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Summary

Invasive species are a significant natural resource management and biodiversity conservation issue in Queensland. Several state agencies and local governments across the state deliver both on-ground actions and support for other stakeholders to manage a range of invasive species.  Queensland has a good history in incursion management having taken action on a number of significant invasive pests. The state is also delivering significant management programs for some established invasive species. Agencies with pest responsibilities are currently working on improving both the coverage of pest management and liaison and cooperation between agencies.

· It is Queensland’s view that the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Invasive Species) Bill is not required and that if implemented in its current from will lead to significant duplication and conflict with state legislation.

· Full implementation of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) in its current form would enable the Commonwealth to manage barrier control for invasive species of the environment and incursion management. Section 301, if resourced, can allow some national coordination of management of national pests, but not pests that are better managed by states or regions. This should be left to legislation in other jurisdictions.

· Section 301 and other sections of the current EPBC Act, if implemented, should allow the Commonwealth to provide adequate national management of invasive species of the environment that are either not covered by state legislation or that need some form of over arching federal legislation e.g. national bans on sale. If this legislation is not to be used in this way, States will need to alter current legislation.

· The role of the Commonwealth for invasive pests is to provide barrier protection, provide national leadership in incursion responses, assist in management and control of established pests, provide national leadership for planning and strategy development, extension, and research priorities. 

· The Commonwealth should provide funds, as part of a nationally agreed program, to address national priorities in these areas.

· Co-ordinated research is required across the country on the current and potential impacts of invasive species on biodiversity. Without accurate estimates of the true impacts of invasive species it is difficult for all levels of government to justify expense of public funds on these species. Agreed management measures are needed to eradicate and contain invasive species of national significance

· Extension and awareness activities return significant benefits, especially if they effect attitudinal change. Queensland considers that a nationally developed and funded awareness program on invasive species, both on those “no-yet here” and those in backyards, may have a major long-term benefit. This campaign needs to target community responsibility for managing invasive species, under a common banner. 

· Queensland considers that all levels of government and the community must agree to a consistent direction on invasive species.

· Queensland believes national strategies; an overarching invasive species strategy and then “group” strategies (e.g. vertebrate pests or fish) are needed.
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A. The nature and extent of the threat that invasive species pose to the Australian environment and economy

Introduction

Invasive species are an emerging global problem threatening biodiversity and agricultural productivity everywhere, evolving and adapting as they spread. Potential invasive species, both pests and diseases, are likely to be carried along new and different pathways, and are more likely to be resistant to current treatments. Some invasive species are deliberately imported while others may enter accidentally. Many invasive species are likely to be already lurking in the state; many of today’s useful plants may become weeds of tomorrow. Changing climatic conditions also mean that the ranges for certain pests and currently inert species are steadily extending in the state and across the country.  

Invasive species are possibly of relatively greater importance to Queensland’s economy and biodiversity than to that of other States. This is due to the ambient climate, significantly greater areas of pristine lands, diverse bioregions, wide range of primary industries and the importance of natural areas such as the reef to tourism and recreation activities. Queensland is also unique in that it shares a close border with another country, Papua New Guinea, to the near north. While data on the costs of controlling only environmental invasions is not known, the Australian Bureau of Statistics estimates that expenditure on “eradication of plant growth, animals or insects affecting sustainable land use” is a significant component of environmental expenditure by Queensland agricultural industry, comprising 60% of expenditure in 1995-6; the average for Australia was 40% in the same period (Environmental Protection Agency 1999). Some of these expenses are due to primary production in Queensland and some pests are native e.g. locust and flying foxes not exotic. Nevertheless Queensland is under constant threat from new invasive species and from established pests.

The challenge from invasive species to Australia 

Internationally invasive species have been acknowledged as the second greatest threat to biodiversity, after land clearing or habitat destruction (Species Survival Commission 2001). Rapid global changes are increasing the risks that our island nation and fragile natural environment faces from the impacts of pests – pests being broad enough to consider plants, animals, invertebrates, and microbial pathogens. The expansion of trade, transport systems, travel and tourism has opened the entry points to invasive or non-native pests.  Also, global environment changes such as the shrinking of forests, has altered some habitats for specific pests leading to changes in global distributions for certain species. World food and fibre tastes are expanding and include a demand for newness and variety, bringing new pressures to introduce economically rewarding exotic species into Australian farming systems.  As well there are societal impacts of the desire to collect and keep  “exotic” species and to plant exotic species in gardens, placing considerable pressure on the chances for accidental or deliberate escape of non-native species. Zoos and conservation programs whilst globally and privately laudable may have national implications if not strictly managed - endangered species should not be allowed to become pests in Australia. 

Coupled with these rising risks of pest occurrence, is an environment where scarce Government resources face competing demand for delivery of a range of community benefit purposes. The use of public resources for pest management to achieve economic and environmental benefit needs to be judged against the outcome of public expenditure in other areas for example public health, family support and education opportunity. Expenditure on pest management is increasingly moving away from efforts that provide only private benefit to landowners to managing species that may also impact on the greater community if not controlled on these lands. Benefit cost ratio studies in Queensland suggests that most pest management activities return both positive public and private benefits (AEC 2002).

The incredible variety of the world’s invasive species is best demonstrated by the list of “100 of the world’s worst invasive alien species” developed by the World Conservation Union (IUCN 2001). This list includes representative species from across the world’s biota all of which have serious impact on biological diversity and/or human activities. The list includes; microorganisms, aquatic and land plants, aquatic and land invertebrates, fish, amphibia, reptiles, birds and mammals.  An analysis of the list invasive species already in Australia shows that although we have a large number of the world’s worst pest plants we are still remarkably free from the worst aquatic and invertebrate invasive species (zebra mussels, green crabs, giant African snails, khapra beetle), we are free of many of the worst micro-organisms (avian malaria and rinderpest virus) and we are still free of many of the worst vertebrate invaders (nutria, mongoose, stoats, red-eared sliders, Nile perch or American bullfrogs). 

It is important that if Australia is to have coherent invasive species responses then all forms of invasive species must be managed from microorganisms to the largest mammal. Recent international pest impacts of some of these invasive species include human health affects, e.g. a monkey pox outbreak in the central United States was spread by Gambian rats kept as pets, (CNN.com 2003), biodiversity losses, e.g. avian malaria is wiping out bird species in Hawaii (IUCN 2002), and production impacts, e.g. witchweed infestations cause losses of $7 billion per annum in Africa (Shank 2003). 

Australia has a record of being significantly affected by invasive pests; many in the community know about the impacts of rabbits and prickly pears on our environment. This perception is often reinforced by media articles such as “Invasion by aliens – Australia No 1 for ferals” (Benson 2001). Many of these pests have been in the country a long time but despite vigilance and prevention activities within the last 5 years there have been significant pest insect and weed incursions/discoveries into Queensland alone including; papaya fruit fly, spiralling whitefly, red imported fire ant, red banded mango caterpillar, mikania vine, limnocharis, kudzu, and introduced marine pests Caribbean tubeworm and Asian green mussel. 

Nevertheless it is clear that one significant problem for invasive species is that the issue does not have a high profile; it has not yet reached a sufficient level of concern to most politicians, state agencies or local government.  This lack of profile is demonstrated by the issue ranking 21st in the list of “Key issues raised by Federal Parliamentarians” in 2002 after such issues salinity, climate change, science in the local electorate, storage of nuclear waste and brain drain  (Anon 2002a).  At the same time the success of publications such as Feral Future, (Low 2001), the public response to television shows on feral species and participation during Weedbuster Week demonstrate that the Australian public, when well-informed, is concerned about the impacts that invasive species can and do have in the country.

Pests are a major issue for some groups of the community, notably the farming community. An ABARE survey of producers in 1997 ranked weed and pest infestations significantly above other better-funded land degradation issues like soil acidity or salinity (Trewin 2001). Control of invasive species was also listed as a priority action in National Objectives and Targets for Biodiversity Conservation (Environment Australia 2001a) and the 2001 State of the Environment Report (Environment Australia 2001b). What is still to occur is for this scientific knowledge on impacts and the risks posed by pests to be transferred into greater policy, direction and funding for invasive species at a national level.

The question may be raised – “Why attempt to manage pests, there are always more and its impossible to control them?” A recent study (Possingham et al. 2002) shows that this is not true. 

In summary - limiting pests, weeds and imported diseases is one of the four areas of investment, above all others, which is likely to return the greatest impact in heading off the diminishing value of Australia’s natural system’s and biodiversity.

The current risks posed by and the impact of invasive species to Queensland

Covering an area of over 1.7 million square kilometres, with a coastline that stretches 6000km, Queensland accounts for nearly 25% of the total land area of the continent. It is the only state that directly abuts another sovereign nation. It also has some of the busiest ports and airports for foreign shipping and travellers and is a major port of call for foreign tourist yachts. The population is only 3.4 million people but has increased 27% in the last 10 years. The state has 13 terrestrial bioregions which support more than 1000 ecosystem types, and habitat for approximately 65% of Australia’s known frog, reptile, bird and mammal species and 47% of its vascular plants (Environmental Protection Agency 1999).  An estimated 1226 introduced plant species and 60 invasive vertebrates have become naturalised in Queensland since European settlement (Specht 1981).  Of these plants, 34% are estimated to have been introduced as garden ornamentals with a further 16% deliberately imported for food, fodder or for revegetation. Only 16% are suggested to have been accidental introductions, such as soil or grain contaminants. A number of the weeds in Queensland are nationally significant; 14 of the 20 Weeds of National Significance occur in this state. The rate of new plants naturalising in Queensland is generally accepted as 4-6 species per annum, however, a recent report from the Queensland Herbarium suggests that the rate may be at least double, if not higher. There are at least 27 exotic fishes, 1 amphibia, 2 reptile, 11 bird and 19 mammal species with naturalised populations in Queensland (Environment Protection Agency 1999). 

To highlight the complexity and the challenges that exist today, there are currently 83 exotic plant species and genera, 6 exotic mammals and 3 native insects declared in Queensland under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. The legislation also prevents the importation of all mammals, amphibians and reptiles not native to Queensland. There are also 17 noxious fish, 162 non-indigenous fish, 9 genera of mammals and exotic birds, 18 pests of bees, 188 diseases and vectors of animal diseases declared under several other pieces of legislation. Declared species currently make up only a small proportion of the over 1200 exotic plants naturalised in the state and over 50 exotic vertebrates which have now established populations in Australia. 

Pest management in Queensland involves management of both native and invasive pests. The following range of invasive species impacts, excluding native pest impacts, was considered during the development of this submission:

· Loss of natural values/biodiversity 

· Trade / loss of market access (eg foot and mouth disease impacts on trade)

· Human health (eg fire ants, plant allergens)

· Vector of disease (eg foxes and rabies)

· Loss of production/yield (eg fruit flies, crop weeds)

· Contamination (eg rodents and stored grain)

· Toxin production (eg mushrooms, poisonous plants)

· Distress/fear and nuisance (eg mice, pigeons)

· Aesthetic values and amenity (eg invasive vines)

· Increased operating costs (eg prickly acacia increase costs of mustering, biofouling increases maintenance costs to vessels and infrastructure)

· Social impact (eg reduced rights of movement).
The full economic impacts of invasive animal species in Queensland have not been calculated, however, feral pigs are estimated to reduce grain production by $12 million annually and a 2% reduction in agricultural production in the state, due to pests, would cost more than $100 million annually. Biodiversity impacts of invasive fish include direct predation, which has been implicated in the decline and possible local extinction of 17 native species.  Recent surveys of declared pest animals in Queensland show that cats, pigs and wild dogs are found across most of the state, while other pests such as rabbits and foxes although widespread, do not reach the northern reaches of the state.

Estimates of the cost of invasive weeds to Queensland range in the hundreds of millions per annum.  Just 5 declared weeds, parthenium, rubber vine, prickly acacia, mesquite and parkinsonia cost the state more than $50 million each year in lost production and control costs. Although these species are widespread, recent action under the National Weed Strategy has seen significant activity on all of these species, reducing density of these species if not area of land affected. 

This submission presents a number of examples where Queensland is working to reverse the tide of invasive species in Queensland.  These activities help the state work to achieve the vision of its pest animal and weed strategies, that is, a vision of a state where  “Weeds, pest and problem animals have an acceptable level of impact on people, production and the natural environment.”  

