National Marine Pest Biosecurity Review issues paper 
– Response from Primary Industries & Regions South Australia

1 - What are the key issues for your business / organisation that you would like to see addressed in this review? 

There are a range of issues that Primary Industries and Regions South Australia (PIRSA) would like to see addressed in this review. These include:
· Lack of national leadership compared to other sectors. When comparing the progress in the marine pest sphere to that in aquatic animal health it is falling well short in “on the ground” achievements.
· Issues with cohesiveness across the system through national, state and local activities across all areas of the invasion curve.
· Discontinuity in funding – with the exception of emergency response, for new to Australia species and servicing the Marine Pests Sectoral Committee (MPSC), there is limited reliable and consistent funding for any of the requirements of the system with individual agencies and groups funding individual projects as they can. Many funding options have excluded the marine pest sector from their scope (examples include Fish Research & Development Corporation and Caring for Our Country funding rounds). 
· Cost Recovery – Related to the above issue there is a need to consider cost recovery across the system, rather than for specific issues and projects.
· Surveillance – The national monitoring network was originally designed to support ballast water decision systems. Early detection was added at a later stage (with limited consideration on changes to the system to facilitate this). Surveying less than 20 locations Australia wide every two years is not a sufficient early warning system if early detection is the goal.
· With the NEBRA in place, incursions that are significant range extensions are unlikely to be funded for response. Additionally there is limited or no work being undertaken to manage existing species, which needs to focus on local control, containment and applied research.
· With the exception of some state-based activities, international biofouling and domestic ballast are currently unmanaged. It is expected that this will be partially resolved with the Commonwealth’s Biosecurity Act but these issues need to remain on the agenda.
· Marine Aquarium species and ‘live rock was originally part of the Ornamental Fish work program. With the movement of aquarium work to the Freshwater Fish Working Group, these risks are no longer being managed, except sporadically at a local level.


2 - How do current marine pest biosecurity arrangements affect your organisation, business or recreational activities?

· PIRSA is the lead agency for managing introduced marine pests in South Australia.
· Any failure at the border that results in an incursion will create issues that PIRSA will be required to manage.
· The lack of cohesive and consistent funding arrangements impact on all aspects of the system, including research, management and surveillance. This includes a lack of continuity of staff working in these areas which impacts the States’ ability to maintain capability.
· The lack of work in long term management, control, containment and research for established pests puts all jurisdictions at risk from significant range extensions.
 



3- How effective are the current arrangements in preventing marine pests arriving and establishing in Australia?

· Risks associated with international ballast appear to be managed effectively; however there is insufficient surveillance to demonstrate the outcome. Additionally it is unclear how effective compliance activities are in this area.
· There is likely to be significant issues under the current system with international biofouling. However, there is potential for this to be managed under the new Biosecurity Act, assuming compliance is effective.
· There are issues in the marine ornamental industry space that are not effectively managed, including understanding risk, relevance of the live import list, adequacy and relevance of post-border controls and education/awareness. For example, entire families of fish are included on the live import list, without individual species assessments. Additionally there is anecdotal information that there is smuggling of ornamental species and there are limited compliance options for detections post border. 

4 - How effective are the current arrangements for the detection, eradication and containment of invasive marine pests?

· The lack of an effective early detection system nationally limits the ability of first responders to eradicate new species.
· Whilst the national system (CCIMPE, NEBRA, NBC) is relatively effective for managing approvals for responding to new to Australia incursions, it is less clear than previous arrangements.
· This national system is also ineffective for managing responses to significant range extensions and local eradications. These tasks now often fall to local or state groups who may be unable to proceed without broader technical and/or financial support.
· Responses (detection, delimitation, eradication and/or containment) are significantly more challenging in marine environments. This will make responses in the marine environment less effective and usually more expensive than equivalent land based activities.
· Tools for detection, containment or eradication are more limited than in terrestrial systems and (other than the Australian Testing Centre for Marine Pests) there is limited work to improve this situation.
· Marine “modules” are not generally in place for emergency response information management systems (such as the MAX system being adopted in South Australia and some other jurisdictions).


5 - Does your organisation, business or activities have any difficulty implementing the current marine pest biosecurity arrangements? If ‘Yes’ please briefly explain what these difficulties are and how they impact you activities and / or industry.

