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INTRODUCTION

The draft import health standards for the importation into New Zealand of bee products from
Australia, specified Pacific Island countries and all countries were notified in the Biosecurity New
Zealand publication Biosecurity, Issue 65 - 1 February 2006.

Biosecurity New Zealand received submissions from the following:

Department of Conservation..............o.eveeeiiniiniiieninnenn.. received 10 February 2006
Brian Lancaster............oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiii e received 19 February 2006
Lorimer’s Honey, Hillcrest Apiaries....................................teceived 19 February 2006
Arataki Honey Ltd, Rotorua Division ................cccoeeviininnn... received 20 February 2006
Central South Island Ward of the NBA...............ccocooiiiii. received 20 February 2006
Comvita New Zealand Limited......................oooiiiiiiinn. received 20 February 2006
MA Pollard.........ooii received 20 February 2006
National Beekeepers Association, NBA ......received 20 February, 19 May and 7 June 2006
Airborne Honey Ltd.............oooiii received 26 February 2006
Federated Farmers NZ Beekeeper Industry Group................... received 27 February 2006

This document summarises the issues raised in the submissions, and presents the Biosecurity New
Zealand response to each.
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ISSUED RAISED BY SUBMISSIONS

1 Department of Conservation

1.1.  The Department of Conservation submission states its concern that the import health
standard for bee products from specified Pacific Island countries relies on the ability
of the Official Veterinarian or Official Certifying Officer to know that European
foulbrood, bee louse and small hive beetle are not present anywhere in their country.
It questions the level of entomological knowledge on remote Pacific Islands and the
reliability of communication channels and diagnostic services for rapidly reporting
and identifying exotic organisms.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Over the next year, Biosecurity New Zealand officials will work with officials from the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT), Niue, Pitcairn Island, Samoa, Solomon
Islands, Tonga and Tuvalu to ensure that honey bee product imports can be managed under
the recommendations of the Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk Analysis: Honey Bee
Products (2004). Biosecurity New Zealand will ensure that it has a high level of assurance
that government officials from these countries can certify that the honey bee products meet
the requirements stated in the draft import health standard for bee products from specified
Pacific Island countries. No final import health standard will be issued for honey products
from specified Pacific Island countries until the implementation plan is completed for each
country.

The first step in the process of developing the implementation plan will be an assessment
of each country’s honey bee health status. AgriQuality Ltd' assessed the honey bee health
status of Niue and Samoa in preparation for the changes to New Zealand’s import health
conditions, and draft report on Samoa’s honey bee health status has recently been
completed. The report indicates that Samoa is still free from American foulbrood,
European foulbrood, bee louse, small hive beetle, Varroa species mites and Euvarroa
species mites’. Biosecurity New Zealand is awaiting the results of a similar report on
Niue’s honey bee health status, but it is understood that Niue has an equally high honey
bee health status. The honey bee health status of Pitcairn Island, Solomon Islands and
Tuvalu needs to be re-assessed in a similar manner.

The next step will be to ensure that the government officials will be able to correctly
diagnose endemic and exotic honey bee pests and diseases and approve a system for
auditing each countries surveillance programme.

' The Government agency authorised by Biosecurity New Zealand under the Biosecurity Act 1993 to oversee
surveillance and to provide eligibility documentation for export certification for honey bees, bee genetic material and
bee products.

2 This report outlines a survey (carried out by AgriQuality Ltd) of 294 of Samoa’s beehives out of the national total of
467 hives. This report states that the Bee and Bee Product Prohibition Order was issued in 1999 under the Customs
Act 1977. This report also provides a plan for the training of Samoan government officials so that they will be able to
correctly diagnose endemic and exotic honey bee pests and diseases.



1.2.

1.3.

2

2.1

The Department of Conservation submission questions that if certification of country
freedom for European foulbrood, bee louse and small hive beetle cannot be relied on,
then there are effectively no measures for these organisms in bee products. The result
would be a higher risk of introduction of these organisms into New Zealand. The
submission also requests that the import health standard for bee products from
specified Pacific Island countries include the measures for small hive beetle and bee
louse in drums of honey and comb honey which are included in the import health
standard for bee products from Australia.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

As mentioned above, Biosecurity New Zealand is interested in assisting those Pacific
Islands with existing trade in honey bee products to develop robust systems for ensuring
that officials can certify that countries are free from European foulbrood, bee louse and
small hive beetle with a high level of assurance.

