Marine Pathways Project conference – Discussion session.

Introduction

On the 25th of February 2015 a one day meeting was held entitled the Marine Pathways Conference. The conference focussed on sharing with stakeholders and project partners and supporters the outputs and outcomes of the Marine Pathways Project - a two year project involved with marine invasive species. The one day conference was also an opportunity for conference participants to share information they hold on issues relating to marine invasives in the form of a discussion session. A series of questions were asked of all participants around three main topics:

· Risk reduction – Biosecurity

· Invasive non-native species (INNS)introduction, monitoring and surveillance
· Control and management of (INNS)
There were three specific questions in each section and all discussion tables got a chance to answer all questions. A summary of each question is given then responses have been produced as a series of bullet points.
Caveats: There were a wide range of stakeholders at the meeting and the responses, in some cases, are an amalgamation of a number of similar comments. However, we have tried not to change the tone or substance of any of the comments and comments are sometimes contradictory due to responses coming from different tables or sectors. The comments from the various tables were recorded by volunteer conference participants and although every effort was made to record comments correctly errors could have been made or responses not captured in their entirety. 
A) Risk reduction – biosecurity

Introduction

Reducing risk of introduction and spread of INNS through improved biosecurity is a key aspect of prevention and particularly important in the marine environment when it is so difficult to remove species once they have arrived. The project set out to engage with different industry sectors to look at how we could incorporate advice on easy and effective biosecurity measures and biosecurity planning into industry guidance and training. 

Questions discussed:

1. What is the current uptake of biosecurity best practice within your organisation/sector?
General summary:

The feeling was that specific organisations were starting to engage with biosecurity and the writing of biosecurity plans although there is still a lot of work to do and a lot of variation between different organisations. Some discussion on getting biosecurity more embedded into organisations e.g. marine licencing and included in contracts for work carried out.

There was a lot of discussion on gaps in information and guidance particularly on practical guidance e.g. marine licencing. However, there are some good examples such as the fish health guidance and aquaculture codes of practice. There needs to be more promotion of good practice.

There was also a feeling that in the recreational boating sector there was a need for legislation. This is because marinas being in a commercially competitive market may need the level playing field that legislation brings to make changes. However others felt that instead of legislation, maybe NIS should be linked to the Gold Anchor awards for different marinas.

There was some discussion on reaching other users - “nomadic users” - not associated with clubs or organisations and general awareness raising in the public.

Further discussion points have been divided into different sections relating to specific organisations who responded, sector responses and some general points across the topic.

Specific Organisations:

· Natural England – online training, CCD for surveys, require contractors to have risk assessment & INNS reporting. NE currently planning casework guidance on marine INNS for licensing guidance to provide advice to MMO with licensing applications

· MBA – disinfect kit between survey sites and have a policy on NNS

· SAMS – working on a biosecurity plan currently

· Port of MILFORD Haven – successful terrestrial eradication, they pick up knowledge of NNS from surveys etc. 

· Pembrokeshire Council – have an action plan on INNS including marine species.

· NWIFCA – biosecurity plan for stakeholders in North West but unclear what is happening in other IFCA’s.

· CEFAS – use check, clean, dry

· Cornwall WT – biosecurity codes of practice on reserves, sit on forums to increase biosecurity

· Celtic Sea partnership – task force for descriptor measures for MSFD, specifically gaps in biosecurity and next steps. 

· DEFRA working with water industry on Quagga mussel

· SEDA – trying to lead by example, developing protocols

· The question was asked - Do organisations practice what they preach – actual practice – in equipment cleaned?

Sectors:

Yachting/Marinas: 

· GreenBlue – good best practice – 10 year review on where to go next. Easy stuff has been done – need to move on to the individuals that aren’t following best practice. 

· Sustainable environmental design? Is this a way forward? Don’t really see a lot of new marinas but there is maintenance etc…which could be adapted. 

· Concern that in marinas, biosecurity planning guidance sits on a shelf. Need for courses?

· Clean/check/dry is available but not very widespread yet or necessarily effective for recreational boating. Check, clean, paint suggested as alternative in Scotland. 

· Environmental credentials (biosecurity) of marinas to give them a ‘gold anchor’ system of ‘best’ marinas and ‘worst’ marinas. Management of NNS is taken into account – but this doesn’t work as well as it should – not being implemented correctly? Best practice very patchy. 
· Need to show evidence of savings e.g. software to monitor boat performance -reduced time for cleaning. 2.5 years – dry deck (blasting and painting), 6 months in water (rules on where done) – there is guidance on not disposing in sensitive areas – where are these guidelines? 