Current responsibility for invasive species in Queensland

The issue of who is responsible for pest management is perhaps more an issue of the impact the pest has, what risks the pest may cause, and how the pest is best managed. Three levels of management are generally applied to pests:

1. Providing a barrier to entry

2. Incursion management

3. Management of established species.

The establishment and maintenance of the barrier to entry to Australia is a Commonwealth responsibility undertaken by Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS) – Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) under the powers of the Quarantine Act 1908, although it could also be covered under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) by the Department of Environment and Heritage (DEH). State agencies in Queensland also provide barriers to entry into the State from other States and into other States, for example all Weeds of National Significance are now prevented from sale in Queensland and interstate from Queensland under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002.

Incursion management is applied after the barrier is breached and before the species has established. In Queensland this is a shared responsibility between the Commonwealth and the States.  Three State agencies are directly involved in responding to outbreaks of invasive pests in Queensland – Department of Primary Industries (DPI), Department of Natural Resources and Mines (NR&M) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), with minor involvement by Queensland Health (QH) and Queensland Transport.  Incursion management is often undertaken by an inter-governmental or inter-departmental task force led by the State Agency with primary responsibility for the particular type of pest under management.  Increasingly this is done under the auspices of a Ministerial Council (Natural Resource Management, Environment Protection and Heritage or Primary Industries).

Whole of government coordination of invasive species in Queensland has been improved by the creation of the Interdepartmental Pest Management Committee (IPMC) in 2002. This group was the product of a whole of government report that recognised the importance of improved government coordination on all pest species. This committee is made up of senior members from the NR&M, DPI, EPA, QH, Department of Premiers and Cabinet, Treasury, Department of Local Government and Planning and Queensland Transport. The Deputy Director General of the Department of Natural Resources and Mines chairs the committee.  The group meets biannually and a new executive officer position has been created cross-funded by four agencies.

A subcommittee of the IPMC is the interagency committee on the Responsible Use and Management of Plants (RUMP).  RUMP has led the development of a cross-government policy on the responsible planting and management of leucaena, a Mexican pasture tree species that has become invasive outside cultivation.  The committee has also helped endorse controls on release of pasture grasses under new weed risk assessment protocols. Other subcommittees are investigating better management of birds in Queensland and marine incursions. Other committees exist within the state to discuss feral fish and disease incursion response e.g. a Community Consultative Committee for the Control of Exotic Pest Fish was formed in 1999.  

Under current legislation in Queensland the management of most established invasive species is the responsibility of all landowners. Local Government has the legislative responsibility for overseeing most of these activities, although state agencies have a compliance role for some species.

A recent initiative between NR&M, EPA and DPI resulted in the development of the “Queensland Weeds Strategy 2002-2006” and the first state pest animal strategy, the  “Queensland Pest Animal Strategy 2002-2006”. These strategies were developed through a series of community workshops and received significant input from a large number of producer and conservation groups across the state.  These strategies are also enshrined in the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 and will be subject to 5-yearly review. These strategies create an agreed framework to improve invasive species and native pest management in Queensland. 

Current Queensland invasive species responsibilities

Queensland Natural Resources and Mines (NR&M)

NR&M is responsible for certain weeds and pest animals as part of achieving the corporate vision of enhanced community benefit through sustainable natural resource management.  It is responsible for introduced invasive weeds, certain introduced pest animals (mammals, amphibia and reptiles) and native plague locusts.  These pests are declared under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 and Land Protection (Pests and Stock Route Management) Regulations 2003, proclaimed on July 1 2003. 

NR&M provides legislation, policy, research, extension and training in support of others who have the on ground management responsibility, that is, the land managers.  Local government is supported in their responsibility to keep their shire or cities/towns free of declared pests.  Local government generally undertakes this by monitoring and enforcement on private lands and direct control on lands under their management.  Local government also funds some of the research, extension and training services provided by NR&M.

NR&M conducts on-ground control for incursion management and is leading all current weed eradication projects in Queensland.  NR&M also supports containment of some critical weeds within national containment lines, provides limited pest animal baiting services and with joint funding from local government, maintains the wild dog barrier fence.  The keeping of exotic animals in Queensland eg in zoos, is regulated to prevent the establishment of new pest animals. NR&M is responsible for pest management on lands under its control e.g. unallocated State land. NR&M maintains strong links to national invasive species management planning, policy and programs.

Queensland Department of Primary Industries (DPI)

DPI plays key roles in pest management to deliver on its corporate direction of driving sustainable growth in food and fibre systems. The reasons for contributing to pest management are to: 

· Build the reputation of Queensland’s food and fibre products to facilitate trade and markets

· Safeguard the harmony between food and fibre industries and natural resources which includes the development and protection of fisheries resource systems

· Facilitate growth of Queensland’s forest industries. 

The major methods for achieving pest management are through: 

· Biosecurity systems which: 

· deliver surveillance for major pest and disease risks to food and fibre industries eg foot and mouth disease, mad cow disease and papaya fruit fly

· implement responses to detected pests either to eradicate such as bovine tuberculosis, or to manage a zoning of the pest to specific areas eg. cattle tick, or where appropriate to  develop quality assurance systems which facilitate interstate trade by certain risk management processes on farm eg Interstate Certification Assurance for horticulture products

· build an emergency response capability for incursions by providing linkages to National and State emergency planning and facilitate emergency response skill development within staff

· Research for Food and Fibre production built on partnerships with key industries in the extensive grazing, intensive livestock, field crops, dairying and horticulture areas. Pests impacting on the viability of industries are researched in terms of best practice management and control.

· Resource and land management systems involving protection of fisheries resources and Queensland’s forests.

Methods are underpinned by legislation, which includes Apiaries Act 1982, Stock Act 1915, Plant Protection Act 1989, Exotic Diseases in Animals Act 1981, Fisheries Act 1994, Fisheries Regulations 1995 and Forestry Act 1959.
With regard to biosecurity, there are strong links to national planning, policy and programs through Ministerial councils, Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF), and corporate bodies of Animal Health Australia (AHA) and Plant Health Australia (PHA).

Queensland Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

EPA’s role in pest management is driven by its obligations to maintain and protect natural processes.  Its principal responsibility for pest management is as a land manager of eleven million hectares of land including national parks, protected areas and forests under the Nature Conservation Act 1992 (NCA), State Forests and Timber Reserves under the Forestry Act 1959, Reserves under the Land Act 1994 (where the Director-General or Executive Director of the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service is Trustee), Unallocated State Lands awaiting gazettal to a tenure under the NCA and land held in “fee simple”. A small list of species is prohibited under the Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulation 1994.

The Agency has further responsibilities in the management of threatening processes (i.e. as part of a conservation plan or recovery plan for threatened species); management of pest species as part of a Parks “good neighbour policy” (i.e. wild dogs); input into management of prohibited invasive species (i.e. ferrets), listing prohibited wildlife and in the coordination of marine pest response as a participant in the National Introduced Marine Pests Coordination Group (i.e. pests in ballast water, fouling organisms), the State advisory committee and local incursion response.

The role of Local governments in pest management in Queensland 

Local governments are recognised as a level of government in the Queensland Constitution 2001 and are responsible for managing a number of planning activities, and the delivery of pest management in their area. The breakdown in roles and responsibilities between local government and state agencies is outlined in a Deed of Agreement to be signed between the Local Government Association of Queensland and the Department of Natural Resources and Mines. The new state pest legislation, Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 requires all local governments in Queensland to develop a Local Government Area Pest Management Plan (LGAPMP). They must do this in consultation with state government agencies and other stakeholders by 1 July 2004. 

The LGAPMP must cover all land within the boundaries of the local government area, including land owned or controlled by individuals, industry, or the state. The purpose of LGAPMP is to bring together all sectors of the local communities to tackle pest management. By achieving increased awareness, shared responsibility and streamlined efforts, the plans will help to:
· reduce the economic, environmental, and social impacts of pests

· reduce the establishment and spread of pests

· improve the protection of environmentally significant areas.

Local governments in Queensland estimate that they expend over $14 million per annum for the management of pests in their areas. Local government in Queensland may also locally declare pest species under the Local Government Act 1993, if they are not declared by the State or require a greater level of control in the local government area.

Recent Queensland Invasive Species Achievements 

Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines 

· Department of Natural Resources and Mines and local governments in Queensland spend over $22 million per annum on the control and management of declared pest plants and animals

· The Strategic Weed Eradication and Education Program (SWEEP) undertook programs on over a dozen weed species across Queensland; miconia, mikania, alligator weed, bitou bush, badhara bush, honey locust between 1995 and 2003.  The on-ground costs of this program were over $17 million. Over 170 strategic weed control projects throughout Queensland were undertaken between 1995/96 and 2002/03. It is estimated that over 550 landholders received direct benefit from SWEEP over that period but many more receive on-going indirect benefits 

· Development of pest management planning by local governments across Queensland, which has increased the commitment to pest management in most areas across the state 

· Release of over 60 weed biological control agents over the past 2 decades.  Tested and released under strict guidelines the various insects and fungal pathogens have had, and are having, significant and cost effective impacts on pests including; Noogoora burr, parthenium weed, water hyacinth, groundsel bush, rubber vine, locusts and rabbits. An economic assessment of the biological control insects released for parthenium weed demonstrated a $14-24 return for each dollar spent (research program worth over $9 million) and $80 returns for each dollar spent (research program worth over $0.7 million) on the rust for rubber vine 

· Implementation of a broad scale density and trend distribution database to complement the Pest Info data collection system that has been adopted by over 90 local governments and other government agencies as well as adopted as a national standard

· Coordination of the recent exotic disease preparedness exercise in north Queensland to assess the process to control feral animals infected with diseases such as foot and mouth

· Research and planning for the management of urban vertebrate pests and environmental weeds.  Under new projects, better coordination between stakeholders has been achieved on both issues resulting in adoption of new paradigms and well as new activities

· Sponsored the development of the Queensland Weeds Strategy, Queensland Pest animal Strategy and nine strategies for Weeds of National Significance

· The SEQ Environmental Weeds Management Group coordinates effort by government agencies and community groups to deliver direction for environmental weeds in the region.
Queensland Department of Primary Industries 

· Lead the eradication program for red imported fire ant, Solenopsis invicta 

· Eradication of Papaya Fruit Fly from mainland Queensland in 1995-1999

· Emergency responses to detection of Asian bees (2000) and bumble bees (2003)

· Reviewed all aspects of foot-and-mouth disease (FMD) preparedness in Queensland 
· Contributed to maintaining Australia's 'category 1' lowest-risk rating status for transmissible spongiform encephalopathy (TSE) by surveillance systems
· Undertook research to control the giant wood moth - a potential threat to Queensland’s hardwood plantations - showing that using pheromones can trap the moth

· Lead agency for strategic control of exotic fruit fly incursions in Torres Straits

· Provided a lead role in adopting programs developed under the Commonwealth Government’s Aquaplan, including disease surveillance and monitoring, and planning for disease outbreaks.

· Response to white spot disease virus (WSDV) in imported frozen green prawns

· Released the Strategy for Control of Exotic Pest Fishes in Queensland Freshwaters, to raise awareness of the effects of exotic fish on native fish species and habitats.

· Assist in marine pest response to outbreaks of the Caribbean Tube worm, Hydroides sanctaecrusis, and the Asian green mussel, Perna viridis in Cairns Trinity Inlet
Queensland Environment Protection Agency 

· Allocation of about $0.5 million (excluding salaries) for 2003/04 by Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service for pest management on protected areas

· Control of foxes as an important element of endangered species recovery programs (eg. bridled nail tail program at Idalia National Park, turtle program at Mon Repos and Brushtail Rock Wallaby program at Crows Nest)

· Developed a list of the 200 invasive environmental weeds for south-east Queensland 

· Control of parthenium on several protected areas in Central Queensland including Idalia, Palmgrove and White Mt National Parks and State Forests in the Roma area

· Implementation of significant estate-wide weed control programs (i.e. groundsel control on the Southern Bay Islands, in collaboration with NR&M; Bitou Bush control on Fraser Island and lantana removal and habitat rehabilitation works at Springbrook National Park)

· Coordination of marine pest response to outbreaks of the Caribbean Tube worm, Hydroides sanctaecrusis, and the Asian green mussel, Perna viridis in Cairns Trinity Inlet

· Chair the Queensland advisory committee, including DPI Fisheries and Queensland Transport, Queensland Port Authorities, representatives of marine and boating industries, to develop and implement management strategies and surveillance monitoring for introduced marine pests.

Queensland Health

· Participation in the planing and implementation of control programs as part of a WoG process, assessing impacts from invasive species to public health, control agents, and intervention strategies

· Controls on the introduction of exotic mosquitoes are managed through Memo of Understanding with AQIS, Queensland Health, Port Authorities and relevant local government as these insects could increase the risk to the community of current or new disease and may require additional control activity. Queensland is the only state with this level of cooperation in place.

