MAF BIOSECURITY NEW ZEALAND

PEST MANAGEMENT PROPOSED

NATIONAL PLAN OF ACTION
2010-2035




DISCLAIMER

Every effort has been made to ensure the information in this document is accurate.

The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) does not accept any responsibility or liability whatsoever
for any error of fact, omission, interpretation or opinion that may be present, however it may have
occurred.

The proposals in this paper are for consultation purposes and do not necessarily represent agreed
Government policy.

Requests for further copies should be directed to:
Jane Bowden

Strategy and Transformation

MAF Biosecurity New Zealand

PO Box 2526

WELLINGTON

Email: jane.bowden@maf.govt.nz

ISBN 978-0-478-36321-0 (print)
ISBN 978-0-478-36322-7 (online)

ISSN 1179-5859 (print)
ISSN 1179-5867 (online)
© Crown Copyright — Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 2010

Published: June 2010



Pest Management Proposed
National Plan of Action
2010-2035

MAF Biosecurity New Zealand Discussion Paper
No. 2010/01

ISBN 978-0-478-36321-0 (print)
ISBN 978-0-478-36322-7 (online)

ISSN 1179-5859 (print)
ISSN 1179-5867 (online)

June 2010



Contents

Executive summary

Part 1 — Introduction

Purpose of paper

Feedback required

Context

Background

The five issues we are trying to solve

Part 2 — Proposed National Plan of Action for Pest Management in New Zealand

Outcomes

Principles

Key characteristics

Proposed changes

1 Clear roles and accountabilities

2 Improved and simplified processes
3 Better and more accessible tools

4 Acting collectively

Programme of change
Review
Glossary

Appendix 1 — Determining who is best placed to decide on pest management
programmes

03NN W

10

10
12
13
15
16
24
29
32

35

36

39

40




List of tables

Table 1: Proposed pest-management system outcomes

Table 2: Principles for future pest-management systems

Table 3: Pest management systems — key characteristics

Table 4: Default lead intervention decision-maker roles for pests in the marine environment

Table 5: Proposed programme for implementing this plan of action

List of figures

Figure 1: Structure of the discussion document

Figure 2: Overview of proposed pest management changes

Figure 3: Changes for clear roles and accountabilities

Figure 4: Changes involved in simplifying and improving pest management processes

Figure 5: Changes to improve pest management practice with better tools, methods and
information
Figure 6: Changes for collective pest management action

11
12
14

37

15
16
24

29
32




Executive summary

The purpose of this proposed plan of action is to make it easier for everyone involved in pest
management in New Zealand to act collectively in New Zealand’s best interests.

Established pests cause significant impacts on New Zealand’s economy, environment and human
health. The direct output losses caused by pest impacts on primary production have been estimated at
$1.15 billion per year. There are additional environmental and socio-cultural impacts that are difficult
to estimate. Even small improvements in pest management systems can lead to large financial savings
or reduced impacts on biosecurity outcomes.

Pest management is therefore a vital part of sustaining New Zealand’s natural advantage. As an island
nation, we have been fortunate to be able to exclude many of the weeds, animal pests and diseases that
trouble other places in the world. Some of the organisms that have crossed our borders, however,
cause great losses environmentally, socially, culturally and economically. The activities of control,
eradication and adaptation absorb a significant proportion of our collective wealth, and some impacts
we just have to live with.

In 2008, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) and regional councils commissioned separate
reports' on the future of pest management in New Zealand to assess whether current systems are fit for
purpose for the challenges ahead. The reports found that, although pest management in New Zealand
is well advanced, it needs further fine tuning and strengthening.

The reports identified five key areas for improvement:

1. There is a lack of clarity in pest management roles and accountabilities.

2. Crown obligations as a “good neighbour” landowner do not match those of other parties.
3. The legislation underpinning pest management activities is outdated.

4. Physical control and pest management monitoring tools are insufficient for future needs.
5. Collective action and participation in pest management is insufficient.

Key agencies, industry and Maori have been working together to address these issues. This proposed
plan of action summarises the changes needed to make pest management systems fit for purpose for
the next 25 years. The plan does not seek to resolve all the issues in pest management, but rather
create the conditions for future success. Over two years, many ideas have been examined and solutions
developed, but only the vital few that would make a real difference are presented here.

The plan of action provides a framework for describing what we are trying to achieve, and proposes
improvements to reach that ideal future state.

The Government has already made two key decisions that are not being consulted on further. These
decisions are: requiring Crown landowners to meet good neighbour obligations in regional pest
management strategies, and providing for the development of national policy direction. Although these
decisions are discussed in the plan of action, we are seeking comments only on the content of the
national policy direction.

The key proposed changes in the plan of action can be grouped into four themes:
1. Clear roles and accountabilities.

2. Improved and simplified processes.

3. Better and more accessible tools.
4

Acting collectively.

1 Think piece on the future of Pest Management in New Zealand LECG and John Hellstrom 3 October 2008, and The future of pest
management in New Zealand: a think piece Enfocus August 2008.
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1 Clear roles and accountabilities

It is proposed that policy agreement is established and, where necessary, the Biosecurity Act 1993 is
amended to provide:

e a clear purpose for pest management in the biosecurity system;

e for Crown landowners to meet their obligations in regional pest management strategies, once these
align with the national policy direction;

specified functions for MAF and regional councils;

clarity on roles in pest management for marine environments;

a way to assign lead accountability for a pest issue to an agency where accountability is unclear;
provide for advisory committees, including a Maori advisory committee.

As discussed above, the Crown has agreed to meet good neighbour obligations in regional pest
management strategies for pests on its land, once these align with national policy direction (to be
issued in 2011).

Further future work is proposed to comprehensively review the effect of a suite of Acts that control the
operation of pest management systems in New Zealand.

Taken together, these changes increase incentives for action, which will result in cost savings and
effectiveness gains through avoiding pest impacts. In the past, pests and weeds, such as rabbits and
wilding pines, have multiplied as institutions and industry have argued about who should pay to
control them. Clear roles could reduce or eliminate “buck passing” behaviours and non-decisions.

A Maori advisory committee would add value across biosecurity systems in New Zealand, by
providing advice and assistance to MAF on Maori issues in pest management. Such a body would help
to resolve the current lack of capacity of tangata whenua to engage and realise their cultural and
economic interests.

2 Improved and simplified processes
It is proposed that pest management processes are streamlined by:

e simplifying pest management strategy2 processes and making them more flexible;
e creating appropriate consistency in key aspects of pest management;
e creating a shared approach for measuring results.

Reducing the barriers to establishing regulatory tools for managing pests, and the legal ability to
control vectors, such as slow-moving domestic barges, that spread pests would mean that the right
pests and pathways will be managed in the right ways. Long-term optimisation would become possible
once the performance of pest management systems and individual programmes can be measured.
Given the magnitude of pest issues in New Zealand, even small gains could yield millions of dollars in
savings or efficiency gains, and even more in the benefits from reduced pest impacts.

3 Better and more accessible tools

It is proposed that overall practice in pest management is improved by helping all participants to
achieve their objectives. This would be done by:

e developing integrated biosecurity toolbox management capability;
e capability building for effective tangata whenua engagement, both for tangata whenua and for pest
management agencies.

2\\ith a change of name to “pest management plans” to better reflect their rule-making effects.
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Pooling expertise of agencies, industries, tangata whenua and others to document and apply current
pest management best practice could significantly increase value for money across the biosecurity
system. For example, ensuring general application of best practice would avoid high financial costs
and, in some cases, irreversible environmental consequences, that would result if poor practice by
some resulted in access to critical tools being lost by all.

Pest management best practice reduces the risk of knowledge and tools being lost, and accelerated tool
development gives wider pest management options for the future. The ready availability of
authoritative information on pests and biosecurity interventions would have similar benefits, and reach
further into the community.

Reducing duplication in tool development, and improving programme alignment, would see financial
savings across the biosecurity system.

Increasing the capability for tangata whenua engagement would allow the Crown Treaty partner to
become effective in pest management processes. Increasing this capability would also allow traditional
knowledge to be applied to the benefit of all parties involved in pest management.

4 Acting collectively

It is proposed that capacity for collective action is enhanced by:

promoting leadership for engagement and co-operation;

promoting partnerships;

improving support for collective action;

using a collective approach for national pest management programmes.

Whatever changes are made to the law, processes or practices, it is people, and their attitudes to pest
management, who will determine what actually gets done.

Effective leadership perceives gaps and ambiguity as reasons to act rather than as excuses for inaction.

Partnerships are often the only way to achieve results for the overlapping interests and shared
outcomes in pest management.

Increasing participant’s pest management expertise and readiness to engage in collective action would
allow these more effective models to emerge and encourage participation. By reviewing national pest
management programmes under the new model, changes in approach would be reinforced, and
thinking about collective action would be stimulated.

Summary of responses to the initial issues
In summary, the plan of action proposes the following responses to the issues originally identified.

1. Lack of clarity Functions specified in law, Minister to determine lead accountability in
complex cases, and an interim policy for roles in the marine environment.

2. Crown obligations The Crown will meet its obligations as a good neighbour, once regional
pest management strategies align with national policy direction.

3. Outdated legislation = Proposed changes to be included within an amendment to the Biosecurity
Act, and a comprehensive legal review to follow.

