Review of Submissions on the Draft Biosecurity Strategy for New Zealand

(December 2002)

The Structure of the Review

The issues raised in the 150 submissions cover a diverse range of topics, from offshore surveillance of potential threats through to debates on the level of public good in the provision of bio-security services.  Bringing these diverse topics together in a coherent and concise form requires a clear assessment structure and the coalescing of points from different submitters.

The structure adopted in this review draws heavily on the September 2001 Issues Paper.  In this paper, the Biosecurity Strategy Development Team identified nine sector areas that are impacted by biosecurity issues.  The points raised by the submitters will be clustered under these categories (plus an additional two headings).  The categories are:

· Local Government;

· Primary Production;

· Seafood Industries;

· Environment;

· Transport / Imports;

· Tourism;

· Public Health;

· Science & Research; and

· Commercial Biosecurity Service Providers.

The two additional categories are ‘Maori Cultural and Economic Concerns’ and ‘Community Aspirations’.  The ‘Community Aspirations’ category has been included, as it is important to provide an avenue for recording the general views of individuals and community organisations, on how they see biosecurity developing in New Zealand. 

Within each of these categories, the points will be aligned with one of the seven ‘work streams’ of the project team.  The work streams are:

· Decision making (the co-ordination of public sector responses and the priorities for intervention);

· Risk management and research priorities (planning for incursions and focusing research);

· Operational management and capability (surveillance, inspection and response);

· Biosecurity governance and institutional organisation (lead agencies and the Advisory Board);

· Public participation (raising community awareness and training on biosecurity issues);

· Treaty of Waitangi issues; and

· Funding (the appropriate level of funding for the proposed structures and the appropriate sources of funding). 

There are likely to be general comments that fall outside of the catchment of these work streams.  To incorporate these points in the review, there will be a concluding section at the end of each category that will cater for strategic comments and opinions.

In the course of reviewing the submissions, there were a number of papers (or sections of papers) that presented key strategic arguments or provided insights into specific elements of the biosecurity equation.  These papers have been highlighted and the Biosecurity Council may consider reviewing them in full. 

CATEGORY ONE

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

(Territorial and Regional Government)

Decision Making

· A private submission, by Graham Strickett (no. 015), raised concerns about the preparation of regional pest management strategies, and how public pressure, rather than technical expertise, can shape the direction of these documents.  He is calling for more in-depth technical assessments to be made when regional councils are preparing this type of document.  He recognises that regional councils do not necessarily have the resources and technical knowledge in these areas, so is seeking increased central government support, and direction.   

· The Environment Southland Submission (no. 028) stressed the need for a rapid response to incursions.  High-risk incursions should have ‘national security status’ and be responded to immediately.  Public consultation should take place in association with the initial response measures, and the feedback from this consultation can be used to fine-tune the response programme. 

· The submission by Greater Wellington (no. 032) commented that local authority input on biosecurity decision making is normally restricted to the management of pests, whereas councils should have input into the broader discussions on biosecurity management (i.e. pre-border, border and incursion response).   

· The submission by the Rodney District Council (no. 046) supports establishing “common decision-making criteria that are based on triple bottom line and [the] risk management assessment outlined in the draft Strategy.”  The Council also supports the establishment of consistent techniques (methodologies) by which the lead agencies assess the impacts on biodiversity.  The Auckland Regional Council submission (no. 064) makes a similar statement.  A consistent framework for biosecurity decision-making is critical, along with a ‘whole-of-biosecurity’ viewpoint and better techniques for evaluating costs and benefits.  The submission by the Taranaki Regional Council (no. 069) reiterates this point.  “Given the high complexity and uncertainty inherent in many biosecurity decisions a consistent framework for decision-making under which all biosecurity interventions are assessed is needed.”
Risk Management and Research Priorities
· The submission by Environment Waikato (no. 035) argues that the emphasis should be on point of entry detection rather than follow-up eradication.  This would require additional up-front costs but produce substantial savings in the longer term. 

Operational Management and Capability
· A private submission, by David Kershaw (no. 006), stressed that regional councils will struggle to implement the Biosecurity Strategy unless the lead agencies provide increased guidance and support to regional council chief executives and their staff.  Regional councils currently lack the technical expertise (and financial resources) to actively address most biosecurity issues.  

· A private submission, by Graham Strickett (no. 015), believes that regional councils will need to be given clearer direction, in programme development, than is proposed in the draft Strategy.  Mr Strickett is of the view that formalising the Biosecurity Managers’ Group will not bring together the fragmented biosecurity policies that are currently in place at the regional level.  He contends that the lead agencies need to provide the strategy framework and the technical expertise for regional councils.  Otherwise, programmes will be disjointed and the national biosecurity aims will not be achieved.  He highlights how the former Noxious Plants Council provided clear national direction for control programmes. 

· The Otago Regional Council (ORC) submission (no. 016) supports a rapid line of communication and technical exchange between central and regional government.  The ORC is concerned that the proposed administrative layers (page 35) will be cumbersome and will not achieve this.  The Council is seeking a straightforward line of communication from central to regional government on biosecurity priorities, surveillance etc.  The Council considers this approach could be advanced by having a single lead agency (this matter is discussed under Biosecurity Governance).  

· The submission by Greater Wellington (no. 032) commented that there is increasing public pressure to restrict the use of certain herbicides, pesticides and insecticides.  A number of these maybe critical for tackling incursions.  The lead biosecurity agencies need to access what “tools” they need to retain.  The Council also argued that stronger enforcement penalties and fines are required.  It is important they we “send a strong message that we are serious about our economy, health and environment.” 

· The submission by the Rodney District Council (no. 046) recommends that the lead agencies put in place systems to report “any new or emerging risks to regional and territorial authorities …”.  The Council proposed that a ‘Memorandum of Understanding’ or ‘Heads of Agreement’ be developed between the lead agencies and Local Government New Zealand, covering the liaison with local authorities and determining the level of public involvement (i.e. community groups, iwi, business and NGO’s) in assessing how biosecurity threats are to be managed.   
· A submission by Simon Cook [Auckland City Council Arborist] (no. 105) highlighted the value of information exchange between local and central government agencies in the biosecurity area.  These links are essential for building trust and acceptance of biosecurity response programmes.  Simon stressed that these links need to be permanently maintained, not simply for the life of an eradication operation. 

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· The Southland District Council submission (no. 012) supports the proposal that MAF should be the lead agency for terrestrial and fresh water biosecurity and that MFish should take a lead for marine biosecurity.  This proposal recognises that there has been confusion in the past, with a number of agencies having overlapping responsibilities for an incursion or biosecurity programmes.  The proposed structure will provide more straightforward lines of responsibility and should enable a more rapid response to incursions.  The Council supports the stronger link between central and regional government, and would like this link extended to include city and district councils.

“It is certainly feasible that in the event of a major biosecurity threat, district and city council staff could also be called to assist in the response.”

The Council considers increased communication is required on potential threats and the likely responses, particularly if they are going to impact directly on residents (i.e. spray programmes). 
· Note: With the passage of the Local Government Act 2002, regional and district councils now have the ability to transfer responsibilities (Section 17).  As a consequence of this, a number of district councils may seek an increased role in pest management.  It would be prudent to consider this situation when phrasing the section on regional and central government.      

· The Otago Regional Council (ORC) submission (no. 016) proposes that there should be a single lead agency for biosecurity (page 31), and that it has a clear and active role.  The agency should be far more than a facilitator.  It needs to be a pro-active agency with sufficient resourcing for the effective control and eradication of incursions.  The agency must develop clear leadership and create effective partnerships with communities.  The ORC is seeking a single agency so that there are no jurisdictional issues when immediate responses are required.  The Council did not state a preference for which ministry should be the lead agency.   

· A private submission, by M. C. & A. E. Ward (no. 026), supports the retention of regional councils as the managers of plant and animal pests.

· The Environment Southland submission (no. 028) was critical of the proposed organisational arrangements for biosecurity (page 54).  The Council considered this structure would have difficulty in delivering on the outcomes described in the draft Strategy.  In the Council’s original submission it had asked for a ‘one–stop shop’ approach.  The Council put forward an alternative governance structure in its submission.  It proposed the formation of a Biosecurity Organisation that would determine policy, set standards and monitor performance.  All lead agencies would be responsible to this organisation.  The Organisation would report to the Minister of Biosecurity.  Environment Southland considers there would still be a role for the Biosecurity Council in this structure, as an independent advisory board.  The Council believes this would be a more robust structure than the one proposed in the draft Strategy.

· The submission by Greater Wellington (no. 032) agrees that clearer lines of responsibility are required for managing biosecurity in New Zealand, as there is currently confusion amongst the public as to who is handling incursions and border management.  The proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies is a step forward but the Council believes a single purpose Biosecurity Authority would be the best solution.  This would clearly identify who has responsibility and would concentrate resources.  Under the proposed structure, Greater Wellington feel the valuable input currently made by MOH and DoC would be diminished.  It would require a major cultural shift for MAF to adequately address health and biodiversity concerns.  The Council supports the retention of the Biosecurity Council, as a representative group of stakeholders, and with responsibilities for auditing performance.  A stronger central – regional government partnership is supported, along with the establishment of a Science Advisory Panel (with representatives from all the biosecurity agencies).  The Council sees limited value in the Advisory Board recommendation, due to the potential overlap with the Biosecurity Council. [Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review the Council submission in full]
· The submission by Environment Waikato (no. 035) contends that a separate Biosecurity Ministry is required rather than the structure proposed in the draft Strategy.  The Council believes that the culture and philosophy of MAF makes it an inappropriate body to lead biosecurity in New Zealand.  A separate Ministry would show that biosecurity is being accorded a high priority.  It would also provide clear leadership for the sector.  The Council stresses that central government has to build a strong partnership with regional government on biosecurity matters.  This includes providing more support (both technical and financial) to regional councils.

· The submission by Phillip Karaitiana - Gore District Council Pests & Plants Controller (no. 037) supported the proposed organisational structure for biosecurity in New Zealand.   

· The Rodney District Council submission (no. 046) supports the moves in the draft Strategy to clarify the lines of accountability, improve stakeholder participation, enhance the capacity of biosecurity agencies and pursue more active management of incursions.  The Council is concerned however that the Strategy focuses on government agencies and has down played the role of the community and non-governmental organisations in biosecurity decision making.  “The Strategy should build on the partnerships that already exist at the local level to involve the community.”  The experience with the Painted Apple Moth spray programme has demonstrated that the community wishes to be actively involved in the decision making process, and to have a voice in managing biosecurity risks.  The Council would prefer a single lead agency, in order to simplify the management of biosecurity but it accepts the proposal for MAF and MFish as the joint lead agencies.  The Council supports the recommendations creating the Biosecurity Advisory Board and reconfiguring the Biosecurity Council.  The Council considers more attention needs to be paid in the Strategy to the operational exchange of information from central government to local authorities and their communities.  This exchange should occur not only through the Biosecurity Managers’ Group but also via workshops that develop the capacity of community groups, NGO’s and businesses (particularly primary industries).  Finally, the Council commented that the membership of the Standing Science Advisory Panel should be flexible, to enable specialists to be appointed for specific projects. 

· The Northland Regional Council (no. 061) gave conditional support for the proposal that MAF and MFish be designated as the lead agencies.  This support is conditional on operational methods being adopted by these government departments that lead and fully embrace the Department of Conservation and Ministry of Health.  It would be counterproductive if this new structure lead to a reduction in the Department of Conservation’s and the Ministry of Health’s involvement (and technical contribution) to biosecurity programmes.  There will need to be a cultural change in the two lead agencies to provide effective ‘whole of government’ leadership on biosecurity.  The Council commented that the draft Strategy needs to explain in more detail the transition from surveillance and initial response, to formal pest management.  The document does not clearly define the responsibilities of the biosecurity organisations nor provide enough certainty about the process.  The Strategy needs to address the role of regional councils in surveillance, the role of local authorities in responding to an incursion, the role of MAF in managing pests that are located in a number of regions (National Pest Management Strategies, and the Crowns willingness to be a responsible landowner. Related to this, the Council believes the biosecurity Act needs to be reviewed so that it better reflects the needs of New Zealand and enables the Strategy to be implemented.   “The current legislation is enabling but generally does not require an authority at any level to act.”  At an organisational level, the Council feels that the proposed structure (page 54) has too many advisory committees and there is not enough direct leadership by MAF.  The Director General of MAF will be receiving advice from three bodies (the Chief Executives Group, the Standing Pest Management Committee and the Biosecurity Advisory Board).  The roles of these bodies appear to be overlapping and the Council is unclear as to the unique role that will be played by the proposed Biosecurity Advisory Board. 

· The Marlborough District Council submission (no. 062) comments that the draft Strategy provides a pathway for better leadership, co-ordination and accountability between agencies.  The Council feels however the document is light on the detail as to how this is actually going to be achieved, particularly the partnerships between central government, local government and key stakeholders.  The primary interest of the Council is in ensuring “that appropriate systems are realised for the transition from pest surveillance, incursion response to formal pest management strategies.  Council would like to see particular emphasis placed on defining the role of Council in incursion surveillance and control response management.”  The Council would also like to see a greater commitment by government to the funding of regional strategies on land.  The Crown should also commit to the preparation of national pest management strategies for pests that are located across a number of regions.  The Council believes the 18-month review and 5-year strategy timeframe is realistic.   If the review indicates that the Strategy will not meet its objectives, then modifications will need to be made to increase the probability that it will.

· The Auckland Regional Council Submission (no. 064) considers the proposed organisational structure is “unnecessarily bureaucratic and complex – possibly leading to confusion for the public, potentially protracted and slow policy and decision-making …”.  The Council proposes that the Biosecurity Council should be free to raise a wider range of issues, than is currently proposed (i.e. their focus should not be limited).  The Standing Pest Management Committee should report directly to the Minister of Biosecurity and the Biosecurity Managers Group should have input to biosecurity decision making and policy at a higher level, particularly in regards to operational issues (membership should be expanded to include operational managers from other agencies).  The Council questions the necessity for the Advisory Board, as the Director General of MAF will already be receiving advice from the Chief Executives Group and the Standing Pest Management Committee.  The roles of these groups overlap.  In all cases, the “biosecurity system must be flexible enough to respond effectively and efficiently to new incursions, international requirements etc.”  The Regional Council would also like clarification in the Strategy as to the process that will be followed in transferring pests from ‘incursion response’ to ‘long term’ management (i.e. central to local government control).  In addition to this, the Council would like to see the Strategy spell out the role the Crown (MAF) will play in the management of pests that are located across a number of regions (e.g. the formulation of National Pest management Strategies). 

· The submission by Environment Bay of Plenty (no. 065) has a major concern about the ability of MAF and MFish to effectively co-ordinate and lead biosecurity management.  It would require a major cultural shift within these government agencies to achieve the aims of the draft Strategy.  The core accountabilities of both Ministries would have to be re-written to include biosecurity.  Otherwise the inherent economic focus in MAF and MFish is likely to dominate in decision-making, at the expense of biodiversity issues.  Environment Bay of Plenty is also concerned about the proposed organisational structure outlined on page 54.  The proposed structure is seen as overly complex and the Council has concerns that it does not have the capacity to respond to crisis events in a prompt manner.  It is also seen as a relatively closed system (particularly the Advisory Board).   Mechanisms will need to be put in place, that allow (and encourage) public participation in setting the outcomes.  