B. The estimated cost of different responses to the environmental issues associated with invasive species, including early eradication, containment, damage mitigation and inaction with particular focus on: 

European fox (Vulpes vulpes), Yellow crazy ant (Anoplolepis gracilipes), Fire ant (Solenopsis invicta), Cane toad (Bufo marinus) and Feral cats and pigs; Mimosa pigra, Serrated tussock (Nasella trichotoma), Willows (Salix spp.), Lantana (Lantana camara), Blackberry (Rubus fruticosus agg.) and Parkinsonia aculeata
An assessment of the economic impact of State and Local government expenditure on weeds and pest animal management in Queensland was carried out in 2002 (AEC 2002).  This assessment showed that every dollar spent on pest management initiatives in Queensland, could deliver up to $6.40 in benefit, implying a net return of up to 540%. The public benefit outweighs private benefit and therefore any increase in the level of expenditure will increase the net benefit to the public.  The public receives up to $3.70 in benefits for every dollar invested, but this return differs from species to species and on the level of management.  Some activities provide a greater return than others; education and awareness activities return a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of 43.8 while control of established species returns a BCR of 2.3:1 at a 6% discount rate. Whilst delivering long-term returns weed and pest management also provides a positive contribution to the economy where the $24 million spent creates $16 million in wages and 746 employment provisions.

Experience in Queensland has shown that prevention and early eradication are significantly more cost effective responses than containment/damage mitigation actions for invasive species. The state has a history of participating in national eradication programs, but also undertakes eradication programs on species, found in other states but considered to be worth eradicating from Queensland due to either current or potential impacts. An essential component of any system must also be an early warning monitoring and surveillance program. To date such programs have not been widely included as part of the response to incursions. At the same time strategic control programs have been carried out on established pests when it considered that this would result in significant reductions in pest impacts. Awareness and extension activities are very cost effective; programs in Queensland have shown that the community can help e.g. get involved in pest surveillance, and that these programs can result in changing community attitudes e.g. increasing community actions on pests such as Weed busting days.   

Queensland recognizes that financial resources are not the only necessities for good invasive species management. Planning processes are needed for clear priorities and vision, and good science assists in developing accurate policies and management options.  Essential components of the planning phase are the determination of lead agency, clarification of stakeholder responsibilities as well as recognition of resources required including, but not limited to, finances, personnel, skills, equipment, knowledge and time. Pest management planning in Queensland is generally carried out in a consultative framework involving major stakeholders.  This planning assists firstly in problem definition and clarification. The outcomes of the planning process may be recognition that no action is feasible, more research on the pest or methods to manage it is required or actions should be undertaken either in specific sites or across the whole distribution range.  Community acceptance of the need to manage pests is essential. For example advice from the Plague Pest Advisory Committee -- a community consultative group which focuses on plagues species -- led to the creation of a plague pest contingency fund that is funded through matching funding from State and local government.

One activity undertaken in Queensland to address knowledge gaps is the development of pest status assessments, which synthesise information from a range of sources and present a profile of each pest or pest issue e.g. urban pest animals. This profile is used to direct research and also in underpinning policy decisions made on a species or issue. These documents help to separate the myth from the reality; the community often develops incorrect perceptions about pest species driven by the media and non-scientific observations. These documents also challenge researchers to answer the questions on the biology or ecology of the species needed to improve the management; for many invasives these important facts are unknown, although they may have been under management for a long time. 

It has been Queensland’s experience that the management of established pests -- although at times difficult due to the hardiness of the species, long seed bank viability of some weeds or the ability of many pest animals to move long distances -- can nevertheless result in significant outcomes if the programs are coordinated and clearly target the species.   Significant reductions in pest potential have resulted from recent State programs on feral goats, rabbits, carp and a number of weed species. Major gains have resulted from integrating pest management within the context of property and regional natural resource management. 

Estimated costs of different levels of response

Prevention

Queensland currently prevents the sale and distribution of over 150 species of plants, and virtually all non-indigenous mammals, reptiles, amphibia (totalling over 14,000 species), some fish and birds. It is likely that if all Commonwealth and State restrictions on these exotic plants and animals were removed, several hundred exotic species would be rapidly distributed throughout the state in gardens or as pets. This scenario is not unrealistic given the enormous range of pet animals kept in the United States where such controls are not in place.  Internationally, wildlife smuggling is recognised as the second largest illegal trade after drugs (Vanstone 2002), and the pet industry in the United States is worth $28 billion per annum consequently without controls Australia would be open to a large influx of both legal and illegal new species, many with high pest potential. 

The potential economic risk and cost of stopping new species entering into Queensland was recently estimated using several proxies (AEC 2002). The cost of maintaining this barrier in Queensland is low; approximately $150,000 per annum for Department of Natural Resources and Mines staff costs and smaller budgets for other agencies, but this does not include the significant costs to the Commonwealth for controls by AQIS. The Net Present Value (NPV) of this prevention program in Queensland was between $53 and $131 million, depending on a real discount rate from 8% to 4%. The BCR was 25:1 - 38:1. The results of this analysis indicates therefore is that it is economically desirable to prevent the entry of new pests.

Eradication

Achieving early eradication requires a number of conditions; proper planning, commitment to complete, putting the entire population of the target species at risk, removing them faster than they reproduce and preventing reinvasion. Although the up front costs of early eradication programs may be significant, it is logical that weed and pest control activities after the pest is widespread can be costly and time consuming and so quick action will be the more cost effective alternative if available. 

An economic evaluation of the one Queensland eradication effort, directed at Siam weed in far north Queensland (see Siam weed case study), resulted in a NPV of $12.8 - $44.1 million, and BCR of $9.90 - $26.80 return for every dollar invested (Adamson et al. 2000). Siam weed is found in a region of high conservation significance, which significantly increases the potential impacts of this species. This study identified the environmental, e.g. impacts on endangered and rare species, and non-production returns, e.g. recreational use values, as well as the production returns.  The non-production BCR in this study was 5.4:1, which, although lower than the production return, showed that the net benefit from the eradication activity was greater than just that from savings on production losses alone. 

Two insects are currently targeted for eradication in Queensland, crazy ants and fire ants. Successful insect eradication programs have already been carried out in Queensland on papaya fruit fly and Asian bees. There are at least 12 weed species targeted for eradication in the State; 5 are under national cost sharing arrangements (Siam weed, Mikania micrantha, Miconia calvescens, Limnocharis flava and Clidemia hirta), while the rest are funded directly by the Department of Natural Resources and Mines and include the Weeds of National Significance alligator weed, mimosa and bitou bush as well as Senegal tea, honey locust, badhara bush and hygrophila.  

Crazy ants – Anoplolepis gracilipes is a major environmental and secondary agricultural pest, as well as a human nuisance, in the tropics and subtropics. It is not possible to estimate the cost of an infestation in Australia without a full study of the regions affected, but as a generalist feeder it could affect the whole ecosystem. The first major infestation of crazy ants was detected in Queensland in Cairns in April 2001 (Appendix 1).  Three agencies; NR&M, EPA & DPI provided a cash budget of approximately $120,000 together with considerable in-kind coming from all the contributing parties. This and subsequent infestations in Townsville, Cairns and Brisbane have all been successfully treated with no further ants found at these sites to date. A concern with the species is the on-going risk of re-introductions and so on-going need for surveillance. If a population was to spread from a port of entry it will be significantly more expensive to control than incursions to date.

Red imported fire ants – Solenopsis geminata is native to the tropics and warmer parts of the temperate New World. This species was detected in urban South East Queensland in February 2001. It was considered that inaction was not a suitable response given the United State experience with this species. Fire ants present a grave threat to conservation values e.g. the Fire Ant would affect many Australian mammals either due to direct attack, reduction in food supplies for those that are insectivorous, a change in foraging and sleeping behaviours. The Fire Ant is also known to attack, kill and consume any invertebrate that cannot defend itself or escape. The Fire Ant Control Centre undertook a Social Impact assessment in June 2001 (Appendix 1). Because of its aggressive behaviour, large numbers and tendency to sting a number of times, the fire ant can cause problems for humans. Clear social impacts are those on lifestyle and health; overseas research has identified the impacts on pets and wildlife, impacts on homes and electrical equipment and the repeated costs of having to control fire ants.  

A Benefit Cost Analysis was undertaken by ABARE in 2001 into the proposed eradication program. This analysis found that the cost to the community if the fire ant was not controlled would be $8.9 billion over a 30-year period. The major costs were from loss of property values, cost of household repairs and treatment and the cost to agriculture. This study provided a BCR of 25:1 based on a $124m, five-year program that is well above the limit where eradication is considered worthwhile. However, this analysis is very conservative - it did not include the costs from the loss of environmental and lifestyle values that this ant would cause.

The then Standing Committee on Agriculture and Resource Management (SCARM) endorsed this option and referred it to the Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand (ARMCANZ) for a decision on budget support for a $123.4m program over five years. This was given in-principle support on 20 July 2001. The natural resource management ministerial council now has oversight of the program and subsequently approved funding to continue the eradication effort in 2003-04. Some 440 staff are working on the on-going program.

An urgent response to the incursion was considered extremely important. US scientists advised that natural spread by winged queen ants would re-commence with onset of warmer weather and a delay of some months in the commencement of the campaign would result in the area of infestation extending out by a further two or three kilometres. This presented a limited window of opportunity in which to initiate action. Failure to commence treatments in spring of 2001 would have effectively doubled the estimated cost of the first year and significantly reduced the chance of success in eradication. Failure to secure national funding for the eradication program would have placed the Queensland Government under pressure to implement an ongoing ‘facilitative management’ program for Fire Ant to assist industry and the community manage this pest. The cost to government of such a program is estimated at $2M annually, but would depend on the level of ‘subsidisation’ of control activities undertaken by industry and the community. Fisherman Island has been free of Fire ants for over a year and it had been eradicated from 72% of the 900 properties identified by November 2002.

Mimosa - Mimosa pigra was found for the first time in Queensland in February 2001 in what is currently a contained site, Peter Faust Dam (Appendix 1). Inaction on this species at this site could result in serious economic and ecological impacts in the region, affecting both productive cane lands and internationally listed Japanese and Chinese Migratory Bird Agreement sites. A management plan for eradication of this infestation has been developed and its management is being funded by state agencies, the statuary body overseeing the water body and the local government. The proposed costs for eradication at this site are over $3 million, of which the on-ground treatment component is over $1.4 million, with containment and prevention of spread costs of $830,000.  The program is currently planned to last at least seven years, but funds may be required for up to 20 years due to the long-lived seed bank. Current costs for the management of Mimosa in Northern Territory are over $2.5 million per annum, including research, on-ground control activities and landholder assistance for herbicides. If Queensland were able to eradicate this species using the current estimated budget this would result in a significant return on invested funds.  

Case study: Siam weed eradication in Queensland

Siam weed (Chromolaena odorata) is a woody weed native to Central and Southern America, and has spread throughout much of the sub-tropical world. It is capable of, infesting the majority of areas where annual rainfall exceeds 1,000mm: this includes costal Queensland, New South Wales, Northern Territory, and Western Australia. Siam weed is relatively easily spread through the movement of its seed in soil, pasture seed or stock from infested areas. Siam weed poses a significant threat to Australia because, whilst not considered a major pest, large infestations have been found in countries as close as Papua New Guinea and East Timor, from where the Australian military have undertaken extensive efforts in terms of cleaning and washing down equipment to prevent introducing the weed to Australia. A study showed that 7.0% of the total area of forest land occupied by endangered, vulnerable and rare species in Queensland fell into the potential climate range for Siam weed


Siam weed was first identified in Australia in 1994 along several places on the Tully River and at Bingil Bay near Mission Beach in Far North Queensland, where it was the focus of a concerted identification and eradication campaign. Siam weed has been targeted under a national cost sharing agreement since 1994 with almost $1.5 million spent to date. Over 95% of plants were killed in the first year, and only small infestations have been found in subsequent years. There has been a significant decrease in the chemical used to control this species due to successful surveys and treatment actions. An increased TV campaign and surveys has resulted in the finding of infestations outside the established 50km zone around the original site in 2003. Vigilance is required due to soil seed bank (5 year viability) and the remoteness of some sites.
An economic study of this program illustrates that if the eradication campaign continues, Siam weed is expected to have no long-term economic impact in Queensland.  However, if the eradication campaign were not operating then the costs would increase from $0 (2000) up to an expected $14.4 million per annum by 2044. The impacts would affect; a number of horticultural crops, beef production, council road maintenance budgets and aesthetic values especially to World Heritage listed Wet Tropics. The Net Present Value for investment in the eradication program is $12.8 - $44 million depending on the discount rate. The Benefit Cost Ratios indicate that every dollar invested in the eradication program has resulted in $9.90 - $26.80 worth of benefit. Investment in this eradication activity, to prevent the widespread distribution of a species, is economically desirable (Adamson et al. 2000).

