental goals unless we 
substantially improve biosecurity preparedness and 
responses. Changes needed include: 


• Baseline information about threats and pathways  


• Greater community awareness and involvement 


• Priorities for research and management based on 
conservation criteria  


• Integration and cooperation across jurisdictions, 
across land tenures,  between sectors (including 
environmental and agricultural departments) and 
along wildlife corridors 


• Recognition of differences between environmental 
and industry biosecurity while maximising the 
potential for cooperation  


• More effective implementation of agreed hierarchy 
of prevention, eradication, containment, control 
across the landscape. 


Proposed	
  functions	
  	
  


Create	
  strong	
  environmental	
  biosecurity	
  
foundations	
  
Eg. Develop and promote more ecologically informed 
approaches to protect species, ecological 
communities and ecological processes from invasive 
species through partnerships with biosecurity and 
research organisations. 


Improve	
  Australia’s	
  biosecurity	
  preparedness	
  	
  
Eg. Develop biosecurity plans for high-risk potential 
environmental invaders, and surveillance protocols for 
environmental incursions, undertake foresighting and 
reporting to identify emerging and future threats, and 
develop strategies to limit the exacerbation of invasive 
species impacts under climate change. 
Eg. Make recommendations on more effective policy 
and regulation for environmental biosecurity. 


Promote	
  effective	
  responses	
  to	
  environmental	
  
invasions	
  
Eg. Participate in National Environmental Biosecurity 
Response Agreement processes and commission, co-
ordinate, facilitate and manage nationally agreed 
environmental health and biosecurity projects, and 
lead preparation of AusEnvPlans to establish detailed 
emergency response arrangements under NEBRA. 


Enhance	
  community	
  awareness,	
  vigilance	
  and	
  
action	
  in	
  biosecurity	
  
Eg. Build public awareness of environmental 
biosecurity and support the community to become 
involved in biosecurity policy development and 
implementation, develop best practice communication 
and community activation approaches in 
environmental biosecurity, and harness support of 
foundations and NGOs.  
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Improve	
  environmental	
  biosecurity	
  capacity	
  –	
  
knowledge,	
  people	
  and	
  resources	
  
Eg. Facilitate governments, community groups and 
researchers to work together to improve environmental 
health in Australia, identify high priority research needs 
for environmental biosecurity, and identify and 
prioritise invasive species management actions which 
can be implemented to deliver carbon offsets. 
Eg. Develop, with state and federal regulatory 
partners, an invasive species offsets policy that directs 
offset payments to mitigate priority invasive species 
threats. 


Improve	
  coordination	
  and	
  collaboration	
  
between	
  jurisdictions,	
  agencies	
  and	
  sectors	
  
Eg. Collaborate with industry biosecurity bodies to 
jointly develop biosecurity responses where invaders 
have both environmental and industry impacts, and 
conduct joint research projects. 


Monitor	
  and	
  report	
  on	
  Australia’s	
  progress	
  in	
  
environmental	
  biosecurity	
  
Eg. Develop indicators for monitoring progress on 
meeting environmental biosecurity targets, and monitor 
and report on the establishment, spread and 
containment of ecologically important invasive 
species.  


Structure	
  and	
  membership	
  	
  
Environment Health Australia would be structured to 
foster partnerships between major participants and 
stakeholders in environmental biosecurity and promote 
collaboration with industry bodies where there are 
shared interests. This proposal does not nominate a 
particular structure for EHA. One potential model is 
that of Plant Health Australia and Animal Health 
Australia. Potential members include: 


• Federal Government: environment and biosecurity 
agencies  


• State/Territory Governments: environment and 
biosecurity agencies 


• Environmental NGOs with an environmental 
biosecurity focus 


• Indigenous land management organizations 


• NRM and conservation land management 
organisations 


• Research institutions focused on biosecurity and 
ecology 


• Professional bodies for people involved in 
environmental biosecurity  


• Environmental and allied primary production 
industry bodies.  


Biosecurity	
  solutions	
  need	
  the	
  
community	
  sector	
  
‘Engagement with business and the general 
community on biosecurity must occur consistently and 
continually at several levels, from policy setting 
through co- regulatory alternatives to actions by 
individuals and companies, before, at and after the 
border.’  


Beale review of quarantine and biosecurity 
The Government’s greatest ally in achieving stronger 
environmental biosecurity is the community. 
Biodiversity conservation requires a much more 
biosecurity active and aware community. 
Currently, community sectors are mostly involved in 
on-ground control of invasive species but have little 
role in shaping biosecurity policies and priorities. 
There has been only a limited role for these sectors in 
most biosecurity institutions, in contrast to the active 
role they play in other environmental policy areas.  
While industry bodies have a commercial incentive to 
participate in biosecurity, the community sector needs 
support to attain the knowledge and resource capacity 
necessary for productive participation in biosecurity. 
The community sector should have similar 
opportunities to those of industry to shape biosecurity 
policy. Meaningful involvement of the community can 
be expected to unleash significant creativity and 
resources, producing far better results than 
government might otherwise afford. 


Contact	
  
Andrew Cox, CEO 
Phone: 0438 588 040    
Email: andrewcox@invasives.org.au 
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The Invasive Species Council proposes the 


establishment of EHA - Environment Health 


Australia, a national body to collaborate on 


solutions for environmental biosecurity. 


The short answers to these FAQs contain links 


to detailed responses. 


 


FAQs 
 


1. ABOUT ENVIRONMENT HEALTH AUSTRALIA  


1.1 What is Environment Health Australia? 


1.2 Why does Australia need EHA? 


1.3 Who would participate in EHA? 


 


2. THE NEED FOR A SPECIFIC 
ENVIRONMENTAL BIOSECURITY FOCUS 


2.1 Why not bolster the environmental focus within existing 
industry institutions rather than create a new body? 


2.2 How does environmental biosecurity differ from 
industry biosecurity? 


 


3. ECONOMIC ISSUES 


3.1 How much will EHA cost? 


3.2 Who will pay for Environment Health Australia? 


3.3 With current budget constraints, isn’t EHA too 
expensive? 


3.4 What funding is needed for environmental biosecurity 
beyond that for EHA? 


3.5 Isn’t environmental biosecurity a black hole for 
taxpayers?  


 


4. THE ROLE OF COMMUNITY 


4.1 Why can’t governments do the work of EHA? 


4.2 What can the community contribute to biosecurity? 


4.3 What does a partnership for environmental biosecurity 
require? 


 


5. THE RELATIONSHIP WITH INDUSTRY 
BIOSECURITY 


5.1 What are Plant Health Australia and Animal Health 
Australia? 


5.2 Will a greater focus on environmental biosecurity mean 
that primary industry will suffer? 


 


 


 


Short answers  


1. About EHA 


1.1 What is Environment Health 
Australia? 
A national organisation proposed by the Invasive 
Species Council to foster partnerships, planning, 
research, monitoring and outreach to facilitate more 
effective ways to safeguard terrestrial and aquatic 
environments from harmful invasive pathogens, 
plants and animals. EHA will ensure better 
environmental outcomes from biosecurity 
investments. More here... 


1.2 Why does Australia need 
Environment Health Australia? 
Invasive species threats to the environment are 
overwhelming current biosecurity systems. Australia 
needs EHA to facilitate a comprehensive cross-


sector, cross-jurisdictional focus on solutions for this 
top-three threat to nature. The environment has 
been seriously short-changed by biosecurity 
arrangements to date. More here...  


1.3 Who would participate in 


Environment Health Australia? 
Environment Health Australia would be structured to 
foster partnerships between major participants and 
stakeholders in environmental biosecurity and 
promote collaboration with industry bodies where 
there are shared interests. Potential members 
include NGOs with a focus on environmental policy, 
land management, and natural resource 
management, indigenous organisations, 
environmental and biosecurity agencies in federal 
and state/territory governments, research 
institutions, professional bodies and environmentally 
focused industry bodies. Environment Health 
Australia is not a vehicle for self-serving interests to 
direct government policy; it is the portal through 
which community sectors can contribute to the 
national interest.  More here… 


2. The need for a specific 
environmental biosecurity focus 


2.1 Wouldn’t it be better to bolster the 
environmental focus within existing 
industry institutions rather than create a 
new body? 
Bolting on environmental responsibilities to the 
existing industry-focused organisations Plant Health 
Australia and Animal Health Australia will not work to 
fill the multiple gaps in environmental biosecurity and 
will not foster the partnerships with community and 
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environmental sectors essential to reform. While 
industry and environment share many invasive 
threats, there are substantial differences between 
the two that warrant a specific environmental focus. 
More here... 


2.2 How does environmental biosecurity 


differ from industry biosecurity? 
Many invasive species have both economic and 
environmental impacts, warranting joint surveillance 
and response. But there are many differences 
between the natural environment and agricultural 
systems that mandate a distinctive approach to 
environmental biosecurity, including differences in: 


 Values to be protected: Hundreds of thousands 
of species and their interactions compared to a 
few dozen important agricultural species 


 Scale and complexity of threats: Many more 
invasive species are of threat to environmental 
values than to agriculture, involving poorly 
understood and complex direct and indirect 
impacts. 


 State of knowledge: Much more is known about 
cultivated species and the invasive threats to 
them than about biodiversity and invasive 
threats. 


 Predictability and timeframes: While impacts on 


cultivated species can be predicted with 
reasonable accuracy, there are high levels of 
uncertainty about impacts in the natural 
environment due to complex interactions, long 
timeframes and lack of knowledge.  


 Management approaches and options: There 


are many more management options in relatively 


simple, delimited agricultural systems than there 
are in complex natural environments. 


 Stakeholders and resources: A multitude of 
stakeholders, often with conflicting agendas, 
makes environmental biosecurity a much more 
socially and politically challenging policy area 
than industry biosecurity. There are commercial 
incentives for industry management of invasive 
species but environmental biosecurity relies on 
consistent government and community 
investment for the public good. More here...  


3. Economic issues 


3.1 How much will Environmental Health 
Australia cost? 
The quantum of funding required needs to be 
derived from its agreed functions in consultation with 
the proposed membership. State and Federal 
Governments contribute about $4 million a year in 
operational funds to Animal Health Australia and 
Plant Health Australia (the industry-focused 
biosecurity bodies), as well as project funding. Their 
total revenue for 2009-10 was about $20 million, and 
they employed more than 40 staff. It is important to 
ask what it will cost not to fund EHA – the Australian 
environment is precious and necessary beyond 
words and dollars. More here... 


3.2 Who will pay for Environment Health 
Australia? 
The operational costs of Environment Health 
Australia would be shared between its members, 
which include the federal and state/territory 
governments, industry and research bodies, and 
community groups. Funding for particular projects 


would come from a wide variety of government and 
non-government sources. As is warranted for a 
public good and to meet national governmental 
commitments, governments should contribute the 
majority of funding on behalf of the community. 
Potential sources of funding include the Biodiversity 
Fund, offsets and levies. Because there is little direct 
commercial advantage (although great community-
wide economic benefits), government needs to fund 
EHA for the public good.  More here... 


3.3 With current budget constraints, isn’t 


Environmental Health Australia too 
expensive? 
Its functions are vital to Australia meeting national 
environmental and biosecurity goals. Invasive 
species are already costing Australia dearly and 
these costs will continue to grow. Preventing 
invasive species incursions and containing spread 
will deliver great cost savings. EHA would deliver 
large environmental, social and economic benefits 
for relatively small investment. The mounting costs 
of continued failure to reform environmental 
biosecurity make it too expensive to do otherwise.  
More here... 


3.4 What funding is needed for 


environmental biosecurity beyond that 
for Environment Health Australia? 
Current funding levels and approaches are far from 
sufficient to reduce the threat of invasive species to 
biodiversity. There needs to be substantial long-term 
investment to bring environmental biosecurity 
functions at least up to par with those for primary 
industries. The Invasive Species Council has 
recommended that the Productivity Commission be 
tasked to assess levels of funding needed to achieve 
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the invasive species target of the National 
Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and potential 
funding models. Pressing national needs must be 
met with systemic change.  More here... 


3.5 Isn’t environmental biosecurity a 


black hole for taxpayers?  
Environment Health Australia will assist in ensuring 
that taxpayer funds are directed to priorities, using 
cost-effective methods and that there is value for 
community investment in environmental biosecurity. 
Many environmental biosecurity programs are 
successful, and failures are often symptomatic of the 
failure to properly invest in programs. Effective 
biosecurity investment can make a big difference to 
preserving our environment.  More here... 


4. The role of community  


4.1 Why can’t governments do the work 
of Environment Health Australia? 
Protecting the environment from invasive species 
cannot be achieved by government alone. The great 
challenges of environmental biosecurity require 
community participation and environmental expertise 
at all levels, including in setting policies and 
priorities.  A major message of the recent federal 
review of biosecurity was the importance of 
partnerships between community, governments and 
industry. History has proved top down only 
approaches are inadequate. More here... 


4.2 What can the community contribute 


to biosecurity? 
Community sectors provide extensive biosecurity 
services in land management, bush regeneration, 


feral animal control and threatened species 
conservation but their energy and expertise is yet to 
be comprehensively tapped in setting policy 
directions and shaping biosecurity programs. 
Governments have set up industry-government 
biosecurity partnerships, and similar arrangements 
with community sectors would assist with 
environmental biosecurity. In the community, there 
are tremendous resources of intellect, experience 
and goodwill waiting to be tapped by effective 
partnerships. More here… 


4.3 What does a partnership for 


environmental biosecurity require? 
‘Partnership’ will be a meaningless buzzword unless 
there are substantial changes to the way that 
governments interact with the community and 
environmental sectors for environmental biosecurity. 
It will require a commitment to the goals of 
environmental biosecurity, recognition of the role of 
the community and environmental sectors and 
support for participation at all levels, institutional 
arrangements that reflect the importance of 
environmental biosecurity and greater environmental 
expertise within biosecurity agencies. Environment 
Health Australia will be a vital component in fostering 
partnerships. Government must not insult the 
community by asking for their manual labour alone.  
More here... 


5. The relationship with industry 
biosecurity 


5.1 What are Plant Health Australia and 
Animal Health Australia? 


PHA and AHA are companies established in 2000 
and 1996 respectively to coordinate government-
industry partnerships to protect plant and animal 
industries from invasive species incursions. 
Environment Health Australia would function as a 
sister body focusing on environmental aspects of 
biosecurity.  More here... 


5.2 Will a greater focus on environmental 


biosecurity mean that primary industry 
will suffer? 
Biosecurity should not be a competition between the 
needs of industry, community and the environment. 
All are important and have overlapping needs. We 
propose a collaborative model. Industry bodies 
should not be concerned that the establishment of 
Environment Health Australia would compromise 
their biosecurity capacity. The Invasive Species 
Council supports maintaining a strong focus on 
industry biosecurity as important for both industry 
and the environment, and a stronger community 
involvement would benefit biosecurity across all 
sectors.  More here... 
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Detailed responses  


1. About Environment Health 
Australia 


1.1 What is Environment Health 
Australia? 
The Invasive Species Council proposes the 
establishment of ENVIRONMENT HEALTH AUSTRALIA, a 
national organisation that fosters collaborative action 
by government, community, research and industry 
sectors to improve environmental biosecurity.  


Through partnerships, planning, research, 
monitoring and outreach, EHA will facilitate more 
effective ways to safeguard terrestrial and aquatic 
environments from harmful invasive pathogens, 
plants and animals.  


The establishment of ENVIRONMENT HEALTH 


AUSTRALIA would lead to: 


 Improved environmental biosecurity 
preparedness and capacity 


 More effective management of environmental 
invasions 


 A more biosecurity aware, vigilant and active 
community  


 Improved coordination and collaboration 
between jurisdictions, agencies and sectors to 
create a seamless, all-embracing biosecurity net 


 Monitoring of progress in environmental 
biosecurity   


 Improved biodiversity outcomes to help meet 
national and international obligations 


 Better invasive species management as an 
essential adaptation to climate change 


1.2 Why does Australia need 


Environment Health Australia? 
Australia urgently needs a more ecological, 
coordinated and collaborative approach to 
environmental biosecurity. As one of the top three 
threats to Australia’s biodiversity, invasive species 
are overwhelming the capacity of current biosecurity 
systems and are set to worsen under climate 
change. 


Australia’s 2011 State of the Environment report 
found, the environmental impacts of invasive species 
are ‘very high’ and ‘deteriorating’. Current 
management outputs and outcomes to protect 
biodiversity from invasive species are ‘ineffective’:   


 Government responses to invasive species 
are uncoordinated at the national level, 
reactive, focused on larger animals, biased 
towards potential impact on primary industry 
at the expense of the total ecosystem, and 
critically under-resourced. 