· Gaps in guidance – need media for yacht owners, sailing magazines, shellfish news to raise awareness. 
· Biosecurity – marinas – how can this be enforced? Difficult as marinas are commercial organisations. Shows why we need more legislation.

Aquaculture:

· Saline aquaculture – fish health protocols, protocols for movement of equipment etc. Not specifically focused on INNS but covers this aspect as well

· Codes of best practice seen to be in high regard – responsible. Need to promote good practice – outputs from Irish work on D. vex?

· Shellfish processing and transplanting e.g. Burry inlet cockles, issue of biosecurity? Shellfish moved around, stored inter-tidally, this is not on the radar.

Shipping:

· Lots of best practice and regulation – exchange attitude of biogeographic areas, hull cleaning guidelines – industry taken into consideration, good uptake. Ballast water convention. Ports – nothing explicit so far. Ballast convention yet to be ratified need more guidance on ballast waters. Ballast water must be treated – coming in?

Other industries/sectors:

· Dredging is a gap with little requirements for logging previous location/may not be cleaned between harbours

· Small boat users a practical issue, lack of understanding of what is required Issue with ‘nomadic’ users who have no investment in the local area

· Issues with moving structures between areas, construction bases etc.

· Need for biosecurity measures in marine licencing

General points across the topic:

· There are good examples of biosecurity practice that we should promote.

· Need good education and communication, incentives and simple publications. Education and communication still an issue at the member of the public level.

· Legislation is needed to back up best practice.

· Where possible marine INNS biosecurity should be included in the writing of contracts for work carried out.

· Everyone has to buy into it for this to be more effective – but people are more interested in business, not the environment.

· How do you prove that you have introduced NNS into the environment? Neglectful behaviour – how can this be proved? How can this be enforced?

· What do you do if you find NNS? Composting was suggested as solution. Local Authority involvement for disposal – disposal is an issue.

· Legislation from EU – member state figures out what to do. Up to the country to do the laws etc. Scotland already has taken a slightly different route does this need to be a joint effort?

2. What are the remaining key issues/barriers to implementing measures/biosecurity planning and how can different sectors be encouraged to take up best practice biosecurity?

General Summary

The feeling was that that there is still a need for more awareness raising but that we need to be innovative and learn the lessons from elsewhere in the world where marine INNS are a problem. We also need to be fair with the same messages going across the different sectors so that one sector does not feel victimised. We should try and integrate INNS into already existing schemes such as the “Gold anchor” award. There was a lot of discussion on the fact that marinas are commercial operations and we need ways to engage that are not going to affect their commercial competiveness. We also need to provide feedback to marinas operators e.g. after surveys. There were also discussions on enforcement of measures and the differences in legislation between Scotland and the rest of the UK. 

There was also some discussions on the accessibility of data on marine INNS and keeping the NBN gateway up to date and the need for monitoring/surveillance and management.

The responses have been summarised into the key themes discussed.

Awareness Raising and Engagement:

· Need for more awareness/education. This needs to be cost effective and imaginative. Evidence still uncertain in UK but there is evidence internationally: this is needed to convince people. Good photos needed – shock tactics. Need to learn to communicate more effectively.

· We need buy in from stakeholders, do we need money/incentives? 
· Same rules for everyone needs to be applied but we need to recognise that different sectors have different drives/drivers.

· The Gold anchor scheme has an environmental element but does that include NNS? If not, it should. Should non-natives be linked to ISO standards?

· Green/blue could have a ‘gold flag’ for marinas if they encourage boat cleaning. Industry ‘carrots’.

· Promote money saving/efficiency of cleaner boats.

· Easy for RYA – if they don’t clean – checked off

· “Who” delivers the message is as important as the message itself – where the message comes from (which organisation) and how it is delivered is very important.

· Implementation of controls: no dip-no draw, Check/clean/dry: what water gets used for cleansing, are there drying facilities available?

· Within marinas cost is an issue – need to be economical. Feeding back data to marina operators.

· Marinas are a competitive market – cost implications 

· Yacht clubs may be a different level of fouling compared to marinas

· Adopt best practice – minimize the spread

· What age group to target?