Containment/Exclusion

Measures to effectively ‘draw a line in the sand’ on the spread of invasive species can involve either keeping species within a fixed area (containment) or keep out species out of an area (exclusion). These activities range from physical barriers (e.g. fences or high security facilities) to chemical barriers (e.g. poison baited buffer lines) through to virtual containment lines (e.g. mapped containment areas). The cost of these activities is often greater than prevention and it is likely that these actions will be integrated with damage mitigation for many species, with containment only relevant across some part of the distribution.  

In Queensland a large group of potential pest animals is contained by permitting their keeping only in regulated facilities; sites which qualify as circuses, zoos, tertiary institutions or government stations.  These permit holders must be able to satisfy Department of Natural Resources and Mines that the facilities are a low risk of escape. It is important that the Department be able to impose conditions to minimise risk e.g. non-breeding or refusal of applications. The cost of these activities is included in the prevention costs listed above. 

The Darling Downs-Moreton Rabbit Board region in Queensland is also a containment zone, defended by both a fence and staff that maintains a zero rabbit tolerance policy. The local governments in the Board area fund its activities to the value of $0.8 million per annum (see Rabbit case study). The returns from this exclusion zone have not been calculated, but they are likely to be significant given the enormous impacts on rabbits on pastures, cropping lands and market gardens (up to 50% biomass loss at medium rabbit densities) and the biodiversity losses, described as “identical to chainsaws and bulldozers” (Williams et al. 1995).

One management option for feral fish that is proving successful, though extremely costly, is the installation of screen barriers across outlets and balancing storages of dams.  The screen barriers have a mesh small enough to prevent the transfer of eggs and larvae of the species of concern.  These screen barriers are very costly at over $2 million.  There is always the threat of translocation around the screen by people by using the fish as bait downstream of the barrier, but an active education campaign helps to combat this. Screens may be used in north Queensland to protect the Gulf Rivers freshwater fishing industry from tilapia.

Chemical barriers have been used in some parts of Queensland, generally for large vertebrate pests such as dogs, pigs and foxes.  These programs involve coordinated poison baiting along geographic barriers such as high country or changes in ecosystems from grasslands to forests.  Much of the return from these programs is in private benefits to landholders but they may also result in the reduction of biodiversity losses.

The last containment group, ‘virtual containment lines’ is exemplified in Queensland by the prickly acacia and rubber vine containment lines. These lines on state maps were developed with community consultation as tools to assist in preventing the further spread of these weeds. For both species activities outside the lines are directed at total suppression while areas within the lines are managed to reduce the spread outside the containment area.  The development of the Rubber vine containment line was followed by the coordinated delivery of control programs on over 40% of the area previously infested in the state outside the containment area, using over $2.7 million of state funds between 1995-99 (see Rubber vine case study).  An economic assessment of the Strategies Weed Eradication and Education Program, of which this program was a component (Adamson and Lynch 2000), showed a BCR of 1.5:1, although this was considered a conservative estimation due to the data entered and the results only deal with impact on Qld beef production.   The significant biodiversity benefits of this program were not costed in this study. 
Case study: Rabbits – Management of a widespread invasive species

Rabbits (Oryctolagus cuniculus) are one of the most significant introduced pest animal species in Australia, with impacts estimated at $600 million before the release of calici virus.  Queensland currently responds to this species differently than most states. Queensland’s response is based on its state rabbit strategy, the vision of which is that “Rabbits remain excluded from the protected area in south-east Queensland and their impacts elsewhere are minimised”. Queensland undertakes management actions that include; quarantine, early eradication, containment and damage mitigation of established populations.

Queensland has historically and maintains a prohibition on the keeping of rabbits both as pets and for farming. Rabbits remain declared as Class 2 pests under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. Rabbits can only be kept for display, if it discusses the feral nature of the species or kept as desexed animals by magicians. This decision was taken as it was seen that removing this ban would compromise other actions taken to manage rabbits in Queensland.  This action has been assessed during the last 2 years under National Competition Policy. The assessment did not support removal of the prohibition because while the risks of pet rabbits and rabbit farming were low the potential costs were high.

Queensland maintains a barrier fence to prevent the spread of rabbits to a part of the state. The Darling Downs-Moreton Rabbit Board manages the barrier fence, funded by the local governments protected by the fence. As well as maintaining the physical barrier the staff of the Board also provides control activities within the board area. This area is the only sizeable suitable habitat on mainland Australia where rabbits have never established. In affect Board staff have maintained a barrier and continue to undertake incursion management across the board area. The maintenance of the fence and board costs about $0.8 million per annum.

The management of established sites of rabbits has followed the pattern of rabbit management in other sates in most respects.  Two biological control agents, and Spanish fleas to improve spread, have been released and landholders/local government staff are provided assistance and training in mechanical control and other methods.

Bulloo Downs Station in western Queensland, where an estimated 25% of the states rabbits occur, has been subject to adaptive management using Commonwealth, State and landholder funds. This study set out to work out why rabbit calicivirus had little impact at this site and if current control actions could be integrated more effectively. The studies showed that although virus was present its action was not fast enough to keep up with rabbit reproduction.  This appears to be due to the ecology of the Bulloo River floodplains which allows year round food for rabbits. Warren ripping near permanent water resulted in immediate rabbit impact reduction with subsequent increased flora and fauna. Ripping of the dense warren areas was also cheapest as travel from warren to warren was reduced. Costs were however $1300 - $3900 per square kilometre. This population appears to be the source of most rabbit reinfestation in this part of Australia; the property is close to the Lake Eyre Basin and so its control is significant (Berman 2001). 

Funding for this ripping if it results in long term suppression, especially combined with the impacts of the virus on the reduced rabbit numbers, is seen as a successful way of integrating old methods into a better management package.  Again the other levels of control underpin this activity across the state, including controls on the sale of all rabbits.

This case study is given to demonstrate that even very large and seemingly intractable pest problems can respond to well directed and funded programs. Similar reductions in weeds have resulted from programs on prickly pear, harrisia cactus, waterweeds and Noogoora burr in Queensland.


Damage mitigation

Management of established pests generally involves some form of the reduction in impacts from the species (damage mitigation). It was estimated that these activities make up 30% of the programs funded by Department of Natural Resources and Mines and Local government in Queensland (AEC 2002). These control activities include; chemical, mechanical or physical control, biological control or habitat modification depending on the species of concern.  European foxes, feral cats and pigs, lantana and parkinsonia are all managed in Queensland to some level (see Appendix 1). The BCR for control activities in Queensland was 2.3:1 at a 6% discount rate. 

Extension activities and research programs are essential components for good management of established pests; landowners cannot deliver best practice management if they are not aware what that is.  These broad programs are very cost effective.  A review of Weedbuster (AEC 2003), a national education and awareness program started in Queensland, showed that for every dollar invested in education initiatives pertaining to weed control there is $43.80 worth of benefits generated by weed control activities throughout the state. For every dollar spent on targeting media there was also $1.90 worth of free advertising captured. The same review suggested a BCR for research activities of 18.1:1. 

Commercial fishing is not undertaken for established pest fish, such as carp in Queensland.  This is allowed in southern states, however there is no evidence that it is a successful control measure.  There is also the threat that some members of the public will spread the fish into uninfested catchments to ensure the fishes survival and hence profit making potential. The commercial harvest of feral goats has however resulted in a reduction in impacts and containment of formerly feral goats.

Control activities may result in negative costs either to the State or to landowners, either due to off-target impacts or due to miss use of methods. A recent example is the impact on non-target plants in Queensland from Aconophora, a sap-sucking bug imported as a biological control for lantana. To date these impacts have been relatively minor although landowners in southeast Queensland have had to treat affected trees and shrubs and some plants have needed to be professionally removed. Chemicals spray drift and other impacts from weed and pest may cause loss of markets or local impacts but in many cases these impacts are short term and should impact on long-term damage mitigation.

Case study: Rubber vine – Successful management of a widespread invasive species 

Rubber vine (Cryptostegia grandiflora) is a Weed of National Significance and is the most widespread weed in Queensland. Although only 700,000 hectares of tropical and sub-tropical Queensland are heavily infested, it could previously be found over about 20 percent of the state. The biodiversity and production impacts of this weed were large; lost beef production was estimated at $18 million per year and the species was destroying unique vine thicket ecosystems.


In the mid-1990’s Queensland targeted this weed in a program to initially reduce the extent and then over time reduce the density and occurrence within the core parts of the state.  Rubber vine management received over $2.7 million of state funds between 1995-99, which resulted in the treating of over 40% of the area infested in the state. The resulted in the creation of a rubber vine containment line, all infestations outside of which are subject to eradication.

The state funded control methods both chemical and mechanical, and in 1999 with Commonwealth assistance developed best practice management options by using an adaptive management approach. A significant result of this work was the developments in the use of fire as a major tool in the management of rubber vine in most non-riparian situations.

At the same time the state funded research into biological control options. A moth and rust with imported and tested for a total cost of $2.1 million. The importation of rubber vine rust in 1995 has resulted in the complete halt to the expansion of this serious weed in Queensland. Seed production has been reduced from 1 billion seeds per hectare to almost none and seedling recruitment and reinvasion has been stopped!  Leaf loss caused by this rust has also improved the economics of other management actions with programs such as burning and stick raking now more cost effective and efficient. 

A recent economic study has shown that the release of the biological control rust on this species is currently returning $80 for each dollar spent on the program.  Longer benefit: cost streams also yield greater benefits.   The economic assessment of the targeted on-ground containment program also provided a positive return on capital providing a net benefit. (Franco-Dixon 2003). 
Inaction

The decision to not carry out actions on an invasive species is likely to be in response several factors.  Government responses in Queensland generally include declaration but this places an undue burden on all landowners. If the impacts of a pest are only felt in a small part of the state or it only affects one industry group and will not affect others it is unlikely that this species will be declared.  Inaction in parts of the state not yet affected, all cost effective in the short term may be more expensive over the longer term if the species does spread to these areas. At the same time species may be declared but little other direct action is taken unless landowners or local government consider the pest has impacts specific to that area. Inaction on a pest may also be a valid response if no cost effective method of control is available although this may also lead to funds being set aside for research.  In many cases, however, inaction is not an option, public sentiment will require at least extension material and research to improve management. 

Currently no direct actions are taken on cane toads in Queensland, other than general awareness (Appendix 1).  Research on control methods for cane toads is being undertaken by CSIRO, and the state does not want to duplicate this research.  If these methods are successful the state will cooperate in the use of these control techniques. Serrated tussock, willows and blackberry have all been declared in Queensland under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 but in most parts of the state no direct funds will be required as it is unlikely that these species would impact on most of the state

Case study: Exotic pest fish management in Queensland 

Queensland has over 850,000 anglers, approximately 25% of the Australian participants. Recreational fishers spend an estimated $1.8 billion per annum on fishing related items. 20% of fishing effort is in freshwater.  Queensland has 29 stocked impoundments and over $400 000 is collected per annum is collected in fishing licences used for stocking these impoundments. 

Exotic pest fish have been a recognised problem in Queensland’s freshwaters since the 1970’s. They are the result of both aquarium releases and translocations.  16 species of exotic fish have established in Queensland waterways. 3 fish; carp (Cyrpinus carpio), tilapia (Oreochromis mossambicus,Tilapia mariae) and gambusia (Gambusia spp) are considered as priority species due to their wide potential range and their devastating effects on native fish and the environment.  These impacts in turn have social and economic impacts for tourism, riverine health, recreational fishing and commercial fishing. 

Exotic fish can therefore have an important detrimental affect on a valuable recreational activity, worth tens of millions of dollars per annum and need government coordination.

Exotic fish are managed in Queensland using a number of strategies including; legislation, strategic planning, community consultation, and on-ground control actions. Legislation relevant to exotic pest fish is in the Fisheries Act 1994 and Fisheries Regulation 1995.  Eighteen species or families of exotic fish are declared as noxious including the three priority species described above.  These fish cannot be possessed, reared, sold or bought unless a permit has been obtained.  Noxious fish are to be killed immediately and disposed of away from the waterway and are not to be used as bait.  Additionally, non-indigenous fish must be kept in a way to prevent their escape and are not to be released into waterways.  Anyone found to be contravening the legislation face large fines of up to $150 000.

Queensland released a strategy in 2000 titled Control of exotic pest fishes – an operational strategy for Queensland freshwaters 2000-2005.  The Strategy was developed to complement and support the Murray-Darling Basin Commissions National management strategy for carp control 2000-2005 and the Department of Natural Resources and Mines’ Queensland Pest Animal Strategy 2000-2005.  The Strategy emphasises the control of exotic fishes within the framework of best practice for vertebrate pest control and provides a framework for regional planning and on-ground actions.  