4. Physical control and  Integrated toolbox management supporting information access,

monitoring tools accelerated tool development, best practice, better informed research
insufficient and development priorities, and technology transfer processes.
5. Collective action Leadership for engagement, shared governance, process barriers reduced,

funding differences resolved, partnerships promoted, Government-
Industry Agreements to be explored.
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The actions within the proposed plan of action may not result in immediate sweeping changes to the
way things are done, but they would have a big long-term impact on pest management in
New Zealand.
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Part 1 - Introduction

Purpose of paper

The purpose of this discussion paper is to seek feedback on the proposed national plan of action for
pest management in New Zealand. The plan of action identifies key changes required to ensure pest
management systems in New Zealand are fit for purpose for the next 25 years.

The discussion paper is in two parts, as shown in Figure 1. Part 1 explains the background to the plan
of action and the five key issues the project was established to solve.

Part 2 sets out the plan of action, including proposed changes for adoption by national and regional
government and stakeholder partners. Fit-for-purpose systems can minimise adverse effects and ensure
better returns from our investments in dealing with harmful organisms. Even small improvements in
pest management systems can lead to large financial savings or reduced impacts on biosecurity
outcomes.

Figure 1: Structure of the discussion document

Part 2 - The Plan
of Action
Part 1 - The
Background

Long-term design
base

\
\
\
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Feedback invited

MATF invites feedback from interested parties on the proposed national plan of action by 23 July 2010.
Questions are provided throughout the document to guide feedback, however these should not be seen
as limiting.

Postal address: Future of Pest Management
Pest Management Group
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry
PO Box 2526
WELLINGTON 6140

Email address: fopm@maf.govt.nz

Submissions are public information and may be the subject of requests under the Official Information
Act 1982. If you consider that any or all of the information in your submission should be treated as
confidential or commercially sensitive, please state this clearly in your submission. Any decision to
withhold information under the Official Information Act may be reviewed by the Ombudsman.

Submitters are asked to include the following information in their submissions:

the title of this discussion paper;

your name and title;

your organisation’s name (if applicable);

your address and contact details (e.g. phone, fax and email); and
the number(s) of the section / question you are commenting on.

The plan of action will be revised based on submissions received. Any comments on the proposals for
legislative change will be fed into the law-drafting process before the Biosecurity Amendment Bill is
introduced. Further public comment on legislative changes will be possible as the Biosecurity
Amendment Bill passes through select committee.

Central and regional government chief executives (through the Biosecurity Central Regional
Government Forum) will consider the revised plan of action, before the final plan is considered by the
Government for adoption.

Context

MAF has been working with other government agencies, regional councils, industry and tangata
whenua affected by pests or involved in their control, to address the issues identified by the two
reports: Think piece on the future of Pest Management in New Zealand by LECG and John Hellstrom
for MAF and The future of pest management in New Zealand by Enfocus for Local Government New
Zealand. The outcome of this work is captured in this discussion paper.

The scope of this work includes all systems that have been developed to manage pests established on
New Zealand lands, in lakes, rivers and streams and in the sea to the 12 nautical mile limit.

The work looks at the pest management systems themselves to identify the critical changes needed for
the challenges of the future, rather than trying to resolve the issues surrounding particular pests.

The review does not include border biosecurity or incursion response, but does consider these with the
interaction of systems for established pests. Where it makes sense for solutions to apply across the
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biosecurity system, rather than specifically for pest management, the plan of action recommends that
this happens.

Background

Established pests cause significant impacts to New Zealand's economy, environment, and human
health. The output losses caused by pest impacts on primary production are estimated at $1.15 billion
per year, with additional environmental and socio-cultural impacts that are difficult to estimate. Also,
Government agencies and other participants in the biosecurity system spend $719 million to prevent
pests and diseases entering New Zealand and managing their impacts once they are here.

Over the last two decades, significant changes have occurred to the way the biosecurity system is
organised, most recently with the 2003 Biosecurity Strategy, which have changed how biosecurity
responsibilities are co-ordinated. However, there has been no conscious design of the pest
management system to ensure it is achieving the most effective and efficient pest management.

Slow responses, poor co-ordination and ineffective or inefficient practices in pest management will
increase the losses identified above. Under current systems, pests are not always managed in the best
way. In other words:

some pest management is not happening when it should,
some pest management is happening when it should not;
some pest management is not as effective as it could be;
some costs are not fairly distributed.

In 2008, MAF and regional councils commissioned the two reports on the future of pest management
in New Zealand mentioned above. Together, the two reports identified that pest management in New
Zealand is at the forefront of global pest management practice. The reports also identified a clear need
to strengthen the system under which pest management operates and, in particular, the following five
key areas for improvement.

1. There is a lack of clarity in pest management roles and accountabilities.

2. Crown obligations as a “good neighbour” landowner do not match those of other parties.
3. The legislation underpinning pest management activities is outdated.

4. Physical control and pest management monitoring tools are insufficient for future needs.
5. Collective action and participation in pest management is insufficient.

These issues are discussed further below.

Pest Management Proposed National Plan of Action 2010-2035 7



The five issues we are trying to solve

1 Lack of clarity in pest management roles and accountabilities

Pest management roles and accountabilities can be found in several statutes. As a consequence, the
many players involved in pest management have differing expectations about who is meant to be
responsible for what. Roles tend to be determined on a relatively ad hoc case-by-case basis.

Some agency roles are clear, others are not, and some may not be understood or accepted. It is often
unclear when central government, regional government or private interests should take the lead in a
pest management situation. Pest management roles and responsibilities are even less clear in aquatic
environments than on land.

2 Crown obligations as a “good neighbour” landowner do not match those of other parties

Regional pest management strategies usually include rules that require occupiers to manage specified
pests on their land to prevent their spread. Unlike other landowners, the Crown is not required to meet
these rules, unless it chooses to be bound. This can undermine the effectiveness of regional pest
management strategies and participation from other landowners, particularly since the Crown is the
largest landowner in many regions. This situation has caused escalating tensions between Crown
agencies, regional councils and landowners over many years.

Agencies managing Crown land meet some, but not all, of the obligations that affect other landowners
and occupiers. Currently, the Government voluntarily allocates $4.2 million a year between the
Department of Conservation and Land Information New Zealand for this purpose.

3 The legislation underpinning pest management activities is outdated

The Biosecurity Act provides for national and regional pest management strategies to be established.
These tools provide a mechanism for communities to agree on the control of pests, or sites and
pathways where such pests might be prevalent, that are important to them. The strategies balance
property rights by setting rules that specify rights and obligations of those parties to which they apply.

However, there is a lack of flexibility in the process for developing and reviewing pest management
strategies and little ability to manage the movement of risk goods and craft within New Zealand.

In addition, the Biosecurity Act provides a menu of tools for pest management, without providing any
requirements for parties to use them. This means it is unclear who should be accountable for a pest
issue, and this causes delays in decision making.

In addition, there are other statutes where the interface with the Biosecurity Act causes problems, for
example:

e The Wild Animal Control Act 1977 and Freshwater Fisheries Regulations 1983 have the tools to
manage national programmes, but are poorly integrated with Biosecurity Act provisions.

e Protected areas law does not provide tools for managing pests in buffers, seed sources, pathways
and vectors outside protected places.

4 Physical control and pest management monitoring tools are insufficient for future needs

The effective management of pests is currently limited by the pest control tools available. The

availability of pest control tools may decrease over time if not carefully managed because:

e members of the public may become increasingly opposed to the use of some tools or their methods
of application;

e the regulatory barriers to importing or registering new tools (for example, chemicals and
biological control agents) mean it is uneconomic for manufacturers of these tools to enter the New
Zealand market, given its small size.
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The “toolbox” for pest management is fragmented across many organisations, and information is often
inaccessible, duplicated or conflicting. Inaccurate and incomplete standards, and poor use of pest
management tools, can undermine acceptability of, and access to, these tools, and can increase costs
for all organisations.

There is no clear picture of whether pest management programmes are meeting their desired
outcomes, at either the national or local scale, because monitoring and reporting systems are patchy.
There is also difficulty in measuring the overall performance of pest management systems in New
Zealand.

5 Collective action and participation in pest management is insufficient

Effective pest management can occur where parties band together and take collective action. However,
there are many barriers preventing sufficient collective action from occurring in New Zealand.

For private parties, these barriers include a lack of information, lack of access to resources in the long
term, a high dependency on voluntary work and free-riders that benefit from the action but do not
contribute.

The barriers to collective action between agencies are that they have differing drivers and objectives,
and there are problems in agreeing roles and accountabilities, and who should fund what.

Pest Management Proposed National Plan of Action 2010-2035 9



Part 2 - Proposed National Plan of Action for Pest Management in
New Zealand

This part of the document outlines the proposed national plan of action itself. Once changes are made
to reflect the outcomes of consultation, this part of the document will be submitted for approval by
national and regional government and key biosecurity partners. It has two sections: the first outlines
outcomes, principles and key characteristics for an effective pest management system. The second
section proposes changes required to achieve the new pest management system in the future.

Outcomes

Pest management is an activity that contributes to economic, social, environmental and cultural
outcomes. Having a clear collective understanding of the outcomes sought will allow pest
management agencies to better align their activities. It will also help these agencies identify how
activities contribute to shared outcomes and for robust performance measurement systems to be
developed.

Pest management system outcomes are set out in Table 1. The definition of these outcomes acts as the
base for this plan of action, and is proposed as the starting point for a formal policy framework for,
and for measuring results across, pest management in New Zealand. Pest management agencies can
use the outcomes to better align, co-ordinate and measure effectiveness of their work.