If Biosecurity New Zealand or any of these Pacific Island countries consider that it is not
feasible for one of the countries to implement such a system, then Biosecurity New
Zealand will develop another draft import health standard without freedom clauses which
will include other measures from the Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk Analysis:
Honey Bee Products (2004) to mitigate these honey bee diseases.

The Department of Conservation submission questions why there are no specific
measures for royal jelly from Pacific Island countries as section 30.2.1.4 of the risk
analysis suggests that small hive beetle could be present in fresh royal jelly that is not
frozen or dried.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Clause 1 of the model veterinary certificate for bee products from Pacific Island countries
includes sanitary measures for royal jelly. There are no conditions for small hive beetle in
this draft import health standard other than a statement that small hive beetle has not been
reported so the Pacific Island countries have maintained their freedom from small hive
beetle at the time of export.

Brian Lancaster

In his submission on the draft import health standards, Brian Lancaster re-states his

concerns that he first raised in his submission to the risk analysis that antibiotic
resistant strains of American foulbrood will be imported in honey. He questions
Biosecurity New Zealand’s response 1.1 on pg. 6 of the review of submissions of the risk
analysis, which states ‘without continuous selection pressure for resistance in the form of
antibiotic use, the persistence of these strains could reasonably expect to be limited’ and
asks this statement to be ‘backed by fact, including trials, before the industry is subjected
to this assumption’.

Biosecurity New Zealand response



2.2

2.3

Biosecurity New Zealand considers that this matter has been adequately covered in the
import risk analysis and review of submissions. The purpose of this review of submissions
is to provide responses to submissions on the draft import health standards, rather than to
provide alternative responses to previous submissions on the Biosecurity New Zealand
Import Risk Analysis: Honey Bee Products (2004).

The Brian Lancaster submission questions whether the use of area freedom in a
country is possible in a country that allows the feeding of oxytetracycline, as
oxytetracycline prevents the full extent of any American foulbrood infections. The
submission gives several reasons why area freedom cannot be recognised if there is
not movement control legislation to prevent intentional movement of hives by
beekeepers, robbing of hives, data base tracking and inspecting these hives.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

The Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk Analysis: Honey Bee Products (2004) suggested
that area freedom from American foulbrood was an option for risk management. However,
Biosecurity New Zealand has not included this option in any of the draft import health
standards, as country assessments have indicated that this is neither a practical possibility
for Australia nor the specified Pacific Island countries.

Australia does not have areas that New Zealand recognises as free from American
foulbrood. Although Biosecurity New Zealand recognised some of the specified Pacific
Island countries as free from American foulbrood, Biosecurity New Zealand decided that
this status needs to be monitored annually. Biosecurity New Zealand considers that the
most effective way to ensure that this monitoring is carried out is to require an annual
American foulbrood inspection in addition to regular whole country surveillance.

Any future Biosecurity New Zealand recognition of a country or territory as free from
American foulbrood would be based on the history of imports and border controls,
biosecurity legislation, active and passive surveillance, and whether American foulbrood is
being suppressed by oxytetracycline feeding.

The Brian Lancaster submission questions Biosecurity New Zealand’s response to his
example given in his submission to the risk analysis which involved a worse case
scenario where a 200 litre drum may be imported, dropped and spilt. In the review of
the submissions to the import risk analysis, Biosecurity New Zealand stated that ‘the
6D reduction recommended reduces the number of organisms by 99.9999%. This
pathway is hypothetical; furthermore the risk analysis concluded that the risk is
acceptable regardless of the pack size. Brian Lancaster stated that importation in a
200 litre drum would be a possibility rather than hypothetical.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Biosecurity New Zealand considers that this matter has been adequately covered in the
import risk analysis and review of submissions. The purpose of this review of submissions
is to provide responses to submissions on the draft import health standards, rather than to
provide alternative responses to previous submissions on the Biosecurity New Zealand
Import Risk Analysis: Honey Bee Products (2004).