With limited resources, including a full time officer and operating budget, implementing the strategy has emphasised management of impacts of exotic pest fishes within the framework of best practice using control, as eradication is only feasible under a very limited set of circumstances.  Preventing new infestations is also important and this is largely undertaken by an extensive education campaign.  Posters, media campaigns, brochures, signs and education modules have been widely distributed around the state educating the general public about the effects of pest fish and how to control their spread. The Aquatic invaders website (http://www.dpi.qld.gov.au/extra/aquaticinvaders/default.html) has been created as an education model for schools in Queensland.

C. The adequacy and effectiveness of the current Commonwealth, state and territory statutory and administrative arrangements for the regulation and control of invasive species:

Current Commonwealth administrative arrangements

Barrier

The barrier protection role undertaken by AQIS and risk assessments of species by Biosecurity Australia provide an effective barrier against most new pests, except in relation to marine pests. A limited management program (restricted to international vessels at their first port of call) is implemented for potential pests carried by ballast water; however, there is currently no management program for prevention of introduction of biofouling organisms. Australia’s appropriate level of protection as recognised by the WTO dispute panel in the Australian Salmon Case is “..a high or ‘very conservative’ level of sanitary protection aimed at reducing risk to ‘very low levels’, while not based on a zero-risk approach” (Commonwealth of Australia 2003). Queensland, as the state most often affected by quarantine breaches, considers this level of protection essential. The Northern Australian Quarantine Strategy currently provides a very good service to Queensland for terrestrial pests, assisting in new invasive species weed identifications and working with DPI staff on animal health and plant disease surveys, but again, the Strategy does not currently address potential introduction of marine pests. 

The Department of Environment and Heritage (DEH) and Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) support the process for animal risk assessment as agreed to by the Vertebrate Pest Committee, however, both groups do not currently carry out full risk assessment processes on all species. For example some Biosecurity Australia import risk assessments have not considered the pest potential of the imported animal species e.g. recent risk assessment for deer species. This is contrary to Nairn Recommendation 45 that “import risk analysis used by AQIS include increased considerations of the potential environmental effects of proposed introductions of new species, breeds or varieties of animals and plants or their germ plasm, including their propensity to become weeds, vertebrate pests or invertebrate pests in Australia” (Nairn 1996). 

DEH have developed a system of Wildlife Trade and Conservation public notices for changes to the list of imported species under Section 303 of the EPBC Act (http://www.deh.gov.au/biodiversity/trade-use/publicnotices/) but the information supplied by importers does not appear to go through an internal review before posting on the DEH web site. The risk assessment process used by DEH is not the nationally agreed, Vertebrate Pest Committee (VPC) system. Changes to regulations controlling the importation of birds (see Birds case study) with the introduction of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 resulted in the need for legislative changes in Queensland. 

Incursion management

Processes for responding to nationally important incursions of agricultural pests and diseases are effective. Groups including Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer (OCVO) and Officer of the Chief Plant Protection Officer (OCPPO), both part of the Product Integrity Animal and Plant Health (PIAPH) of DAFF provide national direction on early responses. Documents including AQUAPLAN, Austvetplan outline emergency actions for dealing with outbreaks of animal and aquatic animal diseases. Marine incursions are under the coordination of DEH, Department of Transport and Regional Services and DAFF, and through the national Coordinating Committee on Introduced Marine Pest Emergencies (CCIMPE). National surveillance is carried out for high-risk plant pests including exotic fruit flies and gypsy moths but does not include marine pests. Quarantine surveillance around ports and airports for pests and diseases does not include the aquatic/marine environment.

Australia’s response to the Fire Ant incursion highlights what can be achieved if a pest problem is sufficiently severe, and there is a window of opportunity to eradicate or substantially contain the spread with co-ordinated action. The successful implementation of an eradication program depends on a nationally coordinated approach to shared funding and movement controls, and robust State or Territory-based legislation to enable actions to be taken to defeat the pest.  While the ‘lead agency’ has a large responsibility, other agencies also impact the campaign and need to also respond effectively.  An example of this lies in rapid processing of special permits enabling chemicals to be used against the pest. In retrospect, however, the often fragmented and reactive, approach to pest management has been less than ideal in attempting to respond to a pest of the potential magnitude of fire ants.  Inadequacies experienced by Queensland with the current arrangements include a lack of clarity in the roles and responsibilities at Ministerial Councils and at agency level in response to pests like Fire Ants, with very broad-scale impacts across social, environmental and production sectors.  

Many invasive species do not directly threaten primary production, to date these species have not been targeted for surveillance at a national level, this group on invasive species includes environmental weeds, non-production insects and some vertebrates including fish. It is recognised by the Commonwealth, however, that for incursions where an industry is not a direct beneficiary it is unlikely that a true cost sharing arrangement can be developed, thus weeds are generally excluded from Plant Health Australia incursion management plans.  An example of a non-production insect is the discovery of crazy ants in Queensland and the recognition that fire ants only have a small primary production impact, but that it was sufficient to justify control on these impacts because of its wider social and environmental impacts.  National new weed monitoring is improving with the recent development of a new plant reporting system overseen by OCPPO and the Australian Weeds Committee (AWC). To date, monitoring for introduced marine pests has been undertaken by State agencies and port authorities.

The primary tool for co-ordinated action on environmental pests by DEH is the threat abatement planning process provided under the EPBC Act.  The existing TAP framework may have limited capacity to assist in co-ordinated action for the early eradication of a pest such as the Fire Ant.  In theory a TAP could have been used to establish a plan for the eradication effort agreed by funding partners.  However, the capacity to co-ordinate quick action for this type of species is crucial to any attempt at eradication.  The statutory timeframes associated with listing and approval of such a plan, are unworkable in these circumstances.  The current National Read Imported Fire Ants Eradication Plan is in effect, a threat abatement plan for Fire Ants.  However, the Commonwealth has now decided to proceed with development of a TAP for invasive ant species known as tramp ants, including the Fire Ant.

Case study: Changes to the national management of birds

The National Exotic Birds Registration Scheme (NEBRS) was an initiative of the Commonwealth Government. The schedule attempted to identify and record all species of exotic birds keeping in Australia. The NEBRS required people who kept these species to have a licence and maintain records about their animals. In 2002 the NEBRS was discontinued. Responsibility for controlling the importation of exotic bird species was thrust back onto individual States.

The Nature Conservation Act 1992 (Qld) requires any person who intends to move a live exotic bird into Queensland to obtain a wildlife movement permit. In 1997 an administrative moratorium was placed on the importation of all exotic bird species not already listed as “domestic animals” under the Act. This effectively halted the legal importation of exotic birds into Queensland. Queensland has adopted a far more stringent position in terms of the importation of exotic birds than any other State on Australia’s east coast. 

During a recent review of wildlife laws in Queensland, Dr Stephen Garnett examined the ecology and life history of the entire range of species formerly listed under NEBRS. Dr Garnett ranked these species in terms of the likelihood that they would establish in the wild in Queensland. As a result of the review 5 species formally listed on NEBRS will be placed into the “prohibited wildlife” category, with their possession being strictly regulated. All other species will be placed on the “domestic animals” schedule, thereby allowing their free importation into Queensland and movement within the State. The Nature Conservation Act 1992 will also be amended making it an offence to release a live exotic animal to the wild.

Management of established pests

Commonwealth involvement in the management of established pests is limited generally to funds delivery for research or specific on-ground activities but there are also some planning activities; specifically Treat Abatement Plans under the EPBC Act. The Commonwealth also provides representatives on the national consultative committees (see next section) and therefore helps set direction for some established pests. Over the past decade the Bureau of Resource Sciences has developed a number of technical publications on the impacts and management of feral animals.  This agency has also developed a risk assessment model for vertebrate pests and funded various research projects on pest management. 

Commonwealth agencies have little direct land management responsibilities, which means they are unlikely to have staff with practical pest management skills. A Memorandum on Understanding for management of Defence lands is currently being developed with Queensland. Legal advice has been that Queensland agencies cannot enforce pest management on these lands. Although Commonwealth lands make up only a small component of lands in Queensland increased coordination of established pest management, by Commonwealth agencies, will result in better land management in the State.

As noted in the discussion on incursion management, there is not clear input or direction federally on some invasive species such as birds (see Bird case study) or urban pests, which includes pigs, foxes, and various bird species. These pests suffer from a lack of acceptable control options, as rural options cannot be used. It is important that urban residents are also aware that pests can affect the environment around them, the parks and rivers, and that their pets and garden plants can spread to these areas. A major component of the management of established pests, especially in urban areas, is the social factors involved in their impacts and management, but social research has not attracted federal funding.  Queensland research has shown that community perceptions about pests may both assist and hamper pest management delivery, depending on community engagement. The Bureau of Research Sciences has only recently begun to get involved in non-mammalian pests and the national Weed Cooperative Research Centre only has a small environmental weed component.

Treat Abatement Plans (TAPS) under the EPBC Act provide a national plan, however they are often not fully implemented. It is our perception under current Commonwealth resourcing it is likely that the development of more TAPS may result in less money for the implementation of current TAPS. Therefore if more funds are not assigned for national invasive species management less activity is likely on these species.  One observation made in Queensland is that although Threat Abatement Plans (TAPS) are statutory, they have limited applications, Commonwealth lands, and for all other lands they need state cooperation. TAPS start off well, in that they collect interested parties to develop draft plans, but the final plans are rarely well resourced and have not delivered measurable outcomes, due to lack of community or agency ownership. Having TAPS may increase the level of activity and accountability for Commonwealth activity but they may not affect state delivery on these species, unless they are picked up in species recovery plans and other activities. The Weeds of National Significance strategies on the other hand are non-statutory but they have delivered effective outcomes without increasing the burden to the Commonwealth. A strong factor behind the strength of the WONS strategies is the strategy development was community directed, resulting in strong community ownership. The implementation of these strategies has involved employment of strategy coordinators, some times for a number of species to increase community-based delivery, and creation of species management committees. If TAPS are to deliver outcomes similar to Weeds of National Significance strategies they need to be both better resourced and developed in a process that ensures they deliver actions across all land tenures, through cooperative arrangements with states. 

Management of established invasive species in Australia involves delivery by three levels of government and the community. Two other countries grappling with these issues, New Zealand and the United States of America, have developed models for national direction on invasive species (Appendix 2) that may be worth considering by the Commonwealth. Both countries have seen the need for a national strategy on the issue to provide clear direction and to clarify responsibilities.  The New Zealand model, as presented in the New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy, will result in the delivery of all three levels of invasive species management by one agency; but New Zealand does not have states, which makes this agency delivery much easier. The United States model calls for greater agency coordination and includes the creation of a national council; this model involves States but the United States Federal system allows for greater federal agency direction than would be considered constitutionally acceptable in Australia. 

Commonwealth / State interface

A number of standing committees and national fora allow discussion between states and Commonwealth agencies on invasive species. Queensland provides members on the Vertebrate Pest Committee (VPC) and Australian Weed Committee (AWC). It also provides the current chair and secretariat of the VPC. The membership and function of the AWC was reviewed in 2001 and the VPC is currently undergoing a similar review, recommendations were to be supplied to Land, Water and Biodiversity Committee in March of 2004 and will now be supplied to the new Advisory Committee. The input from these revamped pest committees (AWC, VPC) must be used to elevate invasive species issues within the new Advisory Committee; given the major impacts pests have compared to Land, Water and Biodiversity Committee issues.  

One good example of Commonwealth/State co-management has been the National Weed Strategy.  The Strategy, developed by the Australian Weeds Committee, and the corresponding NHT1 National Weed Program funding, overseen by DAFF and DEH, has enabled the delivery of effective national coordination on a number of weed issues including national barrier protection, extension activities, national competency standards for pest management (animals and plants), weed seed spread initiatives and mapping.  The Weeds of National Significance program has increased inter-state coordination and discussion on various issues and increased synergies between agencies for delivery on some species.  This has delivered outcomes including best practice manuals for pests, which occur in 5 states e.g. mesquite and national maps at a ½ degree square grid. This program, however, has not been able to deliver some truly national components. For example Queensland has declared all 20 Weeds of National Significance to prevent sale, however, it is currently unlikely that other states will follow this action, in the next 3-5 years due the legislative cycle and differences in state Acts. When previous attempts were made to nationally declare aquatic weeds agreement could only be made on 4 species and some states did not declare all of these species. Section 301 of the EPBC Act could be used to achieve this national listing.  Along these lines a national alert system for new weeds is only just becoming a reality, after many years of work.  The current DEH “ weed alert list” is not considered by Queensland to be useful for regional groups, as a number of the species identified by the state are not of concern to government agencies or the community.  Queensland consider it unlikely therefore those regional groups will apply for funds to control these species under the new regional funding arrangements.  The development of this list did not involve the agency in Queensland with major pest management responsibilities.