· Gaps in education

· Need to remember that the economic costs of marine INNS is a driver.

· D. vexillum - possible impact on mussel beds seem to raise profile of NNS and that they should be dealt with

· Boaters put a lot of effort into working with the Marine Plan?

· Should not be preaching to the converted – need to be reaching those with little interest

· Need to clearly identify the target audience for media. Ensure no complacency. Issue of different sectors blaming each other, competitiveness between different sectors over what they are expected. 

Accessibility of data and training:

· MBA-NBN – Gateway out of date, also records sent in need to actually go onto the website

· Need to make reporting really accessible so people know what to do. Enough information out there but need to improve what happens next.

· Need to work on identification of INNS. Knowledge needs to go to the people. Hard to tell people a single reporting site. Systems are in place but need to work.

· Oversubscribed biosecurity training – more port/harbour authority training

· Funding drying up for training/awareness

· Records need to be more rapidly accessible/centralised

· Lack of accessible records, difficult to implement, equality issue between different sectors even e.g. ballast water measures compared to aquaculture measures

· Clear documents needed of control of species with measures.

Legislation/Regulation:

· Key barrier – for industry lead guidance/best practice. Industry will only follow legal requirements.

· English law does not have the same legal duty of care to prevent biosecurity incidents

· How do we enforce measures?

· Will management orders be brought in, in the marine? Need a good steer from government to get a structured scheme in place in ports? Need some legislation to drive it.

· Scotland are ahead of the game with legislation. Not policed at the moment. Scottish law says that it is an offence, SNH would pass on to police. Issue in the marine environment regarding proving who did it – could we prove risky activities and take them to court? Waiting to see how this plays out in Scotland

· Leisure sector are being more active in their participation and called upon more than the commercial sector

· Aquaculture sectors feel targeted to participate in costly biosecurity plans

· Variability between different industries – salmon vs oysters etc. – who has the money and does this correlate with best biosecurity planning?

· Infractions associated with environmental status

· Cheaper to persuade people to behave pro-actively, shouldn’t come to prosecutions.

Monitoring/Surveillance

· Presence/absence data would suffice if you’re thinking about preventing the spread – need for more high resolution data in the long run?

· Priority target list for monitoring? Danger list – positive?

· List of species? Useful, does need changing often but good baseline for monitoring

· Impact on designated habitats? Protected areas – Good ‘monitoring’ status, GES

Management/Eradication

· Chinese mitten crabs – manage by eating! Discussion about how this might work. Lung fluke – healthy good condition crabs in the UK


· MSFD – also Chinese mitten crabs – some extreme management options suggested

3. What solutions are there to the above issues and in terms of priorities, what are the 3 key next steps to address these issues? Identify how/who should take these forward and how they could be funded (if required):

Overall summary:

There were a lot of discussions in what solutions were available and these depended on the sector discussed. There were varying views of what could and should be done from voluntary codes of practice to the need for legislation so difficult to summarise into 3 key next steps. However, certain themes arose again and again including:

· Awareness raising and Engagement

· Prioritisation/Research and New Technologies

· Legislation/Regulation/Enforcement

There were a number of discussions on how it should be paid for but no clear view on a way forward. 

The discussion has been corralled into the points above for ease of reading:

Awareness Raising and Engagement:

· Need clear messages and voluntary codes of practice

· Feedback on how best practice is being taken up? e.g. shipping best practice? IMO would review impact that they had

· N2 and O2 – how has this been done? Why have they got such a good situation? Evidence – good

· Need simple publications and guidance

· Video to spread awareness e.g. YouTube Ted talks

· Need good government policy & stakeholder engagement (need both parties to agree particularly for ROI measures with incentives). Some things need to be mandatory, Enforcement

· Need a strong message from government: what the expectations are

· Co-ordination of cross-sectorial approach

· Training workshops

· Posters in the marinas? Lots of interest by boat owners in work being done in the marine environment

· Operators need to elucidate the users more

· Anti-INNS trophy? An industry-led award for keeping marinas clean

· Award for adopting best practice in bio-security planning

· Character of marina managers – environmental minded or money minded? Publicity – ‘kudos’ in being environmentally friendly (biosecurity plans). Publicity is a bigger driver – awards (industry kudos)

· Interaction among marinas -  good environmental practice is good publicity for them

Prioritisation/ Research and New Technologies: 

· Developing cost effective, useable technologies for treating problem (simple, appropriate)

· R & D: Antifouling projects that prevent settlement. Funded by EU, private companies etc. (Council of Europe). Convention wanted RYA to make EU level code of practice

· More research on slow moving vessels and dredgers

· Salvage vessels – research on this as a pathway

· Opportunity to work with some of the bigger marina groups – marina design – rotating pontoons/direction of currents coming in etc. Prevent the spread of INNS

· Problem of target lists e.g. Didemnum can be confused – if only one on a list then may be over reported. Maybe have key species. Easy list of high risk, easily identifiable species is needed.