2.4

3.1

The Brian Lancaster submission asks for further exploration of the dilution effect of
a 6D reduction. He states that a 6D reduces number of organisms by 99.9999%, and
asks how many organisms are likely to be in the following containers as he states that
all these are pathways for honey:

. a 250 gm pack,

. a 500 gm pack,

. a 1kg pack,

. a 30 kg plastic pail, and

. a 200 litre drum.

The submission states that if any one of these containers was compromised anywhere
in the country all bees within 3km radius would take all available honey back to their
hives. It is the colony of bees that will become infected not individual bees. Under this
scenario 1 spore in any one of the above containers will be enough to start an
infection of European foulbrood because it will be taken back to a hive to start that
infection. The submission asks how the risk posed by this scenario can possibly be
acceptable as stated by Biosecurity New Zealand.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Biosecurity New Zealand considers that this matter has been adequately covered in the
import risk analysis and review of submissions. The purpose of this review of submissions
is to provide responses to submissions on the draft import health standards, rather than to
provide alternative responses to previous submissions on the Biosecurity New Zealand
Import Risk Analysis: Honey Bee Products (2004).

Lorimer’s Honey, Hillcrest Apiaries

The Lorimer’s Honey submission opposes the concept of ‘general’ import health
standards, such as the draft import health standard for the importation of specified
bee products from all countries, BEEPROIC.ALL, on the grounds that, since the
disease status of individual countries is constantly changing, bee products could be
imported before an IHS was amended. Lorimers’ Honey Ltd suggests that IHSs
rather than permits should be drafted on a case-by-case basis when a country has
asked to export product to New Zealand and should be at their cost. The submission
also argues that import permits issued under the draft import health standard for the
importation of specified bee products from all countries, BEEPROIC.ALL, should
not be valid for up to 12 months and the disease status of any country could change
within this period. They suggest that permits should only be valid for up to 2 months.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

A general import health standard has been in place for a number of years for specified bee
products from all countries. The draft import health standard with the same title was an
update of the existing import health standard that matched import conditions to the
measures recommended in the Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk Analysis: Honey Bee
Products (2004), and removed the conditions for honey and propolis from Pacific Island
countries. The import conditions for honey and propolis from Pacific Island countries were



then have moved into a separate import health standard with more stringent veterinary
certification.

The purpose of the updated draft import health standard for specified bee products from all
countries is two-fold. Firstly, it lists all of the bee products and commodities containing
bee product ingredients which have been assessed by Biosecurity New Zealand against the
import risk analysis as posing a negligible risk. Secondly, it informs importers how they
can have composite products’ assessed on a case-by-case basis. It does not include any
products that would need veterinary certification and so the conditions in this draft import
health standard are not reliant on the disease status of the country.

When this import health standard is issued, permits will be used for composite products
that have been assessed on a case-by-case basis as posing a negligible risk because of the
way they are processed and packaged. This approach is preferable to using import health
standards, because the risks posed by these products are not high enough* to justify the
greater staffing demands necessary for the development of an import health standard rather
than an import permit. Since permits will not be issued for composite products that require
veterinary certification of country freedom from a disease’, they can be issued for a 12
month period.

3.2  The Lorimer’s Honey submission opposes the draft import health standard for the
importation of specified bee products from all countries, BEEPROIC.ALL, if the
products covered in this import health standard contain added sugar. The members
of the company state that it is the total sugar content that determines the products
attractiveness to bees.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Biosecurity New Zealand acknowledges that Lorimers’ Honey is correct that it is the
percentage of honey, pollen, royal jelly and sugar that makes a product attractive to bees.
However, given the variety and quantity of processed products that contain honey,
Biosecurity New Zealand needed to adopt a 2% threshold from the HortResearch
investigation on the attractiveness of honey sugar water. It was decided that this level

3 Defined as “A product which contains honey, pollen or royal jelly but is not classified by MAF as honey, pollen or
royal jelly (i.e. products that have less than 50 % of honey, pollen or royal jelly by weight or volume). Examples of
composite products include animal feeds, baked products, cosmetics, cereals, dressings, flavourings, jams, milk
products, nutritional supplements, liquors, non-alcoholic beverages, mead, medicines, mustards, sauces, tonics,
vinegars and wines.”

