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Introduction 
The Australian Local Government Association (ALGA) is the voice of local government in Australia, 
representing 538 councils across the nation. ALGA was established in 1947 and throughout its history has 
been actively involved in issues of national significance affecting local government and local communities.  

In structure, ALGA is a federation of state and territory local government associations. This submission 
should be read in conjunction with any separate submissions received from state and territory 
associations as well as individual councils. 

ALGA is an observer to the Environment Ministers Meeting, in which the Commonwealth, state, and 
territory environment ministers collaborate on environmental policy matters of shared interest. This 
includes environmental biosecurity matters, along with broader efforts to protect and enhance biodiversity. 
ALGA is also an observer to Energy and Climate Ministerial Council, where climate ministers engage on 
shared goals in climate change adaptation, as stipulated in the National Climate Change Partnership. 

ALGA is a member of the National Implementation Committee of the National Biosecurity Strategy. In this 
forum, ALGA’s major areas of concern include: 

• A fit for purpose governance model which appropriately maps, recognises and incorporates the 
roles of local government into biosecurity responses.  

• Sustainable funding arrangements which appropriately funds local governments for their roles. 

• A workforce, skills and capacity strategy which identifies present and projected implementation 
gaps at local level and sets out actions and investments to remedy them. 

• Facilitating biosecurity data access to local governments to enable them to support threat 
mitigation (in jurisdictions where local governments are required or expected to do so).  

We were pleased to see many of these issues represented in the Discussion Paper for this consultation.  

Our submission will focus on environmental biosecurity as part of the broader biosecurity system given 
local government’s more direct roles with weed and pest management and emergency response. 

Biosecurity reforms need maintain commitment to a One Health approach 
As our biosecurity system becomes more sophisticated, it is better recognising the connections between 
biosecurity with emergency management, environmental management, migration, trade, law enforcement 
and more. The National Biosecurity Strategy and Action Plan both refer to implementing a One Health 
approach, which recognises that the health of our people, animals and shared environment are 
interconnected and that this interconnection needs to inform the system’s treatment of complex risk. 

As land and coastal managers, and being closest to their communities, local governments work at the 
intersection of these areas by their nature – and support policy, programs and investment which similarly 
recognise systemic interdependencies. Councils have roles which touch on all parts of the prevention, 
preparedness, response and recovery spectrum. 
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Recent events demonstrate why it is so important to organise responses using a One Health approach to 
better equip us to deal with complex and compounding risk. For example, while it has not been addressed 
through the biosecurity system, the Southern Algal Bloom in South Australia could feasibly be defined as a 
contaminant that threatens native flora, fauna, ecosystems, and social amenity, and therefore relevant 
under the National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement (NEBRA). These complex events are 
challenging our biosecurity arrangements to better define roles, responsibilities, information sharing, and 
enablers of adaptation like capacity, workforce and strategic planning. 

There appear to be promising examples of using a One Health approach which can provide lessons to 
evolve the biosecurity system. While ALGA wants to see more funding support flowing to local 
governments in preparation for the arrival of H5N1 bird flu, the use of a One Health approach for 
implementing H5N1 preparations across portfolios and governments has demonstrated how environment, 
human health, and traditional biosecurity arrangements can work together.  

ALGA recommends that biosecurity reforms continue to prioritise the One Health principles and approach, 
including active monitoring, reflection and learning to evolve the biosecurity system. ALGA also 
recommends investing in prevention in biosecurity reforms, as it was not adequately addressed in the 
Discussion Paper. 

Recommendation 1: Continue the commitment to a One Health approach which makes our biosecurity 
system better equipped to deal with biosecurity challenges as systemic, cross-cutting and requiring 
meaningful collaboration. 
 

Dwindling environmental biosecurity funding is a missed opportunity to protect our 
national productivity and way of life 
The support provided by local governments for biosecurity, land and water management, emergency 
response, and broader community resilience are coming under increasing pressure.  