· Do we treat all NNS with the same urgency when we don’t know the potential risks? Also impacts could differ between areas so there is no ‘one’ ‘risk’

· Need to look at species that haven’t spread yet, but also the risk of new ones! Consideration of what species to look out for.

· Different urgencies for NNS in designated areas

· Species detection is complicated

· Structured/more intensive project – lots of different operators (Plymouth). Are there ways of identifying barriers that correlate between marinas and the boat owners - Is money the only barrier? Like a case study with different organisations to show how something could work

· Fishermen - is this a gap? How much of a problem are they? Cleaning equipment? How feasible is this in practice?

· Marinas – biosecurity hull fouling, scraping from hull not treated properly

· Oyster farms: non-native species being cultured but they are meant to be unable to reproduce – but they are – research into this? Management – hammering oysters! Implications for protected sites – affects ‘status’

· Risk Assessments moving from Point A – Point B: what is the risk for a species being introduced?

Legislation/Regulation/Enforcement:

· Enforcement/ level playing field

· Legislation is the only thing that will force people involved to participate?

· Use existing systems and encourage adaptation of those processes

· Bad time for legislation at the moment? Boat owners not receiving? Lots of boats being sold.

· Route awareness, what expectations there are and how we can enforce legislation

· Existing standards that we can hook into?

· Best code of practice and implemented by the law

· Regulation on biosecurity. Best practice may not be strong enough incentive 

· Licensing of dredging vessels – condition that dredgers must be cleaned and follow MMO guidelines on logging. Capital dredging

· Enforcement again is a problem

· Look at using existing powers to introduce NNS controls – powers to add conditions to leases/orders – Menai Straits fisheries order

· Need to develop the infrastructure for dealing with biosecurity

· Difficult to bring in rules

Funding Marine INNS work:

· Gap in funding – who is going to do the work in MPA’s when government need to report for legislation

· Maybe industry pay a levy and do their own training and guidance rather than public bodies? Do the work themselves – polluter pays, like aggregate levy monitoring to be standard however don’t want lots of different people doing it

· Biosecurity – port responsible

· Monitoring – public body

· Money for research is needed for this – people placed within companies who have bio/eco background could do this

· Who pays for it? Do you source money for training, where can this come from? Train workers?

· Academic links? MSc projects?

· Match-funding marinas – RYA

· Should industry be more responsible for their actions? Marinas, Fisheries etc.

· Industry? Commercial shipping? Exemptions? Use this as a tool

· Training? How? 

B) NIS introduction, monitoring and surveillance 
Introduction 

Identifying areas at high risk of introduction of INNS is fundamental for targeting finite resources where they are needed most. The pathways project identified four key pathways (shipping, recreational boating, aquaculture and natural dispersal) and assessed the activity and therefore the risk associated with these pathways in coastal regions around GB and Ireland.  
Overall summary: There are some very good discussions on introduction, monitoring and surveillance with a general feeling that people are interested in this area of work and keen to get involved. 

Questions asked:
1. Are there any other pathways which you think need considering?
The different tables highlighted some other specific marine pathways as well some further discussions on already highlighted pathways. There were discussions on the need to differentiate between pathways of introduction and pathways of spread the example given was that intra-ocean shipping is a pathways of introduction with local shipping being related to spread. The need for regional risk assessments was also highlighted.

There were also concerns highlighted about the need for evidence underpinning this work especially for the recreational sector which they felt needed to be defined especially the term “recreational boating” and whether this included angling boats and whether this was a gap. It was queried whether this area needs breaking down into discrete sections. Fisheries was also highlighted particularly movement of fishing boats and the use of slipper limpet as bait.