It is not intended that this framework replaces measurement systems already in place. Rather, the
outcomes framework would have indicators and measures designed so that pest management agencies,
regional councils and others can provide MAF with the necessary information without unnecessary
difficulty or expense.

Using these indicators to measure system performance would allow MAF and regional councils to
give effect to their oversight and leadership roles. The framework would allow other participants to
measure their contribution to whole of New Zealand and regional pest management outcomes. These
measures could assist organisations in developing more targeted and cost-effective pest control tools
and processes.

10 Pest Management Proposed National Plan of Action 2010-2035



Table 1: Proposed pest management system outcomes

Whole of New | Economic strength Healthy environment | Healthy New Zealanders Cultural identity
Zealand Increased Economic Our natural and Human health Healthy and rewarding Protection of Maori biologically based
outcomes that o L . . : )
biosecurity trade and opportunities, hlstor[cal heritage, the anq wellbelng are | lifestyles, freedom and respect econ_omlc.and cu_IturaI resources — the
h market growth and integrity of ecosystems | optimised. for cultural expression, and relationship of Maori and their culture
contributes to . . ) " . )
along with access for pro§perlty are and the character of enjoyment of the recreational and tradltllons Wlth. their ancestral Iangs,
. our maintained and New Zealand value of the natural waters, sites, wahi tapu, and taonga is

other inputs . o

products. enhanced. landscapes are environment. maintained and enhanced.

protected and
enhanced.

Overall pest A. Pest management — unwanted damage caused by harmful organisms that have B. Public participation - New Zealanders are active,
management established in New Zealand is prevented or reduced informed and supportive participants in the
outcomes biosecurity system

Preventing Reducing Eliminating or | Controlling the | Protecting Awareness — Participation - | Support -
Pest establishment - | spread on rolling back - harmful values in improved increased support and
management potentially pathways —the | harmful organism —the | places - the understanding by | participation by | tolerance for
intermediate harmful spread of organisms are density of damage caused | all New Zealanders | all New pest-
outcomes organisms harmful eliminated or harmful by harmful of biosecurity risks | Zealanders in management

present in New organisms is their distribution | organisms is organisms in and management | pest- programmes

Zealand have not | reduced on is reduced over | maintained ata | places is activities. management and tools

become pests. domestic time. level where reduced or activities. increases.

pathways. impacts are prevented.
manageable.
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Principles

The proposed principles for future pest management systems are set out in Table 2. It is proposed that these principles be adopted as formal policy across pest
management systems, to guide central and regional government in their decision making. They may also be adopted by other agencies, associations and
individuals as part of their commitment as responsible partners in pest management action.

Table 2: Principles for future pest management systems

Results of decision making Process of decision-making Effectiveness
1. Decisions will aim to provide the best overall 5. Decisions will be made by those best placed to 10.  Transitions will occur in a way to ensure pests are
outcome for New Zealand’s economy, society, do so. managed effectively through the transition period.

environment and health. 6.  The decision-making process will include those 11.  The system supports continuous improvement,

2. Decisions will ensure that the distribution of costs whose accountabilities are affected. learning and innovation.
and benefits across society is efficient and

equitable 7. Participants understand who is responsible and 12.  Decisions will be informed by the best information

the processes used to make decisions. available at the time and uncertainty will not
3. All'landowners will meet their obligations as good 8 prevent or delay a decision.

neighbours. Decisions will be timely, transparent and

communicated to those affected. 13.  Where the impacts of not intervening are likely to
be irreversible, there is a stronger case for
intervention even when benefits only marginally
outweigh costs.

4. Decisions will respect the unique relationship 9

between the Crown and tangata whenua, Decision making will take into account tikanga

Maori, kaitiakitanga and rangatiratanga of tangata
whenua.

Question 1 a) The outcomes and principles will be used to guide decisions in pest management. Do you consider that these are appropriate outcomes and
principles? If not, why not, and how should they be amended and why?
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Key characteristics

By identifying the key characteristics that make pest management systems successful, proposals for change would be able to be transparently assessed.
Analysis suggests that pest management systems should be effective, adaptive, focused on outcomes and based on strong relationships.

The key characteristics sought in future pest management systems are presented in Table 3. The characteristics have been used to guide development of the
proposed changes and will be put to Cabinet and the Biosecurity Central Regional Government Forum for adoption as policy for guiding future development
of pest management systems, and evaluating the success of the proposed changes.

The key characteristics were used in case study testing of the proposals for improvement as they were being developed. This case study testing allowed a gap
analysis to be completed and the changes to be evaluated. Case studies were undertaken on:

rabbit and land management;
marine pest management;
leptospirosis management;
broom management;

didymo containment;

wilding pine management;
wilding kiwifruit management;
bovine tuberculosis.

The results of some of the case studies are presented in text boxes in the sections that follow.

Question 1 b) The key characteristics will help identify whether the proposed changes to the pest management system are successful and guide future
system improvements. Are there any additional characteristics that could help identify whether the changes are successful?

Pest Management Proposed National Plan of Action 2010-2035 13




Table 3: Pest management systems — key characteristics

A: Aligned to outcomes

B: Adaptive

C: Effective

D: Strong relationships

Key characteristic

Participants understand the impacts of
pests on outcomes, and design pest
management activities to achieve the
outcomes in the most effective ways.

Pest management systems identify and respond
to emerging changes in risk or management
opportunities at all levels and in a timely way.

Pest management approaches and systems
make the best use of available resources.

New Zealanders are active, informed,
supportive, and supported, participants
in pest management systems.

Why this
characteristic is
important

Pest management is not an end in itself
but is done to help achieve a range of
outcomes valued by New Zealanders
(economic, social, environmental, health,
cultural). Action from the top to the bottom
needs to be transparently aligned to
agreed outcomes. Similarly, action across
different parts of the pest system needs to
be harmonised, both for alignment
between intermediate outcomes and
between separate parts working for the
same outcomes.

New Zealand faces an increasing total pest
management burden; social, economic and
climatic factors are continuously changing the
nature and numbers of pests, and their
distribution and impacts; multiple pests interact in
complex ways; and there is increasing public
scrutiny of control methods. Given this complexity
and uncertainty, the ability to adapt, and a culture
of continuous assessment and improvement, is
necessary at all levels.

Pest management demands are greater than
can be addressed by available capacity and
resources. We therefore need to use the most
cost-effective pest management approaches;
identify priorities; avoid inappropriate tradeoffs
and perverse outcomes; and use robust
decision-making processes.

Pest management is everyone’s
business and cannot succeed without
a broad base of public support and
participation. Tangata whenua are set
to play an increased role, both as
mana whenua and as natural resource
owners and managers in New
Zealand. Human behaviour drives the
success or failure of collective action.
Co-operation is critical to success and
depends on trust and a sense that
relationships are valued and
responsibilities are shared equitably.

Sub-components
of the
characteristic

1. Pest management is aligned with
national and regional strategies for
outcomes and the wider
commitments of government,
including those to tangata whenua.

2. Those delivering pest management
activities identify and understand the
expected outcomes.

3. Systems are in place for evaluating
pest management performance
against the desired outcomes.

4. Roles are aligned with outcomes.

5. Research and surveillance identifies
and evaluates emerging threats and
opportunities.

6. Pest managers objectively evaluate new
information to reassess programmes and
priorities.

7. Control tools, management approaches,
and best practice are continually improved
through research and practice development.

8.  The ecology and impacts of pests and their
interaction with people, including
matauranga Maori, are reliably understood.

9.  Capability and capacity to achieve
priority outcomes is developed.

10. The most strategic and cost-effective
approach for each pest is identified and
implemented.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Best practice methods and management
approaches and socially acceptable
control tools are available when

they are needed.

Programmes achieve their objectives
and are cost effective and efficient.

Effort is co-ordinated and duplication
avoided.

There is regular, open communication
between participants at all levels.

Information, perspectives and

expertise are communicated

effectively and freely shared.

System participants are kept up to date.

16. Barriers that prevent people from
being involved and successful in
pest management are identified
and removed or reduced.

17.  Programmes share costs
equitably.

18. Roles are clear, understood and
sufficiently flexible to foster
effective partnerships.

19. Pest management systems
incorporate tangata whenua
networks, perspectives,
principles, issues, solutions and
participation.
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Proposed changes

The key changes needed to achieve the vision and make pest management systems fit for the next 25
years have been grouped into the following themes.

Clear roles and accountabilities
Improved and simplified processes
Better and more accessible tools
Acting collectively

Figure 2: Overview of proposed pest management changes

Processes Adaptive, effective
pest systems aligned
to outcomes and basec
on strong relationship:

Collective action

The details of the proposed pest management changes are described in sections 1 to 4 below. The
current review will not resolve all the issues in pest management, and does not set out to do so. Rather,
the review seeks to create the conditions for future success. Over the last two years, many ideas have
been examined, many solutions developed and only the vital few that will make a real difference are
presented here.

The Government has already made two key decisions that are not being consulted on further in the
plan of action. These decisions are: requiring Crown landowners to meet good neighbour obligations
under regional pest management strategies, and providing for the development of national policy
direction. These changes are fundamental to the success of the pest management system and will
ensure that we are managing the right things in the right way. Although these changes are discussed in
sections 1 and 2 of the plan of action, we are seeking feedback only on the content of the national
policy direction.
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1 Clear roles and accountabilities

It is proposed that policy agreement is established and, where necessary, the Biosecurity Act is
amended to provide:

e aclear purpose for pest management in the biosecurity system;

e for Crown landowners to meet their obligations under regional pest management strategies, once
these align with the national policy direction;

specified functions for MAF and regional councils;

clarity on roles in pest management for marine environments;

a way to assign lead accountability for a pest issue to an agency where accountability is unclear;
for advisory committees, including a Maori advisory committee.