Climate change will exacerbate and change biosecurity risks and amplify pressure on the system and local 
governments. Warming temperatures, changing rainfall and disasters like bushfires are shifting where 
weeds and pests are occurring and their extent. There are also opportunities to be leveraged as more 
comprehensive management of pests and weeds can help keep net zero targets on track by keeping stored 
emissions in the land. Our biosecurity system, including biosecurity and emergency funding arrangements, 
must evolve to be better equipped to grapple with adaptations needed in our changing climate.  

As analysed by the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, biosecurity funding delivers excellent return 
on investment (ROI), referencing research from the University of Melbourne which puts net ROI at 30:1.  

Despite growing pressures, environmental biosecurity funding is at a standstill. The Invasive Species 
Council states that environmental biosecurity has garnered just $850 million per year since 2018, while the 
Centre for Invasive Species Solutions estimates that weeds alone cost Australia $5 billion per year.  

https://oia.pmc.gov.au/sites/default/files/posts/2023/05/Impact%20Analysis_4.pdf
https://invasives.org.au/media-releases/two-year-funding-lifeline-welcomed-but-budget-cuts-risk-undoing-years-of-progress-on-invasive-species/
https://invasives.org.au/media-releases/two-year-funding-lifeline-welcomed-but-budget-cuts-risk-undoing-years-of-progress-on-invasive-species/
https://invasives.com.au/news-events/weed-biocontrol-compelling-return-on-investment/


 

 

3 

 

More funding for the biosecurity system, particularly for weed, pest and emergency response to major 
threats, is required if Australia is to safeguard the natural capital the country relies on for our quality of life 
and productivity. 

Recommendation 2: Invest more in environmental biosecurity to implement Australia’s productivity, net 
zero, and biodiversity agenda. 

Recognising local governments in agreements will make the biosecurity system more 
sustainable 
Local governments are key delivery partners in Australia’s biosecurity system. Local governments, whether 
they be urban, regional, rural or remote, play a role in supporting public awareness and education, 
contributing to surveillance, undertake regulation, undertaking weed and pest control, and contributing to 
emergency response for biosecurity incidents. They also provide information and local insights to other tiers 
of government to support national biosecurity outcomes. 

Despite their key roles, local governments are not reliably compensated for their work in managing pests 
and weeds. National funding agreements do not stipulate how federal funding will flow to local governments 
that are tasked with implementing biosecurity measures. 

Not formally recognising local government introduces significant risks to the sustainability of the national 
biosecurity system. Without recognition, local government’s key functions that enable identification, 
response, and longer-term management of biosecurity issues are not assured. 

Reforming funding agreements 

The National Environmental Biosecurity Response Agreement (NEBRA) section 4.1.2. states: “That greater 
clarity is needed on the specific roles and responsibilities of local government and that this should be 
handled, where appropriate, in subsidiary agreements and arrangements within jurisdictions.”  

This need is outstanding, particularly as biosecurity incursions increasingly call on emergency management-
related functions of councils. The roles of local government need to be clearly articulated and 
consistently followed in practice, with funding appropriately attached. 

Local governments do not automatically receive their fair share of funding via a Commonwealth-state 
funding agreement, nor can it be assumed that they will receive it at the right time in the prevention-
response-recovery process to be effective.  

We note that the NEBRA pertains only to response, while local governments continue to dedicate resources 
to supporting their communities, local economies and ecosystems through the recovery phase and beyond. 
There are currently no national funding arrangements to help councils recover these costs. 

In the absence of clearly articulated roles and funding agreements, local governments are progressively 
shouldering more of the load. 

In 2025, Local Government NSW found that local governments are shouldering the cost of environmental 
protection operations from the state government of approximately $27.1 million, noxious weed management 
for $16.1 million, contained land management for $8.6 million.  

https://lgnsw.org.au/common/Uploaded%20files/Cost_Shifting/Cost_Shifting_Report_2025.pdf
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In 2022, the Local Government Association of Queensland found that councils were covering $42.8 million 
for state government environmental health services, $19.7 million for biosecurity services, and $3 million for 
maintenance of the travelling stock route network. 