· The submission by the Taranaki Regional Council (no. 069) gave conditional support to the MAF / MFish lead agency structure, as the two agencies are well placed to co-ordinate government biosecurity programmes, and MAF has the appropriate experience in the management of border security and tackling exotic incursions.  It is critical however that MAF and MFish acquire the appropriate skills and capabilities to provide effective leadership for a ‘whole-of-government’ approach to biosecurity.  It is also important that the Department of Conservation and the Ministry of Health remain an integrated part of this structure.  The Taranaki Regional Council re-iterated the points made previously that clear transitional arrangements need to be put in place when transferring responsibility for pests to regional councils.  The Council also emphasised the need to review the Biosecurity Act, to clarify the lines of accountability, minimise overlaps and improve transparency.  “It is the Council’s contention that biosecurity is too important to allow biosecurity managers to opt out should they so choose.  The Council strongly recommends that sections 8,9,11 and 13 of the Biosecurity Act [‘powers’] be amended to list functions (rather than powers) for the various agencies.”  Finally, the Council also stressed the need for the Crown to contribute more effectively to pest management on public lands.  

· The submission by Horizons MW (no. 080) highlighted the fragmented state of biosecurity management and the lack of clear leadership within the system.  The Council stressed that these structural issues need to be addressed urgently, if the biosecurity system is to progress in a positive direction.  Horizons MW suggested that the Biosecurity Council should examine the approach taken by the Emergency Management Group for managing multi-agency tasks.  The model they have developed is proving effective in bringing the scale of various agencies together. 

· The Waitakere City Council submission (no. 081) endorses the establishment of a Standing Science Committee “to review and recommend research into areas of current weakness.”  Currently, the system’s ability to predict new and emerging threats to terrestrial and marine biodiversity is limited.  With the establishment of a Standing Science Committee it will be possible to integrate science more fully into the decision-making process.  The Council is supportive of the lead agency structure and the proposal for the Biosecurity Manager’s Group to be formalised and become a mechanism for co-ordination between central and regional government.  The Council stressed that the lead agencies will need to make a serious effort in working with the Biosecurity Manager’s Group on operational matters and biosecurity decision-making.  

· The submission by Environment Canterbury (no. 118) supports the concept of ‘seamless’ biosecurity management, and the efforts to bring central and regional government together into partnership on biosecurity issues.  The draft Strategy makes progress in this area but the Council considers it still has a number of shortcomings.  The Council proposed the following changes to the draft Strategy, to bring regional and central government into a closer partnership.   

a) There should be greater regional council involvement in surveillance and incursion response activities (to use local knowledge);

b) The government commitment to managing pests should continue beyond the initial incursion response;

c) There should be greater use of National Pest Management Strategies to tackle incursions that spread across several regions; 

d) The government should accept biosecurity responsibility as a landowner; and

e) There should be government support of the current pest management tools and a commitment to the emerging pest management control technologies.

The Council supports the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies for the biosecurity system.  These two agencies will need to develop formal linkages with the Department of Conservation and the Ministry of Health, in order for their co-ordination role to be meaningful.  The Council supports the role of the Standing Pest Management Committee, as it will play a critical part in developing a seamless biosecurity system. The Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (no. 142) made a submission along similar lines.

· The submission by Local Government New Zealand (no. 133) reported that the proposal to allocate lead agency responsibility for biosecurity to MAF and MFish was not supported by all councils.  “Many want a single agency to be given lead responsibility for all aspects of biosecurity.” (there was some support for MAF to be this agency).  Amongst a number of councils there were concerns that MAF and MFish are too focused on primary production and that it would take a major change in ‘mindset’ for them to embrace “biodiversity, health and sustainability considerations at all levels of the biosecurity continuum.”  If the current proposal goes through, the Association stressed that the operational methods adopted by MAF must “fully embrace, lead and empower all other agencies, particularly the Department of Conservation and the Ministry of Health.”  The Association is concerned that the new organisational structure could lead to DoC and MOH stepping back from their current commitment to biosecurity, which would be detrimental to the economy and the environment.  The Association believes the re-configured Biosecurity Council will play a key role in advising the Minister on the effectiveness of the biosecurity systems.  It is therefore critical that the terms of reference and accountability of this Council are carefully defined.  Local Government New Zealand believes that the performance agreements of the two Director-General’s (MAF and MFish) need to spell out their responsibilities for the management of the biosecurity system.  The Association believes that there will be overlapping responsibilities between the Chief Executives Group, Standing Pest Management Committee and the Advisory Board.  These overlaps need to be addressed to improve the lines of accountability.  The Association is also unclear as to the unique role of the Advisory Board.  A key issue for Local Government New Zealand is the process for transferring authority for a pest from central government (i.e. from the initial response phase) to regional government (i.e. formal and on-going pest management).  As it stands, the draft Strategy does not provide enough certainty as to how this transition will occur.  The draft Strategy is also light on the roles that central government will play in long term pest management.  The Association recommended that the Strategy provide further explanation on these points (the Association’s specific recommendations are similar to those of Environment Canterbury, which are listed above – no. 118). 

Public Participation
· The Otago Regional Council (ORC) submission (no. 016) considers the responsibility for promoting public participation should rest with the lead agency, which can then bring in regional councils on specific matters.  This will ensure consistency in the message.  The ORC does not believe regional councils should not be tasked with this function.

· The submission by Greater Wellington (no. 032) highlighted that too many New Zealanders are returning to the country with “foreign material”.  This indicates that internal education and communication programmes are urgently required.  The Strategy should include a commitment to resourcing educational programmes in schools, as we need to alter the attitudes of the next generation on biosecurity matters.  This point was re-iterated by Environment Waikato (no. 035).

· The Auckland Regional Council submission (no. 064) supports the initiatives in the draft Strategy to raise public awareness of biosecurity issues and to motivate the public, so they become active in biosecurity surveillance.  The Council believes the work undertaken so far by Protect NZ has had encouraging results.

· The Northland Regional Council (no. 061) submits that the draft Strategy does not place enough emphasis upon communication with the public.  A detail communication strategy is needed to engender public ownership of biosecurity issues.  “The reality of New Zealand’s biosecurity challenge must be clearly understood.  New Zealanders must be prepared to be inconvenienced and to make sacrifices for the greater public good.”
· The submission by the Taranaki Regional Council (no. 069) stresses that a communication strategy is needed that builds ‘community ownership’ and ‘awareness’ of biosecurity matters.  In this way New Zealanders can be mobilised to support the aims of the Strategy and to be pro-active in addressing biosecurity incursions.

· The Waitakere City Council submission (no. 081) commented that lead agencies will need to develop better mechanisms for interfacing with the communities that are affected by exotic incursions.  Co-operation has to be both ways, otherwise the lead agencies can easily alienate the affected communities and they will lose support for incursion responses.  The Council stressed that the lessons of past incursions have to be remembered and built upon.  For example, after the tussock moth aerial spraying programme it was agreed that community leaders and key groups would be the first point of contact in the event of a future incursion response programme.  Unfortunately, none of the scientists involved in this outbreak were part of the later painted apple moth team.  Consequently, there was no community input until after the decision to spray was made.  This has had negative consequences for the programme and community relations.  The Council recommended that contact be made with community leaders, at the initial stage of the programme, whatever the size of the outbreak and the response.  

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· The Environment Southland submission (no. 028) recognises the importance of the Treaty of Waitangi.  The Council recommends that the Treaty obligations be defined at the beginning of the Strategy rather than being included as a separate chapter later in the document.

·  The submission by the Rodney District Council (no. 046) supports the recommendation that lead agencies identify their responsibilities under the Treaty of Waitangi and identify avenues for ensuring Maori views are incorporated in decision making.

· The submission by Local Government New Zealand (no. 133) considers that greater emphasis should be placed on the Treaty partnership throughout the document. The Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (no. 142) made a similar comment.

Funding
· The Southland District Council (no. 012) supports the idea of targeting funding to preventive programmes, rather than concentrating resources on addressing incursions.  The Council is supportive of the proposal to investigate the opportunities for charging on a user pays basis where a beneficiary can be identified, and that inspection charges on importers are likely to improve efficiencies.  The Council is of the view however that there will always be a ‘public good’ component in biosecurity programmes, and that there are certain elements of programmes that should be funded from the public account.  

· A private submission, by Graham Strickett (no. 015), contends that increased funding should be made available to regional councils if the targets identified in regional and national management strategies are to be achieved. 

· The Otago Regional Council submission (no. 016) supports the review of the funding basis for biosecurity.  The Council believes the lead agency (their preference is for one agency) should have responsibility for managing the government resources and funding.  The Council would oppose any attempt to transfer funding responsibilities to regional councils.  The Council also stressed that any review of funding should cover the “problem of crown agencies not being bound by pest management strategies.  In effect there are two sets of rules, one for the private and local authority landholders and another for Crown landholders.”  

· The submission by Greater Wellington (no. 032) proposes that a contingency fund be established for tackling incursions.  This would provide the lead biosecurity agency with an immediate response capacity.  It would also demonstrate the government’s commitment to biosecurity.  

· The submission by the Rodney District Council (no. 046) proposes that as part of the funding review, provision be made for the lead agencies to have contingency finance so they can respond rapidly to incursions.  Early detection and eradication can save millions of dollars in the long run.

· The Auckland Regional Council submission (no. 064) comments that the review of funding should look closely at the availability of resources for funding pests that have been devolved to local government management.

· The Northland Regional Council (no. 061) submits that it is prepared to play a greater role in biosecurity management but it will require more certainty in its sources of funding.  The Council would like the Strategy to specifically address this issue.

· The submission by Environment Canterbury (no. 118) supports the need for a funding review and the development of a clear funding rationale.  The review needs to consider the funding issues related to the transfer of pests from incursion response programmes to regional council pest management programmes.

Strategic Comments
· A private submission, by David Kershaw (no. 006), argued that local authorities need to pay more attention to incursions in the ‘urban forest’.  New Zealand’s towns and cities have most of the flora species grown in the country and more than half of the new outbreaks occur in the urban environment. 

· The Southland District Council (no. 012) has a major concern about the management (and funding) of pest plant eradication on Crown administered land.  The Council is aware of numerous situations within the District where limited or no action has been taken on the spread of plant pests on Crown land.  This lack of action is creating major environmental problems and causing difficulties for adjacent landowners (i.e. the spread of crack willow within and adjacent to the Mararoa River).  The Council therefore seeks that “Crown agencies be bound by the Strategy and future legislation to the same extent as private individuals.”  [Biosecurity Council members may wish to review paragraph 6 of the Southland District Council submission].  The submission by Greater Wellington (no. 032) makes a similar comment.  If the partnership between central and regional government is to be tangible, the Crown should be bound by regional strategies (i.e. the Crown should be bound under the Biosecurity Act).  The Council also proposed the development of National Pest Management Strategies, as a mechanism for addressing pest management on Crown lands, and showing a greater commitment to regional councils.  The submission by Environment Bay of Plenty (no. 065) reiterates this point.  “One of the difficulties in regional pest management is the way the Crown, as a land manager, appears reluctant to fund its share.”  This leads to considerable resentment amongst landowners, who are required to pay.  Environment Canterbury (no. 118) also made a comment along these lines.

· The submission by Greater Wellington (no. 032) called for an “Implementation Plan that sets out key performance requirements, measures and timetables.  The Plan would provide a stronger focus and enable a public reporting process for annual measurement of performance against objectives.”
· The Otago Regional Council submission (no. 016) considers that the Vision statement in the draft Strategy (section one) is unclear and does not provide the inspiration needed to encourage community and sector support for biosecurity.  The concept of dynamic protection is difficult to grasp and the words ‘consistent and transparent decision-making framework’ need to be linked more clearly to the issues of accountability, responsibility and effective management.  The goal should be to inspire New Zealanders to support our unique environment.  Clear statements, with references to New Zealand’s natural resources should be included.  The Council also questions using the title ‘Guarding Pacific’s Triple Star’.  It will have little relevance to most people and it does not convey the true meaning of biosecurity.

· The Environment Southland submission (no. 028) questioned why the draft Strategy did not recommend a review of the Biosecurity Act (1993), as regional councils consider the legislation has a number of deficiencies and shortcomings (This point was supported by Local Government New Zealand no. 133).  The Council was also concerned that the draft Strategy did not recognise the critical role of the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms (HASNO) Act, the Environmental Risk Management Authority (ERMA) and the Ministry for the Environment in forming an integrated, cross-agency approach to national biosecurity. 

· The submission by Environment Bay of Plenty (no. 065) was supportive of the direction of the draft Strategy but feels that it lacks substantive analysis on the actual biosecurity risks and the operational management of pests.  The Council suggests a second volume is required that tackles the following points: a detailed analysis of the biosecurity risks; more detailed objectives relating to the risks; identification of how these objectives can be achieved (including priority setting); an assessment of management capacity and funding arrangements; and the identification of who will take responsibility for the Strategy itself and undertake monitoring to ensure the objectives are being met.  The Auckland Regional Council (no. 064) also calls for additional detail on how the recommendations will be implemented and the funding arrangements for regional councils that have an increased workload under the Strategy.  The Northland Regional Council (no. 061) also takes this stance.  The draft Strategy falls short on matters of detail and “it does not provide sufficient information to give confidence that solutions will emerge.”  The Council supports the idea of a companion document that would essentially be the ‘implementation plan’.  This document would include discussion on the performance measures for biosecurity, the division of responsibilities, the required changes to biosecurity legislation and budgetary issues.  A similar line is taken by the Taranaki Regional Council (no. 069).  Additional detail is required on the implementation techniques, the resources that will be available for regional councils and the transitional arrangements from surveillance and incursion response through to on-going management.  In particular, more information is required on how the goals will be measured and achieved.  Horizons MW (no. 080) also supports the idea of an Implementation Plan that would clarify management roles, propose concrete solutions and discuss funding arrangements.  The submissions by Local Government New Zealand (no. 133) and the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (no. 142) made similar comments to those listed above.

· The submission by Horizons MW (no. 080) seeks a more ambitious target for exotic incursions.  Instead of saying that the goal is to have fewer incursions into New Zealand, the aim should be to prevent all incursions.

· A submission by Simon Cook [Auckland City Council Arborist] (no. 105) commented that the draft Strategy appears to have overlooked the urban plant communities and their value to New Zealanders.  The removal of pests is seen in terms of the economic benefits for primary production and for natural environments.  Consideration has not been given to the impact on the urban forest and plant communities.  These communities have a significant value (one study in the late 1990s valued the urban forest of Auckland City at several billion dollars).  Simon commented that MAF takes the protection of the urban environment seriously but this is not shown in the draft Strategy.  The submission by the New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) made a similar comment.  The exotic pests and diseases that impact on commercial forests will also have a significant effect upon vegetation in the urban environment (city parks, reserves, private gardens and orchards).   