Further work is proposed in the future to:
e comprehensively review the effect of a suite of Acts that control the operation of pest management
systems.

Figure 3: Changes for clear roles and accountabilities
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1.1 Purpose of pest management

The Part 5 purpose statement in the Biosecurity Act would be extended from providing “for the
effective management or eradication of pests and unwanted organisms” to include pathways and
vectors by which harmful organisms can spread.

The specific wording for the amended purpose within the Act will depend on how the legislation is
drafted so that it can give the best expression of these ideas within the structure of the statute.

The purpose of pest management would include the following matters:

e preventing or reducing unwanted damage caused by harmful organisms that have established;

e ensuring that pest management strategies are effective and efficient in achieving environmental,
economic, human health and socio-cultural outcomes;

e ensuring that costs associated with pests and pest management programmes are fairly distributed.

1.2 The Crown as a good neighbour landowner

The Government has agreed that the Crown will be bound to good neighbour rules in regional pest
management strategies under the Biosecurity Act. Good neighbour rules are those that seek to manage
pests that cause external costs to other land holders. The Crown will be bound to good neighbour rules
in regional pest management strategies once the strategies have been aligned with the national policy
direction (described in section 2.2 below). This means that all land occupiers, regardless of tenure, will
be required to meet good neighbour rules under regional pest management strategies.

1.3 Providing MAF and regional councils with clear pest management functions

The functions of MAF and regional councils would be specified in the amended Biosecurity Act.
Oversight and leadership functions would involve MAF and regional councils ensuring that priorities
are clear, roles are clear, pests are being managed at the appropriate national or regional level, and
regulatory tools are appropriate. Other organisations would continue to carry out their functions for
particular organisms, processes, pathways and places, but MAF and regional councils would be
mandated and required to undertake the roles set out below across terrestrial, freshwater and marine
environments.

The functions specified would not be exhaustive, but would indicate the core functions to be
undertaken. The functions would not affect or derogate from the functions of agencies under other
legislation (such as the functions of medical officers of health under the Health Act 1956).

MAF would be given the specific functions of:

a. acting as overall leader for the pest management system;

b. overseeing New Zealand’s pest management system, including measuring overall system
performance against outcomes;

c. facilitating communication and co-operation and co-ordinating those involved in pest management
to enhance effectiveness, efficiency and equity of programmes; and

d. overseeing or providing national pest and pathway management programmes to protect the public
interest.
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Regional councils would be given the specific functions of:

a. acting as leader for pest management systems within a region;

b. ensuring that pest management in the region optimally contributes to relevant community and
national strategies;

c. ensuring that their regional pest management strategies are aligned with the national policy
direction;

d. facilitating communication and co-operation between those involved in pest management to
enhance effectiveness, efficiency and equity of programmes; and

e. providing pest and pathway management programmes to protect the public interest where best
placed to do so.

Question 2 a) Are there any additional high level pest management functions that MAF and / or
regional councils should be required to undertake?

Roles for individual parties dealing with pest issues would continue to be determined by those
individual parties in most cases. To help ensure this can happen as often as possible, it is proposed the
following are adopted by central and regional government to guide decisions on who is best placed to
act.

e Objectives of the programme: as determined by the most cost-effective strategy and a fair
distribution of costs.

e Impacts: assessed by identifying the community of interest that is potentially affected by the pest
or by proportional benefits from the programme.

e Incentives to act: based on who is accountable to the affected community of interest.

e Powers: based on what is needed to achieve the programme, who holds the requisite powers and
whether they can be delegated.

Further detail on the decision criteria to be adopted for determining who is best placed to act on pest
management programmes is presented in Appendix 1.

Didymo case study — successful co-operation

Didymo, a freshwater algae, was first detected in New Zealand in October 2004. Didymo affects
New Zealand’s freshwater environment by diminishing recreational, biodiversity, cultural and
economic values.

As didymo transitions from a border incursion to an established pest, MAF leads the initial
response to containment and pathway management, reflecting its overall leadership role. Other
parties, for example, the Department of Conservation, regional councils, Maori, and Fish and Game
New Zealand, are best placed for delivery of control measures, and many parties are involved in
this delivery.

Over time, regional and sectoral leadership emerges because the situation affecting the North
Island, where didymo is absent, differs from the South Island, where didymo is widespread. MAF
picks up the role of reviewing the system to ensure better future prevention of such incursions.
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1.4

Roles in marine environments

Pest management strategies establish rights and obligations, which are often requirements for
landowners to manage the pests on their land. In the marine environment, role and duty definition
based on land ownership breaks down. Almost all land is Crown owned, and is managed under a
complex set of arrangements by regional councils and Crown agencies that differ depending on the
issues and location.

Current processes around the ownership of the foreshore and seabed make it impossible to try to
redefine things for pest management in the sea without creating further complication.

To reduce uncertainty around marine pest management, it is proposed the distinctions set out in
Table 4 are adopted as a matter of policy in the interim. The distinctions in Table 4 represent a
pragmatic approach, and are based on an analysis of “who is best placed” to lead particular

interventions. Leading an intervention does not mean doing it alone, but means being responsible for

bringing together the parties with the necessary powers, functions and resources.

Given the lack of effective control technologies for pests in the marine environment, most action will

be focused on preventing the spread of established organisms. This will involve control of vectors,
such as slow-moving barges and marine farm equipment. Although Table 4 identifies broad “types” of
pest management, effective action would require co-operation and partnerships.

Table 4: Default lead intervention decision-maker roles for pests in the marine environment

Lead intervention, decision maker
responsible for bringing parties with
the necessary powers, functions and

Type Circumstance resources together
Population Pest not previously detected in New Zealand MAF
management | pet aiready in New Zealand and an objective has been setto | MAF
(Species-led eradicate or contain nationally
management) Pest already present in e  Pests affecting public goods, | Regional council to co-ordinate joint decision
New Zealand and there and either not previously in making with Crown agencies and interested
has been a decision not the region, or established but | parties (depending on nature of the pest)
to eradicate or contain tools to manage are
nationally available
e  Pests affecting a specific Industry and/or interested parties to co-
sector or industry private ordinate joint decision making with those best
interest, and either not placed to support
previously in the region, or
established but tools to
manage are available
Pests widespread in the region and there has been a decision Becomes site-management issue (see below)
not to eradicate or contain regionally
Pathway/ Prevention of pest establishment in New Zealand (at border MAF
vector activity — ballast water, biofouling, hitch-hiker organisms, goods
management and containers)
Risk to any national or regional value associated with inter- MAF

regional vector movement

Risk to coastal marine areas of the Sub-Antarctic Islands and
Kermadec Islands (risks associated with the movement of
structures, equipment and vessels)

Department of Conservation?

3 Minister of Conservation is consent authority under the Resource Management Act 1991 for these areas.
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Risk to any national or regional value associated with intra-
regional movement of structures, equipment and vessels

Risk to any national or regional value associated with
development of marinas, wharves, jetties and moorings and the
ongoing maintenance of such facilities

Regional councils

Risk to any national or regional value associated with
discharges of organic material from vessels (within the 12-mile
nautical limit and on land)

Regional councils

Risk to any national or regional value associated with
discharges of organic material from vessels in the Exclusive
Economic Zone (EEZ) (from the 12- to 200-mile nautical limit)

Maritime New Zealand

Site/place Marine reserves, wildlife management reserves and Department of Conservation
management sanctuaries, and foreshore administered by the Department of
(Management | Conservation under the Reserves Act 1977 or National Parks
to protect Act 1980
values of Coastal marine areas of the Sub-Antarctic Islands and Department of Conservation
specific Kermadec Islands
places)’ Places of national significance that are not being specifically MAF
administered by another agency
Places recognised by formal regional policy as being of special | Regional councils
value to regional communities (not being sites as above)
Privately owned structures occupying marine and other Structure owners
environments
Other sites Party or parties with the incentives to act and
necessary powers to achieve desired objective
for the site
Question 2 b) Do the default roles in marine environments make sense? If not, what needs to

change?

4 Guiding principle: That the party with the primary interest in a place ought to be the intervention decision maker in respect of that place.
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Marine case study

Slow-moving vessels can carry established marine pests from one part of New Zealand to
another. For a pest, such as the sea squirt Styela clava, that gradually spreads around ports, the
lead would fall to MAF. MAF would choose to act if the effects of the pest were sufficiently great
to be accorded national priority. In future, the means to regulate pathways will be available under
the amended Biosecurity Act.

Where a pest, such as the sea squirt Didemnum vexillum, was well established in a region, and the
effects were mostly on an industry, as is the case in the Marlborough Sounds, it will be clear that
an industry collective should take the lead. It may be, however, that the industry needs the
regional council to include provisions in its regional pest management plan to require all affected
parties to participate.

If the seaweed Undaria pinnatifida posed a threat to a place of national importance controlled by
the Department of Conservation, such as the Kermadec Islands marine reserve, the lead would lie
with the Department of Conservation, but it might need the support of MAF to access powers
under the Biosecurity Act.