The National Introduced Marine Pest Coordinating Group (NIMPCG), under the supervision of the NRMMC and Australian Transport Council, is currently developing a national strategy for managing introduced marine pests. The strategy will cover potential introduction via all vectors, including vessels, aquaculture and aquarium trade.

A similar national strategy has not been developed for vertebrate pests. To date this has meant that Commonwealth funds delivered under the National Feral Animal Program have not had a nationally agreed strategic focus or direction. For example Pestplan funding from the Commonwealth, developed as a national model for community engagement in pest planning used in New South.  The final product is not consistent with Queensland delivery of pest management at a local government level and so cannot be used effectively in this state. There are also no management committees for some species; for example there are no national committees that deal with exotic pest fish. Invasive pest animals could also benefit from national declaration. Although potentially invasive animals are risk assessed nationally prior to being brought into the country to be kept in zoos using VPC guidelines, some states, New South Wales especially appear to disregard these assessments, while Victoria does not currently have any state legislation to regulate the keeping of these organisms. National leadership, within a framework of cooperation with States, on these issues may help achieve more consistent delivery of new vertebrate pest prevention.

D. The effectiveness of Commonwealth-funded measures to control invasive species; 

Barrier

Barrier activities at a national level are generally well funded and effective, with the exception of introduced marine pests, particularly biofouling, as described in the recent review from the Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit (Commonwealth of Australia 2003).  Specifically the Northern Australian Quarantine Strategy provides a good service to Queensland, except for marine pests. 

Incursion management

Incursion management is generally well funded and effective for many production impact invasive species. Incursion funding for agricultural weeds has been well managed, as has that for other pests of agriculture such as papaya fruit flies and fire ants. Animal disease incursion also well managed.  These activities have delivered because the groups involved, including industry, have agreed to cost share for these species. These areas are provided with strong leadership from groups such as the Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer (OCVO), the Office of the Chief Plant Protection Officer (OCPPO) and both Animal and Plant Health Australia. Incursions that primarily affect biodiversity or society, without large production impacts are not well funded. The Commonwealth needs to take a strong lead in this area, especially when incursions of new introduced species occur due to a breach of quarantine. This includes crazy ants, birds, marine incursions and environmental weeds. It may be difficult to evaluate the benefits of this control and it is unlikely that non-government groups will share costs. More research is required into evaluating the public benefit from these control activities to assist government in determining how these actions should be funded.  

Management of established pests

It is in the area of management of established pests where the lack of clear distinction in roles between States and Commonwealth leads to duplication, uncoordinated service delivery and ineffective use of funds.  A major problem appears to be poor communication on priorities and programs between these two levels of government. As mentioned in the previous Section the National Weed Strategy has delivered a consistent message for weeds; but there is not an overarching national invasive species or a strategy for pest animals or other groups of invasive species. 

Recent funding for pest management projects under NHT1, both pest animals and weeds, has been disjointed. It is likely that this is due to the lack of Commonwealth agency overseeing invasive species at a national level. Commonwealth projects for the National Land and Water Audit and other National programs have already been funded to occur through other programs. Examples are that Queensland was funded, through the National Weed Program, to deliver national maps for 7 Weeds of National Significance. BRS were then funded to deliver standards for national weed mapping; 18 months after the original Weeds of National Significance work had been carried out and maps drafted by Queensland. The later study did not involve the Queensland funded staff and so duplicated previously agreed work. The Commonwealth funded Pestplan, a national model for community engagement in pest planning.  The final product is not consistent with Queensland delivery of pest management at a local government level and so cannot be used directly in this state. Queensland believes that Commonwealth input into established pest management may be improved by an improved focus on invasives by the lead Commonwealth agencies. 

Improvement in national direction could have facilitated projects for training and extension. For example the Commonwealth would have ideally facilitated the development of the national competency standards for weed and vertebrate pest management. Although this occurred with the standards for weed management, through the assistance of John Thorp, Project Manager, National Weeds Strategy, there was no similar national coordination for the vertebrate pest standards. The project took 8 years to complete and it is felt this would have been accomplished much earlier with drive and facilitation from the Commonwealth agencies that have a vested interest in pest management. In terms of Extension activities, the Commonwealth is in a position to provide a framework under which the states and territories can undertake education and awareness programs. National Weedbuster and State Weedbuster programs are achieving results but we need a similar "badge" for invasive species and other groups of invasives that Australians can recognize. This is the type of program that could be developed through national leadership with federal agencies providing an overall marketing program under which the states could implement their individual extension activities that target their own particular pest situations.   

E. Whether the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Invasive Species) Bill 2002 could assist in improving the current statutory and administrative arrangements for the regulation, control and management of invasive species.

Evaluation of the proposed amendment Bill can only be undertaken within the context of understanding the role the Commonwealth should play in relation to new and established invasive species. As throughout this report this role must be reviewed looking at the three levels of pest management; barrier, incursions and established pests. The current Commonwealth legislative controls must also be considered in relation to that of the States and other jurisdictions. It is important that before implementing new legislation the current vision for invasive species management is decided nationally, the responsibilities for actions on these species is defined and only then should the legislation and resources required by decided across all jurisdictions.

Barrier

Regulations to prevent the introduction of new species into Australia is currently are covered by two pieces of Commonwealth legislation; the Quarantine Act 1908 and Section 303 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. A large number of taxa are either listed as permitted or prohibited under these two Acts. New species entering Australia, not yet on these lists require some form of assessment before being added to lists. For species to be listed under the Quarantine Act they must be not present in Australia or of limited distribution and under active control. 

Roles that these pieces of legislation can play include:

· Preventing entry in Australia due to pest potential 

· Lists species to be kept in zoos and other contained sites

· Assist with regulation on invasive species where state legislation does not exist, especially in areas of quarantine and national translocation following breach of quarantine

· National bans on significant species whose listing is agreed to by all states e.g. all standing committees agreed to the national listing of the 20 Weeds of National Significance.  

The last two roles listed above have not generally been played by Commonwealth legislation to date, but Section 301 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 could deliver these outcomes as it creates a head of power to prohibit the importation and movement into and within Australia. The Quarantine Act 1908 also has the head of power to prevent introduction and subsequent translocation of exotic species. To date it would appear that regulations under this section have not been created and this component of the Act does not seem to have been administered or resourced.  If listing under federal legislation is not to occur then the States in amending current legislation could provide it. Queensland has also already banned the sale of all Weeds of National Significance species under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002.

Queensland agencies for example maintain legislative lists of species either permitted or prohibited entry into the State.  These species may either not yet be in the country, and so may overlap with the Commonwealth legislation, or are present in other states but are not yet found in Queensland.  Those species not yet in the State are legislatively listed, as this allows the state to carry out quick actions to defeat the pest if it is found. That is, states list species both to support national lists but also to provide a head of power to react to those species identified to be the greatest risk to the state. 

Incursion management

It is impossible for the States or the Commonwealth to prevent the entry of all invasive species -- unless Australia was to prevent the trade in a significant number of species.  Even then species can enter Australia as contaminants, as hitchhikers on boats or by flying into the country.  Many of the invasive species of the future are already present in Australia, either they have not yet found a niche into which they may be able to expand or they are currently constrained within botanic gardens, research facilities or backyards. It is also not possible for all invasive species to be placed on prohibited lists; although history of being a pest overseas is a strong indicator of pest potential in Australia and risk assessment systems have been developed these systems are not infallible e.g. some of Queenslands weeds were not known to be weeds overseas e.g. Rubber vine and Praxelis clematidea. 

Listing of species under legislation, at Commonwealth or State level, can, as mentioned above, result for a more rapid response if the species is found.  What may also be required is the ability to either rapidly take action on a new species either within an interim arrangement using current legislation by establishing criteria the species needs to meet or the ability to rapid changes legislation.  The powers under both federal pieces of legislation could be required at times to respond to some incursions, especially where the pest is not an agricultural risk. Again Queensland believes that Section 301 of the EPBC Act could assist in the incursion management planning and responses for listed species. It is suggested that this section rather than the development of a TAP under Section 277 be used as the statutory timeframes associated with listing and approval of such a plan, are unworkable in these circumstances. Commonwealth legislation may be useful in some situations where State agencies find that they cannot react quickly enough due to the legislative review processes in the state. Again though if the Commonwealth legislation is not to be used in this way then State acts could be amended to increase the response time to these emergency situations and to broaden the range of species covered.

It is important to note that legislation is not the only action required for effective incursion response.  In Queensland listing of species not yet in the state also results in the development of awareness activities to assist agency staff and the public in knowing if they find a new serious pest. This includes activities such as the production of “warning” brochures and also pictures of potential weeds not yet in the state are included in books on current weeds to assist in identification.  In some case agencies may also be involved in research either in other states or other countries to help develop control strategies for managing the species if it is found and to also reduce the risk of the species entering the state.  These are functions that the Commonwealth, through AQIS and other agencies already plays for pest and disease awareness.

An important issue not currently part of the debate on pest incursions in Australia is that of the “user pays principle” in relation to the importation and management of new species. The nursery industry for example is the main source of invasive plants but to date has borne no responsibility or liability for the impacts imported plants have when they spread from gardens.  In the state of Hawaii in the United States some pets are only allowed into the State after the payment of a bond – importation of a monkey as a pet requires a $2,000 bond. The importer is also made aware that the importer is responsible for the costs of recapture for species not allowed release (Cravalho 2002).  Similar conditions if put in place under current legislation may reduce the risk and also provide source of funds for incursion management if species were to escape.

Management of established pests

Most established pests are managed under State legislation. This outlines to land managers or agencies would actions are required for pests.  Commonwealth legislative control of such pests should only be required where the pest species are not currently management by State rules e.g. the Commonwealth could catch the species that fall through the cracks.  In most other cases the Commonwealth does not need legislation to deal with pests already in Australia.

The Commonwealth currently takes actions on established invasive species, which threaten biodiversity under the sections in Division 5 of the EPBC Act under a  “threat abatement plans”. To date these plans have only been developed for animals and Phytophora. As noted in previous sections the effectiveness of the TAPS has been limited to date. 

Again the Commonwealth can also provide direction on invasive species though other non-legislative means such as resources for planning, extension, training or research.

Comments on the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Invasive Species) Bill 

Queensland believes that many of the powers proposed in the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Invasive Species) Bill already exist in complementary state legislation or within the EPBC Act in its current form. Given Queensland’s experience of the EPBC Act in other areas where the Commonwealth has taken pre-emptive and ill advised action (e.g. the declaration of blue grass communities as threatened ecosystems) Queensland has major concerns about the potential administrative problems the proposed Bill will create if implemented. Queensland considers that without a significant increase in resources it is unlikely that the amendments in this Bill would be able to deliver increased action on pests at a national level. Queensland believes that the Bill in its current from will lead to significant duplication and conflict with state legislation. 

Agencies in Queensland have raised a number of more general comments on the proposed amendments.

The Bill definition of invasive species includes genetically modified species (266AB) but these organisms are already covered by other Federal legislation and so this listing is not appropriate. 

The Bill calls for the listing of species at the species level (266AB) but this does not allow differentiation between feral and domestic forms of a species. In Queensland for example all rabbits are listed as pests but in other states domestic rabbits can be kept as pets but non-domestic rabbits are also declared.

The Bill proposes to prohibit all pasture grasses, ornamental plants, aquarium fish and any other species as determined by the Minister (266AC 2). It is unlikely that these prohibitions are consistent with international treaties including the International Plant Protection Convention and GATT. Also although ornamental plants and aquarium fish have added to the pest flora and fauna Queensland considers that the current Commonwealth risk assessment processes are adequate to assess these species and they do not need a blanket ban. Invasive fish and pasture grasses have already been declared in Queensland if this has been considered the correct response.  At the same time a “code of practice” has been developed by Queensland pasture researchers to reduce the risk of new weedy grasses being released.  This Act would override these activities.

It is also unclear how the Minister is going to determine the impacts of a species on the evolutionary development of a native species; this factor should not be used as a risk factor if it cannot be scientifically defined. The Queensland pest declaration system only includes biological, ecological, financial or ecological impacts that can be defined in a measurable way.