· The submission by Environment Canterbury (no. 118) commented that “a major impediment to the efficient utilisation of regional pest management strategies is the inability to make changes to parts of a strategy.  The possible exposure of all of the strategy to challenge creates a reluctance to consider small but significant alterations to strategies.”  The Council also commented that the present legislative framework makes it difficult to deal quickly with low-level infestations. 
CATEGORY TWO

PRIMARY PRODUCTION 

Decision Making

· The submission by the President of Wairarapa Federated Farmers (no. 003) proposed that the lead government agencies should have an immediate response capacity for incursions.  Working through the proposed decision and escalation criteria (section five) takes time and allows the pest to spread.  Intervention efforts should be introduced immediately and then revised, based upon further assessment and decision making.  The focus in decision making should be on the longer-term good of the community.  This may mean stepping on a few toes (i.e. individual rights) and intensively spraying areas of vegetation to ensure that exotic organisms do not spread.  The Wairarapa branch is concerned particularly with the spread and reproductive rate of exotic organisms.  They consider these two issues need to be considered under the list of decision criteria (page 42).

· The submission by the President of the New Zealand Plant Protection Society (Dr Stephen Goldson – no. 025) wishes to see science integrated more fully into the biosecurity decision making structure.  Dr Goldson proposes that arrangements be made with the research providers and FRST for research expertise to be made available during the assessment and decision making phases of pest incursions and biosecurity programme development.  Decisions need to be based on sound research and the experience of scientists with knowledge of the pests under review.

· The submission by Wrightson Research (no. 023) commented that the decision-making processes used in the past have been less than satisfactory with respect to agricultural plants and pests.

“In this regard, the MAF decision to cease to operate Class I quarantine facilities from 2003/04 as the lowest risk containment for specific plant / arable crop species introductions is naive and bears little regard for the substantive risk mitigation strategy these facilities have provided for 25 years.”  

The company also raised concerns about the criteria for escalation proposed in the draft Strategy.  The view of the company is that decision-making responsibility (accountability) should be delegated as far as possible.  This prevents blockages in decision making and ensures timely responses.     

· A private submission, by M. C. & A. E. Ward (no. 026), argues that immediate action should be taken to tackle incursions that threaten New Zealand’s primary industries.  Authorities need to be able to make prompt decisions as to the interventions required.  

· The submission by the Ministry of Economic Development – Environmental Issues Team (no. 039) supported the need for a consistent decision making framework, when assessing biosecurity risks. 

· The submission by Deer Industry New Zealand (no. 047) was supportive of the efforts MAF Biosecurity has made to involve stakeholders in developing strategy and refining operational approaches.  The Board of Deer Industry NZ believes however that stakeholders need earlier and increased opportunity to become involved in decision-making and planning on biosecurity issues.   This will build confidence in the programmes developed, bring in additional skills and improve operational efficiency.

· The submission by Deer Industry New Zealand (no. 047) strongly supports the recommendation that an agreed decision-making framework be developed, to improve certainty and the speed in addressing issues.  The criteria outlined in the draft Strategy for assessing all biosecurity interventions are generally supported.  However, the Strategy should also attempt to:

“( detail the value sets / priorities that will be applied in the assessment of the decision-making criteria and the extent to which the individual criteria will compete against each other;

  ( assign responsibility for the application of such value sets to the criteria;

  ( provide for consultation with industry stakeholders in the generation of value sets.” 

· The submission by the Institute of Forestry (no. 100) supports the concept of a consistent and widely understood framework for decision-making.  The proposed criteria are appropriate as a starting point.  It is important to ensure that decisions are made with the best information and the best outcomes in mind for biosecurity.  As such, it is critical to bring in outside expertise as a requirement, and not as an option.  Science is the key to effectively managing biosecurity issues but New Zealand has lost a significant proportion of its science capability in recent year, through the restructuring of the research institutions.  The Institute highlighted the expertise built up in the CRI’s, particularly Forest Research.  The Institute recommended that attention be paid in the Strategy as to how this science knowledge can be brought into decision-making more effectively and how the traditional science providers can be supported.  The Institute also commented on the proposal to develop appropriate analytical tools for assessing the costs and benefits of biosecurity decisions.  The nature of forestry (with extended crop rotations) means that it can not be directly compared with other forms of primary production.  The Institute therefore recommended that there is a need for specific tools to evaluate the impacts of biosecurity decisions on forestry.   

· The submission by the Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand (no. 113) is seeking clarification as to the threshold at which responsibility for decision-making transfers from a Chief Technical Officer to the Chief Executive and then to the Minister.  The Association would also like to see reference made in the Strategy to the timeframes in which decisions on biosecurity issues have to be made.  

· The submission by Federated Farmers of New Zealand (no. 107) commented that the list of stakeholders in the draft Strategy who will be brought into the decision-making process is relatively limited.  The list needs to be extended to include importers, airlines, port companies and tour operators.  These groups generally control the pathways for potential risks (i.e. the planes, ships and passengers).  It is therefore important that they are brought into the decision-making process.  The Federation questioned why the draft Strategy does not make reference to response times, in terms of decision-making.  “A goal of the strategy is ‘rapid and effective incursion response’, but there does not seem to be anything in the Strategy that explicitly deals with timeliness of decision-making.”  The Federation is also seeking clear guidance on what systems and processes will be put in place to ensure that stakeholders make relevant input into the decision-making process. 

· The combined submission by the Fruitgrowers Federation, Vegetable & Potato Growers Federation and the Berryfruit Growers Federation (no. 110) supports the need for consistent and transparent biosecurity decision-making structures, based on sound science.  The Federations consider that the decision-making framework for setting Import Health Standards (IHS) is critical for achieving prevention and exclusion of pests.  “We support the view that the level at which decisions about IHS is made should be reviewed.  It is important however that there continues to be a high level of technical input into the development of these standards and that the decisions are free from political influence.”  The New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) made a similar comment about the IHS system.

· The submission by the New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) recommended that provision be made in the decision-making framework for industry to have a direct input on discussions dealing with the management of new incursions.  Industry can bring both technical and operational information to the discussions on how new incursions should be handled.  The Association commented “that the draft Strategy does not explicitly detail the value sets that would be applied in the assessment of the decision-making criteria and the extent to which the individual criteria will compete against each other.”  

· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) stressed that biosecurity programmes need to have ‘Key Performance Indicators’ (KPI’s), in order for progress to be measured and for future decision-making to be based upon accurate information.

· The submission by the Director-General of MAF (no. 130) stressed that “a key issue for the Biosecurity Strategy lies in developing risk and decision-making frameworks by which we can resolve the inevitable dilemmas associated with escalating public and political expectations.”  Biosecurity agencies are unlikely to receive resourcing to meet all expectations, so it is critical that we have in place a robust decision-making process that can be used to set clear priorities, which can then be communicated effectively to the public.

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· The submission by the President of Wairarapa Federated Farmers (no. 003) was supportive of undertaking research on gene modification in possums, as a means of controlling and reducing their numbers.  He considers this issue needs to be foreshadowed in the Strategy. 

· The Bush Community Board (no. 009) submitted that all possible measures should be utilised to prevent the spread of Varroa bee mite reaching the South Island and particularly Southland.  Southland is dependent on land based production and any threat to clover fertilisation is to be avoided at all costs.

· The Animal Health Board submission (no. 042) supported the development of a biosecurity research strategy (recommendation 20) and argued that it will need to be supported with effective systems for rapidly disseminating information arising from the research.

· The submission by the Nursery & Garden Industry Association – NGIA (no. 079) supports the proposal to provide greater technical (science) support to the lead agencies, so long as the biosecurity research strategy can be adequately funded.

· The Meat Industry Association submission (no. 073) supports the proposal for a consistent decision-making framework (criteria), by which all biosecurity risks will be assessed.  The framework will need to be transparent and accepted across the ‘whole-of-government’.

· The submission by the Hawkes Bay Fruit Growers Association (no. 087) commented that the warming of the climate is changing New Zealand’s exposure to risks (i.e. more sub-tropical pests).  It is therefore important to re-assess New Zealand’s vulnerability to incursions, upgrade our research knowledge on these potential pests and undertake strategic planning on how these new incursions could be managed. 

· The submission by the National Beekeepers Association (no. 093) was strongly supportive of the final bullet point under the Vision 2010 statement (“Reducing the damage caused by pests and diseases introduced in the past”).  The NBA argued that if this bullet point “is part of the biosecurity vision, then Government should continue to contribute a portion to ongoing research, education and control of the Varroa mite, Varroa destructor.  We are disappointed that the initial funding has ceased and we as a small industry must pick up the pieces half way through”.  The NBA also feels uncomfortable about relying on overseas research to predict movement and reproductive rates in New Zealand.  Additional research must be undertaken in New Zealand to determine the nature of spread under local conditions.  The NBA supports the point that more work is needed on the potential pathways for pests and insects to enter the country. 

· The submission by Federated Farmers of New Zealand (no. 107) recommended that biosecurity managers look more closely at the threat posed by domestic (household) animals and fish.  Domestic animals can be a threat in themselves (e.g. ferrets and cats when they are in close contact with indigenous fauna) or they “may act as vectors for the spread of pests and diseases, with consequent potential to undermine containment policies.”  It is therefore necessary to include domestic animals within the gambit of the biosecurity system.  The Federation supports the development of a science research strategy, which focuses on enhancing New Zealand’s ability to prevent incursions and raise surveillance.   

· The New Zealand Farm Forestry Association – FFA (no. 139) believes there is a strong case for increasing the emphasis on forest biosecurity, due to the economic contribution of the industry to the New Zealand economy (particularly exports) and the vulnerable nature of the industry, being largely dependent upon one species.  The research areas urgently needing attention are entomology, botany and plant pathology.  The FFA supports the statements within the draft Strategy on incorporating ‘good science and research’ into planning and decision-making.  The FFA stresses the need for collaboration between the CRI’s, to improve information exchange and to make better use of the collective scientific knowledge within New Zealand.  The FFA expressed concern that efforts to develop biological control systems for a number of eucalypt and agricultural pests have been held up by the regulations in the HASNO Act and the procedures of ERMA New Zealand.  The FFA believes the HASNO Act should be reviewed to identify where amendments can be made to streamline the introduction of biological control agents. 

Operational Management and Capability
· A private submission, by E. E. Williamson (no. 017), is seeking tighter screening of imports of seeds and plant material (both commercial imports and the material coming in with travellers).  E. E. Williamson is concerned that the current operating structures appear to letting in an increasing number of plant pests (i.e. the lettuce aphid).  

· The submission by Wrightson Research (no. 023) commented that off-shore inspections need to be carefully monitored by MAF, as overseas agencies have their own objectives, and would not see the protection of New Zealand’s borders as their first priority.  The company questioned why there was no reference in the draft Strategy to the valuable role plant quarantine stations have played in assessing the importation of plant genetic material. 

· The Pork Industry Board submission (no. 029) stressed the need for increased surveillance for diseases such as Postweaning Multisystemic Wasting Syndrome.  The economic effect of this disease, if it became established in New Zealand, would be significant for the pork breeding industry.  The Board considers the number of diseases covered by surveillance programmes should be expanded and that the current programmes need to be reviewed and upgraded.  The Board recognises that New Zealand’s biosecurity agencies lack specialised technical expertise in certain key areas.  Efforts should be made to recruit overseas staff or to up-skill existing staff.

· The submission by the Forest Biosecurity and Protection Section of Forest Research (no. 040) raised concerns about the variation between regional councils in how they approach pest management.  Different forms of implementation lead to markedly different biosecurity outcomes.  The Strategy should ensure that a more consistent approach is taken across the country.  Forest Research would also like to see the Strategy encourage closer co-operation between regional councils and major landowners (e.g. DoC and forestry companies).

· The Animal Health Board submission (no. 042) examined the process of handing over the management of a pest to a regional council or special purpose board when the initial efforts to eradicate the incursion have failed.  The draft Strategy touches on this issue and there is “an assumption that existing Biosecurity Act mechanisms for the development of an NPMS or a series of Regional Pest Management Strategies (RPMS) will then provide for adequate on-going management of a new pest.”  The Board considers this assumption should be reviewed, as there can be a “dangerous gap between border/incursion response management and ongoing pest management.”  In the Board’s experience the development of a National Pest Management Strategy is a cumbersome and lengthy process.  This was the case for bovine Tb even when the NPMS was being overlaid onto existing infrastructure and experience.  For a new pest the task would be far more difficult.  The draft Strategy indicates the lead Biosecurity agency will take a role in managing the transition.  The Board recommends this will need to be a very active role and that the lead agency will need to retain effective control of the post incursion management until it has confidence that a sustainable management regime is in place.  The Board also suggests reviewing the Biosecurity Act regulations for the development of NPMS and RPMS.  The process needs to be simplified and streamlined.  The lead agency should take a role in facilitating this process. [Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review Section 2.2 of the Board’s submission].  The Board also commented that MAF’s strategic and operational capability would need to be built up if it is to effectively implement the Strategy and maintain it, at an operational level.  

· The submission by Deer Industry New Zealand (no. 047) commented that the biosecurity agencies need to consider the capabilities of their stakeholder partners when reviewing (or examining) the resources for tackling incursions. 

· A submission by Forest Industries Training (no. 051) commented that the draft Strategy tends to focus on processes and procedures, rather than on the application of the system.  FIT believes the Strategy needs to emphasise that training and the employment of skill staff will be critical factors in ensuring that New Zealand meets its biosecurity goals.  The success of the Quarantine Service now and into the future will depend largely upon the training of their staff in identifying risk items on passengers, in containers and in the mail.  FIT makes the following recommendation on Quarantine training: “That formal structured training toward the National Certificate in Biosecurity (Border Quarantine), be ultimately a prerequisite for progression to Quarantine Officer status in the MAF Quarantine Service, and that all Quarantine staff are either trained, or in training, towards the National Certificate.” 
· The Meat Industry Association submission (no. 073) commented that the biosecurity agencies need to work with the Food Safety Authority to ensure that the programmes they introduce are consistent with New Zealand’s international trade obligations.  The lead agencies will also need to hold discussions with the Crown Research Institutes to ensure that they have ready access to scientific expertise on biosecurity matters and that New Zealand retains a scientific capability in key work areas.

· The submission by Landcorp Farming Limited (no. 072) recommended that the review of New Zealand’s capability to prevent, identify and manage biosecurity risks should be focused on the key areas of risk, rather than being a broad brush examination.  The review could be broadened out later, if it was considered necessary.  

· The submission by the Hawkes Bay Fruit Growers Association (no. 087) emphasised the need for increased pre-border inspection.  “Many countries are implementing pre-clearance programmes for cargo at its port of origin.”  The Association argues that the inspection and elimination of pests and questionable material should be carried out at the departure point rather than waiting until the cargo reaches New Zealand. 
· The submission by the Institute of Forestry (no. 100) questioned the limited attention in the draft Strategy to forestry and to the biosecurity procedures that are required for the sector.  The Institute considered the sector should be highlighted as “the commercial forest industry is the only sector to have developed and implemented its own (self funded) surveillance programme.  While this surveillance is not perfect, it does demonstrate a substantial commitment to biosecurity from forest owners.”  The Institute supported the focus in the draft Strategy on identifying the pathways by which pests and diseases enter the country.  The Institute would also like to “see a return to the collection of interception data across the board as a sound basis for pathway risk assessment”.