1.5  Assigning lead accountability for complex issues where roles are unclear

Where it is unclear which party should be accountable for a pest issue, it is proposed that the Minister
for Biosecurity could assign accountability to a lead party. The Minister would identify any other
parties with an interest in the decision who would also need to be involved.

The Minister would require an agency to make a decision about whether to take action — but could not
require it to make a particular decision. Ideally, the Minister’s determination would be binding for all
central and regional government agencies to make a decision.

This process would be used only where no one assumed responsibility for a particular pest issue, or
where the debate between participants was taking too long to resolve. It is expected to be used rarely —
but even its existence should drive better behaviours.

In considering whether to assign accountability, the Minister would:

e determine whether collective action could result in better outcomes than individuals acting alone
for a particular pest issue;
e make a preliminary assessment of the preferred high-level objective for the pest issue.

It is proposed that, in making this decision, the Minister will be advised by a small group of people
(three to five) representing pest management participants.

Question 2 ¢) What are your views on the proposed role for the Minister for Biosecurity to assign
lead accountability for pest management issues where this is unclear?
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Broom case study - A spreading problem

Broom (Cytisus scoparius) is a highly invasive perennial shrub that forms dense impenetrable
thickets. Current infestations occupy only a fraction of its potential range, and without management
broom will continue to spread. Broom infestations result in the loss of productive farmland,
prevent forestry companies from diversifying and threaten dry land and alpine native ecosystems.

A party concerned with the lack of collective or national action might appeal to the Minister for
Biosecurity to assign accountability. The party requesting assignment would be required to present
a sufficient case that the Minister could conclude there was a need for a determination. In
examining the issue, the Minister would seek advice from the advisory committee.

The committee would gather information on the ecology and effects of broom and on current
responses. Once integrated pest management toolbox capability is in place, this information would
be easily accessible. In the interim, MAF and other pest management agencies would make
available the information they had.

In the case of broom, it is likely the advisory committee would conclude that the issue was a
regional one and advise the Minister to assign a lead decision-making role to regional councils, or it
might conclude that no further determination was required.

1.6 Maori advisory committee

It is proposed that a Maori advisory committee is established to support Maori engagement with MAF
on pest management issues, as part of MAF’s pest management oversight and leadership role. Such a
committee would provide advice and assistance on effectively engaging with tangata whenua in pest
management.

The formal function of the Maori Advisory Committee would be to provide advice and assistance
MAF on matters relating to policy, process, strategies and interventions. This advice would be on
specific, but widespread pest issues, and on pest systems development as a whole.

Question 2 d) What is your view on the establishment of a Maori advisory committee? What should
the primary role of this committee be?
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1.7 Review of pest management legislation

It is proposed that the implications of overlapping pest management related provisions in the
Biosecurity Act, Wild Animal Control Act 1977, Wildlife Act 1953, Conservation Act 1987 and
Resource Management Act be comprehensively reviewed.

The relationships between these Acts are complex, and it is not always clear what Parliament intended
in their drafting. Some unintended consequences have also been identified.

Under the current review, it is intended that the Biosecurity Act provide for overall leadership and
effectiveness in pest management. However, it is important not to compromise the pest management
decisions of other Crown agencies and councils engaged in managing pests or places and that have
outcomes defined in other Acts.

Thus, legal change in the current process has been limited to improving the Biosecurity Act and minor
changes to other Acts, such as removing possums and wallabies from the Wild Animal Control Act. It
is clear that further rationalisation of the Acts covering pest management is desirable, and a thorough
process covering all the relevant statutes is necessary.

The work on rationalising these Acts would be carried out as a connected series of reviews, with the
overall process co-ordinated and led by MAF. The Ministers with responsibility for each Act would
jointly determine with the Minister for Biosecurity the detailed process and timing for each piece of
legislation. This would ensure that changes happened in a coherent way for each piece of law, and for
pest management systems as a whole.

Question 2 ¢) What other Acts that affect pest management should be considered in this
comprehensive review?

1.8 Expected effect of clear purpose, roles and duties
These changes would:

reduce uncertainty;

give clear responsibility for national and regional leadership in pest management;

avoid “non-decisions” and pests falling through the cracks;

provide confidence to all parties that the best course of action was being taken;

clarify where accountabilities, responsibilities and costs should lie;

allow tangata whenua perspectives to be taken into account across pest management systems.

These changes would make a difference by:

e enhancing confidence in pest management systems;

e reducing churn and uncertainty about who should lead and how they should go about it;
e increasing opportunities for greater effectiveness through co-operative action.
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2 Improved and simplified processes

It is proposed that pest management processes are improved and simplified by:

o simplifying pest management strategy development and review processes and making strategies
more flexible;

e creating consistency in key aspects of pest management;

e creating a shared approach for measuring results.

Figure 4: Changes involved in simplifying and improving pest management processes
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21 Simplified processes for strategies and rules

It is proposed the Biosecurity Act be amended to improve the way pest management strategies work
and allow the movement of risk goods and craft within New Zealand to be regulated. It is also
proposed that the Wild Animal Control and Wildlife Acts be amended to remove duplication of
requirements.

The requirement to publicly notify all pest management strategies acts as a barrier to their
development, as it is a costly and time-consuming process. In addition, the Biosecurity Act assumes
that a board of inquiry will be established in all but the most straightforward of cases. For regional
pest management strategies, an inquiry is required in all cases, regardless of whether those affected
agree with the strategy or not.
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Providing for a public process is an important aspect of ensuring that regulatory requirements are
appropriate before they are imposed. However, in many cases, regulatory requirements are imposed on
only a discrete group of individuals who are engaged in developing the proposal, and therefore full
public notification and a board of inquiry is unnecessary.

Also, once a strategy is in place, it is inflexible and cannot be materially changed without reviewing
the entire strategy. This involves following the same process as putting the strategy in place. This
means aspects of the strategy that do not need to be changed or reviewed are again able to be contested
through the public process. This contrasts to Resource Management Act plans where parts of the plan
can be reviewed without the requirement to review the entire plan.

The following improvements are proposed to make pest management strategies more flexible.

e Renaming pest management strategies “pest management plans” to better reflect their regulatory
and operational roles.

e Amending the notification and consultation provisions so that the decision maker (Minister or
regional council) has greater discretion on whether and how a proposal is publicly notified, and
who is consulted and how. This decision would be based on the number of people affected by the
pest management strategy, the scale of impacts of the pest and the strategy, and the level of
support from those affected.

e Allowing the decision maker to have discretion over whether to hold an inquiry into a proposed
pest management strategy. They would not be required to hold an inquiry, but may do so if they
consider that the issue is significant or a significant body of people oppose the strategy.

e Allowing for partial review of pest management strategies where contents may be added to or
removed from a pest management strategy without requiring a full statutory review of the strategy.

e Where an aspect of a regional pest management strategy is under appeal to the Environment
Court, allowing those parts that are not under appeal to become operative.

e Amending the requirement for a full statutory review of a pest management strategy from five to
ten years, or at an earlier date if specified in the pest management strategy.

Question 3 a) What are your views on the proposed changes to make pest management strategies
more flexible? Are there any additional ways to improve and simplify the processes?

To manage the spread of pests through ‘generic pathways’, it is proposed that a new tool is established
that will allow the movement of risk goods and craft to be regulated within New Zealand where these
pose a risk of spreading harmful organisms. The process to establish a pathway management plan will
follow a similar process to developing a pest management strategy.

It is intended that the tool would be used to target specific high-risk pathways, rather than all potential
ways that organisms can be spread throughout New Zealand. This new tool would be used as
necessary, in conjunction with voluntary and industry schemes, such as voluntary hygiene protocols
with industry. New regulations would be applied only after tests equivalent to those applied when
establishing border interventions and pest management strategies had been conducted.

Question 3 b) What are your views on allowing MAF or other parties to regulate the movement of
risk goods and craft to prevent the spread of harmful organisms?

The purpose of Wild Animal Control Act is to control harmful species of introduced wild animals and
regulate their farming and hunting. The Wild Animal Control Act currently covers deer, chamois, thar,
wallabies, possums, wild pigs and wild goats.

Although regional councils may include these species in Biosecurity Act regional pest management
strategies, they are also required to seek the Minister of Conservation’s approval under the Wild
Animal Control Act if any of these species are to be destroyed. In addition, regional councils must
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comply with the requirements of the Wild Animal Control Act when entering a property to control or
inspect for wild animals, which is onerous and causes delays in management. The need to comply with
two sets of legislative requirements undermines the efficiency and effectiveness of pest management
for wild animal species.

There is a case to comprehensively review the interface between the Wild Animal Control and
Biosecurity Acts, as discussed above. However, possums and wallabies are significant pests where
they are present, and are no longer considered significant hunting resources. They would be better
managed under the Biosecurity Act alone.

It is proposed to remove possums and wallabies from the Wild Animal Control Act, so that they can
be more readily managed through regional pest management strategies under the Biosecurity Act.
MAF and Department of Conservation would work to determine how the current controls for
wallabies should be covered by the Biosecurity Act.

Part 4 of the Wildlife Act relates to regional council control of “injurious birds” — that is, unprotected
birds that are creating problems. The provisions empower councils to carry out functions in relation to
those birds, but also require that they get agreement from the Director-General of Conservation to their
control plans. The empowering provisions are no longer needed, as councils have sufficient powers
under the Local Government and Biosecurity Acts to carry out controls and charge rates. The
provisions are of no value for wildlife management, and impose potential costs and barriers to
biosecurity activities. The approval provisions are not considered appropriate and are not currently
being enforced.