Recognising local governments in federal funding agreements has precedent. The Disaster Recovery 
Funding Arrangements (DRFA) provide a useful example for how federal funding agreements can formally 
recognise local government (though not suggested as the ideal model in a biosecurity context). DRFA 
guidelines explicitly recognise local government functions, roles and asset responsibilities, and 
acknowledge councils as essential delivery agents. The existence of these provisions demonstrates that 
national funding frameworks can, within existing constitutional settings, formally recognise local government 
roles. 

Have full visibility of biosecurity system sustainability 

ALGA also emphasises the need for a more comprehensive understanding of system-wide resourcing. 
Biosecurity funding estimates are often framed around Commonwealth, state and territory government 
budget allocations alone. This fails to capture the significant investment already being made by local 
governments, the private sector and communities. 

Per ALGA’s submission to the Inquiry on Local Government Financial Sustainability, councils collectively 
spend billions of dollars each year on environmental protection. Without accounting for these contributions, 
it is not possible to assess whether Australia’s biosecurity system is sustainable, efficient or equitable, and 
what gaps are most critical to address. 

Recommendation 3: Reform funding agreements, including the NEBRA, to –  

• Explicitly recognise local governments as core delivery partners in environmental biosecurity 
responses at all stages of the prevention, preparedness, response and recovery process 

• Clarify local government roles across the biosecurity continuum, including surveillance, early 
detection, response, transition to management, and community engagement 

• Enable funding to flow to local governments where they are undertaking defined functions, 
rather than relying entirely on indirect or ad-hoc state- or territory-based arrangements 

• Ensure councils can access funding ahead of a biosecurity emergency so they do not carry the 
whole financial burden for preparation, which can disincentivise early action 

• Reduce barriers created by minimum co-contribution requirements that do not reflect councils’ 
existing financial and in-kind contributions. 

Recommendation 4: Do periodic assessments of biosecurity investment and resourcing across all levels 
of government, the private sector and non-government contributors. Use this evidence to inform funding 
arrangement reforms. 

 

 
 

https://www.lgaq.asn.au/files/assets/public/v/1/advocacy/publications-files/lgaq_cost_shifting_report.pdf
https://alga.com.au/submission-to-inquiry-into-local-government-sustainability/
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Strategic workforce planning will support a pipeline of protection 
Environmental biosecurity is workforce-intensive. Councils require skilled staff across environmental 
health and services (e.g. arborists), ranger services, compliance, waste management and emergency 
management. Many of these roles are already identified as shortage occupations in local government, 
particularly in regional, rural and remote areas. 

ALGA’s 2022 Local Government Workforce Skills and Capability Survey found, based on analysis of 
Census data, that environmental protection is one of local government’s top expenditure items, accounting 
for 14.9% of national local government expenditure in FY2020/21. 

As biosecurity threats increase in scale and complexity, councils are being asked to do more with 
constrained capacity. Short-term project funding and episodic training programs do not address the 
structural nature of these workforce gaps. 

Relatedly, ALGA was pleased to see that the Implementation Plan for Australia’s Strategy for Nature 2024-
2030 included our recommendation to take a strategic approach to prioritising what effort should be spent 
on, including coordinating effort across the system of land and water managers which includes local 
government. Local governments prioritise locally significant environmental values, along with contributing 
to protection of values prioritsied at state and federal levels. A streamlined and strategic approach is 
important to use the combined workforce and capacity of land managers for the best possible impact. 

Recommendation 5: Fund and implement a coordinated workforce and capability strategy that 
explicitly includes local government, and incentivises collaboration and resource sharing with other land 
and coastal managers working in the same region and/or on related weeds and pests. 

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input. Please contact Eleanor Robson (Policy Director – 
Environment) for any further information you may require.  

Sincerely, 

 

Amy Crawford 

Chief Executive Officer 

 

Contact details 

Dr. Eleanor Robson 
Policy Director – Environment, Climate and Waste 

eleanor.robson@alga.asn.au 

 

https://alga.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/2022-Local-Government-Workforce-Skills-and-Capability-Survey-National-Report.pdf
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