· The National Beekeepers Association submission (no. 093) emphasised that the “exotic diseases and pests associated with bees are almost impossible to eliminate once they establish here because of their fast reproductive rate, their ability to spread quickly and difficulties in their early detection”.  The focus therefore needs to be on preventing the entry of these organisms into the country (i.e. pre-border assessments and the inspection of all high-risk containers, not simply a percentage of them).  The NBA also commented on how its members viewed the operational arrangements for the Varroa delimiting survey.  At an administrative level, the survey was well organised but they found that the teams who were going to undertake the fieldwork lacked the appropriate skills to undertake the work.  “If it had not been for the … willingness of beekeepers to come to assist AgriQuality personnel, the delimiting survey would have taken infinitely more time to complete”.  Another aspect that concerned the NBA was that its executive members were not involved in the decision-making process.  The NBA therefore recommends that there needs to be greater stakeholder involvement in biosecurity issues and that strong partnerships need to be developed with the sectors.  The lead agencies also need to recognise and bring on board ‘industry expertise’.  The agencies do not necessarily have the capabilities to address the problems of each sector.  The NBA also sees a real need to increase the frequency of surveillance checks in high-risk areas.  In the case of beekeeping, the once a year sampling and beekeeper surveillance is insufficient to identify incursions at an early stage.  (in comparison, high-risk areas in Australia are monitored every six weeks).
· The submission by Federated Farmers of New Zealand (no. 107) emphasises the need for effective systems to prevent the entry of pest incursions and a capability to respond to outbreaks in a rapid manner.  The Federation asks that the Strategy outlines what access the biosecurity agencies have to technical expertise to identify species (reference / testing laboratories).  This is crucial for encouraging stakeholder confidence in the system.  The Federation also believes that the biosecurity agencies need to take steps to bring the input more fully into biosecurity surveillance (i.e. put in places systems for the public to freely access information and to record possible incursions). 
· The submission by Dairy InSight et al (no. 112) stressed the need to build partnerships between the biosecurity agencies and the industry stakeholders (agriculture, forestry, travel, import / export industries, the public and environmental groups).  “The Dairy industry wants to see the development of partnerships” at each level in the biosecurity system (1. prevention and exclusion, 2. surveillance and response, and 3. pest management).  At the ‘prevention and exclusion’ level, the organisation believes that the travel and import / export industries need to work closely with the border biosecurity agencies to put in place procedures for ensuring that the risks from cargoes, vessels and passengers are minimised.  In terms of ‘surveillance and response’, Dairy Insight recommended that the biosecurity agencies  “needs to realise and develop the active capabilities of the agricultural industries, environmental organisations and public infrastructure:” to improve early detection and assessment of unwanted pests; and to deploy resources rapidly to maximise the response to incursions.  The government will need to provide clear leadership and communication to bring these disparate groups together in a common campaign to monitor and respond to incursions.  It will be necessary to build a sense of common commitment and ‘ownership’ amongst the stakeholders.  And at the ‘pest management’ level, Dairy Insight agreed with the proposals for developing closer regional partnerships.  The organisation stressed however that the partnership needs to be broader than that proposed in the draft document (i.e. regional councils), if on-going pest management and control is to be effective.  The partnership must include industry groupings and the bodies with designated functions in pest management, such as the Animal Health Board.  Dairy InSight also addressed the issue of Import Health Standards (IHS).  The IHS system needs reviewing to reduce the backlogs in processing, and to improve the consistency and integrity of this border certification process.
· The submission by the New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) strongly supported the idea of developing industry specific incursion protocols.  The lead biosecurity agencies and industry representatives would formulate these protocols.  The development of these protocols should be a priority and it is important that they include response times, for reacting to incursions.  
· The submission by Meat New Zealand (no. 125) is supportive of the strong focus in the draft Strategy on the protection of land based primary production.  The company believes however that “more emphasis needs to be placed on the need for the system adopted to allow for two way trade and movement of goods and people with the minimum of disruption while protecting our borders.”  The Federation of Maori Authorities (no. 126) and the New Zealand Wool Board (no. 127) support this submission.
· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) emphasised that “scientific capability is [the] key to managing biosecurity issues.”  The Company would like the Strategy to stress that New Zealand’s scientific capacity in the biosecurity field can only be maintained with sustained and adequate funding.  In the case of forestry, assured funding is required to maintain a core group of scientists and to ‘future proof’ the capability of the sector to respond to incursions.  The Company was concerned that the draft Strategy did not specifically address forest biosecurity, and the issues, and priorities, for this sector. 
· The submission by the Director-General of MAF (no. 130) commented that the draft Strategy provides a detailed assessment of how we can improve the operational and management structure of the biosecurity system, but “it is important not to lose sight of the quality of the capability we currently possess in New Zealand”.  In many areas, New Zealand is at the forefront of international best practice, and it would be appropriate to highlight some of these areas.   

· The New Zealand Farm Forestry Association – FFA (no. 139) supports the emphasis on identifying potentially high-risk entry pathways.  The FFA recommends that when these pathways are identified, it is important to examine how cargo safety standards (plus surveillance and inspection) can be raised at each stage of the shipment process (e.g. improved pre-entry cleaning standards and more environmentally secure transitional facilities).  The FFA proposes higher levels of surveillance around New Zealand’s principal ports.  An important element of this will be raising the awareness of landowners around the points of entry, (through the distribution of biosecurity information).  The FFA is prepared to work with the biosecurity agencies to raise the awareness of forest owners in these areas.   

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· The submission by the President of the New Zealand Plant Protection Society (Dr Stephen Goldson – no. 025) supported the need for a single lead agency for land-based biosecurity.  The agency has to have clear lines of communication and accountability.  It also has to be accessible by those individuals and groups who are advocating specific biosecurity interventions.  Dr Goldson is concerned that the current advisory structure is overly complex.  This leads to uncertainty as to who is responsible for decision making.  Dr Goldson is seeking a more transparent advisory structure, with clearer lines of responsibility.   

· The submission by Wrightson Research (no. 023) supported the proposal to establish MAF and MFish as the lead agencies on biosecurity.  The submission states that MAF will need to evolve, to become the primary biosecurity agency and will have to take on board the eight leadership aspects identified on page 30.  The company agreed with the measures to improve the accountability and management of the biosecurity system, and to increase stakeholder involvement in decision making.  Wrightson Research recommended that the Strategy clarify the relationship between the two key pieces of biosecurity legislation, the Biosecurity Act (1993) and the HASNO Act (1996).  Currently there is uncertainty as to how these two Acts align.  The Wrightson submission is supportive of the proposal that the Biosecurity Council be re-configured as a stakeholder body.  The company stressed that it will need a close working relationship with the Biosecurity Advisory Board, MAF Biosecurity and the Standing Committee.  The company supports the recommendation for closer links between central and regional government, but emphasises the need for industry partnerships, as part of this equation.  The company is concerned about the number of groups (boards, panels and standing committees) proposed under the draft Strategy, and suggested that some rationalisation could be productive.  Finally, the company believes an 18-month review is not sufficient time for the changes to be assessed.  A more appropriate timeframe would be three years. 

· The Pork Industry Board submission (no. 029) supports the recommendation that MAF and MFish become the lead biosecurity agencies.  The Board believes that one of these agencies (MAF) should have overall accountability for biosecurity, and that the Director General of MAF should assume a leadership role for the sector.  The Board proposes that the Director General have the authority to appoint advisors and / or specialist committees as necessary.  The Board is supportive of the move to re-configure the Biosecurity Council.  The success of this move will depend heavily upon the make-up of the new Council.  It will need a wide representation from industry and these people will need to be strategic thinkers.  The Board is supportive of developing the links between central and regional government on biosecurity matters.  This development should be in association with efforts to develop industry communication and partnerships.

· The submission by the Ministry of Economic Development – Environmental Issues Team (no. 039) agrees that there is currently a lack of clear leadership in biosecurity and that a more integrated (whole of system view) is required.  The Environmental Issues Team questions how integration and clear accountability can be achieved when it is proposed to have two lead agencies (MAF and MFish). 

· The submission by the Forest Biosecurity and Protection Section of Forest Research (no. 040) considers the proposed structure (outlined on page 54) is inward looking and lacks clear accountability.  Within this structure there is little scope for intensive oversight or stakeholder review of decisions.  We suggest that another independent body is required for these functions.”  Forest Research is concerned that the advice given on biosecurity issues is largely internalised, and that there is not sufficient opportunity for sector input and review.  The proposed reorganisation of the Biosecurity Council would go some way to achieving this, but not far enough.  It would not have the direct involvement in decision making that Forest Research is seeking.  An independent body would be able scrutinise priorities and seek changes, such as increasing the funding for forest biosecurity.  Finally, Forest Research questioned the split in lead agency responsibilities between salt water and terrestrial / fresh water.  They considered a split between aquatic and terrestrial would be more logical.  

· The submission by Professor Grant Guilford – Massey University (No. 041) commented that there could be some overlap of responsibilities between the various committees, proposed under the Strategy.  In situations where committees have overlapping responsibilities the lines of accountability become blurred and it is possible for two sets of instructions to be given on the same issue.  This would be detrimental to the decision-making system.  Professor Guilford asked if these committees could be rationalised or their roles clarified, particularly in the case of the Advisory Board. 

· The Animal Health Board submission (no. 042) questions the ability of the Biosecurity Managers Group to ensure the effective co-ordination of pest management activity.  Regions are likely to disagree on the priorities for pest management and there is considerable variation in the support for pest control measures by councils.  Even when councils are active in this area there is a risk that the activity will fall off a council’s priority list due to local political reasons.      

· The submission by Deer Industry New Zealand (no. 047) contends that there is currently a lack of clear accountability and leadership in the area of biosecurity.  A ‘whole-of-system’ approach is not being delivered and there is a lack of long term planning (i.e. the current system is issue driven).  The recent review of the United Kingdom’s response to Foot and Mouth demonstrated the need for a single body to tackle outbreaks and to have sole accountability.  In light of these comments, Deer Industry NZ supports the proposal for MAF to become the lead agency for terrestrial and freshwater biosecurity.  There is also support for the government to be accountable for biosecurity, through the Director General of MAF.  In the longer term, Deer Industry NZ suggests that a single agency should be responsible for all biosecurity (marine and terrestrial issues) as this would lead to improved effectiveness and efficiency.  This longer-term goal, of a single lead agency, should be included in the Strategy.  Deer Industry NZ supports the retention and re-configuration of the Biosecurity Council, as a body to review and monitor the performance of biosecurity across all systems.  It will play a key role in ensuring that the biosecurity system is a real partnership between government and stakeholders.  In addition to the stakeholders listed in the document, Deer Industry NZ proposes that the Council consult closely with representatives of those groups involved in the importation of goods and passengers.  “The Council should not be allowed to be used as an entity to share accountability for the performance of the Biosecurity role of government.”  Deer Industry NZ believes it is essential for the Director General of MAF to assume full responsibility and accountability.  The Board of Deer Industry NZ supports the recommendation that the Biosecurity Council review the performance of the biosecurity system after 18 months and it proposes that the Director General of MAF should be a member of the Council.  Finally, Deer Industry New Zealand does not support the concept of an Advisory Board, in its current form.  From their reading of the draft Strategy, the purpose of the Board is to provide strategic managerial support.  This should be dealt with internally, as part of MAF’s management structure; otherwise there is a significant risk that the Director General’s accountability for biosecurity matters will be diluted. [Biosecurity Council members may wish to review the Deer Industry NZ submission in full]    

· The submission by Pipfruit Growers New Zealand Inc (no. 052) contends that the draft Strategy does not meet the government’s expected outcomes for the document, as defined in the ‘Terms of Reference for the Development of a Biosecurity Strategy’ (page 34 of the Issues Paper).  Further work is required to give the Strategy the clarity and purpose of direction that was envisaged in the ‘terms of reference’.  PGNZI identified four areas where the draft Strategy does not meet the terms of reference.  

i) The Strategy needs to include a process for reaching agreement on New Zealand’s appropriate level of protection (ALOP) against biosecurity risks.  This should be a priority as reaching agreement on the ALOP for plant, animal health and human health is fundamental for determining the structure of the biosecurity system and for allocating resources.  The ALOP “describes the end point that risk management measures seek to achieve.”  Without this end point description, resources maybe allocated inappropriately.  It was noted that a number of “countries explain that their ALOP is that expressed by their existing risk management measures.”  

ii) The Strategy should clearly identify what are the principal biosecurity programmes and the areas of priority for the lead agencies.  The terms of reference seeks agreement on these two points and their inclusion in the Strategy.  The draft Strategy does not provide this level of detail (clarity).  For example, the draft Strategy identifies the need for rapid response to incursions but this is not developed into a mechanism for implementation.  In another case, the draft Strategy identified that additional capability is required in assessment and surveillance but no specific strategy is developed for improving this situation;

iii)   The Strategy should include transparent criteria for responding to incursions and establish levels at which additional appropriation will be requested to eradicate pests.  Currently MAF uses an internal process to determine whether or not it is feasible to eradicate a pest, and to request additional appropriation.  “When MAF decides not to respond to an incursion it often advises industry that the Government won’t pay for eradication – but it appears that MAF has not actually made a case for additional appropriation in those circumstance.”  It is these MAF decisions that frustrate industry and leads to the view that there is inadequate funding for incursions; and

iv)  PGNZI believes that the identification of legislative impediments to improving the biosecurity system would have come through during the initial consultation round.  The submitter’s views, as to the legislative impediments, should have been listed rather than the Working Group saying that ”genuine legislative impediments need to be better identified.” 

PGNZI is also seeking increased industry involvement in the early stages of biosecurity policy making, rather than being consulted after decisions have been made.  PGNZI would like the Strategy to clarify the extent to which industry representatives will be appointed to the new committee and advisory board structure.  Finally, PGNZI supports MAF becoming the lead agency for terrestrial biosecurity but is concerned that the current protection of horticulture could be diluted if MAF’s resources are spread across a wider number of fields.  . [Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review the PGNZI submission].  The Hawkes Bay Fruit Growers Association (no. 087) indicated support for the PGNZI submission.

· The submission by the Nursery & Garden Industry Association – NGIA (no. 079) considers the proposal for MAF and MFish to become the lead agencies is an acceptable way forward.  The Association has some concerns about such a radical shake-up of the biosecurity system.  The restructuring will have to be handled carefully and attention will need to be paid to keeping up the momentum of the biosecurity system (we can not afford for the system to become inert).  The Association is supportive of the Advisory Board concept and the proposed re-configuration of the Biosecurity Council.  The membership selection for the Advisory Board will have to be handled carefully, as its outputs could be diluted if representatives with narrow sector agendas are appointed.  The stronger linkage between central and regional government is supported, but it must include better direction from central government agencies on grey issues.  “An example of the type of grey area that needs to be better resolved in the future is the issue of banned plants at both a national and regional level.” 