It is proposed to remove the provisions that apply to injurious birds from the Wildlife Act. This would
leave the Biosecurity Act as the mechanism for collective action, and make the control of the birds
easier.

Question 3 ¢) What are your views on the proposed changes to the Wild Animal Control and
Wildlife Acts?

2.2 Creating appropriate consistency

The Government has decided to create binding national policy direction that will set out processes to
improve the rigour and consistency of pest management strategies and establish national priorities for
pest management.

In the absence of any national policy direction, regional councils have developed regional pest
management strategies using individual approaches, resulting in some inconsistencies between regions
and tensions between the strategies and the national priorities of Crown agencies. Conversely, few
national pest management strategies have been prepared at all, hampering national consistency in the
treatment of some pests.

For example, a pest plant species may be banned from sale in one region, but can still be grown and
sold in another. In other cases, pests may be being managed by local landowners but not to the same
extent by the Crown agencies in a region. Some strategies may lack sufficient rigour, for example, by
having too many pests included where it is unlikely to be feasible to manage them all. This situation
undermines the credibility and effectiveness of pest management strategies and increases their cost.

It is envisaged that the binding national policy direction could include:

principles for when central and regional government should intervene;

principles for who should fund what;

national priorities for pest management;

a process for determining what should reasonably be included in national and regional pest
management strategies and whether a pest programme meets the criteria under the Biosecurity
Act;

e mandatory tests of the value of potential pest programmes and determining reasonable
requirements, including how to set good neighbour obligations;
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e consistent names for pest programmes with the same objectives;
e requirements for recording and reporting on performance of pest programmes to support a shared
performance measurement system.

The national policy direction will be developed collaboratively with Crown land management agencies
and regional government, and will be publicly consulted on before it was finalised and approval
sought from Cabinet. All national and regional pest management strategies will be required to be
aligned with the national policy direction.

Question 3 d) What are your views on the things the national policy direction should cover to enable
the greatest improvements to pest management strategies and the outcomes these
collectively deliver? Do you think changes should be made to the above list?

Central government agencies and regional councils are committed to working together closely in the
development and implementation of pest management strategies. This supports the development and
implementation processes and helps to align objectives and activities. Such an increase in co-operation
is important to support the Crown meeting its good neighbour obligations.

The Biosecurity Act provides for a management agency to be a Department, a regional council, a
territorial authority or a body corporate. Although some management agencies, such as departments or
regional councils, are automatically subject to the Ombudsmen Act 1975, and either the Official
Information Act 1982 or the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987, body
corporates are not.

Management agencies should be subject to the Ombudsmen Act as they are responsible for the
exercise of significant statutory powers and make decisions that relate to matters of central or local
government administration and which affect members of the public.

It is proposed that the Ombudsmen Act is amended so that management agencies under the
Biosecurity Act that are bodies corporate are subject to the Ombudsmen Act and Official Information
Act. The application of these Acts would be limited to a management agency’s functions under a pest
management strategy.

2.3 Shared systems for measuring results

A unified performance measurement framework would be developed to give an understanding of pest
management in New Zealand as a whole. This would cover pest management done under the
Biosecurity Act, that done under other legislation, and pest management carried out by industry and
communities.

MAF has already begun developing an outcome-based performance measurement framework for pest
management in New Zealand in partnership with other agencies. This framework identifies, in a
transparent, logical structure, the links between pest management resources, methods, activities,
results (outputs) and, finally, the changes in New Zealand’s environment, society or economy.

A performance measurement framework for pest management would drive the focus of agencies
towards achieving outcomes and beyond doing pest management for its own sake. The information
and analysis would encourage consistent best practice, learning and improvement. Better monitoring
and reporting would help to improve agency accountability and the effectiveness and efficiency of pest
management performance in New Zealand.

The performance measurement framework would not replace or duplicate the frameworks used by
each party involved in pest management. Rather, the process would take information from pest
management programmes, industry and agencies and combine and evaluate the results against the pest
management specific outcomes listed in Table 1. Implementation of the performance measurement
framework would involve shared work to develop indicators and measures that can align and link
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across pest management systems and agencies’ own frameworks, so information could be provided
without unreasonable difficulty or expense.

It is proposed that regulations be enacted to require pest management agencies to keep records of their
performance and provide these records to MAF as requested.

24 Expected effects of improved and simplified processes
These changes would:

e help alignment and consistency across pest management systems;

e assist all those involved in pest management to focus on outcomes and understand the contribution
of activities to outcomes;

e help agencies with choosing strategic and cost-effective pest management approaches;

e reduce barriers to involvement and increase partnership activity.

These changes would make a difference by:
e increasing benefits and decreasing costs across systems;
e increasing perceptions of legitimacy and equity for pest management activities.
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3 Better and more accessible tools

It is proposed that overall practice in pest management be improved by helping all participants to
achieve their objectives. This would be done by:

e developing integrated toolbox management;
e two-way capability building for effective tangata whenua involvement.

Figure 5: Changes to improve pest management practice with better tools, methods and information
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31 Developing integrated toolbox management
Developing integrated toolbox management is the key pathway to improving access to pest

management information and supporting pest management best practice. Integrated toolbox
management would include:

developing, maintaining and registering pest management physical control and monitoring tools;

developing best practice guidelines for core pest management activities;

developing best practice guidelines for regional and national pest management strategy processes;

developing best practice guidelines for pest management tools and practices for agencies engaging

with the wider community;

e providing accessible, authoritative information, including on tikanga and matauranga Maori
practices, for agencies, industry and members of the public engaged in pest management;

e co-ordinating recommendations on toolbox research and development priorities.

This toolbox management approach would be extended to all facets of biosecurity systems over time,
including those for border management and new incursions.

Developing and sustaining all the tools needed for effective pest management is a growing job and one
that can no longer be left to ad hoc and disjointed approaches. Tools include physical control tools,
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like traps and poisons, monitoring tools, technical information and best practice approaches and
standards. The integrated toolbox would form a critical link with the Biosecurity Science Strategy.’ In
particular, the toolbox would take knowledge from the science system and prepare it for application to
the pest management system. At the same time, the toolbox governance layer would advise on pest
management research and development priorities.

It is proposed that, in the long term, an integrated centralised toolbox be developed that is accessible
through one site and endorsed and used by all stakeholders. Careful design and analysis of cost and
benefits of integration is required. This analysis and design would identify those things best left
managed in a more dispersed way and those where further integration is warranted. This process can
only happen over time, with the broad involvement of interested parties. It should start small, and
focus on the things that would make the biggest difference, and grow from there as it demonstrates the
value it is adding.

A group comprising representatives of major stakeholders would oversee and foster the establishment
of the pest management toolbox. Capability to undertake projects and programmes of work would be
provided by a toolbox manager jointly funded by pest management agencies and situated within MAF.

At each stage of the transition, improvements would be sought that would result in:

e less time and money being spent in identifying the information required to design, undertake and
evaluate pest management control and monitoring;

e less time and money being spent on updating organisations’ internal information systems to
accommodate new pest management regulations and techniques;

e less use of inefficient pest management tools as a consequence of accessing out-of-date or less
robust advice;

e streamlined engagement for regulators that can deal primarily with a centre of excellence and
organised governance, rather than dispersed stakeholders;

e less time being spent on regulatory issues through the standardisation and rationalisation of
regulations and standards associated with pesticide use;

e casy identification of pest management toolbox gaps, allowing planned augmentation of toolbox
contents.

Question 4 a) What are your views on establishing integrated management of the toolbox for pest
management? Is the proposed scope of the toolbox management functions right?

Question 4 b) Do you think the management of the toolbox should reside within MAF? If not, where
should it reside?

3.2 Two-way capability building for effective tangata whenua involvement

Two-way capability building for effective tangata whenua involvement would involve skill
development in pest management for tangata whenua, and skill development in tikanga for agencies.
This would make it easier for parties to know who to talk to on both sides of the relationship, and
provide a platform for real engagement.

Capability building includes recognising and providing for the principles, institutions, practices and
methods of kaitiakitanga. It includes supporting how individual tangata whenua groups give effect to
their role as kaitiaki in designing systems for pest management within their respective rohe (region).

Creating capability is a long-term endeavour that would require committed engagement by pest
management agencies and tangata whenua. Where tangata whenua have pest management
programmes that could be adapted, and individuals who could develop the appropriate pest
management skills, agencies could work with that. Where agencies have existing programmes of

5 A Biosecurity Science Strategy for New Zealand (2007) MAF Biosecurity New Zealand; Wellington.
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engagement and staff competency to enhance pest management, capability in tangata whenua
engagement could grow from that base. The key is willingness work together.

It is proposed that, in adopting this plan, leaders would commit their organisations to collectively
engaging in the work required. This would include:

e developing mechanisms for recognising, retaining and promoting matauranga Maori me dona
tikanga (Maori customary knowledge and customary ways of doing things) and its relevance and
use in pest management, consistent with tangata whenua values;

e developing capacity to predict biosecurity risks to taonga and other culturally significant
resources;

e determining the likely significance of the risk to tangata whenua and tangata whenua organisations
in the context of pest management practices;

e implementing the Biosecurity Science Strategy vision and goals for Maori in relation to pest
management (see box below).