Recent federal environmental and biosecurity 
reviews have found that invasive species threats to 
the environment have been neglected in comparison 
to those threatening industry. Current biosecurity 
systems were established to protect the relatively 
few cultivated species that are the basis of plant and 
animal industries, not the multitudes of species and 
complex interactions that constitute biodiversity. 


Invasive species will increasingly dominate and 
destroy native biota unless biosecurity structures 
and processes are adapted for the natural 
environment. It will not be sufficient to bolt on 
environmental responsibilities to existing structures. 


Australia needs Environment Health Australia to 
facilitate a comprehensive cross-sector, cross-
jurisdictional focus on environmental solutions. 


1.3 Who would participate in 


Environment Health Australia? 
Environment Health Australia would be structured to 
foster partnerships between major participants and 
stakeholders in environmental biosecurity and 
promote collaboration with industry bodies where 
there are shared interests.  


One potential model is that of Plant Health Australia 
and Animal Health Australia, which are public non-
profit companies, with industry and government 
members and an elected board. It will be important 
to ensure a balance between government and 
community representatives and processes that 
foster genuine partnerships.   


Members of Environment Health Australia should 
include: 


 Federal Government: environment and 
biosecurity agencies  


 State/Territory Governments: environment 
and biosecurity agencies 


 Environmental NGOs with an environmental 
biosecurity focus 


 Indigenous land management organisations 


 NRM and conservation land management 
organisations 


 Research institutions focused on biosecurity 
and ecology, eg. CSIRO, Invasive Animals 
CRC, Australian Centre of Excellence for 
Risk Analysis, The Ecology Centre 
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 Professional bodies for people involved in 
environmental biosecurity (eg. weed 
societies, Ecological Society of Australia, 
Australasian Plant Pathology Society) 


 Environmental and allied primary production 
industry bodies: eg. in ecotourism, 
environmental restoration, zoo and wildlife 
industry, botanic gardens.  


2. The need for a specific 
environmental biosecurity focus 


2.1 Wouldn’t it be better to bolster the 
environmental focus within existing 
industry institutions rather than create a 
new body? 
It has been proposed that the industry-focused 
Animal Health Australia and Plant Health Australia 
should encompass environmental pests and 


diseases.
i
 But these industry-focused structures 


cannot fill the multiple gaps in environmental 
biosecurity and will not be able to foster the 
partnerships with community and environmental 
sectors essential to reform. Environmental functions 
cannot simply be bolted on to existing institutions, as 
recognised by Plant Health Australia: 


‘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.’ [bolding ours]  


Plant Health Australia (2008) Submission to 
Quarantine & Biosecurity Review 


While industry and environment share many invasive 
species threats, there are substantial differences 
between the two that warrant a specific 
environmental focus (see differences below).  


Priority environmental threats are much more 
numerous and complex than industry threats and if 
accorded appropriate attention would overwhelm the 
work of these bodies. Inevitably, they would not 
accord environmental threats the priority and specific 
focus they require, and would exclude community 
sectors from an effective partnership role in 
environmental biosecurity.  The environment sector 
would strongly oppose environmental biosecurity 
being subsumed within industry bodies.  


PHA and AHA were set up to service their 
membership of industry organisations (a total of 
about 50 between them). Industry groups paying for 
their involvement in PHA and AHA would be unlikely 
to accord environmental and community groups a 
major role in decision-making or support a strong 
environmental focus.  


2.2 How does environmental biosecurity 


differ from industry biosecurity? 
Australia’s biosecurity system was established 
primarily to protect agriculture and is managed 
primarily by agricultural agencies. The dominant 
culture and concepts in biosecurity have been born 
from agriculture. Many invasive species have both 
economic and environmental impacts, and 
sometimes social impacts as well, warranting joint 


surveillance and response. But there are many 
differences between agricultural systems and the 
natural environment that mandate a distinctive 
approach to environmental biosecurity. 


The values to be protected – biodiversity and 
environmental health: Conservation requires a 
biosecurity focus on hundreds of thousands of 
species, from microbes to macropods, and their 
interactions that constitute ecosystems and 
ecosystem processes in terrestrial, freshwater and 
marine systems. In contrast, industry biosecurity is 
mostly focused on protecting individual species that 
are of economic value and number no more than a 
few dozen (except for the nursery and aquarium 
industries, which use a wider although largely 
replaceable range of species). Conservation 
requirements are increasingly landscape-scale and 
blind to tenure in contrast to industry biosecurity. 


The values at stake for industry are quantifiable in 
economic terms and are sometimes replaceable (by 
new breeds, species or enterprises). The values at 
stake in conservation are not replaceable – each 
species and ecosystem is important – and cannot be 
quantified in economic terms. This means they are 
often undervalued when biosecurity priorities are 
decided. 


Invasive species threats – scale and complexity: 
Because of the diversity of species and ecological 
communities to protect, there are far more invasive 
species that are of threat to environmental values, 
far too many to compile into a target list. Both 
environmental and industry threats mostly derive 
from global and domestic commerce, but a greater 
proportion of environmental threats are deliberate 
imports because of their economic or social value. 
Environmental threats are typically far more 
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complex, involving direct and indirect impacts arising 
from changes in biological and physical interactions.  


State of knowledge: Due to commercial incentives, 


much more is known about cultivated species and 
the invasive threats to them than about biodiversity 
and invasive threats. The lack of knowledge about 
our native biota, particularly invertebrates and 
microbes, means that most invasive species impacts 
are not documented or monitored. The impacts of 
even high-profile species are poorly known.  


Predictability and timeframes: While impacts on 
cultivated species can be predicted with reasonable 
accuracy, there are high levels of uncertainty about 
impacts in the natural environment due to complex 
interactions, long timeframes (decadal to millennial) 
and lack of knowledge. Many impacts are facilitated 
by or synergistic with other threats, such as 
fragmentation and climate change. Invasive impacts 
in the natural environment may not be observed for 
decades due to lag effects, lack of monitoring or 
their insidious nature. A cow killed by a new 
pathogen is much more easily detected than a dead 
bird in a forest. The combination of great 
uncertainties, long timeframes, limited management 
options and far-reaching impacts requires an 
especially precautionary and defensive approach in 
environmental biosecurity. 


Management approaches and options: There are 


many more management options in relatively simple, 
delimited agricultural systems than there are in 
complex natural environments. For example, in 
response to the recently introduced myrtle rust, plant 
industries can use fungicides, breed resistant 
varieties or use tolerant species, none of which are 
options in the natural environment. In many natural 
situations, weeds cannot be controlled with 
broadacre mechanical or chemical control. 


Australia’s post-border biosecurity (managed by the 
states and territories) is more reactive rather than 
defensive, focussed mostly on controlling or 
proscribing a small subset of listed invasive species 
that are causing proven harm. A much more 
precautionary approach is warranted because 
options for control once a species is established are 
very limited.  


Stakeholders and resources: There are 


commercial incentives for industry management of 
invasive species but environmental biosecurity relies 
on consistent government and community 
investment for the public good. Commercial 
incentives and greater government spending also 
mean that industry biosecurity is much better 
resourced than environmental biosecurity.  


A multitude of stakeholders, often with conflicting 
agendas, makes environmental biosecurity a much 
more socially and politically challenging policy area 
than industry biosecurity. Some of the most 
damaging environmental invaders are ignored 
because of economic or social reasons that are 
rarely subject to cost benefit analysis – many 
aquarium fish, pasture grasses and garden plants for 
example. 


Some implications of these differences for 
biosecurity laws, policies and programs  


 Biosecurity policy needs to be shaped by 
ecological principles and address biodiversity 
priorities, rather than be an add-on to agricultural 
biosecurity. 


 Because of ecological uncertainties and limited 
management options, applying the precautionary 
principle is vital. 


 Biosecurity policy units and advisory bodies 
need more ecologists and conservationists. 


 Biosecurity should be a high and joint priority for 
both environmental and agricultural agencies. 


 There needs to be more research into potential 
environmental invaders, the impacts of invasive 
species on biodiversity and their environmental 
management. 


 The imbalance in resources for industry and 
environmental biosecurity needs to be redressed 
with increased public funds going to public good 
biosecurity priorities whilst maintaining 
competent industry biosecurity capacity. 


 There is need for an environmentally meaningful 
way of quantifying and prioritising environmental 
threats and comparing threats across sectors. 


 Post-border biosecurity needs to be much more 
preventive and ecologically defensive. 


 Environmental biosecurity needs meaningful 
involvement of the community and 
environmental NGOs in policy development. 


3. Economic issues 


3.1 How much will Environmental Health 
Australia cost? 
The Invasive Species Council has not nominated a 
firm cost for Environment Health Australia, as the 
quantum of funding required needs to be derived 
from its agreed functions in consultation with the 
proposed membership.  


An indicative operational cost can be obtained by 
considering the budget of the relevant industry 
bodies Plant Health Australia and Animal Health 
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Australia, keeping in mind that the proposed 
functions of Environment Health Australia are 
considerably more numerous and complex than 
those of Plant Health Australia and Animal Health 
Australia.  


State and Federal Governments contribute about $4 
million a year in operational funds to Animal Health 
Australia and Plant Health Australia, as well as 
project funding. Their combined revenue for 2009-10 
was about $20 million, and they employed more than 
40 staff. In advance of detailed costing, it is 
reasonable to expect that EHA operational funding 
would need to be at least equivalent to that for AHA 
and PHA. 


There can be little question that governments should 
fund environmental biosecurity to a greater extent 
than they fund industry biosecurity – given the 
greater challenges, the catch-up needed, the lack of 
commercial incentives for environmental biosecurity 
and the public good at stake.  


Despite the propensity for economic indicators alone 
to be considered worthy in determining the value of 
things to society, two facts should remain paramount 
in determining national priorities: 


 our society and economy require a healthy 
environment, and 


 the non-economic values of nature are 
immeasurably greater than usually credited. 


3.2 Who will pay for Environment Health 


Australia? 
The operational costs of Environment Health 
Australia would be shared between its members, 
which include the federal and state/territory 
governments, industry and research bodies, and 


community groups. Funding for particular projects 
would come from a wide variety of government and 
non-government sources.  


As is warranted for a public good and to meet 
national governmental commitments, governments 
should contribute the majority of funding on behalf of 
the community. Other groups should contribute 
according to their capacity and the economic benefit 
derived.  


Although most community and environment groups 
have limited financial resources, they will contribute 
valuable services in the form of policy formation, 
facilitation of vital community engagement and 
biosecurity services. 


Potential sources of funding include the following. 


 Federal and State/Territory Government 
contributions from general revenue, in the same 
way that Plant Health Australia and Animal 
Health Australia, and R&D corporations, are 
funded. 


 The Biodiversity Fund, to be funded from the 
proposed carbon tax to protect Australian 
biodiversity from climate change: the 
exacerbation of invasive species impacts is 
recognised as one of the major threats to 
biodiversity under climate change. 


 Carbon offsets: Managing invasive species can 
prevent and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 


 Development offsets: More effective 
management of invasive species is a worthy 
focus for offsets required as part of development 
approvals under federal and state regimes. 


 Industry levies: Consistent with the ‘polluter 
pays’ principle, the industries responsible for and 


benefiting from introductions of environmentally 
harmful invaders should be required to 
contribute to mitigating the environmental 
damage caused. 


 Philanthropic funding: Some projects may attract 
support from the philanthropic sector.  


 Memberships and in-kind support: Some 
members with commercial activities may be able 
to pay a subscription. Other members may 
contribute in-kind services. 


3.3 With current budget constraints, isn’t 
Environment Health Australia too 
expensive? 
The establishment of Environment Health Australia 
is clearly in the public interest and its functions are 
vital to Australia meeting national environmental and 
biosecurity goals. There are compelling reasons for 
EHA to be prioritised for public funding. EHA would 
deliver large environmental, social and economic 
benefits for relatively small investment. The 
mounting costs of continued failure to reform 
environmental biosecurity make it too expensive to 
do otherwise.  


EHA is a sound and relatively inexpensive 
investment that will deliver high returns for the 
following reasons. 


- EHA is essential to address high priority threats: 
Invasive species already threaten more species than 
any other factor besides land clearing, and are set to 
get much worse unless environmental biosecurity is 
greatly improved. Australia’s latest State of the 
Environment report (2011) recorded that 60% of 
nationally endangered species are affected by 
invasive species and 15% by disease (mostly due to 
introduced pathogens) and notes that Australia’s 
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natural heritage is under pressure from a ‘fast-
growing number of invasive species’. Under climate 
change the ‘current replacement of native species 
with a smaller number of introduced species capable 
of supporting a narrower range of ecological 
functions will intensify. An explosion in the number 
and impacts of invasive species is plausible ....’  


- EHA is essential to meet national environmental 
commitments: Target 9 of the Strategic Plan for 
Biodiversity 2011-2020 (under the Convention on 
Biological Diversity) is: 


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. 


Target 7 of the Australian Biodiversity Conservation 
Strategy 2010-2030 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. 


- EHA would fulfill vital environmental and 
biosecurity functions recognised in several 
government reviews as major gaps: 


Environmental biosecurity issues have not 
traditionally received the same attention as the 
potential impacts of pathogens, diseases, 
weeds or pests on primary production. … The 
new biosecurity legislation should require that 
the environment must be given equal 
consideration alongside human health and 
economic and social considerations…. 


Hawke review of the EPBC Act (2009)
ii
 


- Environmental biosecurity lags industry biosecurity 
in preparedness, research, stakeholder engagement 
and many other respects yet receives less public 
funding: The level of funding required annually for 
EHA would be only a small proportion of that 
provided over the past few years to assist industry 
biosecurity. Governments have funded industry-
focused biosecurity organisations for more than a 
decade. The $390 million spent by governments on 
responding to the equine influenza outbreak


iii
 or the 


more than $500 million the Federal Government 
says it will commit to foot and mouth disease 
preparation and management could fund EHA for 
many years.  


- EHA will return greater value for existing 
biosecurity investment: By fostering collaboration 
between sectors and across jurisdictions, identifying 
priorities and fostering community involvement, EHA 
will leverage maximum value from funding.  


- Improving environmental biosecurity will bring 
substantial economic and social advantages.  


 …in light of the environmental impacts and 
production losses due to weeds and other 
invasive species, it is expected that any reforms 
should engender a high return on the 
investment. 


Hawke review of the EPBC Act (2009) 


A healthy environment is a prerequisite for a healthy 
economy, including for animal and plant industries. 
Many incursions which harm the environment also 
harm the economy, human health and amenity. Just 
as current governments rue the expensive failures of 
previous governments to prevent introductions of 
harmful exotic species, so future generations will rue 
current biosecurity failures. The longer the delay in 
addressing biosecurity shortfalls and in 


implementing prevention-focused strategies, the 
greater will be the future burden.  


Deferring environmental biosecurity expenditure will 
create bigger and more intractable problems for the 
future. It would leave a legacy debt to be confronted 
after the economic benefits from the mining boom 
have washed through the economy and when 
government expenditure will be increasingly 
stretched to fund adaptation to climate change. 


Stronger community involvement in surveillance, 
control and monitoring of invasive species is of great 
economic benefit. Governments committed to 
biosecurity will also benefit from having stronger 
community awareness and support for policies and 
programs. Industries will benefit from greater 
harmonisation between jurisdictions and enhanced 
cooperation with the community sector. 


3.4 What funding is needed for 


environmental biosecurity beyond that 
for Environment Health Australia? 
Current funding levels and approaches are far from 
sufficient to halt and reduce the threat of invasive 
species to biodiversity. New Zealand researchers 
have estimated that an extra 9 to 25-fold funding is 
required in that country to address the threat of 
invasive species to biodiversity.


iv
 They comment, 


and we share their opinion, that a similar increase is 
probably required in Australia. That no such 
assessment has been undertaken for Australia is 
indicative of the ad hoc and short-term approach 
taken to invasive species management for the 
environment.  


Australia has been a world leader in protecting 
agricultural assets from invasive species, and 
strategies and priorities are generally informed by a 
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sound knowledge of threats, the impacts of invasion 
and the costs of management. For example, on foot 
and mouth disease, the Department of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry says:


v
 


‘The Australian Government has committed to invest 
more than half a billion dollars to prepare for and 
manage the [foot and mouth disease] threat… 
Australia has in place detailed contingency plans 
and a comprehensive whole-of-government 
approach to managing animal health emergencies 
that are designed to ensure that resources from a 
wide range of agencies are available.’ 


Environmental biosecurity currently lags far behind 
agricultural biosecurity and there is nowhere near an 
equivalent understanding of threats, impacts and 
costs despite the federal environment department 
recognising that invasive species are threats to 
biodiversity of a similar magnitude to habitat loss 
and climate change.  