The Bill creates a class of invasive species called “Controlled” pests which includes organisms in Australia kept in: scientific research institutions, zoological or botanical garden, field trials under a regulatory scheme or a prescribed facility [266AC (4d)]. These species are already listed as Class 1 pests under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 in Queensland. The level of protection from the centres included in this list is not the same; botanical gardens can be freely open to the public while research centres may have high quarantine status.  Will the risks posed by the species also be measured against the level of control at the facility? Will there be restrictions on the ability of these facilities to breed or in other ways manage the species in care. Will animals in these centres only be for display or may they be used for hunting or breeding. It is not clear whether the current VPC/AWC risk assessment processes be used to add species to this list? Species added to the Queensland legislation are risk assessed using the nationally agreed assessment systems as a component of their declaration.

The Bill allows persons to nominate species to be listed (226AF), this must be sent to the Invasive Species Advisory Committee (ISAC) within 10 days, however, the committee does not need to respond for 12 months (226AD). This would create a significant burden on DEH staff but the Bill does not require the Committee to meet such deadlines. Will DEH be given the resources required to fulfil this role and will it include community consultative processes? 

The Bill creates offences under the Act for keeping listed species not under permit with fines of not more than 2 years or not exceeding 1,000 penalty units (266BA). Similar offences already exist in Queensland legislation for invasive species. This section duplicates State powers. The Bill does not make clear who will be authorised to take action under this Act but DEH does not have staff in states.  

The Bill calls for the Commonwealth to provide assistance for implementing species management plans (266CN) but this is likely to be in conflict with the delivery of Commonwealth funds under NAP and NHT2. Without additional Commonwealth funds, it is unlikely that these plans would be able to deliver effectively.

The Bill proposes that pest management identifies animal welfare issues and that it follow international best practice (266CE) but it is unclear how will this be defined and is this best practice applicable in Australian conditions. Queensland considers that animal welfare can be managed under standard operating procedures and does not need to be enshrined in legislation. Queensland believes it is important that animal welfare of pest animals not be separated from the welfare of all animals.

Recommendations

· It is Queensland’s view that the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Invasive Species) Bill is not required and that if implemented in its current from will lead to significant duplication and conflict with state legislation.

· Full implementation of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 in its current would enable the Commonwealth to manage both barrier control for invasive species of the environment and incursion management. Section 301, if resourced, can also allow some national coordination of management of national pests, but not pests that are better managed by individual states or regions. This should be left to legislation in other jurisdictions.

· Section 301 and other sections of the current Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, if implemented, should allow the Commonwealth to provide adequate national management of invasive species of the environment that are either not covered by state legislation or that need some form of over arching federal legislation e.g. national bans on sale. If this legislation is not to be used in this way States will need to alter current legislation.

· The role of the Commonwealth for invasive pests is to provide barrier protection, provide national leadership in incursion responses, assist in management and control of established pests, provide national leadership for planning and strategy development, extension, and research priorities. 

· The Commonwealth should provide funds, as part of a nationally agreed program, to address national priorities in these areas.

· Co-ordinated research is required across the country on the current and potential impacts of invasive species on biodiversity. Without accurate estimates of the true impacts of invasive species it is difficult for all levels of government to justify expense of public funds on these species. Agreed management measures are needed to eradicate and contain invasive species of national significance.

· Extension and awareness activities return significant benefits, especially if they are effective in achieving attitudinal change. Queensland considers that a nationally developed and funded awareness program on invasive species, both on those “no-yet here” and those in backyards, may have a major long-term benefit. This campaign needs to targets community responsibility for managing invasive species, under a common banner. 

· Queensland considers that all levels of government and the community must agree to a consistent direction on invasive species

· Queensland believes national strategies; an overarching invasive species strategy and then “group” strategies (e.g. vertebrate pests or fish) are needed.
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Appendix 1  - Status of pests of concern in Queensland

(A) European fox (Vulpes vulpes)

Foxes are a pest of production and biodiversity in Queensland, They are declared Class 2 pests under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. The cost to the state of inaction on this pest would be high due to its wide suitable climatic range in the state. Class 2 pests cannot be sold, kept or fed in the state. Deliberate keeping or release would be subject to a $30,000 fine. Local government is assisted with overseeing management of this species by research activities carried out by the state as well as assistance with skills development of staff on control methods and planning.

(B) Yellow crazy ant (Anoplolepis gracilipes)

The ants (Anoplolepis gracilipes), originating in Africa, are commonly known as Crazy Ants because of their erratic walking style. The Centre for Analysis and Management of Biological Invasions at Monash University considered the animal is to be a major environmental and secondary agricultural pest, as well as a human nuisance, in the tropics and subtropics. 

The first major infestation of crazy ants in Queensland was detected in Cairns on Friday 20 April 2001.  Ensuing surveillance of the surrounding areas on 23 and 24 April 2001 discovered that the Crazy Ants had established nests over 6 hectares.  The establishment of a Cairns Crazy Ants Taskforce with representatives from; Department of Primary Industries, Department of Natural Resources and Mines, Department of the Premier and Cabinet, Australian Quarantine and Inspection Services, Environmental Protection Agency, Cairns City Council, and the Wet Tropics Management Authority facilitated this coordination.  NR&M provided the Task Force coordinator.  Three agencies; NR&M, EPA & DPI provided a cash budget of approximately $120,000 together with considerable in-kind coming from all the contributing parties. Subsequent infestations have been found at; Townsville Port, Portsmith Cairns and Hamilton Brisbane. These infestations have all been successfully treated with no further ants found at these sites to date.

Crazy ants are not currently declared under legislation in Queensland. Nationally, there is an issue of cost-shared funding for eradication of pests that principally impact on the environment, natural resources or human welfare. Lead agency status for crazy ants has not been determined.

(C) Red imported fire ant (Solenopsis invicta)

Red-imported fire ant, Solenopsis invicta, was detected in urban South East Queensland in February 2001. QDPI raised an emergency response considering that the pest needed controlling based on its history as a serious pest of agriculture in North America. The fire ant impact, while certainly having a negative effect on agriculture if it ever got into production areas, is mainly seen as a public nuisance.  It would also have significant impact on the environment if left uncontrolled and can pose a threat to public health from the allergic reaction to the stings. The initial emergency response involved several supporting agencies including NR&M and EPA. A Queensland Government interdepartmental working group was established in the scoping phase to provide whole of government service support. 

Following the scoping phase, a National Fire Ant Eradication Program has been put together with nationally cost shared funding, under the management of DPI. Current national cost sharing principles have been used because the impacts include an impact on agriculture. The then Standing Committee on Agriculture and Resource Management (SCARM) endorsed this option and referred it to the Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand (ARMCANZ) for a decision on budget support for a $123.4m program over five years.   This was given in-principle support on 20 July 2001.   The Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council now has oversight of the Program and subsequently approved funding to continue the eradication effort in 2003-04.

The likely effect of the red imported fire ant (Fire Ant) in urban and agricultural situations in Australia can be extrapolated from the USA experience, which has been well documented.  This was a major factor in the decision by the Commonwealth Government, States and Territories to fund an eradication effort.

A review of the potential impacts of fire ants to Australia’s wildlife has been completed as part of the work of the Fire Ant Control Centre in Brisbane.  The study (Moloney and Vanderwoude 2002) indicates that if the Fire Ant was allowed to spread throughout Australia unimpeded, it would occupy any land with mean annual rainfall exceeding 510mm excepting areas that experience extremes of cold.  Predictive modelling of the expected rate of spread shows that at least 600,000 square kilometres and as much as 4 million square kilometres would be infested by 2035.

The potential impact of the fire ant on Australia’s biodiversity is profound.  The Fire Ant as a result of direct attack, reduction in food supply would affect many Australian mammals for those that are insectivorous, a change in foraging and sleeping behaviours.  Fire Ant predation on the hatchlings of a wide range of ground-nesting bird species has been well documented in the USA.  All egg laying lizards, snakes, turtles and crocodilians are also susceptible to attack while in the nesting cavity.  Frogs are vulnerable because they often nest in burrows or under rocks and some species lay their eggs in leaf litter.   The Fire Ant is also known to attack, kill and consume any invertebrate that cannot defend itself or escape.

The Fire Ant Control Centre undertook a Social Impact assessment in June 2001.  Because of its aggressive behaviour, large numbers and tendency to sting a number of times, the fire ant can cause problems for humans.  As the ant has been present in Australia for a limited period, some residents had not experienced the full impact of infestation and heavy reliance had to be made on overseas experiences.  The biggest concerns nominated by affected residents were the safety of small children and the loss of the ability to use their yards as places of relaxation.  There are anecdotes of people being unable to do the gardening or mowing the grass, of children unable to play in their yards and residents having to get friends to look after their dogs due to fire ant attacks.  Overseas research has identified the impacts on pets and wildlife, impacts on homes and electrical equipment and the repeated costs of having to control fire ants. Apart from the discomfort of multiple stings, fire ant stings can cause anaphylaxis in susceptible people with at least two known cases in Queensland. Clear social impacts are those on lifestyle and health.  

A Benefit Cost Analysis was undertaken by ABARE, also in 2001, into the proposed eradication program.  This analysis found that the cost to the community if the fire ant was not controlled would be $8.9b over a 30-year period.  The major costs were loss of property values, cost of household repairs and treatment and the cost to agriculture.  This provided a BCA of 25:1 based on a $124m, five year program which is well above the limit where eradication is considered worthwhile.  However, this analysis is very conservative as it has not costed the loss of environmental and lifestyle values that this ant would cause.

The US scientists consulted prior to the initiation of the eradication campaign briefed meetings of Commonwealth and other State/Territory agricultural agencies in Brisbane in June 2001 on the potential impact of RIFA and on options to counter this threat.   The following options were considered:

· Given the long term impacts and associated costs that would accrue if RIFA established over wider areas in Australia, eradication was considered the most cost effective and the preferred option.

· Aggressive containment was also considered, focusing on pest suppression to minimise the impact of the established pest.   The cost of implementing the aggressive containment strategy is similar to that of eradication in its initial stages as it would require an intensive treatment in the first year or two to gain the initial suppression.   It would then require regular treatments on an on-going annual basis.  

· The third option considered was facilitative management.  This is undertaken in Texas where RIFA is well established and efforts to further control (but not eradicate) this pest are funded by individuals and businesses.  Government provides advice on management options based on government-funded research.

Eradication was agreed nationally as the preferred option, given the opinion of Fire Ant experts that this is technically feasible.   

An urgent response to the incursion was considered extremely important.  US scientists advised that natural spread by winged queen ants would re-commence with onset of warmer weather and a delay of some months in the commencement of the campaign would result in the area of infestation extending out by a further two or three kilometres.   This presented a limited window of opportunity in which to initiate action.   Failure to commence treatments in spring of 2001 would have effectively doubled the estimated cost of the first year and significantly reduced the chance of success in eradication.

Failure to secure national funding for the eradication program would have placed the Queensland Government under pressure to implement an ongoing ‘facilitative management’ program for Fire Ant to assist industry and the community manage this pest.   The cost to government of such a program is estimated at $2M annually, but would depend on the level of ‘subsidisation’ of control activities undertaken by industry and the community.   
The range of impacts of fire ants makes their management a whole of community and whole of Government Issue; QDPI accepted lead agency because there were some agricultural impacts.

 (D) Cane toad (Bufo marinus)

Cane toads are not declared under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. Cane toads are not declared by any other Queensland legislation. No funds are currently expended by state agencies as current control methods and the wide distribution suggest that funds will not effectively deliver an outcome. NR&M has produced a pest fact on the species. CSIRO is working on control options using genetic engineering.

 (E) Feral cats and pigs

Both feral cats and feral pigs are declared Class 2 pests under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. Feral cats were declared for the first time under this legislation. The cost to the state of inaction on these pests would be high due to the wide suitable climatic range in the state of both species. Class 2 pests cannot be sold, kept or fed in the state. Deliberate keeping or release is subject to a $30,000 fine. Feral pigs can be taken for commercial use; permits are provided for the movement of pigs resulting in their control. Local government is assisted with overseeing management of these species by research activities carried out by the state as well as assistance with skills development of staff of both control methods and planning. A state strategy has been completed for the management of feral pigs in the state. As both species occur in the state in domestic states as well as feral it is important that the legislation defines the two forms of the pest. 

 (ii) The following weeds:

 (A) Mimosa pigra

Mimosa pigra was previously declared under the Rural Lands Protection Act 1985 as an eradication target weed and it is still declared a Class 1 pest under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. With the impacts of infestations in Northern Territory, Queensland has been carrying out awareness activities and surveillance in the northwest of the state for a number of years, including a recent NT/Queensland surveillance program on the border, funded in part by the Department of Natural Resources and Mines. As Mimosa pigra is a Class 1 pest, it cannot be sold or traded in the state. Deliberate importation would be subject to a $60,000 fine.