· The Meat Industry Association submission (no. 073) agrees that there are too many agencies and ad hoc bodies in the biosecurity field and that this reduces accountability and causes a lack of confidence in the ability of the system to handle incursions successfully.  The Association would prefer a single Government agency leading biosecurity but accepts the duel agency approach for the time being.  The Director General of MAF must have a clear mandate to develop and manage the biosecurity systems from pre-border through to initial incursion response.  The Director General must provide leadership, develop consultation processes and accept responsibility for the system.  The Director General must also ensure that MAF has the staff capability to develop coherent policy and to establish clear priorities.  The Association does not support the establishment of an Advisory Board.  Instead, it proposes that the Director General form an ‘Establishment Team’ with responsibility for setting the strategic direction for terrestrial biosecurity; recommend policies that will ensure that operational requirements are achieved; establish systems to allow straight forward evaluations of responses to incursions and decide on funding arrangements.  The Team would draw together staff from across government agencies and skill bases.  One of the chief concerns with the current system is the lack of effective consultation and leadership.  The Director General of MAF will need to formulate effective consultation methods which stakeholders are comfortable with.  The system of consultation will also need to be transparent.  The Association also agrees with the proposal for a stronger link to regional councils, as local authorities frequently get mix messages under the current structure.  [Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review the MIA submission in full]
· The submission by Landcorp Farming Limited (no. 072) recommends a single lead agency, rather than the joint approach proposed.  This would ensure that there is clear accountability and leadership for biosecurity management and that issues do not fall between the cracks.  The company proposed that MAF be the lead agency.  The Company believes the Biosecurity Council should be incorporated into the proposed Biosecurity Advisory Board.  The selection / appointment process to the Board would be critical.  The membership would be a combination of stakeholders and specialists.  In particular, it is important to make appointments from those sectors that pose the greatest biosecurity risks (airlines, freight companies and importers).  Bringing these groups on board will encourage them to develop workable solutions and to take ownership of the process.  The company agrees with the need for Maori representation on the Board, but believes the appointee should bring to the table a strong background in biosecurity matters.  The company also suggests that the proposed Chief Executives Group and the Standing Pest Management Committee be merged into one entity, as there will be a significant cross over of membership and responsibility.  Constituting a single committee would help to ensure better communication between central and regional government.  The company supports the idea of reviewing the system against expectations after eighteen months.

· The Auckland Regional Animal Health Committee submission (no. 082) supports the division of lead agency responsibility between MAF and MFish.  The Committee supports the initiatives to encourage external advice but feels that the proposed structure is overly complex and bureaucratic.  This could lead to protracted decision making and the use of resources in administration that could have gone into effective biosecurity programmes.  The Strategy must ensure that the system has sufficient flexibility to respond rapidly and effectively to an incursion. 

· The submission by the Hawkes Bay Fruit Growers Association (no. 087) recommends that the organisational arrangements for biosecurity should be kept as simple as possible and that it would be preferable to have a single lead agency (MAF).  The Association stresses the need to have effective lines of communication with stakeholders, so they can be brought in strategy development and planning (to ensure buy-in). 

· The National Beekeepers Association (no. 093) is uncomfortable with the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead biosecurity agencies.  Their concern is particularly with MAF, as it has a strong focus on trade facilitation, which is in conflict with biosecurity – protecting New Zealand.   This issue could be overcome if there was a greater separation of these two roles within the Ministry. 

· The submission by the Institute of Forestry (no. 100) recommended that the Strategy recognise the need for more effective legislation permitting biosecurity management.  “In the current environment there are numerous statutes and regulations that impact on biosecurity with little or no consistency, and even less understanding of who is responsible for what.”  The Institute has particular concerns about the HASNO Act, as it can prevent the use of incursion tools that are available overseas but which are not registered in New Zealand.   The absence of a ‘fast track’ system to allow overseas tools into New Zealand could have serious consequences.  The draft Strategy also fails to note the impact the RMA and local government plans can have on the ability of agencies (including central government) to respond rapidly to incursions.  The Institute supports the call for clearer leadership in biosecurity and it sees considerable merit in the MAF / MFish lead agency proposal (it is not a final solution but a good step along the path).  The Institute supports the restructuring of the Biosecurity Council into an independent source of advice for the Minister.  The need for independent advice will be critical if the MAF / MFish lead agency model is followed.  The Institute agrees the Council is not an appropriate forum for CEO’s.  The Biosecurity Advisory Board concept is also supported.  The Institute expects that there will be representation from the wider forestry sector on both of these entities.  [Biosecurity Council members may wish to review the Institute of Forestry submission in full]        

· The submission by the Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand (no. 113) supports the proposal that MAF Biosecurity becomes the lead agency for terrestrial and freshwater biosecurity.  However, the Association “notes that the Ministry of Fisheries is responsible for biosecurity issues relating to marine aquaculture and are concerned that, as is currently the position, there can be a lack of clarity as to who has the role of the lead agency”.  The Association recommended that there needs to be greater consistency of approach between the different groups within MAF Biosecurity.  The Association understands that one of the roles of the Biosecurity Advisory Board will be to provide high level, direction for these groups.  If this is to be the case, the Association would like the point clarified in the Strategy.  The Association has some concerns about the role of the proposed Biosecurity Advisory Board.  From their reading of the document, “it appears to have been put in place to ensure that there is a more wide ranging focus for MAF Biosecurity and also to provide managerial support at the strategic level.  Managerial support at the strategic level should be a management decision for the Director General or the Group Director Biosecurity, not the role of the Advisory Board”.  The Association is concerned that there is potential for the dilution of the Director General’s authority.  The Association therefore recommends that the proposed roles of the Advisory Board be clarified.     

· The submission by the Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) strongly supports the designation of MAF and MFish as the lead agencies and recommends that the “lead agencies be given appropriate responsibilities and powers to give direction, set targets and monitor performance for all other agencies involved in biosecurity so as to ensure that biosecurity is nationally consistent and co-ordinated”.  The Foundation disagrees with the proposal to create additional committees and advisory boards, as experience has shown that they are cumbersome, have overlapping responsibilities and reduce accountability.  The draft Strategy does not adequately demonstrate the need for these committees.  Rather than stakeholder representation in a number of these committees, the Foundation proposes public input on five-yearly national biosecurity strategies. 

· The submission by Federated Farmers of New Zealand (no. 107) agrees with the 18-month review period for the system but proposes that the Director General of MAF conduct the review, and be fee to consult and obtain advice from all quarters.  The review period should not be any longer, as it would dilute the urgency to make serious changes to the system.  The Strategy should also include mechanisms for continuous reviews of operations and management systems.  The Federation supports the concept of a ‘whole-of-government’ approach and the proposal for a lead agency framework rather than the establishment of a stand-alone agency.  The Federation’s preference however is for a single lead agency (MAF).  This is due to the fact that there would continue to be areas of overlapping responsibility in the aquaculture field (i.e. MFish would be responsible for biosecurity issues relating to oysters and mussels, but export certification of aquaculture products would continue to be a MAF responsibility).  The Federation has pointed out previously that within MAF there is a need for more internal consistency between groups.  It appears that one of the roles of the proposed Advisory Board is to improve consistency across the groups within MAF.  If this is the case, the Federation would like this clearly spelt out.  The Federation agrees that a culture shift is required within MAF to ensure that the agency can effectively co-ordinate the biosecurity system.  This change will need firm leadership from the Director-General.  The Federation has concerns with the current decision-making processes for the establishment of Import Health Standards (IHS).  The Federation believes the current approaches are inconsistent.  It is therefore recommending that the Strategy explicitly states that the development and review of import health standards be undertaken using a consistent and transparent framework.  The Federation seeks clarification as to the stage at which responsibility for incursions transfer from Chief Technical Officers to Chief Executives and then to the Minister.  If there are no clear guidelines there is the potential for most issues to end up in the political arena, with consequent delays in decision making.  The Minister should be the decision-maker of last resort.  The Federation welcomes the proposal to re-configure the Biosecurity Council and to develop it as a forum for the exposure of stakeholder views.  The Federation commented that clear mechanisms will need to be put in place to ensure that stakeholder views are properly taken into account, and warned that the Council should not be seen as replacement for wider stakeholder involvement in the biosecurity system.  The Federation asked what status the information and advice from the Council will have?  The Federation believes the Advisory Board should have a limited role, in terms of advising the Director General on how to get the biosecurity systems and processes working better (i.e. management processes).  The Director General should appoint the Board members and it should not be involved in policy setting.  The Federation agrees on the need for greater co-ordination between central and local government, “but believes the Strategy has not sufficiently identified what are the barriers to, and incentives for, this.”  The Strategy needs to look specifically at mechanisms for ensuring inter-regional co-ordination between councils on pests of common concern.  Finally, the Federation commented that the Strategy needs to discuss whether legislative changes are needed to implement parts of the review.  If a legislative review is proposed, the Federation believes it should be a thorough one, rather than a piecemeal amendment.  A similar point was made in the combined submission made by the Fruitgrowers Federation, Vegetable & Potato Growers Federation and the Berryfruit Growers Federation (no. 110).  The Federations called for a section in the Strategy that covers the statutory and regulatory mechanisms under which the biosecurity agencies operate.    

· The combined submission by the Fruitgrowers Federation, Vegetable & Potato Growers Federation and the Berryfruit Growers Federation (no. 110) proposes that MAF becomes the sole lead agency for biosecurity.  The Federations “appreciate that marine ecology is very different from terrestrial ecology and the risk pathways managed by the two organisations are quite different, the principles, procedures and operational requirements are very similar and we believe there be some effectiveness gained through biosecurity being handled via one agency.”  If the proposal for an Advisory Board proceeds, its roles will have to be clearly defined.  In particular, that it’s focus is advising on operational and management issues, and not on policy matters.  Otherwise, the lines of responsibility for decision-making could become blurred.  The Federations are concerned about the apparent proliferation of committees and boards.  Roles are likely to be duplicated, unless there are clear statements concerning the roles of each body.  The re-configuration of the Biosecurity Council is supported, along with the 18-month review.  The review should be restricted to assessing the progress made towards the recommendations within the Strategy.  The Federations recognise that there is currently a co-ordination gap between central and local government but it does not feel that the committee structure proposed with alleviate the problems identified.  The proposals on regional government co-ordination also ”fail to recognise the recognise the significant role that industry, other interest groups and the public in general take in the strategic and operational aspects of pest management.”  Finally, the Federations proposed that the recommendations contained in the Strategy be prioritised and that set timeframes be placed on them.  For the three Federations, their top priority is improving the effectiveness of New Zealand’s biosecurity capability and ensuring that the resources devoted to biosecurity by central government are commensurate for the work.  

· The submission by Dairy InSight et al (no. 112) recommended that the proposed organisational arrangements need further clarification, as to the lines of responsibility for strategy setting and operational activities.  “The Biosecurity Council should be a forum for strategy setting and assessment of the overall system where stakeholders and departmental chief executives give joint and binding advice to the Minister of Biosecurity…  The Council should have the strategy setting role and the Advisory Board then be confined to providing key operational advice and audit results to the Director-General.”  The organisation agreed with the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies for co-ordinating and delivering biosecurity operations.

· The submission by the New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) stressed that the biosecurity system needs unambiguous lines of accountability.  “This will assist in providing the well focused leadership required for an effective and accountable biosecurity system.”  The Association is supportive of the proposal for MAF to become the lead agency on terrestrial and fresh water biosecurity, and for the Director-General to have overall responsibility.  The Association would not support a new, stand alone Biosecurity Ministry, as it would take time for the international profile of the agency to become established (i.e. in negotiations).  MAF already has an established ‘brand’ that is known to overseas customers and government agencies.  The Association has reservations about the proposed Advisory Board.  The Association would not support the establishment of the Board if it has a direct role in policy formation, as this would dilute the lines of accountability for biosecurity decision-making.  The reconfiguration of the Biosecurity Council is supported, but the Association suggests that the Director-General attend meetings (as a no-voting member), to report on developments and to hear the views of the Council.  The Association believes most of the proposed roles for the Advisory Board could be undertaken by the Biosecurity Council.  It was also proposed that the Biosecurity Council have access to funding for contracted research and analysis on the operation of the biosecurity system.  The need for closer co-ordination between central and regional was strongly supported.  The Association proposed that the convenor of the Standing Pest Management Committee report regularly to the Biosecurity Council.  Finally, the Association supported the proposal to review progress on the recommendations in 18 months time.  

· The submission by Meat New Zealand (no. 125) supports the proposal for MAF to become the lead agency for terrestrial and fresh water biosecurity.  The company acknowledges the expertise of MFish in marine issues but considers it would be preferable to have a single agency assume responsibility, “in the interests of effectiveness and efficiency.”  The Company can see benefits in a merger, in terms of “better decision-making in relation to resource allocation, commonality in terms of risk assessment approaches and operational efficiencies.”  If the two-agency structure is followed, the Company considers it is essential for the Director General of MAF to assume overall accountability for biosecurity.  The Board supports the proposal to enhance the partnership between central and regional government.  The Strategy also needs to include provision for ensuring greater co-operation between regional councils, on pests which affect more than one region or which are threatening to cross over between regions.  The reconstituted Biosecurity Council is supported, along with the increased emphasise on stakeholder input.  The Company recommends that the Council have a small, dedicated budget to undertake commissioned analysis on the optimal techniques for measuring performance.  The Company is concerned that the Council maybe used as an entity to share accountability for performance of the biosecurity system.  This would not be acceptable to the Company.  The Director General of MAF must assume full accountability (the Director General should however be a member of the Council).  The 18-month review period is supported and the Company suggests extending the range of stakeholder groups to include those associated with moving goods and passengers.  The Board has reservations over the establishment of an Advisory Board, as it could dilute the accountability of the Director General.  If it is retained, the Company recommends that its role be confined to providing managerial support and that the Director General appoints the members for their expertise.  The Federation of Maori Authorities (no. 126) and the New Zealand Wool Board (no. 127) support this submission.

· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) supports the proposal for a reformed Biosecurity Council that can provide the Minister with independent advice.  The Company would rather see the proposed Advisory Board incorporated into the Biosecurity Council, “and the Director General hire in expertise as required.”
· The submission by the Director-General of MAF (no. 130) commented on the proposed Advisory Board.  The Director-General agreed that it is necessary to find mechanisms to effectively engage with a wide range of biosecurity stakeholders, and that an Advisory Board would be one approach.  He would prefer however, that the exact form of such engagement be left open for determination until the final structure of the biosecurity system becomes clearer.

· The submission by the New Zealand Farm Forestry Association – FFA (no. 139) supports the MAF and MFish lead agency proposal but has reservations about the Advisory Board and Standing Science Committee structure.  The FFA propose that the Director General of MAF appoint the members of the Advisory Board and alter the composition as circumstances require.  “The Standing Science Committee would probably be better as a series of transient committees, structured to provide advice on issues of the day, but with adequate continuity.”  The reconfiguration of the Biosecurity Council is supported, along with the need to co-operate more fully with regional councils.
Public Participation
· The submission by Wrightson Research (no. 023) supports the need for wider community involvement in biosecurity issues.  The company points out however that interest groups may seek to dominate specific issues.

· The Pork Industry Board submission (no. 029) supports a national communications programme to raise community awareness of the key biosecurity issues and to engender public support (buy-in) for the Strategy.

· The submission by Deer Industry New Zealand (no. 047) believes that greater emphasis needs to be placed on communicating with the broader public on the importance of biosecurity.  This communication must promote the need for vigilance, responsible actions when importing goods and the consequences for the economy and environment of incursions.  The Auckland Regional Animal Health Committee submission (no. 082) made a similar comment. 

· The submission by the Nursery & Garden Industry Association – NGIA (no. 079) considers the best form of advertisement for biosecurity is consistent and direct action by the lead biosecurity agencies.  This will generate positive public attitudes and awareness of issues.