Biosecurity Science Strategy

The vision for the Biosecurity Science Strategy encompasses the protection of those unique natural
resources of particular cultural importance to Maori. The strategy will work to support the
contribution of Maori to achieving biosecurity outcomes and strengthen the links between
matauranga Maori and biosecurity science while independently respecting the integrity of each
knowledge source.

e Matauranga Maori me Ona tikanga is making a significant contribution to biosecurity science
and the achievement of biosecurity outcomes.
e Maori are engaged and using relevant science to support their role as kaitiaki.

It is proposed that agencies participating in pest management encourage partnerships between science
providers and tangata whenua. Where appropriate, this could involve active engagement of tangata
whenua in planning, prioritisation and delivery of biosecurity science and pest management responses.
Tangata whenua networks would be the preferred pathways for effective communication, response and
implementation of pest management systems.

Recognising that this is a long-term shared journey, the four points listed above represent the
aspirations of the parties over the 25 years of this plan. The first step in the process would be the
commitment of an agreed level of participation by agencies and tangata whenua. The commitment of
agencies would be determined annually by the Biosecurity Central Regional Forum.

3.3 Expected effects of better tools

The changes outlined above would:

e ensure New Zealand has better tools and practices to deal with current and future pests;

e help our understanding of how to intervene effectively in pest ecology;

e provide a coherent and co-ordinated voice for pest management in research processes;

e assist in incorporating tangata whenua knowledge and practices in pest management.

These changes would make a difference by:

e allowing more effective and efficient pest management action to be taken;

e avoiding or reducing the risks of losing access to critical pest management tools;

e increasing the return for pest management in research spending;

e reducing costs of engaging with tangata whenua, and increasing benefits of tangata whenua
engagement.
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4  Acting collectively

Whatever changes are made to the law, processes, or practices, it is people, and their attitudes to pest
management, who will determine what actually gets done. Attitudes focused on collective outcomes
would be developed by:

promoting leadership for engagement and co-operation;

promoting partnerships;

improving support for collective action;

using a more collective approach for national pest management programmes.

In addition to these specific changes, changes from other parts of this review would make strong
supporting contributions to constructive attitudes. Most important amongst these is the emphasis on
shared governance for the pest management toolbox role.

Figure 6 sets out the relationship between the elements of change that would lead to effective and
collective pest management action.

Figure 6: Changes for collective pest management action

4.1 Leadership for engagement and co-operation

The overriding principle that should underpin the working relationship between all parties in pest
management is “Acting collectively in New Zealand’s best interests”.

The development of an engaged, co-operative culture would be led by leaders modelling appropriate
behaviour, naming desirable and undesirable behaviours and visibly celebrating successes. This would
include commitment by pest management agencies associated with the Biosecurity Central Regional
Forum to a shared leadership model that would be developed as part of the implementation of this plan
through discussion in the Biosecurity Central Regional Forum. It would involve developing leadership
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capability across pest systems and recognising these skills in practitioners at all levels. The pest
management toolbox would provide guidance on effective engagement.

The development and support of appropriate national, regional and issue-based forums would be a
critical leadership activity, as shown in the case study below.

Leptospirosis case study

Leptospirosis is an infectious bacterial disease that affects animals as well as humans.
Transmission of the bacteria is usually by contact with urine from infected animals but also
from contaminated water. After infection, the bacteria multiply in the kidneys of the new
host, and are then shed in vast numbers. Many types of animals can be affected by
leptospirosis.

A case study workshop of key stakeholders concluded amongst other things that:

e There seems to be considerable higher-level alignment of views regarding the impact of
this disease on human health, but there is a low level of alignment with regard to the
control activities undertaken by the various players.

e No collective action has emerged to manage leptospirosis, probably because the primary
benefits would be for the human health sector, but the primary costs would fall on the
agricultural sector.

e [tisunclear whether collective action on controlling leptospirosis is a priority within the
biosecurity and health systems (there are very differing views on this), so this needs to
be clarified.

This is a classic case where fragmented approaches could be changed to effective action
through leadership and a national forum to allow the parties to engage collectively. There are
two issues: is leptospirosis a priority, and if so who should lead in managing it? These are
both matters that could be considered by the Minister under the new role outlined in section
1.4 above.

4.2 Partnerships

The web of intersecting interests, overlapping outcomes and complex interactions between pests and
their environments often means that partnerships are the only effective way to manage pests.
Partnerships involve sharing power and jointly determining responsibility for making decisions,
resourcing and taking action.

Many forms of partnership are possible in pest management, for example, between central and
regional government, industry and agencies, tangata whenua and community groups. The performance
of pest management systems could be improved by partnership approaches that encourage those
involved in pest management to act collectively in New Zealand’s best interests.

To bring about the collaborative partnerships and action that would allow “New Zealand Inc” pest
management outcomes to emerge, biosecurity leaders would commit to engagement that:

e encourages participation in the development of pest management strategies and policies and is
inclusive of national, regional, tangata whenua and community participation;

fosters compromise and values collective views;

models working in the best interests of New Zealand;

keeps the focus on the highest priorities and says “no” or “not now” to the rest;

develops the collective capability for all parties to be effective;

drives rigour in how decisions are made;

promotes application of best practice;

maintains strong ongoing local community networks;
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favours investment in joint pest management programmes;

co-ordinates pest management operations with others;

invests in shared systems and capability while leveraging existing capability;

facilitates collaborative partnerships at a community level, linking agencies and community group
initiatives by working co-operatively and inclusively;

allows solutions that are adaptive, flexible and encourage shared learning;

e cnables initiatives that are aligned to national and regional priorities and strategies.

The Biosecurity Central Regional Government Forum would co-ordinate and actively lead this
engagement.

4.3 Improving support for collective action

In addition to the above, collective and community pest management action would be supported by
investigating:

e co-ordinated funding;
e the extension of Government-Industry Agreements into the management of established pests;
e collectives for pest management that can be easily formed and operated.

A small joint working group, comprising pest management agencies, tangata whenua and community
members, would be established to identify how existing co-operation between funding streams and
operational implementation could be improved. The group would look at how such co-operation could
then improve the effectiveness of funding support for individual or collective pest management
actions. The brief for the review would include looking at how to:

reduce duplication in reporting processes;

streamline application requirements;

shape funding approaches to match pest management as experienced in practice;
make it easier to fund large projects from multiple sources of funds.

The potential for pest management partnerships to be established through Government—Industry
Agreements would be explored. The Government—Industry Agreement concept appears to be a logical
way of increasing the effectiveness and involvement of industry collectives at the national level in pest
management. Such an agreement would apply to all responses (covering eradication of both new
incursions and established pests of national interest). This agreement process is in its early stages,
however, and needs time to mature before it can be seen how well it would work for long-term
management of pests.

Pest management agencies would encourage the formation of national, regional and community led
collectives and collectives for pest management purposes. People and organisations with shared
interests can often meet their needs effectively with modest support from agencies. This could be done
initially through enhanced support by pest management agencies and later by the Toolbox Manager
with information and procedures. In particular, more focused application of national and regional
funding, administrative support, and simpler pest management strategy processes would assist these
collectives.
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4.4 Using a more collective approach for national pest management programmes

It is proposed that national pest management programmes are reviewed to identify those that could be
more effective under a joint decision-making and resourcing model. This would build on work to
make Biosecurity Act pest management strategies more accessible and flexible, and improve the
effectiveness of pest management collectives.

There are currently 19 national pest management programmes in New Zealand. These include both
pest and pathway management programmes. Two programmes are led by dedicated management
agencies using national pest management strategies under the Biosecurity Act. One programme is led
by the Department of Conservation using powers under the Resource Management Act 1991. Sixteen
programmes are led by MAF using either powers conferred through “unwanted organism” status under
the Biosecurity Act or voluntary mechanisms. Of the 19 existing programmes, nine involve some form
of joint decision making and nine involve some form of cost sharing.

Current approaches to sharing of decision making and costs are highly variable across these pest and
pathway management programmes. MAF has received consistent feedback from stakeholders asking
for more national programmes.

Typically, any pest or pathway of national interest will impact directly on regional communities or
private interests, as well as having potential impacts across New Zealand society as a whole. Bovine
tuberculosis and kauri dieback are classic examples of where these different interests overlap.

It is proposed that, where national public good, and private and/or regional benefits overlap, national
pest management programmes operate under a joint decision-making and cost-sharing approach. This
would involve both current and future programmes, and both pest and pathway programmes.

The current programmes led by MAF would be re-evaluated to establish whether cost sharing and
joint decision making should apply. As new national programmes are established, the appropriateness
of cost sharing and joint decision making would, likewise, be evaluated.

An effective model for joint decision making is already working well in MAF’s biosecurity response
model at the border. A model for allocating cost shares would be developed that builds on existing
biosecurity funding principles approved by Cabinet. The model would involve aligning with cost-
sharing arrangements under new Government—Industry Agreements, or using a Government—Industry
Agreement where appropriate.

4.5 Expected effects of acting collectively
The changes outlined above would:

encourage leaders to be prepared to act in the face of uncertainty;

provide shared attitudes that would support development of effective pest management systems;
allow more effective collective action to emerge;

support more action for the collective good and shared benefits.

These changes would make a difference by:

e increasing benefits accruing across pest management systems through the greater effectiveness of
collective action.