Despite myrtle rust being regarded by the 
Commonwealth Primary Industries Ministerial 
Council as ‘one of the most serious threats to 
Australian production forests and natural 
ecosystems’ and assessed as having a high 
environmental impact and a high-to-extreme 
economic impact, insufficient preparations for its 
incursion were made. 


The community relies on governments to invest 
resources on their behalf to protect the environment 
for the public good. There needs to be more equity 
for the environment in public resources dedicated to 
biosecurity, as recognized by the Beale review:


vi
  


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


There needs to be substantial long-term investment 
to bring environmental biosecurity functions at least 
up to par with those for primary industries. This will 
include greater community contribution, including 
greater involvement in development of biosecurity 
policy and implementation.  


The Invasive Species Council has recommended 
that the Productivity Commission be tasked to 
assess levels of funding needed to achieve the 
invasive species target of the National Biodiversity 
Conservation Strategy, and potential funding models 
by which to achieve funding needs. Public funding 
should be supplemented by implementing ‘polluter 
pays’ approaches and more effective motivation and 
harnessing of community contributions.  


3.5 Isn’t environmental biosecurity a 


black hole for taxpayers?  
Eradication and control of invasive species are very 
challenging – typically requiring long-term or 
sustained programs, technical innovation and 
monitoring. It is important to ensure that taxpayer 
funds are directed to priorities, using cost-effective 
methods and ensuring that there is value for 
community investment. An important role for 
Environment Health Australia will be to provide 


advice about these issues so as to increase return 
on investment.  


It is important to document successes and assess 
reasons for program failures so as to improve 
guidelines for success, avoid repeating mistakes and 
to identify priority research areas and funding needs.  


Many invasive species programs have been 
successful, with the interception of harmful invaders 
such as black-spined toads; the eradication of 
environmental invaders, particularly rats, foxes and 
cats from islands; and the control of invasive species 
to protect many high-value conservation areas. 
Certain high-profile failures (most recently Asian 
honeybees and myrtle rust) and the increased 
spread of many invaders are not reason to consider 
invasive species programs as largely futile. They are 
arguably symptomatic not of futility but instead of the 
failure to properly invest in environmental 
biosecurity. When programs are chronically under-
resourced or inconsistently resourced, failure rates 
are inevitably high.  


There are strong economic rationales for the 
proposed investment in Environment Health 
Australia. EHA would facilitate more cost-effective 
approaches to environmental biosecurity that ensure 
best value for investment of public funds. There are 
synergistic benefits for the economy in collaborative 
environmental and industry biosecurity efforts. There 
are significant community human resources, for 
example with an increasing population of retirees 
that can contribute if given the appropriate support.  
Finally, the maintenance of environmental health is 
also of great economic benefit.  Investments insuring 
the health of our greatest national asset, the 
environment, make sound business sense.  
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4. The role of community  


4.1 Why can’t governments do the work 
of Environment Health Australia? 
Effective biosecurity requires community 
involvement. A major message of the 2008 federal 
review of biosecurity and quarantine was the 
importance of partnerships between community, 
governments and industry, and the need for 
engagement of the community: 


Engagement with business and the general 
community on biosecurity must occur 
consistently and continually at several levels, 
from policy setting through co- regulatory 
alternatives to actions by individuals and 
companies, before, at and after the border. 


The message of One Biosecurity: a working 
partnership needs to be made available to a 
wide audience. Effective awareness campaigns 
and education that target all facets of the 
biosecurity continuum are essential, but 
particularly focusing on areas that have lacked 
representation in the past. These include 
aquatic and environmental biosecurity, travelers 
from non-traditional countries and Internet 
business transactions. This will require a more 
concerted involvement from the general 
community, the environment sector, 
organisations and businesses with a direct 
interest in the aquatic environment, airlines and 
travel agents, and Internet business providers. 


The need for community engagement and 
partnerships is also stated in Australia’s Biodiversity 
Conservation Strategy 2010–2030: 


Engaging all Australians is fundamental if we 
are to succeed in building ecosystem resilience 
in a changing climate.’ 


‘Cooperation between different parts of the 
community is essential to increase effective 
engagement in biodiversity conservation. … 
[P]artnerships between sectors are necessary 
for successful outcomes.’ 


Currently, the community sector is treated mainly as 
a group to be educated about responsible 
biosecurity practices and as a workforce to 
undertake weeding and pest control. There is very 
little engagement of the community or environmental 
sector in policy setting. In contrast, industry and 
business groups are involved as key stakeholders at 
all levels of biosecurity. 


The effect of this neglect of the community and 
environmental sectors is that environmental 
biosecurity is hamstrung and their potential 
contributions are unrealised. Sustainability of 
community participation is undermined when 
volunteers cannot engage in higher order functions. 


Effective community participation is crucial to 
reforming environmental biosecurity and unlocking 
efficiencies not achievable by government alone. 
Major government reforms rarely occur without 
strong community advocacy and support. Fostering 
involvement of the community sector and supporting 
capacity building to promote productive input is very 
much in the interests of any government committed 
to environmental biosecurity. 


4.2 What can the community contribute 


to biosecurity? 
Effective biosecurity requires the collaboration and 
cooperation of government, community, research 


and industry sectors. Community sectors already 
provide extensive biosecurity services in land 
management, bush regeneration, feral animal 
control and threatened species conservation but 
their energy and expertise is yet to be 
comprehensively tapped in setting policy directions 
and shaping biosecurity programs. Continued 
enthusiasm for the manual labour of pulling weeds 
can only be sustained through effective involvement 
in direction-setting.  


Governments have set up industry-government 
biosecurity partnerships through Animal Health 
Australia and Plant Health Australia. Similar 
arrangements with community sectors are required 
for environmental biosecurity to secure community 
involvement at all levels in biosecurity. 


Engagement with business and the general 
community on biosecurity must occur 
consistently and continually at several levels, 
from policy setting through co- regulatory 
alternatives to actions by individuals and 
companies, before, at and after the border. 


Beale review of biosecurity and quarantine (2008) 


Engaging all Australians is fundamental if we 
are to succeed in building ecosystem resilience 
in a changing climate. 


Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010–2030 


4.3 What does a partnership for 


environmental biosecurity require? 
There is now considerable rhetoric about the 
importance of partnerships in biosecurity. It was a 
dominant theme in the 2008 review by Beale and 
colleagues ‘One Biosecurity: A Working Partnership. 
But ‘partnership’ will be a meaningless buzzword 
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unless there are substantial changes to the way that 
governments interact with the community and 
environmental sectors about biosecurity.   


Currently, there is little engagement of the 
community and environment sectors, particularly in 
policy setting, and such engagement is often 
tokenistic – eg. when one environmental 
representative is invited to sit on an advisory 
committee dominated by industry representatives. 
The dominant focus on primary industries and the 
business culture within biosecurity agencies often 
promotes an adversarial relationship.  


Unfortunately, the biosecurity review report does not 
set out how partnerships can be fostered with the 
community and environment sectors. Clearly there 
are more challenges with these sectors than with 
industry because of disparate stakeholders, agendas 
and capacities. Achieving genuine partnerships will 
require at least the following: 


 Commitment by biosecurity agencies to the 
goals of environmental biosecurity, such as the 
invasive species target in the national 
Biodiversity Conservation Strategy.   


 Recognition of the important role of the 
community and environmental sectors in 
biosecurity and support for participation at all 
levels.  


 Institutional arrangements that reflect the 
importance of environmental biosecurity and 
promote collaboration between biosecurity and 
environmental agencies within and between 
governments 


 Greater environmental and engagement 
expertise within biosecurity agencies at all levels 


With industry, partnerships have been fostered 
through Plant Health Australia and Animal Health 
Australia. Environment Health Australia will be vital 
to similarly foster partnerships with the community 
and environmental sectors. Within Environment 
Health Australia, genuine partnerships will require a 
strong commitment by EHA members to shared 
goals and protocols that respect the roles and 
contributions of each member body to effective 
biosecurity.  


5. The relationship with Industry 
biosecurity 


5.1 What are Plant Health Australia and 
Animal Health Australia? 
PHA and AHA are not-for-profit companies 
established in 2000 and 1996 respectively to 
coordinate government-industry partnerships to 
protect plant and animal industries from incursions.    


Plant Health Australia has 31 industry and 8 
government members. Its strategic objective is to 
‘ensure a strong biosecurity partnership with 
government and industry minimises pest impacts on 
Australia, enhances market access and contributes 
to industry and community sustainability.’ 


Animal Health Australia has 16 industry and 8 
government members. Its objectives are to 
’strengthen Australia’s national animal health system 
and maximise confidence in the safety and quality of 
Australia’s livestock products in domestic and 
overseas markets’. 


PHA and AHA activities are funded by member 
subscriptions – with about one-third contributed by 
industry members and two-thirds by government 


members – industry levies and special project 
grants.  


PHA and AHA administer guidelines (PLANTPLAN 
and AUSVETPLAN) and deeds of agreement 
(Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed and The 
Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement) 
outlining arrangements for responding to emergency 
incursions. The deeds specify that costs of 
eradicating emergency pests are to be shared by 
government and industry based on an assessment 
of the relative private and public benefits of 
eradication.  PHA and AHA also develop 
contingency plans for particular high priority pest 
threats.  AHA and PHA also have some 
environmental functions – for example, wildlife is 
included in AHA’s disease surveillance program and 
contingency plans by PHA include environmental 
actions where economic pests also have 
environmental impacts.  


AHA and PHA do not generally address policy and 
priority setting for established pests, a function that 
is essential for any environmental biosecurity body. 


5.2 Will a greater focus on environmental 


biosecurity mean that industry will 
suffer? 
Biosecurity should not be a competition between the 
needs of industry, community and the environment. 
All are important and have overlapping needs. 
Industry bodies should not be concerned that the 
establishment of Environment Health Australia would 
compromise their biosecurity capacity. The Invasive 
Species Council supports maintaining a strong focus 
on industry biosecurity as important for both industry 
and the environment.  
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A stronger involvement by the community and 
environment sectors within biosecurity will benefit 
industry in multiple ways - by increasing awareness 
about shared threats, improving biosecurity 
knowledge and systems and generating greater 
support for government expenditure on biosecurity. 
There will be benefits for industry in having greater 
consistency in environmental biosecurity policies 
across jurisdictions. The joint interests of industry 
and environmental stakeholders are far greater than 
areas of potential conflict.  


Where there are areas of conflict between industry 
and environment (eg. where organisms that have 
commercial value are an invasive threat to the 
environment), protocols and methods should be 
developed by which to properly consider the costs 
and benefits of particular responses.  


In part because of institutional barriers and 
insufficient capacity, environment NGOs do not 
focus on biosecurity reform to the extent warranted 
by the severity of invasive species threats to the 
environment. The proposed Environment Health 
Australia would facilitate a stronger NGO focus that 
would be of benefit to all biosecurity sectors.   


                                                 


i The 2008 Beale review of biosecurity 
recommended that: ‘the membership of Animal 
Health Australia and Plant Health Australia should 
be broadened to encompass environmental pest and 
disease issues including those affecting the aquatic 
and terrestrial environments.’ 


ii Hawke A. 2009. The Australian Environment Act: 
Report of the Independent review of the 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999. Department of the 


                                                                                


Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts, 
Australian Government. 


iii Watson J, Daniels P, Kirkland P, Carroll A and 
Jeggo M. 2011. The 2007 outbreak of equine 
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international trade in horses. Rev. Sci. Tech. Off. Int. 
Epiz. 30: 87-93. 


iv Choquenot, D. and M. Clout. 2011. Another 
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to halt the decline in biodiversity? Security from the 
impact of vertebrate pest animals. 15th Australasian 
Vertebrate Pest Conference. Sydney. 
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<http://www.daff.gov.au/animal-plant-health/pests-
diseases-weeds/animal/fmd> 
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Biosecurity Arrangements', Report to the Australian 
Government. 
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 Environment Health Australia – outcomes 
 
  RELEASED May 2012 


 


Environmental Health Australia will facilitate the 
collaboration of major biosecurity participants and 
focus intellect and resources on addressing 
Australia’s highest priority environmental biosecurity 
challenges. EHA will be the essential brains and 
relationships infrastructure for solving some of 
Australia’s most difficult environmental problems.  


Stronger environmental 
biosecurity foundations 
More effective management of environmental 
invasions due to adoption of ecological approaches, 
such as enhancing ecological resistance through 
managing fire and predators, focusing on 
interactions between threats and preventing 
facilitators of invasion such as disturbance and 
nutrient addition.  


Eg. adoption of best practice methods by local 
governments for managing roadside remnant 
vegetation 


Eg. use of fire management and restoration on 
private properties to limit weed spread. 


Improved biosecurity 
preparedness  
Fewer new invaders into Australia due to improved 
surveillance measures and response to incursions.  


Eg. overseas eucalypt and acacia pathogens 
prevented from invading Australia due to early 
detection and eradication 


High-value areas at risk from invasions are safer 
from invasions due to implementation of biosecurity 
plans. 


Eg. islands with high conservation values are 
kept safe from invasions due to biosecurity 
protocols for island visitors 


Fewer new invasions due to the development of 
national approaches to emerging high-risk industries 
and products,  


Eg. the biofuels industry uses low-risk species 
only due to national risk assessment of new crop 
species to prevent the use of damaging weeds.  


More effective responses to new 
environmental invasions 
Fewer new invasive species in Australia due to 
effective national detection and eradication of new 
incursions,  


Eg. eradication of a new invasive pathogen of 
native plants due to a systematic surveillance 
program in nurseries 


Eg.low-cost eradication of several new 
environmental weeds before they spread due to 
NEBRA activation 


Enhanced community awareness, 
vigilance and action in biosecurity 
More effective management of invasive species due to 
greater awareness and involvement of the community 
in surveillance and control programs and the 
application of best practice methods 


Reduced environmental damage by invasive species 
on private landholdings due to dissemination of best-
practice methods and more strategic use of resources 
to support landholder management of invasive species. 


Eg. values of private conservation properties are 
better protected due to adoption of best practice 
methods designed for small landholders.   


Eg. more new and emerging invasive species 
detected and eradicated or contained due to new 
technology for identifying species of concern.  


Improved environmental 
biosecurity capacity  
More effective solutions for environmental invasions 
due to identification of highest priority research 
needs and commissioning of research 


More resources for effective management of 
invasive species due to carbon offsets and 
development offsets directed to high priority threats 


Improved coordination and 
collaboration between 
jurisdictions, agencies and sectors 
Reduced invasive species impacts due to more 
consistent and effective policies across jurisdictions 


Eg. all states/territories implement a consistent 
risk assessment approach that reduces the 
deliberate release of high-risk species and 
reduces government and industry cost. 


Reduced risk of new incursions and better 
containment of invasive species  of importance to 
both industry and environmental sectors 


Eg. environment groups and nursery industry 
collaborate to set up surveillance programs for 
invasive threats to native plants important for 
horticulture and conservation 


Progress is monitored and tracked 
Effective management of environmental invasive 
threats due to clarity about the measures and costs 
necessary to achieve outcomes and reporting and 
analysis of outcomes. 
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Keeping Nature Safe
A proposal for the establishment of Environment Health Australia, 
a national body dedicated to environmental biosecurity.







Environment Health Australia –  
keeping nature safe from invasive species


Australia urgently needs a more ecological, 
coordinated and collaborative approach to 
environmental biosecurity facilitated by a new 


national body, as made evident in the 2011 State of 
Environment report (boxed text). 


As one of the top three threats to Australia’s biodiversity, 
invasive species are overwhelming the capacity of 
current biosecurity systems and are set to worsen under 
climate change.


As recent environmental and biosecurity reviews have 
found, invasive species threats to the environment have 
been neglected in comparison to those threatening 
industry.1  Current biosecurity systems were established 
to protect the relatively few cultivated species that 
are the basis of plant and animal industries, not the 
multitudes of species and complex interactions that 
constitute biodiversity.


Invaders will increasingly dominate and destroy native 
biota unless biosecurity structures and processes are 
adapted for the natural environment. It will not be 
sufficient to bolt on environmental responsibilities 
to existing structures. The complexity and scale of 
environmental challenges warrants a comprehensive 
biosecurity focus. 


Here the Invasive Species Council proposes the 
establishment of Environment Health Australia as an 
essential element in reforming the nation’s biosecurity 
systems to protect the environment. Through 
partnerships, planning, research, monitoring and 
outreach, EHA will facilitate more effective ways to 
safeguard terrestrial and aquatic environments from 
invasive pathogens, weeds and pests. 


Environment Health Australia would complement 
existing industry-government biosecurity partnerships 
(Plant Health Australia and Animal Health Australia) 
established to protect species used in agriculture, and 
collaborate with these bodies.


The establishment of Environment Health Australia  
would lead to:


• �Improved environmental biosecurity preparedness and 
capacity proactively deployed.