· The Meat Industry Association submission (no. 073) comments that the broader community plays a critical role in surveillance and the identification of incursions.  It is imperative that the public’s awareness of biosecurity is enhanced, in order to catch incursions prior to them getting into the production chain.  If an incursion is not picked up until the inspection stage at a freezing works, then you know if has been spread widely and will be difficult to contain.  The development of a public awareness campaign should be the responsibility of the chief executives of MAF and MFish.

· The submission by the National Beekeepers Association (no. 093) supports enhanced public awareness of biosecurity issues.  The NBA proposed more television exposure (i.e. the series on the Quarantine Service) and additional media releases on the number of seizures and the types of product confiscated.

·  The submission by the Institute of Forestry (no. 100) supports the concept of increasing public awareness and support for biosecurity.  The Institute points out however that the public does not play a major role in identifying tree and forest pests.  Over the period from 1988 to 1998 only 6% of tree and forest pests were detected by the public (forest health professionals accounted for 77% of cases).

· The submission by Meat New Zealand (no. 125) emphasises the need for on-going communication with the public, “on the critical importance of biosecurity both in relation to the need for constant vigilance for incursions and for responsible actions in areas of risk such as the flow of goods and people across the border.” The Federation of Maori Authorities (no. 126) and the New Zealand Wool Board (no. 127) support this submission.  The New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) made a similar comment.

· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) commented that the public is largely unaware of the workings of Biosecurity and is focused on the high profile incursions.  There is little appreciation of the day to day work undertaken in this field.  Additional effort needs to be put into raising public awareness, as an informed public will be more receptive to incursion response campaigns.  

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· The submission by the Nursery & Garden Industry Association – NGIA (no. 079) concurs with the recommendation that the lead agencies align their capabilities, mechanisms and decision-making processes to ensure that their responsibilities under the Treaty of Waitangi are met.  “Equally, it is important that these considerations do not become disproportionate or that operational areas and decision-making become bogged down with political posturing.”  The submission by Landcorp Farming Limited (no. 072), contained a similar comment.  

· The Meat Industry Association submission (no. 073) supports the recommendation that the lead agencies identify their responsibilities under the Treaty of Waitangi and develop appropriate capabilities, mechanisms and decision-making processes.

· The submission by the Institute of Forestry (no. 100) comments “that the draft Strategy places an unnecessary emphasis on Maori perspectives on biosecurity often with the implication that their values should take priority over the values of others.  Taking this approach is likely to cause dissension and a loss off focus on dealing with the significant biosecurity risks which affect all New Zealanders.”  The Institute commented that all New Zealanders place a high value on our indigenous flora and fauna and we need shared agreement on what we are trying to protect.  
· The submission by Federated Farmers of New Zealand (no. 107) agrees that an effective biosecurity system requires the value sets of Maori to be included in biosecurity decision making.  “Federated Farmers believes that this should be dome through setting up appropriate processes for stakeholder involvement in decision making, and the adoption of a consistent framework and set of principles for that decision making.”
· The submission by Meat New Zealand (no. 125) agrees with the need for the biosecurity agencies to identify and meet their responsibilities under the Treaty of Waitangi “but this needs to be balanced within the resources at the agencies disposal and with meeting the needs of all stakeholder groups…” The New Zealand Wool Board (no. 127) supports this submission. 

· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) stressed that “we need to ensure that:
· Various Iwi priorities are documented.

· Knowledge is not withheld by either partner, and thereby does not become an issue at the 11th hour – well developed communication networks are critical.
· Scientific judgement prevails where applicable.” 
Funding
· The submission by Wrightson Research (no. 023) raised concerns about the compliance costs associated with plant introductions and phytosanitary requirements.  These costs have been rising in recent years and are a major burden for the industry.  The company proposed that the government work with the industry to identify ways cost savings could be achieved at the pre-border and post-border compliance stages.  The company stressed that the government will need to adequately resource the core biosecurity functions and that a review of funding sources is required.  Wrightson Research supports marginal cost recovery.  The lead agencies will need to show that they are following cost competitive models.  Finally, there needs to be a recognition by the government that there is a strong element of ‘public good’ investment in biosecurity services. 

· The Pork Industry Board submission (no. 029) comments that the responsibility for funding New Zealand’s biosecurity should rest with the Government, as the service is principally a ‘public good’.  Industry can provide technical (in kind) support.  New Zealand’s biosecurity agencies need to be able to access funds rapidly in case of a serious incursion.  Mechanisms should be put in place to ensure that this can occur. 

· The submission by Professor Grant Guilford – Massey University (No. 041) pointed out that the draft Strategy pays little attention to the administration of research funding for biosecurity issues.  Currently, there is little co-ordination in the funding mechanisms for this form of research.  “Researchers submit biosecurity bids to an enormous variety of organisations (ranging from FoRST, Regional Councils, MAF, Vote Education, DoC, MoH, Animal Health Board, Producer Boards, commercial companies etc) leading to great difficulty in ensuring that the national biosecurity research priorities flow through into a co-ordinated research strategy.  Particular difficulties are struck with bids that are inter-agency in focus.”  Professor Guilford would support a more co-ordinated approach to biosecurity research funding, as he believes it would lead to better outcomes for the community and New Zealand. 

· The Animal Health Board submission (no. 042) commented that the review of funding should include ongoing pest management activities, especially where they have a significant public good component.

· The submission by Deer Industry New Zealand (no. 047) argued that “a strong and effective biosecurity programme delivers benefits and protects against losses for all parts of the New Zealand society and all aspects of the New Zealand economy and how the programme is funded must recognise and reflect this.”  The Board of Deer Industry NZ believes that biosecurity meets all the requirements of being a public good and that it should be funded as such.  This recommendation does not imply that the sectors should not be involved or bear some of the cost of biosecurity activities (i.e. surveillance activities on farms and in processing facilities).  The Board considers much of the current dissatisfaction with New Zealand’s biosecurity systems is related to inadequate and inconsistent funding.  Additional funding, coupled with well qualified staff, are needed to meet the agreed goals of the Strategy.  The funding needs to be consistent so that managers can plan into the future.  Deer Industry New Zealand’s recommendation on this point is “that there is an urgent need for a consistent and defensible level of Government funding and an agreed set of principles on which to base funding and capability decisions and accordingly submits that a complete review of biosecurity funding and funding principals needs to be conducted.” 

· The submission by Pipfruit Growers New Zealand Inc (no. 052) criticises the draft Strategy for identifying the primary industries as the beneficiaries of biosecurity services.  Pipfruit growers are in fact the victims of biosecurity incursions, not the beneficiaries.  The modern trading environment increases the risk of incursions and makes the pipfruit industry more vulnerable.  The beneficiaries of the free trade environment are Importers, consumers and travellers.  As such, they should pay to manage the risk. 

· The submission by the Nursery & Garden Industry Association – NGIA (no. 079) commented that “when considering the ‘private versus public good’ theme, there may be a case for compulsory low-level industry levies.”  The levy would have to be compulsory, as voluntary systems normally fail, as a result of free riders.  Any levy should be structured in a way where there are recognised benefits for the levy payers.  “A compulsory levy in exchange for industry ‘privileges’ might be sustainable.”  For example, the nursery industry could provide funding to check the importation of plants and plant material on arrival.  In return, industry players with a recognised track record and audited procedures would have simplified entry procedures for plants.

· The Meat Industry Association submission (no. 073) contends that an effective Biosecurity Strategy requires certainty of funding and adequate resourcing.  The Association believes pre-border, border and initial surveillance activities are a public good and should be funded by the government.  Beyond the initial incursion stage, there are matters of on-going management and control (or eradication).  On-going management would normally involve a combination of public and private good.  The Association believes a strategic review of funding arrangements should be undertaken to determine whose responsibility it is to fund each activity (e.g. central government, regional government, beneficiaries or exacerbators).  This review should be an open process and seek stakeholder input.   

· The submission by Landcorp Farming Limited (no. 072) agreed with the need for a review of the biosecurity funding system.  The company went on to say that the Strategy will need to clearly describe how this investment in biosecurity will be managed and what outcomes are expected for the expenditure.  Landcorp believes that New Zealand as a whole benefits from biosecurity protection and that it should be a public good.  Finally, the company commented on the funding priorities listed in recommendation 23.  This list should identify the key risks to New Zealand’s biosecurity rather than describing the channels of possible contamination.  Surely, “it is the risk that is being managed not just the channel.”  

· The Auckland Regional Animal Health Committee submission (no. 082) commented that the draft Strategy focused on MAF’s ability to secure funding for the management of incursion responses.  The Committee proposed that this section be expanded to discuss the ease with which other biosecurity agencies are able to secure funding from the Crown or ratepayers. 

· The submission by the Hawkes Bay Fruit Growers Association (no. 087) strongly supports the idea of an incursion fund, that would be used to provide effective, early intervention.  “As biosecurity is the responsibility of each and every New Zealander, so each and every New Zealander should contribute equally to this fund.”   

· The submission by the National Beekeepers Association (no. 093) believes that incursion response and on-going pest management (including research) should primarily be the responsibility of the Government, with some contribution by stakeholders.  The NBA also commented that the Government “needs to set aside a budget that allows MAF to investigate, do a delimiting survey and perhaps proceed with small incursion [responses] without the need to go back to the Minister for funding.  The $150,000 trigger point is to low”.  The NBA agrees with the recommendation that a review of the basis of biosecurity funding is needed, in order to improve consistency.  As part of this review, it is important to recognise that non-monetary assistance (in the form of surveillance and reporting) is already carried out by a number of sectors. 

· The submission by the Institute of Forestry (no. 100) stressed the need to improve the resourcing situation for forest biosecurity.  The interests of forestry currently appear to be subservient to those of agriculture (i.e. 7 dedicated forest biosecurity staff in MAF compared to over 20 for animals and plants).  If MAF does not provide adequate resourcing for forestry then “there is a risk that progress on biosecurity issues will become a victim of a bureaucracy without adequate policy and operational resources.”  The Institute notes that commercial forestry is the only industry that puts significant funds directly into biosecurity risk management, and it has a National Forest Surveillance Scheme (the industry has been seeking formal recognition for this scheme from MAF).  This scheme has kept biosecurity at the forefront of the industry’s mind.  On a per hectare basis, commercial forestry companies put significantly more into biosecurity than the Department of Conservation, for the indigenous estate.  The Institute stressed that there needs to be a greater focus on the surveillance of our indigenous forests and a greater contribution to surveillance by the agricultural and horticultural sectors.

· The submission by the Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand (no. 113) recommends that a complete review of biosecurity funding and funding principles be undertaken.  The Association believes there must be a clear set of agreed principles for funding and a framework for their application.  Finally, the Association believes that biosecurity meets all the requirements of a ‘public good’ and should be funded as such.

· The submission by the Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) proposes that the funding arrangements for biosecurity activities that have a ‘purely private good component’ should “be undertaken by the industry groups themselves, rather than central or local government agencies.”  The arrangements put in place are likely to provide an incentive for the industry, and individual firms, to improve their performance and reduce costs.  Central government levies and charges normally do not provide an incentive for firms to improve their individual performance.  In situations where a central government charge is put in place, the Foundation recommends that the levy exclude the following:

“· the cost of biosecurity breaches by third parties;

  · costs arising from failure of early detection or other agency inefficiencies;

  · any share of costs relating to public good arising from the biosecurity programme (to which the group or individual is already entitled due to their contribution to general taxation); and

  · any costs in excess of the value of actual private good benefit received by the group or individual.”
· The submission by Federated Farmers of New Zealand (no. 107) “believes that it is crucial that the funding base for the biosecurity system is secure.”  In particular, pressures for cost reductions within government should not result in reductions in risk management standards.  The Federation recommends that a clear set of principles for funding biosecurity be developed, as well as a transparent framework for their application to work programmes.  This work needs to be undertaken prior to the actual review.  The Federation is not supportive of the idea of an ‘industry-funded contingency fund’.

· The combined submission by the Fruitgrowers Federation, Vegetable & Potato Growers Federation and the Berryfruit Growers Federation (no. 110) supports the recommendations on capability and funding.  Before the funding review takes place, it is critical to develop a series of funding principles and to identify the key risk areas and responsibilities.  The Federations would support the idea of establishing an incursion fund, even if it was focused simply on providing resources for the initial response.  This would overcome the current ad hoc approach to initial funding.  The three Federations would oppose the imposition of further biosecurity costs on their members.  Their members already have to manage the new pests that have become established in the country.  Levying their members would be “akin to charging the victim of a possible or actual biosecurity incursion.”  The weight of biosecurity costs should fall on those who create the risk of incursions.  

· The submission by Dairy InSight et al (no. 112) commented that funding and capability requirements need to be worked through with stakeholders and agreement reached. The organisation believes that there is a significant capability and resource gap in the surveillance area.  Clearer funding arrangements are also required for post-incursion pest management.

· The submission by the New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) supports the creation of “an emergency fund controlled by MAF to ensure that political or administrative delays in obtaining adequate funds do not allow a new incursion to become established.”  As a general rule, the Association believes biosecurity should be seen as a public good and therefore funded by the Crown.  There are situations however (mainly related to specific pests and diseases) where there are discernible benefits to the private sector.  Any proposals for private charges should be assessed against a clear and consistent set of financial criteria.  This would give industry confidence that due process is being followed.  In looking at funding structures it is important to examine the contribution industry is already making to surveillance at a farm and processing level.     

· The submission by Meat New Zealand (no. 125) agrees that the current funding regime is inconsistent and that future decisions need to be made in a principled, transparent and consistent manner.  Rather than a step by step review of funding, the Company is seeking a complete examination of biosecurity funding and the principles on which the system is based.  The funding review will need to recognise the considerable effort (and resources) that the primary sector currently puts into surveillance on farms and in processing facilities.  This contribution is not recognised in the draft Strategy, and the Company recommends that it be included and discussed in the final Strategy.  The Federation of Maori Authorities (no. 126) and the New Zealand Wool Board (no. 127) support this submission.

· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) commented that the Forest Biosecurity team within MAF is seriously under resourced and is struggling to cope with it’s current workload.  “There is a perception that since the demise of the Ministry of Forestry, forestry has taken a ‘back seat’ with its merger into the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry.”  The New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) and the New Zealand Farm Forestry Association (no. 139) made similar comments.  

· The submission by the New Zealand Farm Forestry Association – FFA (no. 139) commented that “the concept of user pays may be theoretically attractive, but very difficult in practice.  The FFA is only too well aware of these problems, representing as it does small forest growers, but with only a minority of this group as paid up members.  We would support a review of biosecurity funding to establish more clearly the rules and practice of funding.”
· The submission made by Fonterra (no. 143) argues that the public are “the major beneficiary of New Zealand’s biosecurity services and as such should be a major funder” (through the Crown).  The other major source of funding should be charges on imported cargoes and passengers.  “Incoming activities at the border create the greatest risks and as such those activities should be a major source of funding for biosecurity services.”  In looking at charges on imported goods, it is critical to distinguish the public good aspect of biosecurity services and the add-on commercial element.  “For example, biosecurity activities required to establish efficient and justifiable import standards are public good.  These are base activities and … must be differentiated from the extra activities (such as extra sampling) carried out in order to meet export certification.”   

Strategic Comments
· The submission by Wrightson Research (no. 023) recommends a review of the risk mitigation benefits of Level I Quarantine and GMO contained releases.  The company also proposes that MAF halt progressing the removal of Class I Quarantine facilities until the Biosecurity Strategy has been implemented.  