* The development of import health standards takes at least six months. Because Biosecurity New Zealand has more
requests for the development of import health standards than its resources, these requests are prioritised on an annual
basis and it may take several years for a request to be completed. The significant delays that would result if these
composite products required individual import health standards would be trade restrictive and would prevent
Biosecurity New Zealand officials from making more important biosecurity decisions.

> Note: If importers are interested in importing products which do not pose a negligible risk and require such
certification, they will need to apply for an import health standard to be developed.

10



would be feasible and that asking for permits all products containing any honey would be
impracticable.

Once the import health standard for specified bee products from all countries is issued,
importers will be required to send information about processed composite products
containing 2-50% honey to Biosecurity New Zealand for an assessment. The types of
processed products which contain honey are usually heat treated to levels that exceed those
in the Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk Analysis: Honey Bee Products (2004).
Biosecurity New Zealand will consider the sugar content of the composite products when
an assessment i1s made.

3.3  The Lorimer’s Honey submission points out that question 16 of the application form
at the appendix of the draft import health standard for the importation of specified
bee products from all countries, BEEPROIC.ALL has a drafting mistake and does
not make sense. The submission points out that this reinforces the fact that people
make mistakes, and that official veterinarians may also make similar errors when
signing export certificates resulting in the introduction of an exotic disease via
imported product.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Biosecurity New Zealand acknowledges the numbering error in the draft import health
standard and thanks the submitter for pointing that out, as this demonstrates the importance
of the review process. Governmental veterinary services that are recognised by the OIE
World Organisation for Animal Health® as having authority in the whole country for
implementing animal health measures and international veterinary certification process
take the signing of such certificates extremely seriously and have robust systems to ensure
appropriate review and auditing of export certification processes.

3.4  The Lorimer’s Honey submission expresses concerns that the public will see heat
treated bee products in New Zealand shops and try to import similar products that
have not undergone heat treatment and are not certified accordingly. The submission
suggests that a significant publicity campaign is required outlining that bee product
imports are illegal unless they have undergone specific risk management measures to
reduce disease risk and this campaign should be at the cost of the Government.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Commercial importers and the public already attempt to illegally import honey into New
Zealand, and MAF Quarantine Service seizes significant volumes of honey at the border.
Biosecurity New Zealand assumes that this will still be the case when Australian honey
can be imported into New Zealand. New Zealand’s border controls are the tightest in the
world, including passenger declaration forms, signs, 100% baggage x-raying, the detector
dog system and questioning by biosecurity inspectors at the border, and the system for

% The OIE World Organisation for Animal Health is the international standard setting body for animal health.
Information about the OIE and its terrestrial code (which covers honey bee pests and diseases) is available online at
http://www.oie.int/eng/en_index.htm
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3.5

3.6

notifying commercial importers of the current import health standards. Biosecurity New
Zealand already invests heavily in publicity about the risks of bringing personal
consignments of honey and communicating with commercial importers. Biosecurity New
Zealand is confident that these systems will continue to manage the risks posed by illegal
importation of honey by the general public and by commercial importers’.

The Lorimer’s Honey submission suggests that the model veterinary certificate for
bee products from Australia should have details of the origin of the product making
up the consignment in addition to the processing premises and registration number.

Biosecurity New Zealand response
Agreed. The state of origin will be added to the model certificate prior to the import health
standard being issued.

The Lorimer’s Honey Ltd submission states that there is insufficient interstate border
control to prevent bee products that have not undergone the required treatments
from crossing to Western Australia and then exported to New Zealand

Biosecurity New Zealand response
In 2001 the MAF Biosecurity Authority® was provided the following information from
Western Australia:

. There are natural barriers that restrict the natural drift of bees which could carry
European foulbrood into Western Australia. The environment (hot, lacking of water
and year-round nectar/pollen sources) prevents the establishment and migration of
feral colonies across the entire border between Western Australia and the eastern
states. This has been validated by surveys of both the northern border area with the
Northern Territory and the southern border area with South Australia, with no feral
colonies being found. Only the south-west area of Western Australia is suitable to
beekeeping. Although some bees are transported to the Kununurra area near the
border with the Northern Territory for pollination, 20% of the hives sent north are
inspected by the Department of Agriculture inspector for exotic diseases such as
European foulbrood.