• �More effective management of environmental 
invasions through ecological approaches.


• �A more biosecurity aware, vigilant and active 
community. 


Australia’s 2011 State of 
the Environment report 
Government responses to invasive 
species are uncoordinated at the 
national level, reactive, focused 
on larger animals, biased towards 
potential impact on primary industry 
at the expense of the total ecosystem, 
and critically under-resourced. This 
is not only poor environmental and 
heritage management, but poor 
economics, as prevention and rapid 
response to new arrivals and incursions 
can save vast expense over time.2


• �Improved coordination and collaboration between 
jurisdictions, agencies and sectors to create a seamless, 
all-embracing biosecurity net.


• Monitoring of progress in environmental biosecurity.


• �Improved biodiversity outcomes to assist Australia in 
meeting its national and international obligations.


• �A stronger focus on invasive species management as 
an essential adaptation to climate change.


• �Significant economic savings as priority environmental 
pests are subject to timely, efficient and effective 
control.


This proposal has been developed by the Invasive 
Species Council, an environmental NGO that campaigns 
for stronger laws, policies and programs to protect 
Australian biodiversity from invasive species  
(see www.invasives.org.au). 


Environment Health Australia: A national body for environmental biosecurity 
with wide community, government, research and business membership to foster 
ecological, coordinated and collaborative approaches to prevent and reduce 
environmental harm from invasive species.
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GLOSSARY
AHA: Animal Health Australia


CRC: Cooperative Research Centre


DAFF: Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry


EHA: Environment Health Australia (proposed)


ENGO: Environmental Non-Government Organisation


EPBC Act: Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999


ISC: Invasive Species Council Inc


PHA:  Plant Health Australia


NEBRA: National Environmental Biosecurity Response 
Agreement 


NRM: Natural Resource Management


PIMC: Primary Industries Ministerial Council


PISC: Primary  Industries Standing Committee


Biodiversity: The variability among living organisms from 
all sources, including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine, and other 
aquatic ecosystems, and the ecological complexes of which 
they are part: this includes diversity within species, between 
species and of ecosystems (UN Convention on Biological 
Diversity).


Biosecurity: Protecting the environment, economy, and 
human health and amenity from the negative impacts of 
invasive species.


Invasive species: Animals, plants and other organisms (exotic 
or native) that are introduced by human agency, directly or 
indirectly, to places outside their natural range where they 
reproduce and spread and threaten environmental, health, 
economic or social values. 
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1. Why Australia needs Environment  
Health Australia


To counter invasive threats  
to the environment


Invasive species are deadly and damaging. They 
have already caused the extinction of more than 
40 Australian mammals, birds and frogs, and 


are second only to land clearing in the numbers of 
Australian species and ecological communities they 
threaten (see Box 1)4.  Invasive species cause extensive 
degradation and are the most difficult and expensive 
problem for managers of protected areas. Numbers 
are escalating as global trade and travel increase. In 
ecological timeframes, most are recent arrivals and have 
far to spread. Climate change will extend the range 
and impacts of many invaders and render species and 
ecosystems more vulnerable to harm (see Box 2)5. 


Current biosecurity arrangements were devised to 
protect the comparatively simple systems of primary 
industries, not the hundreds of thousands of species and 
their complex interactions that constitute biodiversity. 
Recent government-commissioned, independent reviews 
of Australia’s national biosecurity laws (the 2008 Beale 
review) and environment laws (the 2009 Hawke review) 
emphasised the need for stronger environmental 
biosecurity. For example, Beale found that6:  


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


Australia needs stronger environmental biosecurity 
to meet its international and national obligations for 
the environment, such as those under the Convention 
on Biological Diversity and the Australian Biodiversity 
Conservation Strategy (see Box 3). 


To mobilise community 
resources


‘Engagement with business and the general 
community on biosecurity must occur consistently 
and continually at several levels, from policy setting 


through co-regulatory alternatives to actions by 
individuals and companies, before, at and after the 
border.’
– Beale review of biosecurity and quarantine (2008)


‘Engaging all Australians is fundamental if we are 
to succeed in building ecosystem resilience in a 
changing climate.’
– Australia’s Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010–2030


Effective biosecurity requires the collaboration and 
cooperation of government, community, research and 
industry sectors (see Box 4). Community sectors provide 
extensive biosecurity services in land management, 
bush regeneration, feral animal control and threatened 
species conservation but their energy and expertise 
is yet to be comprehensively tapped in setting 
policy directions and shaping biosecurity programs. 
Governments have set up industry-government 
biosecurity partnerships through Animal Health 
Australia and Plant Health Australia (see Box 5). Similar 
arrangements with community sectors are required 
for environmental biosecurity to engender community 
involvement at all levels in biosecurity.


Any suggestions that the existing industry partnership 
structure can fill the gaps in environmental biosecurity 
are unrealistic and inappropriate (see Box 6). 


In part because of institutional barriers and insufficient 
capacity, environment NGOs do not focus on biosecurity 
reform to the extent warranted by the severity of 
invasive species threats to the environment. The 
proposed EHA would facilitate a stronger NGO focus 
that would benefit all biosecurity sectors.  


To ensure fairness and promote 
the public good


‘Environmental biosecurity issues have not 
traditionally received the same attention as the 
potential impacts of pathogens, diseases, weeds 
or pests on primary production. … The new 
biosecurity legislation should require that the 
environment must be given equal consideration 
alongside human health and economic and social 
considerations…’
– Hawke review of the EPBC Act (2009)


Although environmental biosecurity is more 
challenging than that for industry – with more threats, 
more species at risk, more stakeholders, and less 
knowledge – more public resources are dedicated to 
protecting private industries than the environment 


‘The impacts of invasive species are now considered to pose a threat to Australian biodiversity of the same order as 
habitat loss and climate change.’
– Federal Environment Department (2008)3 
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BOX 1. LOSSES FROM ENVIRONMENTAL  
INVASIONS IN AUSTRALIA
Already gone: Invasive species are the main cause of animal extinctions in Australia and the reason why Australia has the highest 
recent rate of mammal extinctions world-wide. Invasive species have been responsible for about one-third of Australian extinctions 
since European colonisation, including:


• �24 mammals due to fox and cat predation with rabbits probably contributing (9 more mammals extirpated from the mainland 
survive only on predator-free islands). 


• 2 mammals due to parasites carried by black rats. 


• 13 island birds due to black rats, cats, pigs, introduced birds and honeybees.


• 3-5 frogs due to chytrid fungus.


• Several invertebrates, eg. 2 snails and 10 beetles from Lord Howe Island due to black rats.


On their way out: Invasive species are a major threat to the survival of hundreds more species, including close to 60% of critically 
endangered species and more than 80% of nationally threatened ecological communities. Close to 80% of freshwater fish at risk are 
threatened by invaders. Invasive species are second only to habitat loss as a current threat to biodiversity (with climate change a 
looming major threat), and the major threat for island biodiversity ( increasingly important as repositories of biodiversity no longer 
extant on the mainland). 


Newly or future threatened: The invasive threats from exotic species already in Australia are escalating.


‘Australia is in the throes of ecological upheaval, and most of this change is coming … from old pests tightening their grip on 
the land. It is important to understand that most pests in Australia have yet to occupy their full range: they are still migrating 
outwards or increasing in density (infilling) or both.’
– Tim Low (1999) Feral Future11 


There are grave fears for dozens of animal species if foxes spread in Tasmania. Hundreds of plants are at risk as the plant pathogens 
Phytophthora cinnamomi and myrtle rust spread. With more exotic plant species in Australia than there are native plants, the burden 
of invasive weeds will continue to grow. Some animal invaders (northern Pacific seastars and deer, for example) are also at an early 
stage of invasion.  New invaders will continue to arrive as collateral costs of global trade and travel. Recently arrived invaders – red 
imported fire ants, yellow crazy ants, Asian honeybees and myrtle rust – are harbingers of many more to come. Unless we take 
stronger measures now, the huge legacy debt of invasive species will increase beyond the capacity of future generations to pay for 
their management.


from invasive species. Until recently, invasive species 
were viewed mostly as an agricultural problem. Current 
biosecurity arrangements still reflect that history. 


The community relies on governments to invest resources 
on their behalf to protect the environment for the public 
good. There needs to be more equity for the environment 
in public resources dedicated to biosecurity.  Just as 
Federal and State/Territory Governments support a range 
of industry-government partnerships, such as through 
PHA and AHA, so they should support productive, public 
good partnerships with the environment sector through 
the proposed Environment Health Australia. 


To secure economic and social 
benefits 


‘… in light of the environmental impacts and 
production losses due to weeds and other invasive 


species, it is expected that any reforms should 
engender a high return on the investment.’
– Hawke review of the EPBC Act (2009)


Improving environmental biosecurity will bring substantial 
economic and social advantages. A healthy environment 
is a prerequisite for a healthy economy, including 
for animal and plant industries. Many environmental 
invasions also harm the economy, human health and 
amenity. Prevention and rapid eradication are the most 
cost-effective approaches to invasive species but current 
biosecurity systems struggle to deliver on this. Stronger 
community involvement in surveillance, control and 
monitoring of invasive species is of great economic 
benefit. Governments committed to biosecurity will also 
benefit from having stronger community awareness and 
support for policies and programs. Industries will benefit 
from greater harmonisation between jurisdictions and the 
potential for cooperation with the community sector.


Photo credit: Mount Anne, Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area – Creative Commons Licence, JJ Harrison.
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2. Proposed functions of Environment 
Health Australia


Environment Health Australia would plan, 
coordinate, inform, shape and help deliver stronger 
biosecurity arrangements to protect Australia’s 


environment, with functions including the following.


Create strong environmental biosecurity 
foundations
• �Develop and promote more ecologically informed 


approaches to protect native species, ecological 
communities and ecological processes from invasive 
species.


Improve Australia’s biosecurity 
preparedness 


• �Develop biosecurity plans for high-risk potential 
environmental invaders and for high-value areas at 
particular risk from new incursions, such as islands.


• �Develop surveillance protocols for environmental 
incursions. 


• �Develop strategies to limit the exacerbation of invasive 
species impacts under climate change. 


• �Undertake regular foresighting and reporting to 
identify emerging and future threats.


• �Provide advice on environmental biosecurity for 
relevant government policies, including on invasive 
species, climate change, mining and vegetation 
management.


Promote effective responses to 
environmental invasions
• �Participate in National Environmental Biosecurity 


Response Agreement (NEBRA) processes.7 


• �Lead development of AusEnvPlans to establish 
detailed emergency response arrangementsi. 


• �Commission, co-ordinate, facilitate and manage 
nationally agreed environmental health and biosecurity 
projects.


• �Assist in developing and delivering training for 
biosecurity responses to environmental incursions.


Enhance community awareness, vigilance 
and action in biosecurity
• Build public awareness of environmental biosecurity. 


• �Support the community to become involved in 
biosecurity policy development and implementation.


• �Develop best practice communication and community 
activation approaches in environmental biosecurity.


• �Promote adoption of environmental biosecurity best-
practice by all land managers. 


• �Harness the financial, intellectual and in-kind support 
of foundations, corporations and NGOs.


Improve environmental biosecurity capacity 
– knowledge, people and resources
• �Identify and prioritise research needs for environmental 


biosecurity.


• �Collect relevant economic data and develop economic 
rationales and costings for managing environmental 
incursions.


• �Identify and prioritise invasive species management 
actions which can be implemented to deliver carbon 
offsets.


• �Develop, with state and federal regulatory partners, 
an invasive species offsets policy that directs offset 
payments to mitigate priority invasive species threats.


Improve coordination and collaboration 
between jurisdictions, agencies and sectors
• �Facilitate governments, community groups and 


researchers to work together to improve environmental 
health in Australia.


• �Cooperate and collaborate with industry biosecurity 
bodies to jointly develop joint responses and conduct 
research where invaders have both environmental and 
industry impacts.


‘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.’ [bolding ours] 
– Plant Health Australia (2008) Submission to  Quarantine & Biosecurity Review


i) �The NEBRA sets out emergency response arrangements, including cost-sharing arrangements, for biosecurity incidents which predominantly affect the environment and/or social amenity, and where the 
response is largely for public benefit. This includes marine pest incidents. 
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BOX 2. CLIMATE CHANGE AND INVASIVE SPECIES
‘The ultimate outcomes are expected to be declines in biodiversity favouring weed and pest species (a few native, most 
introduced) at the expense of the rich variety that has occurred naturally across Australia.’
– The Garnaut Climate Change Review (2008)12 


Warmer climates, more extreme weather events, changed fire regimes, stress on native species and ecosystems, and climate-driven 
activities, such as the introduction of new pasture and garden plant varieties and agricultural development in new areas, are likely to 
benefit various invasive species to the detriment of the native biota. In many cases the impacts of invasive species benefiting from 
climate change are likely to exceed the direct impacts of climate change.13  


One of the most effective ways of increasing the resilience of native species to climate change is to protect them from invasive 
species by acting now to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive species likely to flourish under climate change. 


Carbon and invasive species
Invasive species contribute to climate change by increasing greenhouse gas emissions and reducing carbon sequestration. Examples 
in Australia operate on a landscape scale and include:


• �Invasive plant pathogens – myrtle rust (Puccinia psidii) and Phythophthora cinnamomi in particular – reduce carbon sequestration 
by killing and damaging plants. 


• �Feral herbivores such as camels and water buffalo reduce carbon sequestration by killing and damaging plants and emit potent 
greenhouse gases (methane).14   


• �High biomass weeds such as gamba grass (Andropogon gayanus) and other invasive pasture grasses can transform ecosystems, 
fuelling fires that kill trees and release stored carbon into the atmosphere.15 


Preventing and controlling invasive species will have numerous carbon benefits that should be considered for funding under carbon 
offset schemes.


Monitor and report on Australia’s progress 
in environmental biosecurity
• �Develop indicators for monitoring progress on meeting 


environmental biosecurity targets.


• �Produce regular reports to track national performance 
in reducing impacts and costs of invasive species on 
the Australian environment, and contribute data and 
analysis to the State of the Environment report and 
national environmental accounts.


• �Undertake regular assessments of Australia’s progress 
in meeting environmental biosecurity obligations, 
including the International Convention on Biodiversity 
and Australia’s Biodiversity Conservation Strategy. 


Photo credit: Daintree National Park, Queensland – Creative Commons Licence, Diliff.
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3. Structure & membership of  
Environment Health Australia


Environment Health Australia would be structured 
to foster partnerships between major participants 
and stakeholders in environmental biosecurity and 


promote collaboration with industry bodies where there 
are shared interests. 


This proposal does not nominate a particular structure 
for EHA. One potential model is that of Plant Health 
Australia and Animal Health Australia, which are public 
non-profit companies, with industry and government 
members and an elected board (see Box 5). 


It will be vital to ensure that the structure and protocols 
foster genuine partnerships. This requires that the 
community sector is supported as a major participant.  


Potential members of EHA include:


• �Federal Government: environment and biosecurity 
agencies. 


• �State/Territory Governments: environment and 
biosecurity agencies.


• �Environmental NGOs with an environmental biosecurity 
focus.


• Indigenous land management organisations.


• �NRM and conservation land management 
organisations.


• �Research institutions focused on biosecurity and 
ecology, eg. CSIRO, Invasive Animals CRC, Plant 
Biosecurity CRC, Australian Centre of Excellence for 
Risk Analysis, The Ecology Centre.


• �Professional bodies for people involved in 
environmental biosecurity (eg. weed societies, 
Ecological Society of Australia, Australasian Plant 
Pathology Society).


• �Environmental and allied primary production industry 
bodies: eg. in ecotourism, ecological restoration, zoo 
and wildlife industries, botanic gardens, seed banks, 
bush foods, bush oils and essences, as well as apiarists, 
among others.
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BOX 3. INTERNATIONAL AND NATIONAL OBLIGATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL BIOSECURITY
Article 8(h) of the international Convention on Biological Diversity states that:


Each contracting Party shall, as far as possible and as appropriate, prevent the introduction of, control or eradicate those alien 
species which threaten ecosystems, habitats or species.


Target 9 of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 (under the Convention on Biological Diversity) is:


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.


Target 7 of the Australian Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 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.


BOX 4. THE IMPERATIVE FOR COLLABORATION  
AND ENGAGEMENT 
The Beale review of Australian biosecurity recognised the importance of community involvement in biosecurity. 


Engagement with business and the general community on biosecurity must occur consistently and continually at several levels, 
from policy setting through co- regulatory alternatives to actions by individuals and companies, before, at and after the border.