· The submission by the Forest Biosecurity and Protection Section of Forest Research (no. 040) considers that the draft Strategy is a useful high level document but that it lacks the necessary detail for directing how the organisational structure is to be changed.  This level of detail is needed to push through the necessary changes to the system.  Forest Research would also like to see a stronger sector focus in the Strategy, particularly in the area of forestry.  By this, they mean an outline of the systems that need to be put in place to advance biosecurity in each sector.  A similar comment was made in the Animal Health Board submission (no. 042).  The draft Strategy provides an overview of the reforms needed in the biosecurity area, instead of defining the management arrangements, capabilities and funding required to deliver a world class system.  The Board also considers the Strategy requires a more detailed analysis of the biosecurity risks facing the country, and a framework for setting priorities.  The submission by the New Zealand Forest Owners’ Association (no. 124) and Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) made similar comments.    

· The submission by Professor Grant Guilford – Massey University (no. 041) commented that the draft Strategy is largely silent, as to the role of the academic community in biosecurity, apart from contributing to the science-base of biosecurity.  Academics have traditionally played the role of critic, reviewer or assessor on biosecurity issues.  Professor Guilford believes it is important to describe in the Strategy the avenues by which academics can contribute to biosecurity debates and decision making (i.e. what committees they will have input to, or representation on).

· The submission by Pipfruit Growers New Zealand Inc (no. 052) stressed that the country needs to retain its current biosecurity status, particularly the freedom from fruit flies.  This status gives New Zealand a competitive advantage and enables exporters to develop new markets (beyond the 55 countries that currently import pipfruit from New Zealand).  

· The submission by the Nursery & Garden Industry Association – NGIA (no. 079) considers the draft Strategy has acceptable recommendations on future leadership and the policy direction for biosecurity.  The Association feels however that the document lacks sufficient detail on the capabilities that will be required to implement the Strategy, the performance measures for determining success and the funding arrangements for the new structure.  The Meat Industry Association submission (no. 073) and the Auckland Regional Animal Health Committee submission (no. 082) make a similar point.  The draft Strategy identifies the key components of biosecurity that need to be targeted but it does not set out how these goals are to be implemented.  This point is re-iterated by Landcorp (no. 072).  The company commented that the draft Strategy provides a clear outline of the issues confronting New Zealand but has limited substantive detail on the solutions.  The New Zealand Institute of Forestry (no. 100) follows a similar line.  The draft Strategy has a well developed vision and set of goals but the document provides little direction as to how these goals are to be achieved, and the steps required to get there (i.e. a blue print).

· The submission by the Hawkes Bay Fruit Growers Association (no. 087) commented that many of its members have made strenuous efforts to reduce the use of pesticides and other harmful chemicals by adopting I.F.P (Integrated Fruit Production) and Organic principles.  The incursion of a new pest or disease (that attacks fruit trees or the crop) would place these programmes at serious risk, as additional chemicals would need to be applied.  This would tarnish New Zealand’s image and adversely affect export opportunities.  The Poultry Industry Association of NZ (no. 113) made a similar comment.  The New Zealand industry has a disease free status, which is unique for countries with commercial poultry industries.  The arrival of a disease in New Zealand that affects poultry would therefore have serious implications for the image and reputation of the industry.  The National Beekeepers Association (no. 093) also stressed the point that New Zealand’s primary product exports depend heavily upon the relatively disease free status of the country.  For example, exports of package bees have risen significantly in the past year, as the country is still free of ‘Small Hive Beetle’, while parts of Australia have been infected by the beetle (Australia was a major exporter of live bees). 

· The submission by the Institute of Forestry (no. 100) was critical of the Department of Conservation’s approach to biosecurity management.  The Department “has decided that noxious animals (such as deer) must be eradicated, but does little to control wasps, and nothing to control ragwort (for example), which are potentially as much of a pest as the deer.  Equally DoC’s limited resources mean that control of possums in many parts of its estate is inadequate and undermines the efforts of private landowners …”  

· The submission by the Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) highlighted that no mention has been made in the draft Strategy of “the protection of valued introduced fauna that is not farm-based”, yet it is referred to in the ‘terms of reference’ for the Strategy.  The Foundation provided evidence showing that over 100,000 hunters in New Zealand prize the introduced game animals.  They also noted a survey that said 90% of New Zealanders still want to see deer in the wild.  The Foundation went on to recommend that the Strategy comment directly on the value of introduced game animals and fish.

· The submission by Federated Farmers of New Zealand (no. 107) concurs with the overall vision of the draft Strategy, but would like the document to be more forward looking, “in terms of dealing with emerging and potential threats, taking into account changing lifestyles, social and physical landscapes.”  The draft Strategy appears to be focused on overcoming existing problems, whereas there needs to be a capacity to respond to emerging events.  In particular, the issue of future resourcing, for new fields of work, has to be addressed.  The document also needs to talk more explicitly as to the ways in which the biosecurity system will facilitate trade (both imports and exports) and the movement of people.  On a related issue, the document needs to examine the impacts a failure will have on the social environment of the country, as well as the economic implications.  Even a limited outbreak of FMD would have serious social implications for households.  Explaining these social impacts to the public would assist in brining them on board, when tackling incursions.  These social impacts should be mentioned as part of the overall goal for biosecurity.   

· The combined submission by the Fruitgrowers Federation, Vegetable & Potato Growers Federation and the Berryfruit Growers Federation (no. 110) raised a number of concerns about the overall direction of the draft Strategy.  They were disappointed about: 

“the lack of future focus within the document;

  the lack of prioritisation of the different facets of biosecurity

  the focus on structure and process rather than effectiveness

  the lack of clarity regarding the future funding of biosecurity

  the absence of time-frames to action recommendations.

The document focuses on structural and process issues but does not define what needs protecting and how this is to be achieved.  The document also lacks an appreciation of how biosecurity impacts upon society and well being.  The Federations suggest a broadening of the Vision and Goals section.  This section should emphasise the importance of the biosecurity system for all New Zealanders (i.e. the social and economic impact of incursions), how high quality biosecurity can facilitate trade, the need for pro-active systems to identify pests, and the need for a developed scientific capacity.  This part of the Strategy also needs to be forward looking.  It needs to identify the future threats associated with rising tourist numbers, climate change and increased freight movements.  Finally, they propose that the first sub-goal “prevention and exclusion’ (page 9) be classified as the key priority in New Zealand’s biosecurity system.  The Strategy should outline how this priority is to be attained (development of import protocols, agreements to move risks offshore, education of the public, improve science capacity and increased border inspections).      

· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) asked why there was no detailed discussion of the HASNO Act and the difficulties industries encounter in using it (“the issue of bureaucratic encumbrance when implementing new bio-controls”).  The Company also commented that the Department of Conservation needs to provide clear leadership (and funding), in regards to surveillance for pests within the Crown estate.  

CATEGORY THREE

SEAFOOD INDUSTRIES 

Decision Making

· The submission by the New Zealand Seafood Industry Council – SeaFIC (no. 071) supports the need for a standardised risk assessment framework, that guides decision-making on biosecurity activities, at both the strategic and operational level.  In situations where there is no “clear and consistent risk assessment framework, resources cannot be prioritised effectively and interventions cannot be directed towards the activities that will be most effective in reducing risk.”  SeaFIC agrees that improved decision making techniques are required to assess the economic, social and environmental costs and benefits of actions.  The development of clearly defined decision-making tools has the added advantage of improving the transparency of the biosecurity process.  In determining the analytical tools to be used in decision-making, it is critical that the lead agencies ensure “that the costs to individuals, particular sectors, and general economic performance are evaluated against the benefits of particular biosecurity management measures…”.  SeaFIC noted that there is a general obligation on lead agencies to ensure that the interventions they propose are necessary and that they are the least cost way of achieving the specified outcomes.  The Seafood Industry Council commented that decision-making in the marine environment is hindered by a relative lack of information on marine ecosystems.  The Council therefore supports “the constructive application of a precautionary approach” in marine decision making.  In cases where this is applied (and particularly where there are costs to the industry), then there is a concurrent obligation on decision-makers to put in place programmes to reduce our knowledge gap.  The decision can then be reviewed at a later stage, based upon more reliable information.   The New Zealand Mussel Industry Council (no. 098) supported the statements made by SeaFIC on the need for a clear and consistent risk assessment framework that can be used to measure the comparative risk of activities and set priorities for resource allocation.  The Council commented however that the assessment framework has to have the ability to adapt to changing climatic and environmental conditions.

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· The submission by the New Zealand Seafood Industry Council – SeaFIC (no. 071) supports the need for high quality research and expertise, that feeds into decision making.  SeaFIC commented however, that any review of science capability and science strategy should be guided by the risk assessment process, along with strategic and operational considerations.  SeaFIC is supportive of the process to identify disease and pest pathways, and stressed the importance of basing interventions upon risk profiling.  The NZ Mussel Industry Council (no. 098) supported this point. “… it is important to recognise that biosecurity risks in the marine environment are largely pathway based rather than organism based.  Strategic and operational risk assessments need to take account of this”.   

· The submission by the New Zealand Mussel Industry Council (no. 098) stressed that the current  “level of background knowledge regarding the marine environment is significantly less than on land and [that] the Strategy should clearly aim to address this”.  The Ministry of Fisheries is allocating resources to research on marine diversity.  This effort should recognised in the Strategy and given a high priority (i.e. this work is integral to the success of the Strategy).

Operational Management and Capability
· The submission by the New Zealand Seafood Industry Council – SeaFIC (no. 071) put forward the idea of a dedicated incursion response fund.  A fund is required, as marine pests are particularly difficult to control and eradicate.  It is consequentially important to provide a timely (i.e. immediate) response to an incursion.  SeaFIC is also seeking increased emphasis placed upon pre-border surveillance and risk assessment.  The exotic organisms entering the marine environment are normally on hulls and in ballast water.  These are far harder to control than a pest in a container or an aircraft.  SeaFIC is aware that MFish is designing a marine surveillance regime.  This work is supported and SeaFIC stresses that the programme will require adequate long term funding to be effective.  SeaFIC   

· The submission by the New Zealand Mussel Industry Council (no. 098) supports the overall direction of the draft Strategy but is of the opinion that it “fails in some respects to identify and cater for the unique characteristics of the marine environment and the unique requirements for ensuring the biosecurity of this environment”.  Incursions in the marine environment are frequently brought to New Zealand on the hulls of vessels or in ballast water.  Inspecting vessels at the point of arrival is therefore too late in the process, as the organisms have already travelled extensively in New Zealand waters prior to reaching port.  Responding to marine incursions also tends to be more difficult than on land, as organisms can be spread throughout the water profile (i.e. at the surface or near the seabed).  The focus for marine incursions therefore has to be at the pre-border stage, and there needs to be emphasis on both the cargoes that are being transported as well as the vessels.  The Council also highlighted that there are gaps in the current arrangements for managing marine pests and that this is creating situations where incursions are given time to spread unchecked.  The case of Didemnum vexillum was highlighted.  It was first identified in the Whangamata Harbour and has since spread into the Marlborough Sounds.  “The responsibility for action with regard to this organism has fallen through the gap between regional and central government because of a long and contentious classification of its exotic status”.   

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional organisation
· A private submission, by David Kershaw (No. 006), questioned the appropriateness of dividing lead agency responsibility on the basis of salt water and terrestrial / fresh water issues.  

“The salt water component will have a heavy off-shore quarantine component e.g. international treaties on water ballast, and international phytosanitary agreements and declarations.  The risks are more related to the carriers of goods than the goods being imported.  On the other hand freshwater risks are related to imported goods and perhaps people.”
· The submission by the New Zealand Marine Farming Association Inc (no. 036) stressed that biosecurity agencies need to take accountability for new incursions and react to them rapidly before they get out of hand (i.e. they must be addressed while there is still time to eradicate the incursion).  The Association highlighted the recent outbreaks of Undaria pinnatifida and Didemnum vexillum as examples of incursions that were poorly managed.  The Association stressed that their members need high quality water that is free of exotic pathogens, if the marine farming industry is to survive and be sustainable in the future. 

· The submission by the New Zealand Seafood Industry Council – SeaFIC (no. 071) supports the recommendation to establish the Ministry of Fisheries as the lead agency for marine biosecurity and MAF as the lead agency for terrestrial and fresh water biosecurity.  The Council is not in favour of a single biosecurity authority, as it has “the potential to set marine biosecurity management on a backward path” (i.e. it could lead to marine issues being sidelined).  The Council argued that there is already a significant degree of integration in the management of marine issues.  MFish’s marine biosecurity operational and strategic plans were developed with the industry and incorporate many of the recommendations identified in the draft Biosecurity Strategy.  The Council also commented that it is important to retain biosecurity management within operational agencies, as it heightens awareness of the values at stake; creates a better understanding of biosecurity issues across agencies; pools specialist expertise / research; and forges better industry relationships.  Another issue addressed in the submission was the re-structuring of the Biosecurity Council.  SeaFIC agreed on the need for restructuring but questioned whether the proposed work programme for the Council (reviewing and monitoring the performance of biosecurity across all systems) was achievable for one committee.  SeaFIC also pointed out that the Council will be dependent upon MAF for administration and resourcing, yet it will be auditing this agency.  Does this create a conflict? [Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review the SeaFIC submission in full]
· The submission by the New Zealand Mussel Industry Council (no. 098) supports the MAF / MFish lead agency proposal, along with the concept of developing a ‘whole-of-government’ approach to biosecurity.  The re-configuration of the Biosecurity Council is supported, along with the need for a stronger link between central and regional government.  The development of the partnership between central and regional government must ensure that there are no gaps in the process from incursion response to long term management.  The Council sounds a note of caution, in relation to the recommendations to establish an Advisory Board, Biosecurity Managers’ Group and two standing committees.  They could easily cloud the lines of accountability and slow decision-making, as issues are likely to be passed from committee to committee.

Public Participation
· No Comments

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· No Comments

Funding
· The submission by the New Zealand Seafood Industry Council – SeaFIC (no. 071) proposes that the first stage of the funding review should be an assessment of general funding principles and policies.  This will ensure that a consistent approach is taken to the examination of cost attribution against activities.  In general, “SeaFIC supports the principle of attribution of costs to biosecurity risk exacerbators or, as appropriate, beneficiaries of management measures where these can be identified and appropriately targeted through funding mechanisms.”  Currently, the costs of marine biosecurity are not always falling fairly.  Frequently, commercial fishing operators / marine farms pay for activities that also benefit no-commercial and international vessels.  In the case of marine organisms that encrust or smother structures, it would be appropriate for owners of structures in the marine environment to also contribute to management programmes.

· The submission by the New Zealand Mussel Industry Council (no. 098) contends that biosecurity is an issue for New Zealand as a whole and that all initiatives have ‘public good’ characteristics.  As such, the responsibility for funding core biosecurity activities should rest with the Crown.  The Council commented that the draft Strategy does not discuss who will undertake, and be responsible, for the review.  This should be clearly stated, along with the mechanisms for stakeholder involvement.  If charges are imposed then the compliance regime has to be transparent and the costs must be applied across all operators, whether they are commercial or private.  Private vessels have as much capacity to transport organisms as do commercial vessels.   