. Since 1977 there have been legislation and border controls to prevent the
importation of bees, bee products and beekeeping equipment which could carry
European foulbrood into Western Australia. While Commonwealth Laws allow the
importation of honey and some hive products into Australia, all honey and hive
products can not be imported into Western Australia because the state legislation,
the Beekeepers Act 1963 overrides the Commonwealth laws and prohibits their
importation. Pasteurised honey’, refined beeswax and royal jelly may enter Western
Australia subject to risk assessment, health certification and, where appropriate,

¥ The section of MAF responsible for this biosecurity prior to the establishment of Biosecurity New Zealand in 2004.

? Pasteurisation involves heating the honey to a core temperature of 65°C for at least 8 hours.

12



3.7

laboratory testing. Foods or health products containing honey, pollen, royal jelly,
propolis and other hive products are restricted and subject to risk assessment prior
to entry to Western Australia. Unpasteurised honey, honeycomb, unprocessed
beeswax, pollen, bees, used hive equipment, used beekeeping appliances, queen
bees, queen cells, packages (live bees in a wooden box), or other hive products are
prohibited entry into Western Australia.

Signs alerting travellers that honey and associated products can not be brought into
Western Australia are in place at domestic and international airports. Detector dogs
are trained to find bees, honey and other hive products at all Western Australian
entry points. Dogs and X-ray machines are also used to detect illegal imports at all
post offices that receive overseas or interstate mail. Since the ban on imports of live
bees, honey products and equipment was introduced in 1977, none of these items
have been detected entering the State by post.

These natural border and imposed border controls were verified by Biosecurity New
Zealand during a technical tour in March 2006.

The Lorimer’s Honey submission asks for information about how Western Australia
has demonstrated area freedom for European foulbrood.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

The Western Australia Department of Agriculture submitted its freedom case to the
Biosecurity Authority in 2001'. This freedom case was judged against the general
requirements for zoning described in the OIE World Organisation for Animal Health
International Animal Health Code (2000)"".

These general requirements were that:

The boundary of the disease-free zone must be established by veterinary
administration and enforced by legislation.

There must be constant supervision to prevent honey bees from crossing the
boundaries of the state.

There must be control of movement of bee products into the state.

The state must maintain an effective veterinary organisation and infrastructure (in
the case of bees, a government-sanctioned apiculture programme).

' \nformation on the Western Australia European foulbrood freedom case is available online on at
http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/pests-diseases/animals/european-foulbrood/western-australia-case/supporting-

documents.htm

' OIE World Organisation for Animal Health is the international standard setting body for animal health. Information
about the OIE and its terrestrial code (which covers honey bee pests and diseases) is available online at
http://www.oie.int/eng/en_index.htm
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. The state must maintain adequate administrative and legal structures to carry out
required actions.

. The state’s veterinary administration must possess the necessary resources to
supervise the boundaries, maintain clinical and epidemiological surveillance, and
carry out necessary diagnostic tests for European foulbrood.

The Western Australia freedom case was also judged against the requirements for a
disease-free zone described in the OIE World Organisation for Animal Health Code
(2000). These requirements included:

. Official knowledge of the location of all apiaries.

. Immediate investigation of suspect outbreaks of European foulbrood.

. If necessary, a surveillance zone separating the state from the rest of the country.
. Importation of honey bees and bee products only under strict controls.

When the Western Australia European foulbrood freedom case was analysed in 2001, two
issues were outstanding.

The first issue involved the low sensitivity of one of the methods used by Western
Australia to detect the bacteria causing European foulbrood Melissococcus pluton, the
Honey Culture Test, but this issue was dismissed by Biosecurity New Zealand for the
following reasons.

. New Zealand also uses the Honey Culture Test to detect European foulbrood;

. Only 5% of Western Australia’s testing system relies on the Honey Culture Test'?;
and

. Western Australia’s surveillance system was considered in the 2001 review to be

superior to that used in New Zealand to detect European foulbrood’.

12 Analysis of the information submitted by Western Australia on their testing for European foulbrood from 1991-
2000 shows that the use of the Honey Culture Test is insignificant. Only 4% of the European foulbrood tests involved
the Honey Culture Test. 5% of the testing involved culturing brood and 92% of the European foulbrood testing
involved visual inspection.