Pathways highlighted:

· Movement of floating structures e.g. rigs/other offshore/windfarms

· Movement of bait/shellfish from wild sources e.g. cockles/marine resource gathering

· Movement of structures e.g. pontoons and barges – not regulated

· Fishing activity moving around areas, movement records of where from and to

· Shipping data doesn’t include fishing vessels < 3 tonnes
· Cruise shipping also

· Marina dredging - fewer events but considerable amount of biota

· Harbour authority cleaning buoys – do they have a risk plan? They clean down deck between sites
· Bait movement

· Commercial traffic in between recreation and large shipping e.g. dredgers/ salvage vehicles, research in New Zealand suggests this may be high risk

· Aquarium trade

· Live food disposal e.g. berried crustaceans (awareness raising issue)

· Unlicensed/unregulated movement of shellfish e.g., C. gigas
· Emergency protocols e.g. ship from Brazil crashing in Trystan de Cuhna. Anything with accidental and emergency actions? (Rare but could be catastrophic)

· Biological pathways e.g. birds
2. We investigated the use of offshore buoys for detecting NIS species. Are there any other offshore structures which could be used for early detection of NIS?
There was a lot of useful discussion in this section with many people suggesting windfarms and other renewable offshore structures as possible useful early warning systems although concern about commercially sensitive data was raised and the need to discuss this with relevant licencing authorities.

A note of caution was raised on the need for consistency and the use of a known monitoring system such as panels. There was some discussion on the need for this system as some people felt that harbours were the most useful places to have early warning monitoring although it was acknowledged by others that it could be useful for natural spread.

Specific structures that were highlighted:
· Buoys from commercial harbours (harbour authorities)

· Windfarms/other offshore renewable energy

· Aquaculture structures

· Buoys (navigation) 

· Offshore wind turbines, which would be checked/maintained. Could be used as sampling stations. EDF currently sponsoring/ working with a PhD student on this

· Pipelines

· IMS/Ocean monitoring buoys – wave height, network around the UK. Static and checked/monitored routinely

· MOD assets
· Piers

3. How do you think you (as an individual or an industry) could contribute to the surveillance and monitoring or NIS?
There were good discussion in this section with a general feeling that many sectors wanted to engage but some organisations could not do it on their existing budgets but would need additional funds. A number of people suggested that INNS monitoring be added to existing monitoring regimes such as SAC or existing aquaculture monitoring.
There was some discussion about citizen science projects such as shore thing as well as specific project on-going in different organisations.

The need for a good alert system was also highlighted, as well as the lack of ID skills in some sectors. Although it was highlighted that biosecurity was more important. More awareness raising particularly of the economic costs are needed.
Specific monitoring/projects:

· Aquaculture: various monitoring already being carried out, it could be simple enough to add another set could include in aquaculture approval development.
· Citizen science schemes – Shore thing, Sea search etc. – value for money and additional benefit of awareness raising. Need to keep people engaged. 
· Sea Search can survey harbours/orts e.g. Cornwall/ Fowey and Milford Haven. Cheap as volunteers
· Complying with ballast water regulations – MCA

· Port of Milford Haven are doing work – environmental focus (waterway surveillance includes NNS)

· Review best practice (ports) and then see how we can deliver in terms of the directives

· Derogation for ballast water – if for health & safety

· Clubs and marinas are very amendable – but unlikely to get anyone who could ID themselves but would be able to do simple tasks

· Surveys by Natural England include NNS surveys (same with NWIFCA)

· Milford Haven waterways Environmental Surveillance Group – surveys 80%.Funding is via industry.
· Sea search SEACAMS – waterways artificial substrates need more funding – different environmental conditions

· EA fish population recording logs INNS, and may put settlement panels on vessels

· Natural England in SW has surveys Pacific Oysters in SACs – looked at density and recorded other NNS
· Marine Recorder – could have a ‘flag’ for INNS. Could make mapping INNS more rapid

· SAMs can contribute to monitoring surveillance and horizons scanning but need funds

· Could easily be incorporated into SAC monitoring – would need a species list
· Visual recording of species (drop down video etc.)

· Could adapt techniques and monitoring methods

· WFD monitoring
· MBA – surveys all over England and Wales – funded by a variety of sources  baseline data

· Councils – water quality, beach cleans, terrestrial campaign for locals to be responsible for their patch

General comments:

· Need proper alert system – where you can phone up – central system that puts dates in

· Not about being able to recognise, more important to implement biosecurity (RYA comment)

· Need to go outside of the UK for best practice

· Shipping best practice – how to make available for inclusion?