The message of One Biosecurity: a working partnership needs to be made available to a wide audience. Effective awareness 
campaigns and education that target all facets of the biosecurity continuum are essential, but particularly focusing on areas 
that have lacked representation in the past. These include aquatic and environmental biosecurity, travellers from non-traditional 
countries and Internet business transactions. This will require a more concerted involvement from the general community, the 
environment sector, organisations and businesses with a direct interest in the aquatic environment, airlines and travel agents, 
and Internet business providers.


The need for collaboration is also stated in Australia’s Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010–2030:


Engaging all Australians is fundamental if we are to succeed in building ecosystem resilience in a changing climate.’


‘Cooperation between different parts of the community is essential to increase effective engagement in biodiversity conservation. 
… [P]artnerships between sectors are necessary for successful outcomes.’


Effective community participation is crucial to reforming environmental biosecurity and unlocking efficiencies not achievable by 
government alone. Major government reforms rarely occur without strong community advocacy and support. This is particularly 
the case for environmental reforms, where there are often commercial interests opposing reforms. Fostering involvement of the 
community sector and supporting capacity building to promote productive input is very much in the interests of any government 
committed to environmental biosecurity.


Photo credit: Outback South Australia – Creative Commons Licence, Zanka.
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4. The need for a dedicated  
environmental focus


This proposal is supportive of the ‘one biosecurity’ 
approach recommended by the Beale review 
that envisions a ‘seamless’ cross-sectoral, cross-


jurisdictional approach to biosecurity. This requires, 
however, recognition of the distinctive requirements 
of environmental biosecurity. Many invasive species 
have both economic and environmental impacts, and 
sometimes social impacts as well, warranting a joint 
approach. But protecting the natural environment differs 
in many ways from protecting industry assets and 
requires a distinctive ecologically based approach to 
biosecurity. Environmental biosecurity cannot just be a 
bolt-on to existing industry approaches. 


The values to be protected – biodiversity and 
environmental health: Conservation requires a 
biosecurity focus on the hundreds of thousands 
of species, from microbes to macropods, and their 
populations and interactions that constitute ecosystems 
and provide ecosystem services. In contrast, industry 
biosecurity is mostly focused on protecting particular 
species that are of economic value and number no more 
than a few dozen (except for the nursery industry which 
uses a wider range of species). The values at stake in 
conservation are mostly not replaceable whereas species 
or cultivars of value to industry can usually be replaced 
by new breeds or new enterprises. 


Invasive species threats – scale and complexity: 
Because of the diversity of taxa, ecosystems and 
ecosystem processes to protect, there are far more 
invasive species that are of threat or potential threat to 
environmental values. The threats are more complex 
for they involve direct and indirect impacts arising from 
interactions between species. For example, the threat 
to industry of myrtle/eucalyptus rust consists of the 
impacts on individual cultivated plant species but in the 
environment the threat consists of direct impacts on 
plant species, indirect impacts on dependent wildlife, 
impacts on ecosystem processes (such as fire regimes 
and carbon sequestration), interactions with other 
threats and the effects of altered competition between 
species. 


State of knowledge: Much more is known about 
cultivated species and the invasive threats to them than 
about biodiversity and invasive species threats. The 
lack of knowledge about our native biota, particularly 
invertebrates and microbes, means that most invasive 
species impacts are not documented or monitored.


‘Little is known even about the taxonomy of fungi 
in Australia, with far less about 10 per cent of 


species scientifically documented... Many non-
vascular plants and fungi arrive each year. It may be 
many years before their effects are felt in Australian 
ecosystems. As a consequence, lists of potentially 
damaging invaders rarely make reference to fungi.’
– Burgman et al. (2009)8 


Predictability and timeframes: While impacts on 
individual cultivated species can be predicted with 
reasonable accuracy, there are high levels of uncertainty 
in predicting impacts in the natural environment due to 
complex interactions, long timeframes (millennia) and 
lack of knowledge. Many impacts are synergistic with 
other existing and emerging threats. Climate change 
in particular increases the likelihood of previously 
benign species causing harm. Invasive impacts may 
not be observed for decades due to lag effects, lack of 
monitoring or their insidious nature. The combination 
of great uncertainties, long timeframes and limited 
management options warrants a highly precautionary 
approach in environmental biosecurity. 


‘Changes in attitude to invasive species usually 
lag behind their environmental effects, illustrated 
by one of the most damaging invasive species 
in Australia, Cinnamon or root rot fungus 
(Phytophthora cinnamomi). … It was probably first 
established in Western Australia from a tropical 
source in the early 1900s. It did not spread 
substantially until the 1940s and coordinated 
measures to control it were not implemented 
until the 1970s. The Cinnamon fungus exemplifies 
the inefficiencies of a control approach that is 
reactive to a proven threat, rather than defensive of 
ecosystems.’
– Burgman et al. (2009)


Management approaches and options: There are 
many more management options in relatively simple, 
delimited agricultural systems than there are in 
complex natural environments, including areas difficult 
to access such as islands. For example, in response 
to myrtle/eucalyptus rust, plant industries can use 
fungicides, breed resistant varieties or use different 
species, none of which are options for managing the 
natural environment. Weeds cannot be controlled with 
broadacre mechanical or chemical control methods in 
many natural situations. Most post-border biosecurity 
policy focuses on controlling or proscribing a small 
subset of invasive species that are causing proven harm, 
which is inconsistent with ecological uncertainties 
and complexities. There are commercial incentives 


‘The approach used to manage biosecurity risks to human health, food safety and the environment (including aquatic 
environments) needs to be consistent with the approach used to address risks that primarily affect the agriculture 
sector. However, comprehensive analysis will be required to guide precisely the measures to be applied along the 
continuum against specific risk pathways.’
– Beale review of biosecurity (2008)
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BOX 5. PLANT HEALTH AUSTRALIA (PHA) AND ANIMAL  
HEALTH AUSTRALIA (AHA)
PHA and AHA are not-for-profit companies established in 2000 and 1996 respectively to coordinate government-industry 
partnerships to protect plant and animal industries from incursions.   


Plant Health Australia has 31 industry and 8 government members. Its strategic objective is to ‘ensure a strong biosecurity 
partnership with government and industry minimises pest impacts on Australia, enhances market access and contributes to industry 
and community sustainability.’


Animal Health Australia has 16 industry and 8 government members. Its objectives are to ’strengthen Australia’s national animal 
health system and maximise confidence in the safety and quality of Australia’s livestock products in domestic and overseas markets’.


PHA and AHA activities are funded by member subscriptions – with about one-third contributed by industry members and two-
thirds by government members – industry levies and special project grants. 


PHA and AHA administer guidelines (PLANTPLAN and AUSVETPLAN) and deeds of agreement (Emergency Plant Pest Response 
Deed and The Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement) outlining arrangements for responding to emergency incursions. 
The deeds specify that costs of eradicating emergency pests are to be shared by government and industry based on an assessment 
of the relative private and public benefits of eradication.  PHA and AHA also develop contingency plans for particular high priority 
pest threats.  AHA and PHA also have some environmental functions – for example, wildlife is included in AHA’s disease surveillance 
program and contingency plans by PHA include environmental actions where economic pests also have environmental impacts. 


AHA and PHA do not generally address policy and priority setting for established pests, a function that is essential for any 
environmental biosecurity body.


for industry management of invasive species but 
environmental biosecurity relies on government and 
community investment for the public good.


Stakeholders and resources: A multitude of 
stakeholders, often with conflicting agendas, make 
environmental biosecurity a much more socially 
and politically challenging policy area than industry 
biosecurity. Commercial incentives and government 
support also mean that industry biosecurity is much 


better resourced than environmental biosecurity. It 
is in the public interest for governments to invest in 
increasing the capacity of the community, including 
environmental NGOs, to fully participate in biosecurity. 


Developing the concepts and approaches necessary 
for effective environmental biosecurity requires the 
establishment of an entity such as EHA.


Photo credit: Native plant nursery in Ballarat, Victoria – John Sampson.
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5. How Environment Health Australia fits 
into the biosecurity landscape


Both the Beale review of biosecurity and the 
Hawke review of the EPBC Act have emphasised 
the need for stronger environmental biosecurity 


(see Box 8). Achieving this requires bringing together 
the right people informed by the best science and 
committed to collaboratively addressing environmental 
biosecurity priorities. EHA would fill gaps within the 
existing biosecurity framework and complement existing 
entities such as AHA and PHA (see Figure 1 and Figure 
2).  The benefits and opportunities that EHA would bring 
for various sectors are summarised.


Australian governments
Most biosecurity functions in governments are managed 
by primary industries agencies, with environmental 
agencies managing the harmful impacts of established 
invasive species on biodiversity, primarily in protected 
areas. There is a widely acknowledged need for greater 
coordination within and between governments. Both 
biosecurity and environmental agencies would benefit 
as:


• �Participants in EHA, with cross-sectoral and cross-
jurisdictional partnerships to tackle environmental 
biosecurity priorities. 


• �Recipients of many services, including a much 
more vigilant and active community at all levels of 
biosecurity.


Environment Health Australia would participate in or 
assist the operations of a diverse array of national 
biosecurity committees and groups, including the weeds, 
vertebrate pests and marine pests committees, and 
national management groups. 


Industry 
Agricultural industries are well-serviced through a range 
of bodies, such as their membership of Plant Health 
Australia and Animal Health Australia. EHA would 
complement the functions of bodies such as PHA and 
AHA, and industries would benefit as:


• �Participants in EHA through the membership of 
environmental and allied primary production industry 
bodies. 


• �Partners in responding to incursions with 
environmental and industry impacts and collaborators 
in other projects of mutual benefit.  


• Beneficiaries from stronger environmental biosecurity.


Research organisations
Australia’s research community would benefit from 
the EHA proposal with more research commissioned 
to understand and address threats and more effective 
implementation of research outcomes in management 
actions. The establishment of EHA would serve as 
a catalyst for posing research questions of priority 
relevance to environmental biosecurity. Research 
organisations would benefit as:


• Participants in EHA, shaping biosecurity priorities.


• �Collaborators in projects with indigenous, community 
and environmental groups.


• Service providers in EHA-commissioned research.


Community 
Currently, community sectors are mostly involved in 
on-ground control of invasive species but have little role 
in shaping biosecurity policies and priorities (see Box 
6). There has been only a limited role for these sectors 
in most biosecurity institutions, in contrast to the active 
role they play in other environmental policy areas. 
While industry bodies have a commercial incentive to 
participate in biosecurity, the community sector needs 
support to attain the knowledge and resource capacity 
necessary for productive participation in biosecurity. 
Community sectors would benefit as: 


• �Participants in EHA, with the potential for partnerships 
and influence in biosecurity processes.


• �Beneficiaries of stronger environmental biosecurity, 
protection of the public interest and involvement of 
the wider community in biosecurity.


Environmental Health Australia would also participate in 
and collaborate with international agencies and groups, 
such as the United Nations Environment Program, 
Convention on Biodiversity, International Union for 
the Conservation of Nature, and the Invasive Species 
Specialist Group.
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BOX 6. THE ENVIRONMENT NEEDS ITS OWN BIOSECURITY 
ORGANISATION
It has been proposed that the industry-focused Animal Health Australia and Plant Health Australia should encompass environmental 
pests and diseases.16  However, this change would still not address weeds, pest animals, marine pests and invasive invertebrates 
(such as ants).  Further, this would not accord environmental threats the priority and specific focus they require, and would 
exclude community sectors from an effective partnership role in environmental biosecurity.  There may also be conflicts of interest 
when organisms valued by industry are an environmental threat. The environment sector would strongly oppose environmental 
biosecurity being subsumed within industry bodies. 


PHA and AHA were set up to service their membership of industry organisations (a total of about 50 between them). The existing 
industry members are not likely to favour equivalence with an environmental membership or an environmental focus.  In their 
submission to the Beale Review, PHA called for an equivalent body to service the needs of environmental biosecurity (see quote in 
section 2).


RESEARCH
CRCs, CSIRO,  


universities, government


INDUSTRY
Representative bodies, 


PHA, AHA


COMMUNITY
ENGOs, Indigenous rep 


bodies, NRM groups, etc


GOVERNMENTS
PIMC, PISC,  


environment &  
agricultural  


agencies


Figure 1 The necessary participants in ‘one biosecurity’


Photo credit: Grasslands of south-eastern Australia – Dr Sarah Bekessy.
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6. Financial issues & options


The establishment of Environment Health 
Australia is clearly in the public interest and its 
functions are vital to Australia meeting national 


and international environmental and biosecurity goals. 
However, budgetary constraints may be perceived as an 
impediment to this proposal.  Against this, the Invasive 
Species Council cites the following compelling reasons for 
EHA to be prioritised for public funding: 


• �It would fulfill vital environmental and biosecurity 
functions recognised in several government reviews as 
major gaps. 


• �Improved biosecurity is essential to meet national 
conservation goals and mitigate high priority 
environmental threats.


• �Environmental biosecurity lags industry biosecurity in 
preparedness, research, stakeholder engagement and 
many other respects yet receives less public funding.


• �Government expenditure in biosecurity should give 
priority to public good outcomes.


The level of funding required annually for EHA would be 
only a small proportion of that provided over the past few 
years to assist industry biosecurity. The $390 million spent 
by governments on responding to the equine influenza 
outbreak9 or the more than $500 million the Federal 
Government says it will commit to foot and mouth 
disease management (see next quote) could fund EHA for 
many years. 


Appropriate resourcing for 
environmental biosecurity


‘The Australian Government has committed to 
invest more than half a billion dollars to prepare for 
and manage the [foot and mouth disease] threat… 
Australia has in place detailed contingency plans and 
a comprehensive whole-of-government approach 
to managing animal health emergencies that are 
designed to ensure that resources from a wide range 
of agencies are available.’
– Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry10 


We have not provided costings for this proposal. 
Although costings should be derived from proposed 
functions, an obvious starting point for an estimate is the 
amount of funding for equivalent functions for industry 
biosecurity. 


There can be little question that governments should 
fund environmental biosecurity to a greater extent 
than they fund industry biosecurity – given the greater 
challenges, the catch-up needed, the lack of commercial 
incentives for environmental biosecurity and the public 
good at stake.


Although environmental biosecurity lags well behind 
industry biosecurity, more public resources are dedicated 
to industry biosecurity than to environmental biosecurity. 
Industries have in place contingency plans and 
surveillance operations for several high priority threats 
to plant and animal industries, funded substantially by 
governments. The contingency plans for plant industries 
alone cover more than 100 pest species. The environment 
needs a similar level of preparedness. 


Public funding for industry biosecurity includes that 
for Plant Health Australia and Animal Health Australia, 
contributions to industry biosecurity research bodies 
and projects, and management of particular incursions. 
No detailed information is available about the relative 
extent of public funding of environmental and industry 
biosecurity (and there are many overlaps). State and 
Federal Governments contribute about $4 million a year 
in operational funds to AHA and PHA, as well as project 
funding. Total AHA and PHA revenue for 2009-10 was 
about $20 million, and they employ more than 40 staff. 
The proposed scope of EHA functions is broader than 
for AHA and PHA. In advance of detailed costing, it is 
reasonable to expect that base EHA funding would be at 
least equivalent to that for AHA and PHA.


There are strong economic rationales for the proposed 
investment. EHA would facilitate more cost-effective 
approaches to environmental biosecurity that ensure 
best value for investment of public funds. There are 
synergistic benefits for the economy in collaborative 
environmental and industry biosecurity efforts. There are 
significant community human resources, for example with 
an increasing population of retirees that can contribute if 
given the appropriate support.  Finally, the maintenance 
of environmental health is also of great economic benefit.  
Investments insuring the health of our greatest national 
asset, the environment, make sound business sense.


Potential sources of funding 
Environment Health Australia would be reliant on public 
funding for much of its budget and it is appropriate that 
this be so given the public good outcomes. Potential 
sources of funding include the following.


• �Federal and State/Territory Government contributions 
from general revenue, in the same way that PHA, 
AHA, and research and development corporations, are 
funded.


• �The Biodiversity Fund, to be funded from the carbon tax 
to protect Australian biodiversity from climate change: 
the exacerbation of invasive species impacts is likely to 
be one of the major threats to biodiversity under climate 
change (see Box 7).


• �Carbon offsets: Managing invasive species can prevent 


[T]he 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.
– Beale review of biosecurity and quarantine (2008)
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BOX 7. GAPS IN ENVIRONMENTAL BIOSECURITY ENGAGEMENT
‘Engagement with business and the general community on biosecurity must occur consistently and continually at several levels, 
from policy setting through coregulatory alternatives to actions by individuals and companies, before, at and after the border.’
– Beale review of biosecurity (2008)


Many biosecurity processes with major conservation implications do not effectively engage environmental stakeholders. 


