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We welcome the opportunity to provide comments to The Department of Agriculture, Water and the
Environment (hereafter referred to as “the Department”) on the ‘Import risk review for psittacine birds
from all countries’ draft report (hereafter referred to as the “risk review”).
Our comments are largely framed around the Biosecurity Act 2015, as applied to "diseases and
pests that may cause harm to human, animal or plant health or the environment". Key to the
Biosecurity Act 2015 is preventing the introduction, establishment and spread of invasive pest
species. In our comments below, we emphasise that the risk review has omitted the risks of invasive
species, which undermines the quality and scope of the Assessment. We have identified two key
concerns which put Australia’s economies and environments at risk by following the
recommendations listed in the risk review, regardless of them being “subject to a range of biosecurity
risk management measures”:
1. Introduction of new invasive psittacine species
Several psittacine species on the Live Import List are declared pests as they cause extensive
damage to industry (particularly agriculture), and environments globally, and have a high
potential of establishing in Australia [1, 2]. Allowing the import of alien parrots would greatly
increase the potential of new invasive pests to establish and spread, causing significant
economic and environmental damage and requiring costly and intensive management [3].
2. Lack of an evidence-based cost-benefit analysis
The identifiable benefits of the proposed changes are minimal, private, and for a very small
section of society; however, consequences of invasive species establishment and disease
outbreak are community-based, widely dispersed, and ongoing. It is extremely unlikely that
the benefits of allowing the import of psittacine birds outweighs the risks to Australian
biosecurity, economy, and environments.
Due to these serious key omissions, we do not support the import of psittacine birds based on
the evidence provided in the risk review.
The report does not provide sufficient transparency, nor evidence-based assessments of all benefits,
risks, or associated costs, of allowing the import of psittacine birds. If the Department wishes to
pursue this assessment, then future risk reviews must include the associated costs of facilitating new
invasive species, and provide justification on the broader societal benefits of allowing import of
psittacine birds.
It is our professional scientific opinion that the benefits of importing psittacine birds are outweighed
by the significant damages caused by the potential introduction of new invasive species.
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Key concern 1: Introduction of new invasive psittacine species
The risk review undermines current Australian biosecurity policies, which prioritise preventing the
entry of new pests and diseases, including new invasive species. Despite current regulation of exotic
pet trade and ban on imports, the domestic live pet trade is one of the main sources of new invasive
birds in Australia, through accidental escapes or intentional releases of alien species [4]. Many
invasive parrots are known to cause extensive crop damages and outcompete native birds for
resources [5]. By allowing the legal private import of psittacine birds, the number of alien species
incursions would increase, as will the potential for new invasive species to establish and spread [6,
7].
The risk review contains several management strategies of concern, which may assist regulation of
disease, but do not address invasive species biosecurity nor management.
The risk review does not limit the number of imported aviary birds, which will cause inexpensive
psittacine birds to be imported in potentially large numbers. Furthermore, there is no estimate on the
number of psittacine birds which will be imported, and the capacity of (or the availability and pressure
that this will place on) quarantine facilities. The potential risk of new invasive species scales with the
number of species traded (propagule pressure), thus, as more individuals are imported, the risk of
establishment and invasion increases [1, 6].
The risk review recognises “aviary birds”, which we assume to be predominantly used for commercial
breeding, pose a higher risk to Australian biosecurity than “household” birds. However, the identified
management strategies are far more relaxed for aviary birds and are likely insufficient to prevent
escapes and incursions. The risk review does not consider how the differentiation between
“household” and “aviary” birds will be regulated. Depending on a given species, a bird may be
considered as both, depending on the preference of the owner.
Key concern 2: Lack of transparency around costs and benefits of imports
As stated in the risk review, successive Australian Governments have maintained a conservative,
but non-zero risk, approach to managing biosecurity risks. This position recognises that there are
trade-offs associated with import policies, which are typically measured through a cost benefit
analysis. It is a requirement for changes in Australian Government regulation to undergo a
Regulation Impact Statement, including a cost benefit analysis, to transparently quantify the tradeoffs between the risks and benefits. While we understand that this is not a requirement under the
Biosecurity Bill, it is a necessary component of good policy decision-making.
By not providing a cost benefit analysis, the decisions outlined in this risk review do not provide the
same transparency and evidence-based assessment as other reviews developed by the
Department. Furthermore, this risk review does not consider the management steps and costs
required in the event of disease outbreaks or alien species incursions. As described in the risk
review, the majority of risks outlined do not have formal response arrangements in Australia.
The consequences of a biosecurity incursion due to these imports would be significant. The impacts
would include the costs:





associated with mitigating pathogen outbreaks
to communities, industries and native ecosystems in the event of pathogen outbreak
associated with damages by, and management of, alien species incursions
associated with managing the risks of imports (e.g. quarantine)

It is equally important to consider the distributional consequences from the proposed imports of
psittacine birds. The benefits of imports are private and shared amongst those who import, trade
and keep birds, whereas the associated costs are shared across the general population and the
environment. We do not believe that these distributional consequences have been reasonably
calculated or communicated. We urge the Department to reject the proposal of the Review and to
not permit the importation of live household pet and aviary psittacine birds to Australia.
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