13 The WA surveillance system for EFB is similar to the New Zealand system in respect to passive surveillance.
However, the WA system includes random hive inspections by qualified personnel for the presence of EFB. These
trained inspectors may be better able to detect EFB than most beekeepers, especially given the similarity between
halfmoon disease (an innocuous syndrome which disappears after requeening) and EFB. WA also maintains sentinel
hives in at-risk ports. This, together with the use of qualified personnel to inspect for EFB, means that the WA system
may be more likely to detect the presence of EFB than the surveillance system currently in use in New Zealand, which
does not have these elements. (Retrieved online from (http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/pests-

diseases/animals/european-foulbrood/western-australia-case/summary-of-wa-case.htm)
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The second more major issue concerned the importation into Western Australia of heat
treated honey. Western Australia’s requirement for heat treatment of honey was based on
Wootton et al (1981)'* demonstration that heating to 60 degrees Celsius for 8 hours
deactivates M. pluton in honey. In 2001, the Biosecurity Authority was uncertain whether
this heat treatment provided an appropriate degree of protection and commissioned two
pieces of research to address its uncertainty. These investigations'> demonstrated that the
importation into Western Australia of heat-treated honey posed a negligible risk.

3.8  The Lorimer’s Honey submission requests details of the Western Australia exotic
disease response system.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Responses to exotic diseases in all states and territories of Australia are covered under the
Australia Veterinary Emergency Plan, AUSVETPLAN'®. The AUSVETPLAN, Disease
Strategy Bee Diseases and Pests (Version 3.0 2004) deals specifically with honey bees,
and lists the following bee pests and diseases as emergency animal diseases: tropilaclaps
mite (Tropilaelaps clareae); varroa mite (Varroa destructor); braula fly (Braula coeca);
trachael mite (Acarapis woodi); Asian bees (Apis cerana; A. dorsata; A. florea);
Africanised bees (Apis mellifera scutellata) and other species of bees that might transmit
bee diseases (Apis adrenformis; A. laboiosa; A. koschevnikovi; A. nigrocincta; A.
nuluensis; A. mellifera capsensis and Bombus spp of bumblebees).

3.9  The Lorimer’s Honey submission questions the knowledge regarding bee diseases and
risk management measures of official veterinarians who would sign export
certificates for Australian bee products.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Australia operates an equivalent system to that operating in New Zealand. Neither the New
Zealand nor the Australian system requires the signing official to be an expert in bee
diseases or risk management measures. These officials sign on behalf of the governmental
veterinary services as part of a strictly controlled and audited system.

' Wootton, M., Hornitzky, M. Ryland L.(1981) Thermal Destruction of Streptococcus-Pluton in Australian Honeys
and Its Effect on Honey Quality. Journal of Apicultural Research, 20, 115-120.

' The first investigation involved trials over a wider range of temperatures than the Wootton et al (1981). This
research applied a first order kinetic model to the data assuming a linear relationship between the logarithm of the
number of survivors and time. The second investigation by Cox and Domijan (2004)"° involved predictive
mathematical modeling and confirmed that European foulbrood would be killed at the range of time-temperature
parameters listed in the import risk analysis and subsequent draft import health standard for bee products from
Australia. The heating requirements required by Western Australia for imported honey exceed those determined by
these investigations.

'® AUSVETPLAN has been developed and agreed by the Australian national, state and territory governments and
relevant livestock industries to ensure that a prompt, efficient and effective response can be implemented with
minimal delay. AUSVETPLAN provides a comprehensive package that sets out the agreed roles, responsibilities,
coordination arrangements, financial arrangements (where applicable), policies (based on detailed technical support)
and procedures that will be followed by all agencies in any emergency animal disease response. AUSVETPLAN,
Disease Strategy Bee Diseases and Pests Version 3.0 2004 is available online at
http://www.animalhealthaustralia.com.au/programs/eadp/ausvetplan_home.cfm.
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3.10

3.11

. In Australia, a state or territory government apiary officer (experienced in the
diagnosis of bee diseases and risk management measures) provides eligibility
documentation for the federal government Australian Quarantine and Inspection
Service official veterinarian or certifying officer.