Primary industry agencies have carriage over most biosecurity policy at national and state/territory levels. The mission and culture 
of these agencies is, not surprisingly, oriented more towards industry than biodiversity. For example, the Federal Department 
of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry’s  mission is ‘Increasing the profitability, competitiveness and sustainability of Australian 
agricultural, fisheries, food and forestry industries and enhancing the natural resource base to achieve greater national wealth and 
stronger rural and regional communities.’


Similarly, federal and state/territory government biosecurity agreements have been mostly developed by the Primary Industries 
Ministerial Council (PIMC), whose mission is ‘to develop and promote sustainable, innovative and profitable agriculture, fisheries/
aquaculture, and food and forestry industries’. Some inter-governmental biosecurity committees reported to the Natural Resources 
Management Ministerial Council, but this Council has been discontinued so that all inter-governmental policy is now under PIMC. 


Although primary industries agencies acknowledge responsibility for environmental biosecurity, in practice they give priority to 
industry biosecurity goals and have much stronger engagement with industry stakeholders. For example, the membership of 
the Federal Government’s Biosecurity Advisory Council is dominated by people from industry or involved in industry-focused 
research. Just one of eight members has a strong environmental background, while six have an agricultural focus. None are from 
the environment NGO sector. This situation is replicated on various state/territory based biosecurity committees. The 2009 Hawke 
review of the EPBC Act recognised this as a  ‘cultural’ bias:


‘A risk of integrating environmental, health and primary production considerations under a single biosecurity regime is that 
environmental outcomes could be compromised if the primary focus remains on trade and primary production – a problem of 
“culture”’.


Through AHA and PHA, Rural Industry Research and Development bodies, and through other representative bodies, industry 
participants have a voice within many biosecurity processes in which there is no equivalent environmental representation. For 
example, they are involved in decisions about emergency responses to incursions, and have a voice in national committees 
under PIMC, such as the Animal Health Committee, Plant Health Committee, Australian Weeds Committee and Vertebrate Pests 
Committee, with AHA or PHA involved either as a member or observer.  There are no mechanisms for equivalent engagement of the 
community environmental sector.


In recognition that environmental biosecurity requires a stronger focus, federal and state/territory governments have developed a 
National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement. This sets out ‘emergency response arrangements, including cost-sharing 
arrangements, to respond to nationally significant biosecurity incidents that have substantial negative impacts on the environment 
and/or social amenity—where the response is for the public good.’17 There was no consultation with the community environmental 
sector in the development of the Agreement, and there are no mechanisms for involvement in decision-making under it. 


As well as institutional and cultural impediments to engagement of the environmental community sector, there are capacity and 
awareness limitations within the environmental NGO sector and failures to sufficiently prioritise biosecurity as a focus of reform. The 
proposed EHA would provide a means and resources to assist in collectively overcoming such impediments.  


and reduce greenhouse gas emissions (see Box 7).


• �Development offsets: More effective management of 
invasive species is a worthy focus for offsets required as 
part of development approvals under federal and state 
regimes (as proposed in section 2, EHA could function 
to direct offsets to the most appropriate environmental 
biosecurity projects)


• �Industry levies: Consistent with the ‘polluter pays’ 
principle, the industries responsible for and benefiting 


from introductions of environmentally harmful invaders 
should be required to contribute to mitigating the 
environmental damage caused.


• �Philanthropic funding: Some EHA projects may attract 
donations. 


• �Memberships and in-kind support: Some members with 
commercial activities may be able to pay a subscription. 
Other members may contribute in-kind services.


Photo credit: Box-Ironbark Forest – John Sampson.
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BOX 8. GAPS IN ENVIRONMENTAL BIOSECURITY
Many authorities have acknowledged substantial gaps in environmental policy, including CSIRO, the Beale review and the Hawke 
review. 


‘... we lack national capacity to respond to pathogen and invertebrate threats to environmental biosecurity ... a holistic approach 
covering all biosecurity threat types and both industry and environmental sectors developed through regular reviews of risk 
prioritisation ...will be required. Research and development relevant to urban and environmental risks, as identified under 
AusBIOSEC, are unlikely to attract industry support.’ 
– CSIRO submission to the Beale review of biosecurity and quarantine (2008). 


‘…Australia has a relatively poor knowledge of the biosecurity threats to its natural environment. This is largely a function 
of the absence of 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.
– Beale review of biosecurity and quarantine (2008).


 ‘… the environmental risk of importing live plants (including reproductive material such as viable seeds) should be given equal 
weight to human health, social and primary production risks.’


‘Currently, several thousand plant species persist as ornamentals or as naturalised populations in urban settings. They represent a 
vast reservoir of potential future problems. Movement of these species within Australia is effectively unconstrained and response 
to the issues they raise varies substantially between the States and Territories.’
– Hawke review of the EPBC Act (2009)


The Committee is reassured at the adequacy of the emergency arrangements for dealing with incursions that might adversely 
affect primary industries. It notes, however, that incursions of an environmental impact seem to have slipped through the cracks. 
Timely action against environmental pest incursions is equally important.
– Senate Environment Communications, Information Technology and the Arts References Committee (2004)18 


Photo credit: Wilsons Promontory – David Neilson.
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7. Conclusion


It has been said that the historical bias of Australia’s 
biosecurity system is a result of agricultural costs 
being so easy to measure whilst environmental values 


do not readily yield to economic analysis.


The Invasive Species Council recommends the 
establishment of Environment Health Australia as 
an overdue and essential basis for protecting our 
irreplaceable and priceless natural assets. By facilitating 
partnerships, improving preparedness, and developing 
ecologically based approaches to environmental 
biosecurity, Environment Health Australia will help keep 


biodiversity safer from invasive species and limit the 
management burden we leave to future generations. It 
would properly be funded by governments as a public 
good. That investment would be multiplied many 
times over in the benefits to Australia of much greater 
community involvement in biosecurity and stronger 
protection of nature. 


Timely establishment of Environment Health Australia is 
essential to help the nation achieve a better mark in our 
next State of Environment report card in 2016.


‘The cost of weeds to agricultural industries is estimated at about $4 billion a year. The cost of weeds to the 
environment is difficult to calculate but could be greater than the estimated cost to agricultural industries.’
- Federal Department of Agriculture, Fisheries & Forestry


Environment component Impact of invasive 
species


Trend Management effectiveness: 
outputs & outcomes


Biodiversity Very high Deteriorating Ineffective


Heritage values Very high Deteriorating NA


Inland water environments High Deteriorating Partially effective


Land environment High Deteriorating Partially effective


Antarctic terrestrial environment High Unclear Effective


The Australia State of the Environment 2011 report clearly concludes that Australia is failing to manage invasive species. Unless this deteriorating trajectory 
is reversed, biodiversity will continue to decline and environmental degradation will worsen.


Australia’s 2011 State of Environment ‘Report Card’
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Invasive Species Council 


PO Box 166, Fairfield, Victoria 3078 


Email: isc@invasives.org.au | Web: www.invasives.org.au 


The Invasive Species Council campaigns for better laws and policies to protect the Australian environment from weeds, invasive animals and exotic pathogens. 


Formed in 2002, we were the first environment group in the world to focus solely on invasive species. 


With introduced pests one of the top and growing threats to native species and ecosystems, involving complex biological and social interactions, this specialist focus is 


needed. 


A non-profit organisation, we work with other groups on policy and legal reform, campaigning for action on high priority pests. 


We have a strong commitment to using the best science available to inform our advocacy work and through our board, staff and membership have access to excellent in-


house weed and pest expertise. 


The Invasive Species Council is committed to fostering community participation and activism, supporting our members to have a voice on invasive species issues. 


 


Contact: John DeJose, CEO, on 0433 586 965 (Perth) or email isc@invasives.org.au 
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Introduction 
In economic terms – if biodiversity and the natural environmental were accorded 
appropriate value as national assets and essential infrastructure – Australia’s 
current approaches to environmentally harmful invasive species are guaranteeing 
future poverty. Despite having already suffered severe losses, the nation continues 
to incur large preventable cost burdens (new invasive species), and is failing to 
invest sufficient to stop the worsening of existing problems (invasive species 
spreading and causing harm).  


While the focus in this submission is on invasive species that harm the environment 
(‘environmental invaders’), and not those recognised primarily as economic threats 
(eg. by reducing agricultural output), environmental invaders invariably have 
negative long-term impacts on the economy and other aspects of human wellbeing 
(see Box 1). These include control costs to protect biodiversity ‘assets’; impacts on 
industries that rely on environmental health, such as tourism; potential health 
impacts from invasive species and control methods; and impacts on human 
wellbeing, most of which have not been assessed.   


With its management of environmental invaders, Australia breaches several 
cardinal rules of sound economic management. We fail to: 


 assess current and future costs, both to the economy and the environment, 
of invasive species: eg. the impacts of the majority of environmental 
invaders have not been assessed. 


 apply risk assessment or cost-benefit analysis to many decisions involving 
invasive species: eg. the majority of invasive and potentially invasive 
species can be sold and moved within Australia without any assessment or 
regulatory impediment 


 accord appropriate weight to long-term costs: eg. short-term benefits (eg. 
to the nursery industry) are given priority over long-term costs (for control 
of escaped garden plants), mostly implicitly in the absence of cost-benefit 
assessments 


 incorporate environmental externalities into decision-making: eg. future 
costs to the environment and to taxpayers have been ignored in the 
release of new potential invaders or existing invaders into new areas 


 implement a polluter pays approach: those responsible for impacts or 
benefiting from invasive species do not pay the costs of mitigating their 
damage.  
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Environmental impacts of invasive species 
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.


i
   


Australia’s latest State of the Environment report (2011) recorded that 60% of 
nationally endangered species are affected by invasive species and 15% by 
disease (mostly due to introduced pathogens) and notes that Australia’s natural 
heritage is under pressure from a ‘fast-growing number of invasive species’. Under 
climate change the ‘current replacement of native species with a smaller number of 
introduced species capable of supporting a narrower range of ecological functions 
will intensify. An explosion in the number and impacts of invasive species is 
plausible ....’  


The report card assessments on invasive species were bleak: high to very high 
impacts with deteriorating or unclear trends. Their biodiversity impacts and 
management effectiveness received the worst possible ratings.  


 


Environment 
component 


Impact of 
invasive 
species 


Trend Management 
effectiveness – 
outputs & 
outcomes 


Biodiversity Very high Deteriorating Ineffective 


Heritage values Very high Deteriorating NA 


Inland water 
environments 


High Deteriorating Partially effective 


Land environment High Deteriorating Partially effective 


Antarctic terrestrial 
environment 


High Unclear Effective 


 


 


The State of the Environment report contains several critical comments on 
deficiencies of management, information and resources for invasive species. For 
example:  


‘Government responses to invasive species are uncoordinated at the 
national level, reactive, focused on larger animals, biased towards potential 
impact on primary industry at the expense of the total ecosystem, and 
critically under-resourced.’  


‘New pressures are emerging and are of high concern due to the limited 
resources available for control.’ 


Recent government-commissioned, independent reviews of Australia’s national 
biosecurity laws (the 2008 Beale review) and environment laws (the 2009 Hawke 
review) emphasised the need for stronger environmental biosecurity. For example, 
Beale found that:


ii
  


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


Australia needs stronger environmental biosecurity to meet its international and 
national obligations for the environment, such as those under the Convention on 
Biological Diversity and the Australian Biodiversity Conservation Strategy.   


Australia’s environmental biosecurity goals 
Australia has the following environmental biosecurity commitments and goals: 


Article 8(h) of the international Convention on Biological Diversity states that: 


Each contracting Party shall, as far as possible and as appropriate, prevent 
the introduction of, control or eradicate those alien species which threaten 
ecosystems, habitats or species. 


Target 9 of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 (under the Convention on 
Biological Diversity) is: 
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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. 


Target 7 of the Australian Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010-2030 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. 


In the foreword to the Australian Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, the Ministerial 
Council states that the intention of the Strategy is to reduce the threat of invasive 
species such that ‘their impact on biodiversity is negligible’. This is a very important 
and laudable goal.  


However, thus far, there has been little or no endeavour beyond existing programs 
to achieve the 2015 target of a 10% reduction in invasive species impacts. This 
lack of action means it is not feasible to achieve the target by 2015. We urge the 
Government to take the target seriously, extend the timeframe to 2020 and develop 
a costed plan that details how both the target and the goal of ‘negligible’ impacts on 
biodiversity will be achieved.  


To achieve the target and goal will require stronger action at all stages of the 
intervention hierarchy for invasive species: 


Prevention: Stopping the deliberate and accidental introduction of non-native 


species that are likely to harm native species. Australia continues to import species 
that have never been subject to risk assessment, including species that are known 
invaders and new variants of existing invasive species. There are few restrictions 
on the movement of plants native to one part of Australia but harmful elsewhere. 
New harmful invaders continue to arrive accidentally and establish here. 


Eradication: Eliminating new and emerging invaders before they become 


entrenched. By neglecting opportunities to eradicate invasive species, 
governments condemn future Australians to the financial and health burdens of 
ongoing control programs and biodiversity to future declines and extinctions.  


Containment and control: Protecting biodiversity from harmful invasive species. 
Taking into account that climate change will worsen the threat of invasive species, 
there needs to be more concerted and coordinated action to contain and control 
harmful invaders. 


To achieve the national target will require planning, law and policy reform, cross-
jurisdictional and cross-sectoral cooperation and more funding directed at high 
priorities.  


 


 


Red imported fire ants (Solenopsis invicta), native to South America, are on the national list of 
key threatening processes. Here a worker fire ant is shown in stereotypical defensive posture, 


her sting extruded, waving a droplet of venom in the air.                 Photo: Alex Wild Photography 


Our approach in this submission 
In this budget submission, we focus on the measures essential as a first step to 
achieve the national target of 10% reduction in impacts of invasive species and the 
longer-term goal of reducing invasive species impacts on biodiversity to 
negligibility. Although the target and goal are a shared responsibility between the 
federal and state/territory governments, the Federal Government needs to take the 
lead in defining what is required to achieve the target and driving the essential 
reforms.  
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We propose six budget priorities for 2011-2012 as the first step in achieving the 
biodiversity target and goal: 


 An assessment of the measures and funding necessary to achieve the invasive 
species target and goal in the National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and 
development of a costed plan 


 Establishment of an environmental biosecurity organisation, Environment 
Health Australia, to drive cross-jurisdictional and cross-sectoral collaboration.  


 Implementation of Beale review reforms for strengthened environmental 
biosecurity, and effective operation of the National Environmental Biosecurity 
Response Agreement 


 Use of the Environment Protection & Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 to 
facilitate management of priority invasive species threats to biodiversity  


 More effective containment and control of invasive species that threaten 
biodiversity,  


 Research programs that address priority knowledge gaps in effective 
management of invasive species threatening Australian biodiversity. 


Due to a lack of publicly available financial information and analysis relevant to 
funding of invasive species management, we are not in a position to provide 
costings for these proposals. 


 


Box 1 Environmental Biosecurity and the Treasury Wellbeing 
Framework 
Treasury has developed a wellbeing framework to guide it in working to fulfill its 
mission “to improve the wellbeing of the Australian people”. As briefly outlined 
below, there are strong reasons under the wellbeing framework to improve 
environmental biosecurity as a priority reform area, with invasive species relevant 
to each of the five dimensions in the  framework:  


 the level of opportunity and freedom that people enjoy;  


 the level of consumption possibilities;  


 the distribution of those consumption possibilities;  


 the level of risk that people are required to bear; and  


 the level of complexity that people are required to deal with. 


Freedom and opportunity: ‘refers to the capabilities that Australians have to lead 
lives that they have reason to value.’ 


Many Australians place high value on a healthy natural environment and the 
existence and health of other species, many of which are gravely threatened by 
invasive species. Freedom to interact with, study, and explore within the natural 
environment are all compromised by invasive species threats. Many people spend 
substantial personal time and resources to control invasive species impacts, which 
could be directed elsewhere for benefit if invasive species were better managed. 
Unless better managed, invasive species impacts will foreclose many opportunities 
for future Australians.  


Consumption possibilities: ‘refers to society’s command over resources to obtain 
goods and services to satisfy the needs and wants of its members. .... It sees value 
in voluntary work, personal and professional relationships, the quality of the 
physical environment, education, and health and leisure.’ 


The impacts and costs of invasive species reduce ‘consumptive possibilities’ and 
undermine the capacity of Australians to enjoy the natural environment. Invasive 
species are the most expensive threat to protected areas, which attract high usage 
rates. The costliness of invasive species management for landholders and 
governments preclude expenditure on other goods and time spent on other 
activities. The costs of food production are significantly increased by invasive 
species impacts on agriculture. Failure to invest sufficiently in invasive species 
management devalues the work of volunteers by making their work more difficult or 
futile. 


Distribution: ‘refers to the spread of all aspects of consumption possibilities across 
the population, including across different societal groups, geographic regions and 
generations.’ 