· Fishing/ angling – may be more aware of species

· Measures should be made on scientific evidence

· People want to be involved

C) Control and Management
Introduction

The central goal of the marine pathways project is to protect marine biodiversity in the UK and Ireland by managing key pathways by which NNS are introduced and spread. However, it is not possible to prevent all introductions of NNS and methods of control and/or eradication need to be available when prevention has failed. Therefore, work under the marine pathways project has included experimental studies concerned with control and eradication of NNS. There are currently three experimental projects being undertaken under the marine pathways project (see project list) which aim to gather information which will aid the control of NNS following their introduction or spread. 
Control and management of NIS in the marine environment is technically very difficult and we acknowledge that these projects, along with the work already carried out at Holyhead for D. vex, are only the start of being better equipped to deal with NIS in the marine environment. 
Questions discussed

1. Which pathway do you think are most easily managed and how?
Summary:

There was a general feel that aquaculture is one of the more easily managed pathways as there are a number of controls already in place followed by marinas and ports. Some discussions centred on the need for more information on outcomes and costs of eradication to highlight the cost effectiveness of prevention. There were also more discussions on the need for bio-security plans rather than eradication. There was some discussion on the need for species lists – existing and horizon scan species as well as their locations and the risks they pose.
Specific pathways highlighted:
· Aquaculture – awareness high, regulation and monitoring in place, commercially sensitive, already have effective disease biosecurity. 
· Codes of practice and legislation to document when aquaculture species are moved around.

· Opportunity for oyster farms to also monitor NNA as well as disease which they already do. Possibly straightforward and benefit to business.

· Marinas and ports – Harbour Authorities can make bylaws and could be made to pay for management of MNNS if biosecurity measures aren’t in place

· Marina design – multiple ways of cleaning up the marinas and not only the vessels

· Swansea, Aber – freshwater marinas – options for natural ways of anti-fouling

· Easier where licensing/regulation is already in place that could be modified but it depends on the will of individuals/organisations.

General comments: 

· Interaction of vectors: need assessment of their impact, not dealing with them in isolation

· Need guidance addressing movement of structures.

· Fish health inspectorate – couldn’t include INNS with disease guidance due to lack of legislation

· Would be useful to get a summary of outcomes and costs of eradication – cheaper to prevent.

· Understand where critical risk points are, but need people to buy into it.

· Data available for recreational boats – offshore windfarms, navigation routed (increase awareness of where the potential for NNS comes from – tracking systems) 

· Data protection – could and would probably be a big issue

· Baselines for understanding what species are carried from A-B (the details and risks associated with this – what exactly is the danger/risk can we predict this?)
· Legislation - Australia and New Zealand - is this how they succeed?

· What’s more important – introductions? Spread? Prevention? Where do you put the effort? More an issue of understanding and prioritising pathways

2. When is management/eradication a priority in the marine environment?

Summary: 

The general feel of the discussion was that it should be a priority when the marine INNS is affecting an industry or a protected site feature but that the focus should be on prevention and biosecurity rather than control. If control was called for it should be done in the initial stage before the population become too large, but that it was control rather than eradication in many cases. There was also a call for targeted species lists.
Specific comments:

· When it affects the stakeholder directly e.g. If significant impact on industry e.g. aquaculture
· Need for horizon scanning/risk assessment/priority lists

· High impact species targeted as priority

· Pathways need to be addressed to cover all INNS

· If protected sites/integrity of features are at risk e.g. Crepidula/maerl beds

· Think more about control and not eradication – just too difficult to eradicate

· Immediate actions – so that things can be implemented in the lag phase e.g. Pacific Oyster kill small initial populations
· Monitoring (e.g. Ben Wray’s mitten crabs) – regulate population size etc. 

3. How do we develop/adopt management and control techniques and is training needed?
Summary:

There was a general feel we should have management rather than control and that training was required although there was some disagreement on whether this should be cross-sectorial or pathway focussed. We should learn from best practice in other countries.
Specific comments:

· Use research/knowledge/best practice from other countries like New Zealand

· Yes, training for surveying. Deploying panels for monitoring

· Green Blue program very good, need training for industry biosecurity

· Point of call for advice on reporting of Marine NNS needs clarifying/centralising

· Co-ordination of what’s happening and collecting all the information so a comparison of techniques can be undertaken and best practice developed 