· Nationally, there is a general lack of resourcing in the sector. In the past, South Australia has funded development work for the National Monitoring arrangements and undertaken several monitoring rounds of port facilities. South Australia (through State and NRM Board funding) has also developed a range of genetic tests that are now incorporated in the Australian Testing Centre for Marine Pests (ATCMP).



· PIRSA (including SARDI) has previously funded, managed and implemented industry and community awareness activities, but these require ongoing funding and maintaining up-to-date information resources.
· National control plans are in place, but have no effective implementation plans or resourcing making them significantly less useful.


6 - Is the marine pest biosecurity regulatory approach (through legislation, nationally agreed standards, guidelines and protocols) consistent across Australia and aligned to relevant international standards?

· The system is applied inconstantly across jurisdictions and sectors. Examples include the management of international ballast water, but not hull fouling; the management of domestic ballast water in Victoria and the lack of monitoring in a range of NMN locations and other ports.
· The lack of a dedicated resourcing system is likely to contribute to the inconstant application of these activities.


7 - Are there cost effective compliance and enforcement arrangements for industry, governments and the community?

· No; the only significant compliance activity is international ballast water management and it is unclear how effective these strategies are. There is some State level compliance in SA aimed at noxious species (e.g. aquarium trade) and the reporting of heavily fouled vessels.
· Other states have compliance activities in some areas (e.g. domestic ballast water in Victoria and international biofouling in Western Australia).


8 - How effective is the National System for the Prevention and Management of Marine Pest Incursions as an overarching framework for Australia’s marine pest biosecurity arrangements?

· The national system as it stands is limited in effectiveness. In particular the lack of consistent implementation of surveillance, research, domestic ballast water management, international biofouling management, long term control and containment, ongoing funding arrangements (including effective cost recovery) and responses to significant range extensions are limiting. 
· Some of these issues are in the process of being addressed (e.g. domestic ballast water) while others have been delayed for extended periods (e.g. international biofouling).
· The system would be more appropriately termed a guiding framework in that it currently informs rather than directs jurisdictional processes.


9 - How effectively has the Australian Government coordinated the development and implementation of harmonised, national marine pest biosecurity arrangements?

· The Australian government has provided effective secretariat functions; however leadership and committed resourcing (including cost recovery elements) has been lacking compared to other similar sectors (e.g. aquatic animal health).
· Takeup across jurisdictions has not been consistent limiting potential harmonisation.
· There needs to be an appropriate balance between the efforts put into governance and decision-making processes versus tracking implementation of such decisions to achieve long-term outcomes.
· In some cases changes in position and commitment by the Australian Government and the States/NT has significantly slowed implementation of a cohesive system (e.g. domestic ballast water management, national monitoring arrangements).


10 - How effectively does the Australian Government engage industry stakeholders and other environmental partners in the development and implementation of national marine pest biosecurity measures?

· The success of engagement varies between sectors and other stakeholders.
· The MPSC process engages effectively with key industry stakeholders through the industry consultation days.
· Engagement of other stakeholders (such as conservation, recreational interests) is less effective. It seems that those groups with limited resources for travel / executive officers etc. are less likely to be engaged effectively. It may also reflect a lack of national focus by such representative bodies on marine pest issues.


11 - How effective is the Australian Government in coordinating a response to marine pest incursions?

· The CCIMPE / NEBRA / NBC system is relatively effective at coordinating commitment to Australian incursions of known significance (noting no response has met NEBRA criteria to-date so this cannot be confirmed).
· The NEBRA is however unclear in a number of sections and this may create issues during responses (see 17 below).
· The recent trend of the Commonwealth suggesting that the NEBRA does not apply in economic responses is also concerning – especially seeing it replaced an agreement that did apply to these response in the marine pest sector and it includes an economic impact (business activity) clause in the determination of national significance.
· The system is not effective in managing significant range extensions of existing species (previously considered under previous arrangements).
· It should be noted that jurisdictions are generally expected to coordinate the response, with the Australian Government coordinating reporting points, information sharing, NEBRA approvals and cost sharing arrangements.
· The lack of baseline surveillance data also makes coordination of responses challenging, including uncertainty in the delimitation of an incursion.


12 - How could the governance and infrastructure arrangements for marine pest biosecurity be changed to achieve better outcomes for marine pest biosecurity?

· Consistent, comparable and compatible controls across all vectors at both the national and international levels are required. At this stage a range of international and domestic vectors are not managed effectively (the proposed Biosecurity Act will assist in some cases)
· Current programs are adhoc, based on available resources. A consistent resource base (including agreed cost recovery arrangements) is required to effectively build an effective national system.


· Support for the proposed marine pest research network being developed by WA is recommended.
· Ensure that electronic information systems are current and adequately maintained (including NIMPIS).


13 - How effective and efficient are the current national arrangements at minimising the risks posed by ballast water?

· The lack of baseline data and ongoing surveillance makes success difficult to measure.
· Current arrangements are expected to provide an appropriate level of risk management for international ballast water. With limited formal interaction between the Department of Agriculture and state jurisdictions it is unclear how effective current compliance activity is in this area.
· Current arrangements (other than Victoria) provide no level of risk management for domestic ballast water (the proposed Biosecurity Act is expected to address this).
· As ballast water treatment systems (as opposed to exchange systems) are installed on vessels, risk reduction may improve.


14 - How do the current national arrangements for transfer of ballast water between domestic ports affect your activities and/or business?

· The lack of management of domestic ballast (for over 14 years since first recommended by the National Taskforce) increases the risk of translocation and significant range extensions of species from other areas.
· Any establishment of a translocated pest in SA will require a response by PIRSA that is unlikely to be facilitated under the national system.
· It is worth noting that domestic journeys tend to be shorter than international journeys and consequently survival in ballast is likely to be higher.
· It is also worth noting that there are significant pest species that are not yet widely distributed (such as Asterias amurensis) and that failure to manage ballast is likely to increase the risks of translocation of these species.


15 - How effective and efficient are the current national arrangements at minimising the risks posed by biofouling?

· Current arrangements are insufficient to manage international biofouling. The proposed Biosecurity Act has the potential to address this, but does not appear to in its current form. There may be options to address this through regulation.
· Current arrangements are of some limited effectiveness in managing domestic biofouling. However, many of these arrangements are guidelines which are unenforceable and rely on consistent and ongoing communications. Communication programs have previously been funded at National and State level, but resourcing for these areas is now limited.
· Recent range extensions in South Australia of key pest species are believed to be translocated through biofouling vectors.




16 - How effective and efficient are the current national arrangements at minimising the risks posed by the aquarium trade and other pathways for the introduction of marine pests?

· Until recently the Ornamental Fish Management Implementation Group (OFMIG) was responsible for implementing the National Strategy – A Strategic Approach to the Management of Ornamental Fish in Australia. Funding for OFMIG was discontinued and its responsibilities were taken over by the Freshwater Fish Working Group, of the recently established Invasive Plants and Animals Committee (IPAC). This group is progressing the ornamental risk assessment process, but as it is unfunded and relies on in-kind resourcing from each jurisdiction, progress is slower than desirable. Additionally marine fish and ‘live rock’ issues are not being actively managed at this stage.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]It is our understanding that species which are not named on the live import list of the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 are prohibited imports. However, there appears to be limited investigative and compliance action taken by the Australian government when such species are detected post-border, which can foster further smuggling or deliberate mislabelling of imports. Only where such species are listed as noxious under SA legislation (Fisheries Management Act 2007) can compliance actions for illegal keeping be undertaken by SA authorities. 
· The live import list for marine species is based on families and may not have given appropriate consideration to all biosecurity risks (including pathogens).


17 - How effective are the current national arrangements for determining and actioning the appropriate national response to a marine pest incursion?

· This is unclear, as no marine pest response has yet been approved under the NEBRA.
· The NEBRA is unclear in a number of sections which may create confusion and delays in a response. Examples include thresholds for significance, definitions of established (we believe it applies Australia wide, but could be interpreted at a state or regional level) and official control and requirements to report and/or contain species that are significant but already established in Australia.
· It is expected that the system will be effective in managing new Australian incursion responses.
· The NEBRA is considered to be  less effective for managing responses to significant range extensions.
· There are likely to be issues associated with identifying some pests, which would delay the process, due to limited taxonomists and a lack in other diagnostic identification tools.


18 - How effective are the current national arrangements for containing and managing established marine pests in Australia? 

· Current arrangements have limited effectiveness. Under current arrangements there is unlikely to be any coordinated activity on any established species. Even for those species for which national control plans were developed, the implementation plans were poor and unfinished due to significant resource constraints.
· Responses to significant range extensions are not likely to be considered for national response arrangements. Once a species is deemed not eradicable, there is little support for efforts to contain and manage it. Unlike pests affecting plant and animal industries, there is no “market mechanism” to transition to ongoing management. 
· Research and development for established species is generally ad hoc and is not generally funded at an equivalent level to other biosecurity sectors.


· There is a lack of a consistent funding base (including cost recovery) to contribute to programs on established marine pests.
· There are limited options for vector control at this stage (e.g. domestic ballast), though the proposed Biosecurity Act is expected to improve this situation.


19 - Which initiatives have delivered the best improvement to addressing marine pest risks in your sector?

· Feral and in Peril – a diver training and reporting system managed by the Conservation Council of South Australia with support from PIRSA, SARDI and Adelaide and Mount Lofty NRM Board.
· Local control program for Sabella spallanzanii by Kangaroo Island NRM Board.
· Marine pest identification workshops
· Preliminary work on gene probes and development of the ATCMP by SARDI
· Biofouling and general pest communication programs
· Marine pest monitoring and data collection
· National ballast water management system
· Information systems (such as NIMPIS) - when well maintained


20 - If your organisation is currently undertaking monitoring for marine pests, what are your reasons for doing so and how do you use the information you collect?

· PIRSA (with support from the Australian government) has previously funded SARDI to undertake port surveys to trial the National Monitoring Manual and follow up location surveys. These surveys have been discontinued due to limited funding and competing priorities.
· SARDI will be undertaking some Port Adelaide monitoring as trials during the refinement of the Australian Testing Centre for Marine Pests (ATCMP) project.
· PIRSA encourages a range of passive surveillance by industry and community groups though communications work and responding to exotic reports. Feral and In Peril provides wide ranging passive surveillance for key species and is valued by recreational divers.


21 - How effective has the implementation of the National Monitoring Strategy been across Australia? 

· There has been limited take up in key ports/locations around Australia. It has been effective in identifying ballast risks associated with surveyed ports and has provided some baseline information in some areas. However, it has clearly not been implemented effectively in some states.
· Monitoring once every two years is not an effective early detection system for new marine pest incursions.


22 - What impact has the implementation of the National Monitoring Strategy had on your business or organisation and how can this be improved?

· It has provided opportunities to develop capabilities in SA and has supported research and development in SA. In particular it has provided baseline information on species in Port Adelaide, including trends. 


· The strategy could be improved through clarity of purpose and through nationally consistent funding (including cost recovery from port owners)


23 - Do Australia’s national arrangements provide access to relevant marine pest biosecurity information and intelligence sources to improve decision making at the regional, state and national levels? 

· NIMPIS is useful, but requires maintenance and updating, including current distribution data.
· It is unclear how rapidly vessel movement data could be obtained at a state level (such as Lloyds and ballast water management data), if required for a response.


24 - How could engagement and communication with your organisation or sector be improved to deliver positive outcomes for marine pest biosecurity?

· PIRSA is satisfied with current engagement processes through the MPSC and CCIMPE.


25 - Do the National System and current national marine pest biosecurity arrangements provide an effective platform to continuously improve biosecurity outcomes?

· The lack of consistent national monitoring makes it difficult to measure success on an outcome level. The system needs nationally agreed key performance indicators which are subject to annual jurisdictional reporting. The current development of a National Marine Pest Strategy could provide the mechanism to implement this.
· The system is under resourced in many areas, which impedes its effective implementation. 


26 - How effective and coordinated is the current national approach to research and development on invasive marine species at improving the national marine pest biosecurity system?

· Funding for marine pest research is limited in most jurisdictions and is not usually considered by most funding bodies, making ongoing work in this area challenging.
· MPSC has developed a research and development priority document, but it is unlear if this is being utilised.
· The proposed National Marine Pest Research Network initiative will assist in coordination and collaboration in this area, but a defined source of research funding is required.
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