Mimosa pigra was found for the first time in Queensland in February 2001 in what is currently a contained site, Peter Faust Dam; however, this material poses a direct threat to the nationally listed Goorganga Wetlands, southeast of Proserpine at the bottom of the catchment and to cane producing areas below the dam. Inaction on this species at this site could result in serious economic and ecological impacts in the region, affecting both productive cane lands and internationally listed Japanese and Chinese Migratory Bird Agreement sites. As a Class 1 weed inaction was not an option for this species. A management plan for eradication of this infestation has been developed and its management is being funded by state agencies, the statuary body overseeing the water body and the local government. The proposed costs for eradication at this site are over $3 million, of which the on-ground treatment component is over $1.4 million, with containment and prevention of spread costs of $830,000.  The program is currently planned to last at least seven years, but funds may be required for up to 20 years due to the long-lived seed bank. 

To date all seeding trees have been controlled at the Queensland site.  The whole dam has been monitored at least 4 times; seedlings are currently scattered over 18 km of dam foreshore; total perimeter of dam is 74km at high water. Seedlings are being treated in what appears to be the core infestation zone as the water recedes and this appears to be reducing the soil seed bank; densities of over 5000 seedlings per metre have been recorded. Studies of soil seed banks are in progress to confirm this. Awareness activities are being undertaken to reduce the threat of spread from the lake and to increase community awareness in the region and across the state. 

Issues from Mimosa pigra management in Queensland include: 

· Mimosa pigra is declared by all states, except the Australian Capital Territory. Mimosa pigra is prevented from importation into Australia by AQIS. 
· Although Mimosa pigra is a Weed of National Significance and this site the only non-Northern Territory infestation, thus very strategic, the monitoring program for this site and a surveillance program for other at-risk sites in Queensland were not successful in receiving funding from the Mimosa pigra National Weeds Program funds in 2002. 

· The Whitsunday’s NAP region has identified the management program for this site as a high priority funding under NHT2.

· The current Queensland infestation of Mimosa pigra is a long way away from the Northern Territory border, it has not yet been determined how the seed of this species got to the site although it may been present over 10 years since the original creation of the dam. Awareness activities close to predicted sites of infestations, e.g. the NT border would not have been effective in finding this infestation demonstrating the need for statewide awareness activities.

 (B) Serrated tussock (Nasella trichotoma)

Queensland has declared this Weed of National Significance species a Class 1 pest under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. The species is not yet present in Queensland and will be eradicated if found.  Most likely sites for infestations are in the Granite Belt on the New South Wales border. Class 1 pests cannot be sold or traded in the state. Deliberate importation would be subject to a $60,000 fine. No funds are currently expended on this species in Queensland, with the exception of some awareness activities.

(C) Willows (Salix spp.)

Queensland has declared this group of Weeds of National Significance under a 2 classes; all WONS willow species are Class 1 except S. chilensis which has been listed a Class 3 under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. Most willow species are not yet present in Queensland and will be eradicated if found.  The climate matches for willows suggest they are unlikely to be a significant problem in the State. Class 1 pests cannot be sold or traded in the state. Deliberate importation would be subject to a $60,000 fine. No funds are currently expended on most willow species in Queensland.

Salix chilensis, however, is naturalised in southeast Queensland, although impacts are minor.  The cost to the state of inaction on this pest is not high due to its small suitable climatic range in the state. Local government in the affected area may require control of infestations if the impact is greater. Class 3 pests cannot be sold or traded in the state. Deliberate sale would be subject to a $15,000 fine. Under the legislation activity on infestations of Salix chilensis are only required in environmentally significant areas. 

 (D) Lantana (Lantana camara)

Lantana is a highly invasive weed affecting a range of land-uses across a wide range of climatic and topographically different areas. The extensive infestation across 4 million hectares poses a threat to economically effective control.  Whole ecosystems and many species are threatened and despite extensive efforts at control, lantana remains a major weed. Lantana impacts on many land use situations including primary production, natural and riparian areas and reduces eco-tourism and land value. Primary production losses due to lantana are estimated at $7.7 million, comprising 1500 animal deaths, reduction in performance, decreased pasture production due to displacement of pasture grasses and lantana control costs. It continues to invade habitats and increase its density and is expected to expand its range considerably in Victoria, Northern Territory and Western Australia without proper control. The extremes of infestation and taxonomy of this weed are characteristic its complexity and the difficulty in integrating control measures and finding suitable biocontrol agents.

Queensland has declared this Weed of National Significance species a Class 3 pest under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. The cost to the state of inaction on this pest is high due to its highly suitable climatic range in the state. Local government across the area infested may require control of infestations if the impact is greater. Class 3 pests cannot be sold or traded in the state or out of the state. Deliberate sale would be subject to a $15,000 fine. Under the legislation activity on infestations of lantana are only required in environmentally significant areas.

Although lantana has widespread impacts it has only recently been subject to concentrated programs.  Chemical and mechanical methods can be employed when lantana is accessible, much of the weed problem occurs on steep hillsides and in deep gullies where these forms of control are impractical. In many cases the costs are prohibitive, particularly when the land value is taken into account. It is impossible to obtain annual costs of control when government programs are combined with expenditure by landholders and local government a figure of $7 million a year was estimated in 1985. 

Lantana has been subject to biological control releases for 90 years with 28 insects and rust released making up 20% of all agents released in Queensland, without any outstanding or effective control method being developed. Some insects have been effective; the increased predation load may have reduced some areas and the general vigour of plants in Queensland.

Recent NWP funds have been used to develop the first best practice manual for this species.  Case studies in this document attempt to reverse the belief that lantana management is not feasible. Damage mitigation activities on this species must be balanced with the potential affects on ecosystems that may result form removal; ecosystems have become dependent on lantana as a cover plant and food source.  Some community members will not endorse control activities until replacement species have been put in place. 

Total funds allocated for the Lantana Weeds of National Significance strategy $3.5 million over 2 years – Commonwealth input $0.55 million.

Issues from Lantana management in Queensland include: 

· Seeds and live plants of are prohibited importation by AQIS.  Lantana is not yet prohibited in a number of states. Cooperation between all states on stopping the sale of lantana has not yet been achieved although all states agreed to prevent the sale of all Weeds of National Significance in 2001. As a popular garden plant, the possibility of new genetic material of this species introduced into the country compromises the actions of landholders and government agencies on this species.
· Effective integrated management programs for lantana have not been developed previously due to the wide nature of sites infested and lack of community ownership of lands infested.

· Although biological control research has been carried out on this complex for almost a century to date results have been disappointing.  In some instances reliance on biological control has meant that landholders have not taken action on infested sites.
 (E) Blackberry (Rubus fruticosus agg.)

Queensland has declared this Weed of National Significance species a Class 3 pest under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. Although present in Queensland most sites are restricted to the Granite Belt, on the border with New South Wales.  Blackberry is considered a serious pest at Girraween National Park mainly impacting on biodiversity values and to a lesser extent on recreational values. Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service spends $7 000 per annum on the control of blackberry on its land. There is also an expectation from New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service for Queensland to control it along common boundaries e.g. with Bald Rock National Park. Blackberry also has economic implications for some landholders such as orchardists and market gardeners. Local government in the area may require control of infestations if the impact is greater. Class 3 pests cannot be sold or traded in the state. Deliberate sale would be subject to a $15,000 fine. Under the legislation activity on infestations of blackberry are only required in environmentally significant areas.  
 (F) Parkinsonia aculeata:

Parkinsonia is a thorny shrub or small tree, native to Central America. It was introduced into Australia as an ornamental and shade tree around 1900. It has progressed to be a major weed and infests large areas of Western Australia, Northern Territory and Queensland, amounting to over 800,000 hectares, primarily along waterways. Most of the semi-arid to sub humid tropical areas in Australia are climatically suitable for parkinsonia, particularly along watercourses and flood plains, and these must be considered as potentially under threat from this weed. Parkinsonia is a recognized environmental threat in three bioregions of Queensland: the Gulf Plains, Mitchell grass downs and mulga lands and the Desert Uplands in Western Australia. In Queensland it is of concern in 16 conservation areas: 1 threatened plant community, 1 important wetland, 7 reserves in North region, 3 in the central coast region and 4 in Southwest region. Formation of thickets seriously affects ground vegetation through competition for light, water and nutrients; it may in time displace trees such as the coolibah (Eucalyptus microtheca) and river red gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis).

Queensland has declared this Weed of National Significance species a Class 2 pest under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002. This species is found across central and northern Queensland but it is not yet widespread in the Lake Eyre and Murray-Darling basins or the Cape York region.  The cost to the state of inaction on this pest is high due to its large suitable climatic range in the state and its significant impacts to the environment and production. Class 2 pests cannot be sold or traded in the state. Deliberate sale would be subject to a $30,000 fine. Under the legislation all landholders are responsible for managing the species if it occurs on their land. 

In Queensland a total of $233,706 was spent on eight SWEEP projects in five shires between 1995 and 1998 to reduce the risk posed by this species in some catchments. Approximately $365,000 was received in NWP funds in the 2001-02 financial year with a further $1,131,000 made available in 2002-03.  The total NWP commitment of $1,496,000 will be more than matched by community and agency contributions and in kind support.  The funding provided through the National Weeds Program continues to act as a catalyst both directly projects but also to a range of complimentary activities.  As a result, progress and achievements are being made in all aspects of the Parkinsonia Weeds of National Significance strategy. 
Issues from Parkinsonia management in Queensland include: 

· Although Parkinsonia is declared in 5 states and actions are being taken across these states to manage this species. However, seeds and live plants of Parkinsonia are still permitted importation into Australia under standard quality controls by the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service. The possibility that new genetic material of this species could introduced into the country compromises the actions of landholders and government agencies on this and other weed species.
· Exotic tree species imported into Queensland for shade have proved to be invasive e.g. parkinsonia, prickly acacia, mesquite and neem.   Once Parkinsonia and other tree species are found in a catchment the cost of inaction becomes significant but at the same time the cost of action may be higher than the value of the land in which they occur unless non-monetary impacts, e.g. environmental costs, are included. Weed prediction assessment is required before government agencies support the release of plants for shade in the state.

Appendix 2  - Invasive species management by other countries

New Zealand Approach

Historically pest animals in New Zealand have been controlled under the Agricultural Pest Destruction Act and the Wild Animal Control Act and weeds have been controlled under the Noxious Plants Act. Three other Acts have largely replaced the provisions of these Acts: the Resource Management Act, the Conservation Act and the Biosecurity Act. 

The Resource Management Act appears to cover an amalgam of the issues currently addressed by the Acts administered by the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines, the Environmental Protection Act 1994, cultural heritage issues, and a variety of Acts in Queensland which manage the coastal zone. From the pest perspective, it allows local authorities to prepare management plans for ‘pest plants’.  The Conservation Act allows the Department of Conservation to prepare management plans for pests on Conservation lands. The purpose of Part V of the Biosecurity Act is to provide for the effective management or eradication of pests. This may be done through the development of Pest Management Strategies. Local and regional authorities may develop Pest Management Strategies. Much of the Act is concerned with reducing the risk of importing pests via trade (i.e. the quarantine barrier), and surveillance and monitoring of pests in relation to certifying exports in relation to pests and international reporting obligations in relation to trading requirements. It could be inferred therefore that the pests to be managed via Pest Management Strategies are those important to international trade, although this seems not to be explicit in the Act, and Regional Councils are starting to use the provisions of this Act to manage a wide range of exotic plant and animal species. 

In essence, the approach used by all three Acts to manage pests revolves around the development and resourcing of a management plan for a species, a suite of species, or an area (site).

New Zealand has recently published a Biosecurity Strategy for the country (Anon 2003).  This document shows that NZ has recognised the need to cover all forms of invasive species in one framework and that one agency should deliver all three levels of management. This should be a valuable model for Australia to follow, not withstanding the issue of state legislation that does not exist in NZ. 

Unites States of America Approach

In response to the recognition of invasive species issues the President of the United States issued an Executive Order in 1999.  This has lead to the development of a management plan written by a stakeholder consultative group called the Invasive Species Advisory Committee (National Invasive Species Council 2001).  This review recognizes that incursion and pest management in the United States requires a significant overhaul.  At present over 15 national agencies have some legislative or policy responsibility for various invasive organisms. A federal government council called the National Invasive Species Council has also been created which includes all Secretaries of Departments with interest in this area.  The Council actively works with the Invasive Species Advisory Committee (ISAC). The ISAC was established to advise the federal government on the issue of invasive species and to act as representatives of the many stakeholders. The ISAC members serve two-year terms. 
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