The impacts of invasive species are widespread, and increasing both temporally 
and geographically. They will increasingly compromising wellbeing, and future 
generations will bear the costs of current failures to prevent their introduction and 
spread. The burden of invasive species is borne by land managers and taxpayers, 
while those responsible for and benefiting from introductions generally do not 
contribute to management costs.     


Risk: ‘refers to the intrinsic uncertainty in possible outcomes that is present in 
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almost all decisions... People have different preferences toward risk. All else being 
equal, it would be expected that wellbeing would be improved if there is a better 
match between risk preferences and risk borne.’ 


We court known risks in the failure to prevent and manage invasive species. The 
public is bearing risks due to the irresponsible preferences for use of invasive 
species by a small proportion of society, who do not bear the consequences. 
Invasive species put people at risk in unexpected ways. For example, gamba grass 
increases the intensity of bush fires and makes fire fighting more dangerous. Exotic 
plants are responsible for serious allergies and exotic animals can serve as 
reservoirs of diseases which affect humans. 


Complexity: ‘refers to the number of considerations, and the interconnections 
between those considerations, that are relevant to many economic and broader 
social decisions.’ 


Complexity is inherent to invasive species management due to the range of 
species and biological interactions involved, and the multitude of human interests 
at stake, some conflicting. It is unrealistic to expect individual consumers to make 
risk-informed decisions about their use of non-native species and difficult for 
individual landowners to effectively manage multiple invasive species. Decisions on 
the basis of comprehensive risk assessments should be made for the public good.  


 


 


Mexican poppy, promoted by government as being one of 10 native species that can be ‘readily 


used as biodiesel feed stocks’, even though it is a weedy exotic.          Photo: Wiki, GNU Licence                                                                                                                                                                          


Funding for environmental biosecurity 
There is widespread agreement that current funding levels and approaches are far 
from sufficient to halt and reduce the threat of invasive species to biodiversity. New 
Zealand researchers have estimated that an extra 9 to 25-fold funding is required in 
that country to address the threat of invasive species to biodiversity.


iii
 They 


comment, and we share their opinion, that a similar increase is probably required in 
Australia. That no such assessment has been undertaken for Australia is indicative 
of the ad hoc and short-term approach taken to invasive species management for 
the environment.  


Australia has been a world leader in protecting agricultural assets from invasive 
species, and strategies and priorities are generally informed by a sound knowledge 
of threats, the impacts of invasion and the costs of management. For example, on 
foot and mouth disease, the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 
says:


iv
 


‘The Australian Government has committed to invest more than half a 
billion dollars to prepare for and manage the [foot and mouth disease] 
threat… Australia has in place detailed contingency plans and a 
comprehensive whole-of-government approach to managing animal health 
emergencies that are designed to ensure that resources from a wide range 
of agencies are available.’ 


Environmental biosecurity currently lags far behind agricultural biosecurity and 
there is nowhere near an equivalent understanding of threats, impacts and costs 
despite the federal environment department recognising that invasive species are 
threats to biodiversity of a similar magnitude to habitat loss and climate change.  


Environmental biosecurity issues have not traditionally received the same 
attention as the potential impacts of pathogens, diseases, weeds or pests 
on primary production. … The new biosecurity legislation should require 
that the environment must be given equal consideration alongside human 
health and economic and social considerations…. 


Hawke review of the EPBC Act (2009) 


Although environmental biosecurity is more challenging than that for industry – with 
more threats, more species at risk, more stakeholders, and less knowledge – far 
more public resources are dedicated to protecting private industries than the 
environment from invasive species. For most of its history, our biosecurity system 
was directed primarily at protecting agriculture from invasive species. Current 
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biosecurity arrangements are an accident of history, and have not been designed 
from an ecological perspective (see Box 2).  


The community relies on governments to invest resources on their behalf to protect 
the environment for the public good. There needs to be more equity for the 
environment in public resources dedicated to biosecurity, as recognized by the 
Beale review:


v
  


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


There needs to be substantial long-term investment to bring environmental 
biosecurity functions at least up to par with those for primary industries.  


To achieve the national target will also require much greater community 
contribution, including much greater involvement of the community and 
environmental sector in development of biosecurity policy and implementation. 
There needs to be reform of community engagement processes to bring them up to 
at least the standard of those for industry bodies.  


Just as current governments rue the expensive failures of previous governments, 
so will future generations rue current failures to implement the reforms needed to 
prevent new invasive threats and the escalation of existing threats. The reforms 
proposed by ISC to the Federal Government here and through recent reviews of 
environment and biosecurity laws (the Hawke and Beale reviews) will save future 
landowners, governments and non-government bodies many billions of dollars, and 
the resulting harmonisation of laws and policies will reduce red tape and 
inconsistencies for those who profit from exotic species, eg. the nursery industry.    


 


 


 


Box 2 Differences between environmental and industry-focused 
biosecurity 
Many invasive species have both economic and environmental impacts, and 
sometimes social impacts as well, warranting a joint approach. However, 
Australia’s biosecurity system was established primarily to protect agriculture and is 
managed primarily by agricultural agencies. The dominant culture and concepts in 
biosecurity have been born from agriculture. What are some of the differences that 
underpin distinctive requirements of environmental biosecurity? 


The values to be protected – biodiversity and environmental health: 
Conservation requires a biosecurity focus on hundreds of thousands of species, 
from microbes to macropods, and their interactions that constitute ecosystems and 
ecosystem processes in terrestrial, freshwater and marine systems. In contrast, 
industry biosecurity is mostly focused on protecting individual species that are of 
economic value and number no more than a few dozen (except for the nursery and 
aquarium industries, which use a wider although largely replaceable range of 
species).  


The values at stake for industry are quantifiable in economic terms and are 
sometimes replaceable (by new breeds, species or enterprises). The values at 
stake in conservation are not replaceable – each species and ecosystem is 
important – and cannot be quantified in economic terms. This means they are often 
undervalued when biosecurity priorities are decided. 


Invasive species threats – scale and complexity: Because of the diversity of 
species and ecological communities to protect, there are far more invasive species 
that are of threat to environmental values, far too many to compile into a target list. 
Both environmental and industry threats mostly derive from global and domestic 
commerce, but a greater proportion of environmental threats are deliberate imports 
because of their economic or social value. Environmental threats are typically far 
more complex, involving direct and indirect impacts arising from biotic and abiotic 
interactions 


State of knowledge: Much more is known about cultivated species and the 


invasive threats to them than about biodiversity and invasive threats. The lack of 
knowledge about our native biota, particularly invertebrates and microbes, means 
that most invasive species impacts are not documented or monitored. The impacts 
of even high-profile species are poorly known.  


Predictability and timeframes: While impacts on cultivated species can be 
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predicted with reasonable accuracy, there are high levels of uncertainty about 
impacts in the natural environment due to complex interactions, long timeframes 
(millennia) and lack of knowledge. Many impacts are facilitated by or synergistic 
with other threats, such as fragmentation and climate change. Invasive impacts in 
the natural environment may not be observed for decades due to lag effects, lack 
of monitoring or their insidious nature. A cow killed by a new pathogen is much 
more easily detected than a dead bird in a forest. The combination of great 
uncertainties, long timeframes, limited management options and far-reaching 
impacts warrants an especially precautionary and defensive approach in 
environmental biosecurity. 


Management approaches and options: There are many more management 
options in relatively simple, delimited agricultural systems than there are in complex 
natural environments. For example, in response to myrtle rust, plant industries can 
use fungicides, breed resistant varieties or use tolerant species, none of which are 
options in the natural environment. Weeds cannot be controlled with broadacre 
mechanical or chemical control in many natural situations. Australia’s post-border 
biosecurity (managed by the states and territories) is more reactive rather than 
defensive, with the focus mostly on controlling or proscribing a small subset of 
listed invasive species that are causing proven harm. A much more precautionary 
approach is warranted because of the limited options for control once a species is 
established. 


Stakeholders and resources: There are commercial incentives for industry 
management of invasive species but environmental biosecurity relies on 
government and community investment for the public good. Commercial incentives 
and greater government spending also mean that industry biosecurity is much 
better resourced than environmental biosecurity.  


A multitude of stakeholders, often with conflicting agendas, makes environmental 
biosecurity a much more socially and politically challenging policy area than 
industry biosecurity. Some of the most damaging environmental invaders are 
ignored because of economic or social reasons that are rarely subject to cost 
benefit analysis – many aquarium fish, pasture grasses and garden plants for 
example. 


Some implications of these differences for biosecurity laws, policies and 
programs  


 Biosecurity policy needs to be shaped by ecological principles and address 
biodiversity priorities, rather than be an add-on to agricultural biosecurity. 


 Because of ecological uncertainties and limited management options, applying 
the precautionary principle is vital. 


 Biosecurity policy units and advisory bodies need more ecologists and 
conservationists. 


 Biosecurity should be a high and joint priority for both environmental and 
agricultural agencies. 


 There needs to be more research into potential environmental invaders, the 
impacts of invasive species on biodiversity and environmental management. 


 The imbalance in resources for industry and environmental biosecurity needs 
to be redressed with increased public funds going to public good biosecurity 
priorities. 


 There is need for an environmentally meaningful way of quantifying and 
prioritising environmental threats and comparing threats across sectors. 


 Post-border biosecurity needs to be much more preventive and ecologically 
defensive. 


 Environmental biosecurity needs meaningful involvement of the community and 
environmental NGOs in policy development. 


 


 


Myrtle Rust, potentially Australia’s worst forest disease, discovered here in 2010. Photo: CSIRO  
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Budget priority 1: An environmental biosecurity needs 
assessment and costed plan 
Outcome sought: An assessment of the measures and funding necessary to 
achieve the invasive species target and goal in the National Biodiversity 
Conservation Strategy, and development of a costed plan. 


 


 


 


The target defined in the National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy – a 10% 
reduction in the impact of invasive species by 2015 [or 2020, our suggested 
revision] – is meaningless and not achievable unless there is a detailed and costed 
plan showing how it can be achieved and a baseline assessment against which to 
measure progress. 


We propose that the Productivity Commission be tasked to assess levels of funding 
needed to achieve the target and potential funding models by which to achieve 
funding needs.  


The likely 10-20 fold level of current funding shortfall noted earlier is testament to 
the great value of prevention and the costliness of failures to do so. The longer the 
delay in addressing such shortfalls and in implementing prevention-focused 
strategies, the greater will be the future burden.  


It is essential to canvass and assess different funding models and options. Public 
funding should be supplemented by implementing ‘polluter pays’ approaches and 
more effective motivation and harnessing of community contributions.  


As part of developing a costed plan for achieving the biodiversity target and goal, 
the Federal Government needs to negotiate with State and Territory Governments 
about how the costs should be shared – just as has been agreed for arrangements 
under deeds for responding to new incursions that threaten industry (the 
Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed and Emergency Animal Disease Response 
Agreement) and for other areas such as health where governments each contribute 
to funding. 


 


Budget priority 2: Establishment of Environment 
Health Australia.  
Outcome sought: Establishment of an environmental biosecurity 
organisation, Environment Health Australia, to drive cross-jurisdictional and 
cross-sectoral collaboration. 


As recent environmental and biosecurity reviews have found, invasive species 
threats to the environment have been neglected in comparison to those threatening 
industry.


vi
 Current biosecurity systems were established to protect the relatively few 


cultivated species that are the basis of plant and animal industries, not the 
multitudes of species and complex interactions that constitute biodiversity. 
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Invaders will increasingly dominate and destroy native biota unless biosecurity 
structures and processes are adapted for the natural environment. It will not be 
sufficient to bolt on environmental responsibilities to existing structures. The 
complexity and scale of environmental challenges warrants a comprehensive 
biosecurity focus.  


The Invasive Species Council proposes the establishment of ENVIRONMENT HEALTH 


AUSTRALIA as an essential element in reforming the nation’s biosecurity systems to 
protect the environment. Through partnerships, planning, research, monitoring and 
outreach, EHA will facilitate more effective ways to safeguard terrestrial and 
aquatic environments from invasive pathogens, weeds and pests.  


Environment Health Australia would complement existing industry-government 
biosecurity partnerships (such as Plant Health Australia and Animal Health 
Australia) established to protect species used in agriculture, and collaborate with 
these bodies.  


The establishment of Environment Health Australia would lead to: 


 Improved environmental biosecurity preparedness and capacity 


 More effective management of environmental invasions 


 A more biosecurity aware, vigilant and active community  


 Improved coordination and collaboration between jurisdictions, agencies 
and sectors to create a seamless, all-embracing biosecurity net 


 Monitoring of progress in environmental biosecurity 


 Improved biodiversity outcomes to assist Australia in meeting its national 
and international obligations 


A stronger focus on invasive species management as an essential adaptation to 
climate change 


See Box 3 for more details about the proposed functions of Environment Health 
Australia. 


 


Box 3 Proposed functions of Environment Health Australia  
Create strong environmental biosecurity foundations 


 Develop and promote more ecologically informed approaches to protect 


species, ecological communities and ecological processes from invasive 
species. 


 Enhance the capacity of biosecurity systems to prioritise and manage the 
environmental threats of invasive species. 


Improve Australia’s biosecurity preparedness  


 Develop biosecurity plans for high-risk potential environmental invaders.  


 Develop strategies to improve prevention and management of environmental 
incursions, drawing upon the best of disaster preparedness and response 
methodologies. 


 Undertake regular foresighting and reporting to identify emerging and future 
threats to the environment along the biosecurity spectrum. 


 Develop surveillance protocols for environmental incursions.  


 Develop strategies to limit the exacerbation of invasive species impacts under 
climate change.  


Promote effective responses to environmental invasions 


 Lead the development of National Environmental Biosecurity Response 
Agreement (NEBRA) processes to promote effective responses to 
environmental incursions.


1
  


 Lead the development of an environmental technical response plan similar to 
PlantPlan and AusVetPlan to guide emergency responses to environmental 
pest incursions. 


 Develop rapid response capability with scientific, management, training and 
communication expertise to assist governments in responding rapidly to 
incursions and environmental biosecurity emergencies.  


 Commission, co-ordinate, facilitate and manage nationally agreed 
environmental health and biosecurity projects. 


Enhance community awareness, vigilance and action in biosecurity 


 Build public awareness of environmental biosecurity and support the 
community to become involved in biosecurity policy development and 
implementation. 


 Develop best practice communication and community activation approaches in 
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environmental biosecurity. 


 Promote adoption of biosecurity best-practice for environmental values by all 
land managers.  


 Support and facilitate community involvement in detection, monitoring and 
management of invasive species. 


Improve environmental biosecurity capacity – knowledge, people and 
resources 


 Facilitate governments, community groups and researchers to work together to 
improve environmental health in Australia. 


 Share learnings and information – act as a clearing house for publications, 
reports and data. 


 Identify high priority research needs for environmental biosecurity. 


 Collect relevant economic data and develop strong economic rationales and 
costings for prioritising and managing environmental incursions. 


 Identify and prioritise invasive species management actions which can deliver 
carbon offsets. 


 Identify and prioritise invasive species management actions which can deliver 
improved biodiversity outcomes through landscape-scale wildlife corridors. 


 Develop, with state and federal regulatory partners, an invasive species offsets 
policy that directs offset payments to mitigate priority invasive species threats, 
and assist in ensuring that offset proposals meet criteria and are properly 
monitored. 


Improve coordination and collaboration between jurisdictions, agencies and 
sectors 


 Cooperate and collaborate with industry biosecurity bodies to jointly develop 
biosecurity responses where invaders have both environmental and industry 
impacts 


 Collaborate with and advise government agencies to ensure that environmental 
biosecurity threats are properly considered in relevant policies, eg. on climate 
change, mining, vegetation management. 


 Promote environmental outcomes in biosecurity processes and policy making 


within governments. 


Monitor and report on Australia’s progress in environmental biosecurity 


 Develop indicators for monitoring progress on meeting environmental 
biosecurity targets. 


 Monitor and report on the establishment, spread and containment of 
ecologically important invasive species. 


 Undertake regular independent assessments of Australia’s progress in meeting 
various targets relevant to invasive species impacts (eg. Australia’s Biodiversity 
Conservation Strategy). 


 Provide information for the National Environmental Accounts regarding 
invasive species. 


 


 


Rock snot has already degraded many NZ waterways. Improved environmental biosecurity can 
keep it out of Australia.   Photo: NIWA 
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Budget priority 3: Implementation of biosecurity 
reforms recommended by Beale review 
Outcome sought: Implementation of Beale review reforms for strengthened 
environmental biosecurity and effective operation of the National 
Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement.  