. In New Zealand, a government approved AgriQuality Ltd'” apiary officer
experienced in the diagnosis of bee diseases and risk management measures
provides eligibility documentation for the New Zealand Food Safety Authority
Verification Authority official veterinarian. Biosecurity New Zealand officials in
Biosecurity New Zealand are aware of any changes to disease status for each
country and notify AgriQuality Ltd and the Verification Authority'® of changes to
this disease status through the modification or revocation of the import health
standards.

In both cases, it is an apiary officer who is experienced in apiculture who provides the
information about the presence or absence of bee diseases. The official veterinarian or
certifying officer does not need to be experienced in the diagnosis of bee diseases, but does
need to be aware of the country’s official disease status.

The Lorimer’s Honey submission requests information about the type of surveillance
programme that would be used to show that an area is free from a disease or pest and
how this system would be audited.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Biosecurity New Zealand does not have a standard policy for reviewing a surveillance
programme. This is a complex assessment that requires Biosecurity New Zealand to make
a judgment about the level of protection that is appropriate in a particular situation. As
stated in response 3.7, Western Australia’s European foulbrood freedom case was assessed
by Biosecurity New Zealand against the general requirements for zoning described in the
OIE World Organisation for Animal Health International Animal Health Code (2000).

The Lorimer’s Honey submission points out that Biosecurity New Zealand has
admitted that heat treatment does not kill all European foulbrood spores and also the
minimum infective dose is not known. Therefore, allowing product to be imported
which may have live bacteria is not acceptable.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

The risk mitigation measures recommended for bee products are consistent with measures
applied to trade in other products that could affect New Zealand’s other primary industries
such as dairy and meat.

'” The Government agency authorised by Biosecurity New Zealand under the Biosecurity Act 1993 to oversee
surveillance and to provide eligibility documentation for export certification for honey bees, bee genetic material and
bee products.

'8 The Verification Agency is part of MAF Biosecurity New Zealand New Zealand Food Safety Authority.
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3.12 The Lorimer’s Honey submission questions why irradiation is considered an option
for imported product when it is not an option for New Zealand product.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Although irradiation is considered to address biosecurity concerns in imported bee
products, permitting irradiated food to be imported into New Zealand or not is a food
safety issue, and is therefore the responsibility of New Zealand Food Safety Authority.

However, Biosecurity New Zealand is aware that the irradiation of food is subject to the
Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code. Standard 1.5.3 Irradiation of Food which
prohibits irradiation of food unless specific permission is given. The draft import health
standards have two clauses to inform importers that there may be additional regulations
relating to food safety. The first clause is clause 2.1 which states that:

Commercial consignments of products imported into New Zealand for human
consumption must comply with the Food Act 1981. These requirements are
independent of the import health standard requirements and are managed by
the New Zealand Food Safety Authority (NZFSA). Importers are advised to
consult the NZFSA website: www.nzfsa.govt.nz/imported-food/index.htm or
contact the NZFSA.

The second clause is note 4 following clause 7.3 which states that:

Irradiated foods intended for human consumption are not eligible for import
into New Zealand unless they have been through a pre-market safety
assessment process conducted by the Food Safety Association of New
Zealand. Further information is available from the New Zealand Food Safety
Authority website at http://www.nzfsa.govt.nz/consumers/food-safety-
topics/food-processing-labelling/food-irradiation/index.htm.

This note explains the need for a pre-market safety assessment and if importers look at the
website link they will see that bee products are not listed as one of the irradiated foods
eligible for import into New Zealand. Honey bee products incorporated into medicines and
nutriceuticals, such as pollen capsules, are not defined as foods and may be eligible for
import. Importers should contact the New Zealand Food Safety Authority to check the
eligibility status of any bee products as this status may change.

3.13 The Lorimer’s Honey submission asks whether irradiation penetrates to the core of a
honey container.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

As stated in 3.12, irradiated honey is not eligible for import into New Zealand at this point
in time because of food standards. If in the future, honey irradiated in Australia was to be
eligible for import, Biosecurity New Zealand, New Zealand Food Safety Authority,
Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service, the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries,
and Forestry, and the Food Standards Australia New Zealand would negotiate a protocol
that ensured that the minimum level of irradiation of a honey container was that
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3.14

3.15

recommended in the Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk Analysis: Honey Bee Products
(2004) to mitigate the risk of European Foulbrood.