Strategic Comments
· The submission by the Ministry of Fisheries (no. 122) commented that the draft Strategy provides a high level discussion on the elements of the biosecurity system, but is missing a “clear statement of outcomes for biosecurity.  By articulating what we want to protect as a nation, the goals of the draft Strategy can be better operationalised by relevant agencies.”  This approach would be consistent with the ‘Managing for Outcomes’ concept that is promoted by the State Services Commission and Treasury.  “Outcomes are considered to set strategic direction and assist agencies to manage for results.”  The outcomes could be presented at various levels:

a) Overarching goals (A statement of what we are seeking to achieve as a nation);

b) Outcome categories (Broad categories of qualities we are seeking as a nation, e.g. good health);

c) Statements to support outcome categories (Specific elements of outcome categories, e.g. protecting the health of New Zealanders from pest-borne diseases and from venomous species); and

d) KPI’s (Key performance indicators for outcome elements, e.g. no new species of public health significance established in New Zealand)   

CATEGORY FOUR

ENVIRONMENT 

Decision Making

· The submission of the Waitakere Branch of the Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society (no. 019) supported the need for improved decision making tools (pages 44 and 45) and the establishment of a Standing Science Advisory Panel (page 45).  The Branch is of the view that standard performance indicators and assessment techniques are critical for achieving uniform outcomes across the country and for facilitating effective decision making,  

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) recommended that the decision-making framework for biosecurity management include the ‘precautionary principle’.  The current science on incursions (and their impacts on indigenous flora and fauna) is limited and the impacts difficult to predict.  Consequently, the ‘precautionary principle’ should be applied in every case.  A similar recommendation was put forward by the New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096).  The NZCA suggested that reference to a precautionary approach be included in the 2010 Vision statement and stressed more fully throughout the document.  “The NZCA considers that currently unacceptable risks are being taken through a lack of precaution”.  The submission by the Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand – ECO (no. 150) was along similar lines.

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· The submission of the Waitakere Branch of the Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society (no. 019) is seeking a stronger assessment system for the importation of new plant species, for commercial and private uses.  The Branch believes importers should have to justify the importation of new varieties and undertake assessments showing their potential impacts upon the environment. 

· The submissions by the Golden Bay Branch of Royal Forest & Bird and the National Office (no’s. 022 and 144) stressed that MAF and DoC need to bear in mind the ‘precautionary approach’ (as established in the Convention on Biological Diversity) when they are developing the programme for assessing impacts on biodiversity (recommendation 16).  This point was re-iterated in relation to recommendation 17.  The submitters are supportive of recommendation 19, that there needs to be better integration of scientific research on pest management into decision making.  There have been a number of recent cases where research experience has not been incorporated into future planning.  This has led to poor environmental outcomes. 

· The submission by the Bay of Plenty Conservation Board (no. 045) questions the value of using multi criteria analysis (MCA) to develop an assessment approach for the impacts on biodiversity (recommendation 16).  The MCA technique maybe appropriate in some circumstances but the Board believes there are a number of more suitable techniques available (Possingham, H.P, 2001.  The Business of Biodiversity: Applying Decision Theory Principles to Nature Conservation. Tela Series No. 9; Australian Conservation Foundation, Melbourne).   The Board commented that there are also a number of established models for predicting which species are most likely to invade a particular geographical region.  The Board suggests that these alternative techniques and models be mentioned in the Strategy, and that recommendation 16 be removed. 

· The Northern Branch of Royal Forest & Bird (No. 054) considers that attention should be given to excluding certain imports (such as parrots), which pose a high risk to our native species.  A similar point was made in the West Auckland Green Party submission (no. 059).  New Zealand should not “accept the risk of bringing in goods that are known to carry hazardous insects (Californian Grapes and black widow spiders).”  It was recognised that this would require a critical re-evaluation of trade practices and potentially trade agreements. 
· The Maungakaramea Landcare Group (no. 055) is disturbed that the draft Strategy does not address the critical issue of genetically modified organisms.  The Group has “serious concerns about the ecological risks of GE / GMO’s and the unresolved liability issues.”  The Group would support a precautionary approach taken to this issue and the containment of GE trials in secure laboratories.  Strong, and enforceable protocols should be developed to keep GE seed out of New Zealand and the moratorium on commercial releases should stay in place.  The Group is seeking zero tolerance for GE contamination and believes that the MfE advocacy of ‘conditional releases’ and ‘buffer zones’ is based upon flawed science.  The submission by GE Free Northland (no. 056) is along the same lines (both 055 and 056 were prepared by the same author – Z. Grammer).  Genetically modified organisms pose a direct threat to our conservation estate, organic industry, tourism and the quality of our primary production.  Genetic pollution could occur through cross-pollination, unplanned breeding and horizontal gene transfer.  Such events can lead to unpredictable health, environmental and socio-economic outcomes (pest resistance, harm to beneficial insects and damage to ecosystems).  The Maori members of GE Free Northland voiced three additional concerns about the release of GE organisms.  They were:

“( Te Tiriti o Waitangi issues e.g. threat to indigenous biodiversity / taonga, WAI 262, patenting, eugenics etc;

  ( Tikanga Maori values e.g. threat to Whakapapa, Mauri, Kaitiakitanga etc; and

  ( Threat to the exclusive Rangatiratanga right of Tangata whenua to their lands, forests, fisheries (both freshwater and marine).

GE Free Northland raised concerns about the ability of ERMA and MAF to monitor and contain GE field trials (i.e. the HortResearch tamarillo trial at Kerikeri).  New Zealand agencies do not have the capacity to prevent the spread of GE trial crops.  This submission reiterated the recommendations of the Maungakaramea Landcare Group that there should be zero tolerance for GE contamination of our crops and that a precautionary approach be taken to GE.  The Group also supports the principle of a GMO-free conservation estate.  Finally, the Group commented that the science on genetic engineering is still being understood, and it will be at least five years before enough is known to make a reasoned decision on any type of GE release.  The submission by the Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand – ECO (no. 150) raised similar issues. 

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) proposed that a database on all exotic organisms (insects, fungi, viruses and plants) in the country be developed.  Each organism should be subjected to risk assessment, and where gaps in our information are found, additional research should be initiated.  The Institute recommended that the agencies with a role in biosecurity should be encouraged to develop a joint biosecurity research strategy, which would define research needs at a strategic and practical level.  FRST and MORST should be involved in this.  It was also recommended that the Science Advisory Panel have access to dedicated finds to allow it to initiate small research projects.

· The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) submitted that MFish needs to be brought into the loop when developing an approach to assess impacts on biodiversity using MCA or other techniques.  The needs of the marine environment vary markedly from the terrestrial environment, and it is therefore appropriate to draw on an agency with expertise in this area.

Operational Management and Capability
· The submission by the President of Wairarapa Federated Farmers (no. 003) argued that more emphasis in the draft Strategy should have been placed on the ‘public good’ benefit for the environment of slowing the spread of existing pests (e.g. barley grass and Californian thistle).  Reference to this issue could have been made in the Pest Management Matrix (page 36).  The agencies involved in managing to these pests need to involve the farming community and public to a greater extent (i.e. in identifying the spread of these pests and in controlling their avenues of dispersal). 

· A private submission, by Beverly Woods (no. 008), recounted the difficulty she had in identifying a species of caterpillar (later identified as ‘Artona martini’).  She contacted both DoC and MAF, who said that the other was responsible for identification.  This case highlighted the need for on-going training of the officials who are likely to be contacted on biosecurity matters.  In this case the MAF official contacted was not familiar with the procedures for contacting the exotic disease & pest emergency hotline.

· A private submission, by Dr Greg Sherley (no. 018), commented that there should be more emphasis in the Strategy (particularly in the Vision Statement) on New Zealand working with our neighbours and trading partners on biosecurity issues. A similar point was made by the Waitakere Branch of the Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society (no. 019), who stressed that closer international co-operation is needed, particularly on the issues of ballast water contamination and the trade in protected species.  

· The submissions by the Golden Bay Branch of Royal Forest & Bird and the National Office (no’s. 022 and 144) encourage the government to assist other states in developing their biosecurity capacity (i.e. our trading partners in the Pacific).  The submitters also stress the need to improve cross-border policing of biosecurity issues.  The damage to the New Zealand economy and environment from the importation of contaminated products could be tremendous (i.e. Foot and Mouth).

· The Napier Branch of Forest & Bird (no. 044) submitted that the focus of New Zealand’s biosecurity efforts should be on border surveillance.  The Biosecurity agencies should also have a capacity for rapid response, so as to tackle incursions at source. 

· The Northern Branch of Royal Forest & Bird (No. 054) argues that resources need to be targeted at the points of entry and that a higher percentage of containers and break-bulk cargoes are inspected.  There should be increased surveillance near high-risk areas and the biosecurity agencies need to develop a rapid response capability, so as to eradicate new organisms as quickly as possible.  Effective surveillance relies upon up-to date assessment mechanisms.  The Board therefore supports closer liaison with the scientific community.  The importing industries also need to play a greater role in ensuring that their cargoes are free of pests.  Incentives (carrot and stick) need to be put in place to make importers more responsible for their actions.  The focus in the surveillance work also needs to change.  Currently the focus is on organisms that are a threat to primary production.  This needs to be broadened to incursions that are a threat to the general community.  Finally, there needs to be more communication with stakeholders (community groups, local authorities and the general public), as they are an important line of defence in identifying and notifying of possible incursions. 

·  The submission by GE Free Northland (no. 056) is seeking more stringent rules on the importation of seeds, due to their potential to transfer weeds and genetically modified material.  The Group would also like to see more resources targeted at point-of-entry inspections for cargoes, mail and passengers.  

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) pointed out that New Zealand’s gardens contain many of the country’s future weeds.  Surveillance measures need to be put in place to identify the early signs of weed naturalisation and spread.  The Institute believes this is a neglected area of biosecurity, which has poses a significant threat to agriculture, the indigenous environment and marine ecosystems.  

· The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) recommended that the Strategy address the issue of internal disease and pest pathways (page 20).  The biosecurity agencies need to understand the nature of these internal pathways and how incursions can be slowed or halted.  The NZCA believes more effort should be placed on pre-border measures, such as the cleaning of equipment and containers.  This would reduce the potential for incursions.

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· A private submission, by Clare Fraser (no. 004), expressed the view that omitting the Department of Conservation as a lead agency for terrestrial issues was a mistake.  She felt that MAF and MFish would focus on the areas where they have expertise and institutional history.  Consequentially, ecological issues are unlikely to receive the attention that they deserve.  Clare proposes that the lead agency section of the draft Strategy (pages 31 – 33) be re-worked so that there is a lead agency that can effectively represent ecological issues.  This point was reiterated in David Kershaw’s submission (No. 006).  The Department of Conservation has responsibility for almost a third of New Zealand’s land area and should have a direct role in tackling the environment effects of incursions.

· A private submission, by Dr Herbert Madgwick (no. 007), expressed the view that a separate ministry should be established to co-ordinate biosecurity in New Zealand.  Biosecurity is the single most important threat to New Zealand’s economy and way of life, and it should not be delegated to a branch of a department.  Dr Madgwick was critical of the way MAF has handled recent incursions and felt that a radical shake-up of the system is required to effectively counter future incursions.

· A private submission, by Dr Greg Sherley (no. 018), argued that the Department of Conservation should be given a leadership role in the Biosecurity Strategy, as it has operational control of 35% of New Zealand’s land area and it manages the nation’s most sensitive environmental areas.  Pest incursions impact disproportionately on the areas managed by the Department of Conservation.  Dr Sherley also raised concerns about the potential overlap of responsibilities between the Science Advisory Panel and the Advisory Board.  He recommended that a single advisory group would be sufficient, if it combined policy, iwi and technical interests.  On this same issue, Dr Sherley noted that there could be overlap between the work undertaken by the Science Advisory Panel and the technical issues that are considered by the Environmental Risk Management Authority and the Ministry for the Environment.  Dr Sherley questioned a statement on page 33 that “the primary focus of most biosecurity activities will continue to be to protect primary industries…”.  Biosecurity, he argues, should be a concern for all sectors; especially as pest incursions could have greater economic impacts upon the environment than on primary production systems.  Finally, Dr Sherley questioned the need to formalise the Biosecurity Managers Group and to constitute a Chief Executives Group.  He felt that these proposals added unnecessary administrative layers to the system.

· The submissions by the Golden Bay Branch of Royal Forest & Bird and the National Office (no’s. 022 and 144) are supportive of the lead agency concept but not the proposal for MAF and MFish to act as the principal agencies.  The preference expressed by the submitters is for a stand-alone Ministry (The Golden Bay Branch also thought it would be feasible for the Ministry for the Environment to hold the lead agency role, as it already has established relationships with the key agencies and local government).  Failing these options, the submitters would accept (reluctantly), a lead biosecurity agency within MAF, but with direct policy accountability to the Minister (similar to the situation with NZ Aid and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs).  This would provide policy independence for MAF Biosecurity, and would divorce it from the agricultural and forestry interests of the wider Ministry (a name change from MAF Biosecurity to the NZ Biosecurity Agency would also help to create a distinct image for this agency).  The submitters believe MFish does not have the capacity to be a lead agency on biosecurity and that it lacks credibility as an environmental manager.  It does not have a proven track record in marine biosecurity and eco-system based management.  The submitters also consider that the Department of Conservation should have a strong policy voice in the new structure and that its technical expertise should be drawn on extensively.  DOC should participate in key decision-making and in the design of biosecurity programmes.  It should also be recognised as the lead agency for the management of pests on public conservation land.  The submitters support the proposal for a Biosecurity Advisory Board and suggest that it be modelled on the New Zealand Conservation Authority.  Securing the appropriate stakeholder representation, including Maori representation, will be critical for building confidence in this Board and its recommendations.  The submitters are sceptical about the continuing need for the Biosecurity Council, as its responsibilities will overlap with those of the Biosecurity Advisory Board.  The submitters are supportive of the eighteen-month review period, as it provides a reasonable timeframe for improvements to be made.  Finally, the submitters are supportive of the establishment of a standing committee that includes the relevant chief executives and regional council representatives.  This is seen as a critical body for “managing the boundary between border-related biosecurity and more traditional pest management.  Currently, it is too easy for pests to fall between the gaps between incursion response and pest management.”  The submitters proposed that stakeholders have observer status with the standing committee.     

· The submission by the Bay of Plenty Conservation Board (no. 045) argues that there are a number of compelling reasons why a standalone Ministry should be developed for biosecurity management, rather than giving MAF and MFish the lead agency responsibilities.  “Firstly, by appointing these two ministries as lead agencies, you place an inherent priority on immediate economically-driven issues rather than on conservation-driven or human health-driven issues.”  The Board contends that each of these factors should have equal priority, and that this can be achieved most effectively by establishing a new Ministry.  A new Ministry would have a mandate that is clearly focused on biosecurity issues, whereas MAF and MFish have conflicting mandates.   The Board also made the point that fresh and innovative ideas are needed in biosecurity management and public participation (i.e. thinking outside the square).  This is more likely to occur with a new Ministry than with the existing agencies.  The Board proposes that the new Ministry would draw personnel from the existing agencies and appoint new staff (from outside of the public service) to provide technical and strategic direction in planning and decision-making.  Finally, a standalone Ministry, with adequate technical and planning resources would not require the plethora of committees proposed under the new organisational structure (i.e. it would only require an advisory board).

· The Northern Branch of Royal Forest & