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Project Context and Purpose

Objective of Stage 1.

The Discovery Stage aimed to develop a foundational understanding of:

Ongoing blackberry management activities

Historical successes and lessons learned

Stakeholder roles and expertise

The scale and impact of blackberry infestations across tenures
Existing gaps and areas for improvement
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Importance:

ldentifying the interest and readiness for a collaborative, accelerated response across
organisations and regions, essential groundwork for the Stakeholder Forum.




Steps Undertaken:

n ldentification of key stakeholders and creation of a contact database.
n Background research on blackberry control and impact.
n Conducting 44 indepth interviews with diverse stakeholders.

Ste pS an d n Performing a gap analysis based on insights collected.

Key OUtpUtS n Developing preliminary recommendations for collaborative action.
of Stage 1

Key Outputs:

n Stakeholder map and contact list
n Gap analysis report

n Recommendations for continued collaboration and economic impact
assessment




Summary of Stakeholder Insights

sy INterview Scope:

n 44 interviews with research scientists, government agencies, forestry managers, landholder
groups, and those experienced in blackberry management.

n Stakeholders from NSW and Victoria, with backgrounds in public and private land
management.

T

n Strong Support for Collaboration : Stakeholders overwhelmingly support a collective, tenure
neutral approach.

n Long-Term Strategy Emphasis: Agreement on the need for a sustained, strategic plan.

n Interest in Biological Controls : Stakeholders see biological controls as a promising lonterm
solution, integrated with other methods.




Gaps and Challenges Identified
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Complexity and Coordination Funding Climate Economic Impact
Perceived Gaps: Constraints : Adaptability of Data Gaps:
Intractability Different management  Inconsistent funding Blackberries : A lack of updated,
Blackberry is often strategies and limits sustained, Climate changes detailed data on the
b 30 Wet We Wea Yo¥altesacrpsg, LW effective management complicate control economic impacts,
problem, given its jurisdictions and land efforts. measures by particularly for the
scale and the tenures lead to expanding blackberry Murray Region,
coordination inefficiencies. habitats and altering highlighted the need
challenges. growth patterns. for further analysis.



Opportunities and Positive Takeaways

n Strong interest among stakeholders to engage in a unified

Collaborative Readiness

approach.
Ecological and Economic n Effective control could enhance biodiversity and reduce
Benefits: agricultural and forestry impacts.

Existing programs, like the Victorian Blackberry Taskforce, offer

Bwldlng on Proven Models: successful frameworks to expand upon.

n Broad support for combining biological, chemical, and
Integrated Control Methods: mechanical controls in an integrated approach.




Recommendations made in the Stage 1 Report
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Accepted Actions:

Stakeholder Forum

BINYT ¢! k4 WE2JUqb
Establish a collaborative
platform to confirm
commitments, coordinate roles,
and discuss strategic goals.

Deeper Economic Analysis::
A comprehensive, qualitative
and quantitative economic
impact assessment to inform
resource allocation and policy
decisions.

—+

Key Collective Impact Components:

Form a Backbone Organisation:
ldentify a coordinating entity to manage collaborative efforts.

Develop Shared Measurement Systems :
Establish consistent metrics to track progress across jurisdictions.

Engage All Stakeholders:
Involve government, industry, research bodies, and community members.

Secure Long-Term Funding:
Pursue sustainable funding to support ongoing efforts and economic
research.

Adapt Based on Findings:
EUt 2l WWNnTaW+FRARGRqg! WqYWRURAY!I GYI ¢ qUW0WUs
economic analysis phase.
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Context for Economic Analysis Looking Forward:
NYT ¢! kt WnYl edWdcec!t WasdWN!l Ye U1 sOér to Moory | LL
collective action. and your willingness to work together.
The detailed economic analysis will We want to use data from the economic
provide insights into the economic costs analysis and your collective knowledge to
of blackberry impacts and the potential inform along-term strategy, resource
benefits of a collaborative, unified allocation, funding proposals, and a
management strategy. strengthened a collaborative approach.

Setting the Stage for Action
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The Economic Assessment

u  This study was undertaken to support informed discussions at this Forum, in
relation to the economic dimensions of the blackberry problem

v Study in two parts 9

u  Quantitative : to provide an estimate of the possible costs of blackberry
infestation in softwood plantations

u  Qualitative : to provide indicative estimates of possible dimension of cost
impact in other areas (grazing and conservation)

u  Using MRFH plantation area as case study for quantitative element

u  But also recognising that the problem of blackberry as a weed is shared over
all land tenures dso adding the qualitative element using same study area

u  Quantitative model dbased on assumptions (from industry), but sensitivities
run to check range of variables. Qualitative estimates from quoted sources

u  The report has been made available to all attendees at this Forum




Major Findings o0 Quantitative Analysis

u  Two areas of costs imposed by blackberries in plantation:

u  Costs of weed control (chemicals and application)

u Loss of production due to competition and area loss

u  Model assessed annual costs as around $41 million over MRFH plantation area,
made up of:

u  Weed control djust over $5 million/year

u  Production loss djust over $36 million/year

u  Over rotation (28 years), these annual costs total over $1.1 billion dand
deliver a PV of just over $500 million at 7% discount rate

u Assumptions and results have been reviewed by industry representatives and
confirmed as being within range of probability




Major Assumptions Used

u  Control costs
u 100% area sprayed both before and after planting, 5% then sprayed annually
u Effective area plantation sprayed 12%
u  Costs of spraying around $250/ha
u Effective cost/hal/yr around $30.36 (% allocated to blackberries???)

u Area of plantation in MRFH area 8170,000 ha

u  Production losses
u Loss in MAI of 3 (20 down to 17)

u Average loss per ha over 28 year rotation $6,000
u Also land area losses in subsequent rotations d not included

u  BUT dsensitivities run to key variables!




Sensitivity to weed control costs

Weed control
($/ha.iyr.)

Base Case

15.00
20.00
25.00
30.357
35.00

Production Control

36.23
36.23
36.23
36.23
36.23
36.23

5.16
2.95
3.40
4.25
.16
5.95

Total




Sensitivity to production losses

MAI reduction

Base Case

o B~ W DN -

Production Control

36.23
12.08
24.15
36.23
48.30
60.38

5.16
5.16
5.16
5.16
5.16
.16

Total




Sensitivity to both factors at once

Weed control
($/ha.lyr.)

41.39
15.00
20.00
25.00

30.357

35.00

MAI decrease

1
14.63
15.48
16.33
17.24
18.03

2
26.70
27.55
28.40
29.31
30.10

3
38.78
39.63
40.48
41.39
42.18

A
50.85
51.70
52.55
53.46
54.25




Sensitivity to area of plantation

Production Control Total

36.23 5.16 41.36

130000 2770 $ 395 $ 31.65

Plantation area 140000 $ 2983 $ 425 $ 34.08
150000 % 3196 $ 455 $ 36.52

160000 % 3410 $ 486 $ 38.95

170000 % 3623 $ 516 $ 41.39

180000 3836 $ 546 $ 43.82




Quantitative Assessment - Conclusions

u  Average annual costs resulting from blackberry infestation in the softwood
plantations of the MRFH area could be around $41 million

u  Even with changes in assumptions, significant levels of cost impacts are
delivered.

u If supply to down -stream processors is added, then (if no alternative resource
available) average annual costs of $306 million could be included.

u  Areduction in log supply would impose other economic costs such as reduced
materials available for construction (e.g. roof trusses and frames).

u  OVERALLSblackberries impose significant economic costs on the
pl antation sector, wiimMoot mpacpst emt ir &lgi
economic activity and levels of housing construction.




Qualitative Assessment

u  Blackberries are a problem over all land tenures. Areas considered in the
gualitative element included:

u  Grazing areasdapprox. 1.07 mill ha within MRFH area

u  Conservation areasdapprox. 95,000 ha within MRFH area
u Blackberries impose costs via:

u  Grazing dweed control costs and productivity losses

u  Conservation dweed control costs (assumed on areas of high conservation value
only). Asset-based protection only, no opportunity for prevention, eradication, or
containment.




Actions Appropriate along Invasion Curve

Figure 1 Generalised Invasion Curve

GENERALISED INVASION CURVE SHOWING ACTIONS APPROPRIATE TO EACH STAGE

AREA OCCUPIED

Species Semall number Rapid increase Invasive species

absent Entry of of localised in distribution widespread and
Invasive populations and abundandce. bund heoughout its po
species many populations range

ECONOMIC RETURNS (INDICATIVE ONLY)

Source: GeneralisedInvasion Curve, National Framework Established Pests and Diseases of
National Significance




Major Assumptions Used

u  Grazing:
u 5% productivity loss due to blackberry infestation
u Estimated return (Gross Margin) from grazing - $386/ha
u Estimated 75% of area affected
u Weed control costs around $600/ha (chemicals and contract labour)

u  2.5% area sprayed annually

u  Conservation (incl National Parks):

u Asset protection weed control - 5% of total area

u  Weed control costs around $600/ha (chemicals and contract labour)

u  No value placed on habitat degradation, bushfire hazard, risk to neighbours, access
limitations, etc.




Qualitative Assessment - Conclusions

u  Grazing areaso
u  Production loss: 1.07 x 75% x 386 x 5% = $15.49ill.yr .
u  Weed control costs: 1.07 x 75% x 600 x 2.5% = $12.04mill.yr .
u Total costs estimated around $27.52 mill/yr .
u  Conservation areasd
u  Weed control costs: 95,000 x 600 x 5% =$2.85 mill/yr .

u  Total costs for other land tenures within MRFH could be in the order of
$30.4 mill.yr .

u  All assumptions are from quoted sources




The NRC Report Findings

u  Preliminary report on Invasive species management released in August 2024.

u  Made assessment of costs spent by various land management agencies on
invasive species managementdat State level in 2022 -23.

Total Spent ($ mill) Area managed (mill ha.)

NPWS 47.18
FCNSW 3.86
Crown Lands 3.8

u  Apparent major difference in $/ha spend dcan be explained by differences in
range of pests involved, scale of operations, etc.




Overall Conclusionso
Costs imposed by blackberries

u  Presence of blackberries on land areas imposes costs:
u  Weed control costs
u  Production losses

u  Blackberries recognized as WNSA but so widespread that prevention,
eradication, and containment no longer considered possible.

u  Cost to softwood plantations of MRFH averages around $41 mill./yr.
u  Costs to areas used for grazing and conservation just over $30 mill./yr.
u All land tenures suffer significant costs as a result of blackberries

u  Costs remain significant under a range of variables used.




diana.gibbs/@bigpond.com
0418 618 914



mailto:diana.gibbs7@bigpond.com

Speaker:

David Pasztaleniec



David Pasztaleniec

Forest Fire Management T Hume Region

FOREST FIRE
MANAGEMENT ORIA




calcamn,
*Holbrook
MU"?{ ; Benagbfa ! Tumbaruml
.. Valley NP <shae TOCUMWal i
Mathoura
Barmah «1 % & Woomargama 1 ,465,00 Ha
NP Cobram NP
; =i in n . . State Forest
[N = 2 = st
. 0) 4 Koo m Corgwa
v \Q‘\\ : .“.nl.jll.« Yarrawonga ‘ . (_“f Albury A /
._\r-"‘i‘*"? - \4\—1 )&U“mkah '\ II{ Ruthergen 3 / \7 ¢ Rurrow a-Piné
. . o Mountain
. 2] dia | | >
Echuca v \/ e ) > N 2 Wodong_a gfianClal [ d 7 }: sk 17,428 km
-‘l% ¢ . Tallar tta ~7 7 ATy S .
K ronpala Gouiutlrn . vV Warby ‘)v Chi[;,\' \‘ - { Private Interface land
NP 3 .
D p ¥4
+«Kyaljram 1 \\ 7 N 9} Be{
Rochester 1 - A
» . { Y 2§ IPENE Hnﬁh
875 Mooroopn: ', Shepp"”m" M*‘mga'd(ta ‘{/C«Bee W)(h
: f Tatura ,-l s — { 10,898 I I I
1 /Elmore Be'mf Water Front
[A300] Rushworth }‘\ r age
. Town 2
A 1 ' ~ ¢ 3
. § =5 \ \l $ A o Falf : -
70 Eur A -4) { sutfield \ NF A . Lo AlpiNg 2 y 599 km
- Heathcote- ill ag nunl e i S - ! Mount roody 0 NP/
82 Graytown LA v Pall 8 c—~ . .
ytown | ¥} NEEEE N \ \ B g o s Strategic Fire Access
. % v Harrietvillef Y 2w ; it Ebbe
3 Merton {.J( ‘ HothAn! 2ia T [
l’lll‘AllHr.wl \( ¢ l> b‘(”f‘ \ oM -r‘”~ \\\ el
i a D\ ahi Witesbeams
BT s o Seym > s a4 12
* J"" x \ J G, Mansfield y I I I
’ : 40 . y e
=7, / g: . Omeo .
e e LA\ o artiacid e CTRBGEY. o Public roads
Bre ‘.-‘Tl'l rd L1 . J - . :’!VL‘“'( /
S | f Eildon v %
Lan eld 5 1 (:. 4 Alpine
Kilporeg £ / S li.; e Jageson NP s
JRon / \ \; UN; A { ¥‘ reek 56 48
o W) )] { ,486Ha
' ¢ Darg
borne "hnul:se}a 1 J\\S .Lake Mountain X aild ” 3 Buch Planned burns
: Tyt X - ) g t Wellingto '
Sun bur Cralgie burn p -« M Al 3“‘ M WL s
. Licolag, Mitchell

Land Managed by FFMVic

FOREST FIRE

MANAGEMENT ORIA




Total land burnt

2002-24 FIRE SUMMARY

FOREST FIRE

MANAGEMEN

180

community fatalities

10

firefighter fatalities

4,987,465

hectares of land burnt

2,554,834

hectares burnt before
reproductive maturity

2958

homes destroyed

4,571

structures destroyed

93,173

livestock killed

*Data does not include NSW.

Tvom




Weed group name and example Weed group general ecological and
Department of} post-fire response Information

Sustainability and Bramble
Environment

® Rosa, Rubus and species

e Widespread in Victoria, except the Mallee

e Scandent, perennial, woody stems ('canes’)
consumed by fires

¢ Succulent, widely-(animal) dispersed fruit

* Post-fire response: Resprout vigorously from
underground buds post-fire

¢ Rapid growth in the first season post-fire increases
susceptibility to chemical control.

Examples — Rosa rubiginosa Sweet Briar, Rubus
fruticosus spp. agg. Blackberry, Rubus laciniatus
Cut-leaf Blackberry

Post-fire weeds triage manual

e.g. Rubus fruticosus spp. agg. Blackberry

Post Flre Management

Hm& Zin’mer DEVT| Ch&l ﬁﬁ ros
¢, v ‘.‘\’ ﬁ i'[" L v

p % ‘”:‘(?:

A Management action should be taken to treat
fire-weakened weeds.

A Rapid growth in the first season post-fire
makes them more susceptible to chemical
treatment.

POST-FIRE IMPACTS AND MANAGEMENT iai?geﬂ'éﬁvam




GENERALISED INVASION CURVE SHOWING ACTIONS APPROPRIATE TO EACH STAGE

P

ASSET BASED PROTECTION

F

CONTAINMENT

AREA OCCUPIED

ERADICATION

PREVENTION

Species Small number Rapid increase Invasive species
absent Entry of of localised in distribution widespread and
populations and abundance, abundant throughout its potential
many populations range

ECONOMIC RETURNS (INDICATIVE ONLY)

1:100 1:25
Prevention Eradication

<1:1-5
Asset Based Protection

INVASION CURVE - BLACKBERRY Eii?gsﬂﬁﬁvom



Private Land

A Good Neighbour Program
Biodiversity

A Protecting Biodiversity Funding
State Forest Assets

A Variety of Programs/Projects

FOREST FIRE
MANAGEMENT ! ‘V!: ORIA

ASSET PROTECTION - BLACKBERRY



Sensemaking

1 Why is blackberry control important to you and your organisation?

1 What are the most difficult aspects of the challenge from your
perspective?

1 Where could we be focussing our collective effort for the greatest
outcome?




Morning Tea
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VICTORIAN BLACKBERRY TASKFORCE
WHO WE ARE AND WHAT IS OUR PURPOSE

LYN COULSTON OAM
VBT CHAIRPERSON



VICTORIAN BLACKBERRY
TASKFORCE

One of 4 Victorian Pest Management Groups
Community based with agency representation
Purpose is to reduce the growth and spread of blackberry

Through implementation of Victorian Blackberry Strategy 2008



DEF. " (1'=™T OF JOBS, PRECINCTS AND REGIONS

VICTORIAN BLACKBERRY TASKFORCE

COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES

EXECUTIVE OFFICER PARKS VICTORIA

RESEARCH REPRESENTATIVE

DEPARTMENT OF JOBS, PRECINCTS
AND REGIONS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT,
LAND, WATER AND PLANNING

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP GROUPS



Engagement with all land managers
public and private

Targeting organisations and individuals

Recognising blackberry is the
responsibility of the landholder

Acknowledging the barriers to
undertaking control




What are the barriers

Budget and capacity constrai
Knowledge
Information

Motivation




Targeted approaches

Private

landholders

Government

Local

Industry

Public land managers



Private land m s VBT

h

VBT MANAGING BLACKBERRY COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS RESOURCES BLOG CONTACT

e

Website & social media
Bla
O]

— 43 Nationa
Victoria [RSESSIEE Pr Australian Government
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Subscribe




Private lan

Partnership program




Private land

Forums &

demonstration days




Private land fnang

Community
Service
Announcements




Victorian Blackberry Taskforce - Blackberry Weed Management - Agricultural Productivity Model

A'cost benefit’ analysis tool for a livestock grazing operation, specific to chemical control costs and projected productivity benefit

e 1: Product Details & Costs IMPORTANT: The user must complete relevant information in Table 1 before selecting products for the treatment mix in Table 2)

The herbicide products listed in Table 1 below are examples of common chemicals used for blackberry treatment. The content of these columns (shaded yellow) can be tailored to suit the user. As the purchasing power of different
the cost of of the chemicals employed in the blackberry control program. These component products form the basis of the treatment to be selected by the user for their particular circumstances.

[ProductName  [ActiveConstituents  Strength |  Stte | Unit [ Cost/Drum [ Units/Drum | Cost/Unit

:

m_ﬂ_

|Grazon DS (Genfarm Tric/Pic)  [Picloram plusTriclopyr  [100g/300g | Liguid [ lwes [  syo00 [ 0 |

Grazonbxtra  [Pcloram plus Triclopyr plus Aminopyralidl100/300g/8g | liewd ] e ] 61500 ] 20 |
-ﬂ-
____

The herbicide product treatment combinations listed in Table 2 below are examples of common mixes used for blackberry treatment. The treatment combination name (ie Mix 1, Mix 2, Mix 3 etc) can be tailored by the user, accord
overall mix. The user can select products from the ORANGE shaded cells, which are sourced from Table 1. The cost of the specified treatment is therefore able to be tailored to the specific circumstances of the user. The blue colur

expressed per 1000 litres of mixed product.

e 2: Treatment Data

Treatment Combination Name Product 1 Prod 1 kaL Product 2 Prod 2 S!kL ME_ Prod 3 $/kL_[Product 4

e Custom Mix 2
_m_m_m




Private la

Agricultural
Productivity Tool
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TACKLING
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CASE STUDY-

WHITTLESEA & SURROUNDS BLACKBERRY ACTION GROupP
VBT DIGITAL VIDEO
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Spot, blotch, and-rust diseases of Rub
IncluLmEMstry Initiatives Australia, and biocontrot-of-witd

In Newsletters

Community Service Announcements
focus on integrated management

Work with RABA ( Berry industry)

Funding to produce Diagnostic Tool
for Septocyta Ruborum

Production and distribution dbpot,
blotch and rust diseases of Rubis
In Australia, and biocontrol of wild
blackberryfact sheet




Public Land Managers

Included in Community Service
Announcements

Connect communities to local
agency staff

Good Neighbour Pilot in the
North East

Presentations at Forums



Promoting new technology for blackberry control
Exploring digital tools for information delivery
Working with Local Government P&irban Councils
Continuing research into Purple Blotch Disease

Supporting communities with tailored programs
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A The cost impacts of invasive species are accumulating:

- 2022-23 estimated cost of invasive species in NSW is $1.9 billion.

- Red imported fire ants alone could cost more than $60 billion
nationally if not controlled over the next 30 years, with the damage
mostly in Qld & NSW.

- There are significant data gaps and these projections underestimate
non-monetary impacts, largely environmental.

Total value of reported invasive species costs for NSW

2020 Estimated
stimate
2000s $1.3b annual

reported
1990s $661.2m invasive

species
1980s $456.2m industry

costs NSW,
1970s 5299.2m 1970-2023

$25.5m

59



1i¥l9. | Natural
‘-‘-!!!' Resources

!t!fzw Commission

Extent

A Invasive species are present across
all of NSW:.

- Foxes, feral cats, wild dogs, feral
pigs, feral goats and rabbits are
widespread across the state.

- Five species of feral deer continue
to increase in distribution.

- More than 1,750 introduced plant
species have established in NSW,

with over 300 recognised as
threats to native biodiversity.
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Current impacts

A lnvasive species are damaging far me
species, the economy, our health and our way of life.

A Over 80% of primary producers are impacted by invasive
species and consider effective biosecurity to be highly
Important.

A Invasive species impact more than 70% of species and
communities listed under the Biodiversity Conservation Act
2016, with 22 of 39 key threatening processes being invasive
species.

A Cultural impact on Aboriginal communities; healthy country
requires invasive species to be managed.

61
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Key findings

A Invasive species risks are increasing, however risk-based planning
and resourcing processes are fragmented

A The NSW Government processes of allocating public resources is
complex and inconsistent

A Shared responsibilities for invasive species management are not
involving all risk creators

A Need to build capacity across the system, including better leveraging
local councils

A Compliance and enforcement has not been well-defined or
resourced, not all the existing tools within the Biosecurity Act are
effectively used, the General Biosecurity Duty is vague

A The public are part of our frontline defence however there is a lack of
public awareness of the risks and how to contribute

62
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1. Strategic 2. Regional 3. Regulation and
resourcing and coordination and enforcement for a
planning for risk local delivery to more reliable

reduction Improve outcomes system

4. Communicating | 5. Knowledge and
risks to expand oversight to
reach of the safeguard the
system system

63
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Strategic planning and resourcing for risk reductiond
DPIRD:

1.

Develop a whole-of-government invasive species
planning and resourcing framework that prioritises
risk reduction to manage current and future risks

Propose a NSW Invasive Species Investment
Program to NSW Treasury for both weeds and pest
animals, built on the existing Weeds Action Program

Redesign the NSW Invasive Species Plan to focus on
strategic risk reduction through defined roles,
responsibilities, investment priorities and actions

64
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Strategic planning and resourcing for risk reductiond
Local Land Services:

4. Redesign regional-scale plans for invasive species
management as cross-tenure partnership agreements to
deliver risk reduction through management, surveillance,
compliance and emergency responses

Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment
and Water:

5. Develop relevant contributions for inclusion in the state
and regional plans to ensure biodiversity and
Aboriginal cultural values are prioritised

65
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Department of Climate Change, Energy, the
Environment and Water:

6. Support Aboriginal staff engaged in activities related to
Invasive species management, both to connect with
each other, and with Aboriginal communities

Independent Biosecurity Commissioner:

7. Review and make recommendations on state and
regi onal c dumctnanihgtaedanerobership to
Improve leadership, strategic decision making and
accountability

66
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Regional coordination and local delivery for improved

outcomeso DPIRD:

8. Resource regional coordinators to deliver regional
planning and collaborative programs

Strengthen a dedicated invasive species
management compliance and enforcement function
I NSW Government

9. Strengthen a dedicated invasive species management
compliance and enforcement function to provide
specialised compliance services

10. Remove regulatory barriers to improve biosecurity
outcomes 1 leverage local control authorities, amend
Companion Animals Act, use all the regulatory tools

67
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Communicating invasive species risks and impacts
to expand reach of the systemo DPIRD:

11. Deliver a risk-based awareness and education program to
Increase public understanding of the importance of invasive
species management, shared responsibilities, and how to
participate

Integrating knowledge and oversight to safeguard the
systemo DPIRD:

12. Develop a NSW invasive species knowledge system that is
smart and responsive

13. Strengthen accountability with independent review

68
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Next steps

A Final report to Premier and Ministers for
Agriculture and Environment: November 2024

69
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Prioritisation of Weeds in NSW

Matthew McGrath
State Priority Weed
Coordinator

Department of Primary Industries




Department of Primary Industries

The Blosecurity Act
2015

In NSW, all biosecurity risks including weeds are managed
under the Biosecurity Act 2015 (the Act).

The primary objective of the Act is to prevent, eliminate, anc
minimise the risks posed by biosecurity matter.

The Act supports:
A biosecurity emergencies and situations
A functions and powers for compliance and enforcement

/A managing risks through monitoring, response and control.