Question 5 What are your views on the proposals to improve collective action? Are there other
changes that could improve collective action? Please provide details.
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Programme of change

Implementation of this plan of action will begin once the Government has approved a final revised
version (after formal submissions have been received and taken into account). The plan of action
needs to be implemented at a pace that is sustainable for all parties. A proposed programme of
implementation is set out in Table 5. The programme is set out in three time periods: within two years
of plan approval, within five years and within 25 years. Achieving the targets for implementation will
depend on allocation of resources by central and regional government and the willingness of other
parties to participate.

Review

This plan of action, and progress on its implementation, will be reviewed by 31 December 2015.
The review will:

e measure progress achieved in contributing to the outcomes of the plan using the performance
measurement framework;

e consider the degree of adherence to the principles in the plan;

e consider the degree of system change in relation the key characteristics in the plan and background
document;

e measure progress against actions in the plan;

e consider any other matters directed by the Minister for Biosecurity at the time of the review.
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Table 5: Proposed programme for implementing this plan of action

Proposed change

Within two years

Over five years

Over 25 years

11

Establish a clear purpose
in the biosecurity system
for pest management.

Recommendations for amended legislation to provide
for these changes.

1.2

Specify functions for MAF
and regional councils.

Recommendations for amended legislation to provide
for these changes.

1.3

Default roles in marine
and freshwater
environments.

Policy adoption by relevant agencies

e  Changes reflected in formal policy, strategy and
planning documents.

1.4

Crown land “good
neighbour” obligations.

Recommendations for amended legislation to provide
for these changes.

o  Allregional pest management strategies are
reviewed against new policy and regulations with
strong Crown agency engagement to take into
account new requirements.

e  Revised funding arrangements in place.

e  Crown meeting good neighbour obligations.

e Agencies respond to further purpose and
functions review in a comprehensive review
that sees alignment amongst the range of
statutes involved, including responding to
new seabed and foreshore arrangements.

1.5

Minister to determine a
lead where roles overlap
and remain unclear.

Develop process Minister would use to make
determinations.

Secretariat established.

Establish terms of reference for supporting
committee.

Supporting committee appointed.

e  Ministerial determinations of lead decision makers for unresolved pest issues and complex new issues.

1.6

Establish a Maori
advisory committee.

Terms of reference and processes agreed by the
Director-General of MAF.
Committee appointed.

e  Committee operating.

1.7

Commission a
comprehensive legislative

review for pest-related law.

Terms of reference and processes agreed by
Ministers.
Resources allocated.

e  Review completed.
e Legislative changes completed.

e Implications of revised legislation
implemented.

21

More flexible strategies
and rules.

Recommendations for amended legislation to provide
for these changes, including changes to Wild Animal
Control, Wildlife and Ombudsmen Acts.

e  Best practice review process agreed.
e  Best practice established and promulgated.
e  Regulations passed in support if required.

e Barriers to national pest management strategies identified and reduced.
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Proposed change

Within two years

Over five years

Over 25 years

22

Policy consistency in key
aspects of pest
management.

National policy direction prepared and issued.

National policy direction in place and pest management strategies aligned with this.

23

Create a shared approach
for measuring results.

Performance measurement system has established
agreed outcomes and outputs.
Measures agreed.

Measurement system is in place.
Regulations passed in support if required.
Systems are adapted based on measurement results.

3.1

Develop integrated
toolbox management
capability.

Toolbox governance established.

Initial commitments for contributions for toolbox
management agreed.

Secretariat established.

Shared vision in place and initial design for
integration under way.

Implementation of agreed integrated toolbox
management.

Agreement on integration by governance body. .
Longer-term commitments to contributions in place.
Tool development and maintenance projects in place.
Best practice standards established for highest risks
and opportunities.

Information systems in place.

Collective advice on research priorities agreed and
communicated.

Engagement tools developed.

3.2

Build two-way capability
for effective tangata
whenua engagement.

Current state of readiness of tangata whenua and
agencies to engage assessed.

Priority tasks agreed by Biosecurity Central Regional
Government Forum.

Capability-building programmes for tangata whenua in operation.
Skill standards and development programmes for agencies in operation.

41

Develop leadership for
engagement and co-
operation.

Collective leadership model agreed by Biosecurity
Central Regional Government Forum.

Leadership requirements formally built into
performance standards in participating
agencies.

Leadership and engagement measured and reviewed. | e
Training programmes in operation.

4.2

Promote partnerships.

Partnership model agreed by Biosecurity Central
Regional Government Forum.

Partnership best practice guidelines complete.
Partnership best practice rolled out widely in pest management system.

4.3

Improve support for
collective action.

Funding arrangements reviewed and better aligned.

Application of Government-Industry Agreements to pest management reviewed.
Support for industry collectives and private club formation and operation in place.
Best practice approaches established.

4.4

Use a more collective
approach for national pest
programmes.

Review of existing national pest programmes
completed and transitioned to a collective approach
where appropriate.

Evaluation of potential new national pest management strategy initiatives under way.
New national pest programmes in place.
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Glossary

Good neighbour obligations — obligations in pest management strategies that seek to manage pests
that cause external costs to other land holders

Hapii — Sub-tribe

Kaitiaki — traditional guardians over the well being of natural and physical resources
Kaitiakitanga — the practice of guardianship

MAF — Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry

Matauranga Maori - Maori term for Maori knowledge

Matauranga Maori me dna tikanga — Maori customary knowledge and customary ways of doing
things

Pest — an organism that has characteristics that are regarded by people as injurious or unwanted. In the
context of this review, pests include all harmful organisms including weeds, plant pathogenic fungi
and viruses

Rangatiratanga — the practice of authority

Rohe — the area associated with a group of tangata whenua

Tangata whenua — people of the land
Taonga — treasures

Tikanga — customary way of doing things

Toolbox — A term in the review for the set of physical control and monitoring tools, processes and
information required for successful pest management

Vector — any agent that assists the movements of a pest from one place to another

Wahi tapu — sacred places

Pest Management Proposed National Plan of Action 2010-2035 39



Appendix 1 — Determining who is best placed to decide on pest management programmes

Objectives of the

programme: determined
by most cost-effective
strategy, fair distribution

® prevent establishment in New Zealand

® respond to emerging risks in New Zealand

® prevent establishment in the region

® respond to emerging risks in the region

® protect outcomes within places...

Publicly owned places, public service

Privately owned places

of costs ® complete rollback or elimination at a ® climinate or rollback at a regional scale provided
national scale Crown owned and | Local government
® control the pest
managed owned or
managed

Impacts: Who is the Impacts of pest Impacts of pest and Impacts of pest Impacts of pest and Usually all New Regional or local | National and/or Landowner: where
comml_mlty of interest and benefits of the | benefits of the and benefits of the | benefits of the Zealanders community usually | regional community, if | the impacts fall on
potentially affected. by the programme fallon | programme fall on a programme fallon | programme fall on a gains benefits of public benefit landowner’s
pest, or who benefits ) . . . .
from the programme? the New Zealand club or sector (private the regional public | club or sector service provided (e.g., values

public benefits) biodiversity)
Incentives to act: Crown Relevant industry or Region Relevant industry or Crown Local government | Landowner, Crown Landowner
Including who is As regional sector As landowner sector (determines level | (determines level | and/or regional
accountable to th? variation If there is demand and variation If there is demand of service and of service, and government
affected community of . - . . . .
interest under.mlnes W||I|ngn.es.s to pay by under.mlnes and W|II|ngn§ss to pay | how to deliver it) how to deliver it)

effectiveness of a the majority of members | effectiveness of by the majority of

regional response an individual members

response

Powers: what is needed May require action to May require actionto | Crown as Local government | Landowner where Landowner where
to achieve the prevent free riders prevent free riders landowner has landowner has powers are not powers are not
programme; who holds powers to act powers to act required required

them, can they be

delegated within land of the within land
Crown
Requires ability to act, and certainty of Requires ability to act, and certainty of
outcome, across New Zealand. May require outcome, across the region. May require
powers that cannot be delegated beyond powers that cannot be delegated beyond
government government
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Given the above, who
should be involved in the
decision-making role?

Crown

Relevant sector or
industry; Crown

Regions

Relevant sector or industry if
no powers required;
otherwise region and sector

Crown landowner

Local government
landowner

Private landowner

Private landowner

Other roles

Regions: support
Crown response

Crown: facilitates
club response;
regulates to prevent
free riders

Regions: determine rights and obligations to
manage externalities; facilitate club
response; regulate to prevent free riders
Crown: may provide mechanisms to ensure
consistency between regions, and address
inter-regional issues, where appropriate

Crown and regions: may facilitate the private landowner response to provide public

benefits

Regions: determine rights and obligations to manage externalities between landowners
(applies to land of the Crown and local government and privately owned land)
Crown: may provide policy guidance for allocating rights and obligations for externalities

Regions: carry out devolved functions where best placed to achieve national outcomes

Pest Management Proposed National Plan of Action 2010-2035

41




NEW ZEALAND. IT'S OUR [P
New Zealand Government PLACE TO PROTECT.




	Contents
	List of tables
	List of figures
	Executive summary
	Part 1 – Introduction
	Purpose of paper
	Feedback invited
	Context
	Background
	The five issues we are trying to solve
	Part 2 – Proposed National Plan of Action for Pest Management inNew Zealand
	Outcomes
	Key characteristics
	Proposed changes
	1 Clear roles and accountabilities
	2 Improved and simplified processes
	3 Better and more accessible tools
	4 Acting collectively
	Programme of change
	Review
	Glossary
	Appendix 1 – Determining who is best placed to decide on pest management programmes