The Lorimer’s Honey submission argues that clinical symptoms of American
foulbrood can show up from 21 days and that the 12 month requirement for
inspection is too long. As New Zealand beekeepers are required to report American
foulbrood within 7 days of finding clinical symptoms, the two requirements for
American foulbrood are not equivalent.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

The risk management measures recommended in the Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk
Analysis: Honey Bee Products (2004) are designed to ensure that the level of spores in
imported honey is not significantly greater than that in New Zealand produced honey, in
order to be compliant with the World Trade Organisation Sanitary and Phytosanitary
Agreement"’.

Certification that the honey was not derived from hives known or suspected to be clinically
affected by American foulbrood on an annual inspection is considered to provide a level of
protection that is broadly equivalent to that achieved by the New Zealand American
Foulbrood National Pest Management Strategy.

American foulbrood is an endemic disease in New Zealand, and the New Zealand
American Foulbrood National Pest Management Strategy legislated through the
Biosecurity (National American Foulbrood Pest Management Strategy) Order 1998 is
focused on transmission from hive to hive rather than transmission through commercially
packed honey. This is reflected in the absence of any requirement in the Biosecurity
(National American Foulbrood Pest Management Strategy) Order 1998 for beekeepers to
check the American foulbrood status of hives at the time of honey harvesting, or for
commercially traded honey to contain less than a minimum level of spores.

The Lorimer’s Honey submission states that feeding of oxytetracycline to control
European foulbrood will mask the symptoms of American foulbrood and asks that a
declaration about oxytetracycline is added to the veterinary certificate to ensure that
the honey does not contain residues and to prevent contamination of the honey with
high levels of American foulbrood spores.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

Biosecurity New Zealand considers that the level of American foulbrood spores in honey
will be, broadly speaking, proportional to the level of clinical disease in the hive.
Therefore, hives that have a low level of clinical disease can be considered to have a low

? Information about the World Trade Organisation Sanitary and Phytosanitary Agreement is available online at
http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/strategy-and-consultation/strategy/international-agreements/sanitary-and-

phytosanitary-sps-agreement

2% The Biosecurity (National American Foulbrood Pest Management Strategy) Order 1998 is available online at
http://www.knowledge-basket.co.nz/regs/regs/text/1998/1998260.txt
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3.16

3.17

3.18

level of spores in any products, regardless of how that low level of signs is achieved, and
having a declaration about oxytetracycline cannot be justified from a biosecurity
perspective.

The Lorimer’s Honey submission questions whether there are different strains of
American foulbrood in Australia.

Biosecurity New Zealand response
This issue is discussed on page 58 of the Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk Analysis:
Honey Bee Products (2004) where it is stated that ‘there are no reports of strains of P. I.
larvae with differing pathogenicity’.

The Lorimer’s Honey submission asks for the reference proving that 120 degrees C
for 24 hours is sufficient to kill American foulbrood spores.

Biosecurity New Zealand response
The reference is provided in the Biosecurity New Zealand Import Risk Analysis: Honey
Bee Products (2004) (cited on page 63, listed on page 66).

The Lorimer’s Honey submission requests more information about surveillance and
reporting systems to detect small hive beetle and bee louse in the states in which these
pests are exotic.

Biosecurity New Zealand response

All states and territories of Australia have surveillance systems present to detect the
presence of exotic bees and parasites, small hive beetle and bee louse: the National
Sentinel Hive Programme which involves the inspection of sentinel hives in at least 27
seaports and log traps quarterly for varroa, tropilaclaps and tracheal mites, and Apis
cerana, respectively’'; and passive surveillance where beekeepers are required to notify
the presence of notifiable diseases. In addition, there are AQIS inspections of vessels and
cargo at ports upon arrival. The states and territories that have been recognised as free
from small hive beetle and bee louse by Biosecurity New Zealand®” all have this pest listed
as notifiable and beekeepers are required to report the presence of these pests or suspected
presence of these pests either immediately, within 12 hours, or within 24 hours. Failure to
report small hive beetle and bee louse in each of these states and territories carries strict

*! The absence of Asian honeybees, and varroa, tracheal, and tropilaclap mites are confirmed by lo