The Beale review of Australian biosecurity and quarantine made many 
recommendations that are essential to improve environmental biosecurity, including 
the creation of a statutory authority (the National Biosecurity Authority) and an 
expert-based decision-making panel (the National Biosecurity Commission). The 
review estimated that an extra $260 million was needed annually to achieve the 
proposed reforms. ISC supports the model proposed to achieve independent and 
evidence-based decision-making.  


One reform arising out of the Beale review is the recently released National 
Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement (NEBRA). While strongly 
supportive of the development of the NEBRA, ISC has major concerns that it will 
fail to deliver effective responses to new incursions.  


Despite the Beale review emphasising the need for stronger involvement of the 
community in biosecurity, there has been no consultation of the sector in the 
development of the NEBRA. There is no indication that the government intends for 
the sector to be meaningfully involved in decision-making and policy setting under 
the Agreement, instead favouring contributions of manual labour. We submit that 
community involvement in all aspects of biosecurity is essential for its effective 
operation.  


ISC is greatly concerned that the recent reluctance of the National Management 
Group to promptly and decisively pursue eradication of two serious environmental 
threats – myrtle rust and Asian honeybees – is symptomatic of a broader 
reluctance of governments to fund eradications. 


We strongly recommend that decision-making under the NEBRA be transparent 
and be on the basis of independent publicly available expert advice about the 
potential for eradication.  


Effective operation will require consistent funding for contingency planning (as 
occurs for priority industry threats) and surveillance programs. 


We recommend that a national fund be established that can be drawn on to fund or 
supplement funds for public good eradications, on the advice of an independent 
expert advisory body. 


Budget priority 4: Reforms of EPBC Act to enhance 
environmental biosecurity 
Outcome sought: Use of the Environment Protection & Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 to facilitate management of priority invasive species 
threats to biodiversity. 


 The Hawke review of the EPBC Act recognised that there are major holes in 
Australian laws on invasive species.  


Dr Hawke found that most states and territories are failing to prevent the deliberate 
movement of thousands of exotic plant species, many of which are known invaders 
and the majority of which have never been assessed for their weed risk. Of the 
~30,000 exotic plant species in Australia, more than 10% have already established 
in the wild; another 6000 are weedy overseas and therefore likely to become 
weeds in Australia; and most have not undergone risk assessment. Apart from 
Western Australia, which takes a ‘white list’ approach to exotic plant species, there 
are no restrictions on the sale and movement of more than 95% of exotic plant 
species in most parts of Australia. Without reforms, weed problems will worsen as 
new species establish and existing invaders spread further, exacerbated in many 
cases by climate change.  


Given the already huge costs of weeds to agriculture and the environment, this lack 
of basic precautions is one of the biggest biosecurity failings in Australia and one of 
the biggest gaps in environmental law: 


Movement of established, potentially damaging exotic species between 
States and Territories represents a substantial failure of State and 


Territory‐based environmental regulation. Development of national 
protocols, in cooperation with the States and Territories, for assessing 
resident, potentially damaging exotic species, and for designing and 
implementing criteria to manage their movement within Australia, may be a 
useful first step towards remedying this situation (Hawke Review, 6.43). 


The Federal Government already has the legal capacity to manage movement of 
damaging exotic species in s301A of the EPBC Act. ISC strongly recommends that 
the Federal Government use s301A to implement a science-based, cost-effective 
national approach to limit the movement and sale of species within Australia unless 
they pass a risk assessment. There is no other way to meet the national target of a 
reduction in impacts of invasive species: relying on each state and territory to 
individually reform will not work, as has been demonstrated by the many years of 
failure to do so.  
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In hindsight, much could have been done to prevent many of Australia’s invasive 
species problems. Rather than just respond to threats as they arise, Australia 
should be focused on identifying potential and future threats and setting in place 
preventative strategies. The proposed foresighting capacity recommended by the 
Hawke review (recommendations 23 (2, 3)) will provide Australia with this 
opportunity. A foresighting unit, for example, could consider the environmental risks 
associated with the emerging biofuels industry and recommend policy measures to 
prevent adverse weed consequences rather than have individual states respond 
once particular species become a problem after it is too late to stop them. In 
recognition of the importance of foresighting, ISC urges that this unit be optimally 
funded and empowered.  


The Government, in response to Hawke, said it will establish a foresighting unit to 
identify and guide management responses to emerging threats (Government 
Response Rec 23(2)). It will require publication of outlook reports on emerging 
threats but only as part of 5-yearly state of environment reporting. This timeframe 
should be reduced to facilitate the capacity to prevent threats before they become 
entrenched. Foresighting is important to facilitate early and rapid responses to 
emerging threats but effectiveness will depend on resourcing and priority accorded. 


The Hawke review also recommended expanding the use of key threatening 
process listings and threat abatement plans. These are discussed in the next 
section.  


 


Feral horses breed faster than current programs can remove them.                      Photo: Bill Kosky 


Budget priority 5: Containing and reducing the threat 
of established invasive species 
Outcome sought: More effective containment and control of established 
invasive species that threaten biodiversity 


The Federal Government has a vital role to play in managing the impacts of 
invasive species that threaten biodiversity, in providing leadership, defining 
priorities and funding programs. Current tools and programs include: 


 Key threatening processes (KTPs) and threat abatement plans (TAPs), under 
the EPBC Act, the majority of which involve invasive species.  


 Weeds of National Significance: A program that focuses on 20 high priority 
weed species/groups, which are a small proportion of the weeds significantly 
threatening biodiversity. 


 Caring for our Country: A substantial proportion of projects are focused on 
invasive species, as is appropriate for the second-greatest current threat to 
biodiversity.  


 Biodiversity Fund: It is unclear as yet the extent to which funds will address 
invasive species threats. 


As highlighted in the State of the Environment Report and other analyses, current 
programs to address the threat of invasive species to biodiversity are highly 
inadequate and failing. As recommended in priority 1, it is vital to assess the extent 
of funding shortfall to meet the national biodiversity target and develop a costed 
plan to achieve it.  


One tool that warrants a much greater focus is the listing of key threatening 
processes under the EPBC Act and development of threat abatement plans. They 
offer the means to tackle the major national threats to biodiversity but are poorly 
used and poorly funded.  


Two-thirds of the current KTPs are invasive species. This is consistent with 
invasive species being the second greatest threat, after habitat loss, to threatened 
biodiversity, and the great diversity of invasive species threats. It is also indicative 
of the failure of state and territory governments to regulate invasive species, as 
concluded by the Hawke review. Nominating invasive species as a key threatening 
process is the tool of last resort when state and territory governments fail to 
regulate.  
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The government has said it accepts recommendations by the Hawke review to 
undertake regional threat abatement plans, and to expand the definition of ‘key 
threatening processes’ to include both immediate and longer-term threats to 
Australia’s national environmental assets. These would be positive reforms if there 
were sufficient resources for assessing and listing KTPs and developing and 
implementing TAPs.  


Current resources for assessments and development and implementation of TAPs 
are highly inadequate. They also rely primarily on states and territories to 
implement them resulting in inconsistent follow-through, dependent upon state 
priorities.  


In order to achieve its biodiversity target, the federal government needs to greatly 
strengthen its capacity to address the major threatening processes to biodiversity – 
by focusing on the priority invasive species threats, and by ensuring the 
implementation of effective threat abatement plans. 


In the two main funding programs for biodiversity conservation – Caring for our 
Country and the Biodiversity Fund – it is not possible to separate out funding for 
invasive species management from other conservation measures. The guidelines 
and plans for each plan recognise invasive species as a priority threat, and a large 
proportion of projects funded under Caring for our Country have been directed to 
invasive species threats. The insufficiency of funding for invasive species threats is 
part of a broader insufficiency of funding for biodiversity conservation. As a signal 
of its commitment to meet the national biodiversity target, the Australian 
Government should at least double its funding commitment in the 2012-2013 
budget to contain and control the threats of invasive species, across the listed 
programs. The needs assessment and costed plan recommended in Priority 1 can 
be used to guide the extent of future investments.  


 


Budget priority 6: Environmental biosecurity research  
Outcome sought: Research programs that address priority knowledge gaps 
in effective management of invasive species threatening Australian 
biodiversity. 


 


 


The Invasive Species Council congratulates the Australian Government for 
renewing funding for the Invasive Animals CRC and Plant Biosecurity CRC, 
organisations that will make important contributions to the capacity to meet the 
national biodiversity target.  


Overall, however, as the Beale review recognised, Australia lacks much of the 
basic knowledge about biodiversity and invasive species impacts to effectively 
manage the threats: 


[T]he 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. 


The CSIRO
vii


 has also emphasized the need for more government funding for 
environmental biosecurity: 


[W]e lack national capacity to respond to pathogen and invertebrate threats 
to environmental biosecurity ... Research and development relevant to 
urban and environmental risks, as identified under AusBIOSEC, are 
unlikely to attract industry support. 


To meet the national biodiversity target will require research directed to the highest 
priority research questions. The extent of research funding needed should be 
determined in the needs assessment recommended in Priority 1.  


There is a major gap in research funds for weed management. The loss of the CRC 
for Weed Management has left a substantial hole in research effort that has not 
been replaced by the RIRDC-administered The National Weeds and Productivity 
Program. We urge that national weed research capacity be restored in Australia, 
with a CRC-like program to develop effective technical and policy responses to the 
great challenges of weed prevention, eradication and control.  


The level of federal government funding dedicated to environmental biosecurity 
research is dwarfed by that dedicated to industry research. We commend the 
government for its commitment to match dollar-for-dollar industry funds to rural 
development corporations, a substantial proportion of which is devoted to 
biosecurity issues. However, the need for research funding in environmental 
biosecurity is even greater than that for industry biosecurity – with more species 
impacted, more invasive threats and less knowledge – and the public good 
rationale for funding is more compelling. In the short-term, the government should 
fund environmental biosecurity research to a level at least equivalent that going to 
industry biosecurity research.  
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Island arks: the need for an Australian national
island biosecurity initiative
By Raymond C. Nias, Andrew A. Burbidge, Derek Ball and Robert L. Pressey


Threats to island biotas from non-indigenous species have been


extensively documented and remain among the most powerful


drivers of biotic extinction. Despite this, Australia does not have a


national, comprehensive plan of action for island biosecurity.


Recent initiatives by Australian governments could provide the


basis for the first systematic and comprehensive approach to


securing the future of Australia’s continental and oceanic islands.


A National Island Biosecurity Initiative would lay the foundations


for effective island biosecurity. It would protect globally signifi-


cant populations of migratory species and play a major role in pre-


venting the extinction of hundreds of threatened species and


ecosystems.


Australian islands need a more comprehensive and strategic


biosecurity regime. This is evidenced by ongoing expensive


efforts to control non-indigenous species on islands in Australia


and the progressive loss of native species on those islands. Most


islands have not suffered the same range of disturbances as has


mainland Australia. However, for some islands, the arrival of non-


indigenous species because of the lack of quarantine has led to


extinctions (e.g. Burbidge & Manly 2002), the most recent exam-


ple of which is the loss of the Christmas Island Pipistrelle (Pipi-


strellus murrayi) in 2009. However, these islands are a minority;


many Australian islands are largely in a natural condition, and


effective biosecurity will be critical if they are to remain so.


Biosecurity is defined by the ‘Beale report’ (Commonwealth of


Australia 2008) as ‘the protection of the economy, environment


and human health from the negative impacts associated with


entry, establishment or spread of exotic pests (including weeds)


and diseases’. We propose that implementation of this report’s


recommendations should include a new and comprehensive stra-


tegic framework specifically for island biosecurity. This would be


based on an assessment of island biodiversity values and a risk


assessment approach. Furthermore, the use of systematic conser-


vation planning (e.g. Pressey & Bottrill 2009) would provide a


more rigorous and transparent basis for allocating resources effi-


ciently to different strategies.


The importance of maintaining the natural condition of Austra-


lian islands is underlined by their unique biodiversity values. Oce-


anic islands are home to many endemic species. Both oceanic and


continental islands provide the sole or major breeding and roost-


ing habitats for many species of seabirds, marine mammals and


reptiles. Continental islands are also refugia for species that have


disappeared or declined on the mainland. Most of Australia’s


breeding seabirds nest only on islands. Of those nesting on both


islands and mainland beaches, island populations fare best (e.g.


Fairy Tern (Sterna nereis), BirdLife International 2010). The situa-


tion is similar for sea turtles: mainland rookeries are subjected to


human disturbance and nest predation by pigs, dogs and foxes.


‘Marooning’, or translocating mainland species at high risk to


islands, is becoming more important, the latest example being Gil-


bert’s Potoroo (Potorous gilbertii) to Bald Island (WA DEC 2010).


Oceanic islands have been particularly impacted by invasive


non-indigenous species. Christmas Island now has at least 175


species of exotic plants and 100 species of exotic animals (Beeton


et al. 2010). Four of its five native and endemic mammals are


extinct and the other is in decline. Macquarie Island’s seabirds are


threatened by rats, rabbits and mice, and the current eradication


project will cost at least $25 million (Bergstrom et al. 2009). On


Lord Howe Island, five species of birds and at least 13 species of


invertebrates are already extinct because of rats and mice, and


the estimated cost of eradicating them is $8 million (Lord Howe


Island Board 2009). Even remote, sub-Antarctic Heard Island has


four non-indigenous terrestrial species (Commonwealth of Austra-


lia 2005).


Eradication of non-indigenous species from islands is possible.


Six species – black rat (Rattus rattus), house mouse (Mus muscu-


lus), rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), feral


cat (Felis catus) and goat (Capra hircus) – have been eradicated


from more than 50 Australian islands, and more eradications are


planned (e.g. Burbidge & Morris 2002). But prevention is much


better than cure when it comes to invasives on islands. Eradication


is invariably expensive and usually only possible where no ‘non-


target’ species will be affected by the eradication technique.


There is more than sufficient justification for the Australian


Government to take a leadership role in developing a nationally


consistent approach to island biosecurity. Of the 8300 islands in


Australia, the vast majority are directly relevant to one or more


Matters of National Environmental Significance under the Envi-


ronment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. A


search of the Department of Environment, Heritage and the Arts


SPRAT database with the term ‘island’ revealed at least 90 listed


threatened species (excluding extinct species). Numerous islands


are also either within Australian World Heritage Properties, a
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Commonwealth Territory, or are wholly or partly covered by a


Commonwealth protected area. Many islands are also important


to matters covered by the EPBC Act including nationally threa-


tened species and ecological communities, migratory species and


marine species, Threat Abatement Plans and Recovery Plans.


Many islands contain critical habitats for one or more species


listed under various international agreements to which Australia


is a signatory.


Our proposal for a National Island Biosecurity Initiative


involves the following factors:


1. Establishing biosecurity priorities for all islands based on each


island’s ecological values and risk assessment, including


estimates of the economic costs of eradicating likely invasive


species; and,


2. Development of regional biosecurity management systems for


all islands while ensuring that high priority ⁄ risk islands have


individual biosecurity management systems. All biodiversity


systems should include the following:


• Prevention of incursions through quarantine and establish-


ment of procedures to control importation of species for


domestic and agricultural purposes.


• Regular surveillance of high- and medium-priority islands,


and occasional surveillance of lower-priority islands.


• Best-practice approaches (developed and ⁄ or modified from


existing resources) and appropriate training provided for


island managers.


• Response capability (including the ready availability of equip-


ment and expertise).


• A range of tailored education programs targeted at island


dwellers and visitors.


For the highest-priority islands, island-specific biosecurity


plans would include regular monitoring, early detection of non-


indigenous species and rapid response capacity, located on the


islands where appropriate. For lower-priority islands, a minimum


requirement would be generic biosecurity plans including a rapid


response capacity in the region.


The basis of this strategic and cost-effective approach is the


measurement of ecological values and potential risks for as many


Australian islands as possible via the development of a national


islands database. With this database, systematic priority rankings


could be established based on natural values, potential risks from


invasive species, and the costs and feasibility of alternative man-


agement actions. This approach would facilitate the establish-


ment of a biosecurity framework for islands within each level of


priority. These frameworks could then be refined to suit the par-


ticular circumstances on each island.


The Australian Government began the process of identifying


and prioritising the biodiversity values of islands in 2005. Some


states, for example Victoria (Johnston 2008), have also published


their inventories of invasive species on islands. Summaries of


inventories for other states are available via the DEWHA website.


A priority listing has been made of the 100 highest-rated islands


adversely impacted by vertebrate invasive species, or at high risk


of invasion from vertebrate invasives (Ecosure 2009). This preli-


minary assessment could form the basis of a comprehensive


island biodiversity database.


The full proposal for the National Island Biosecurity Initiative


is available from the Island Arks web-site (http://www.islandarks.


com.au/). Comments or suggestions about the concept and


suggestions for additional proposals to address conservation and


sustainable use on Australian islands are welcome.
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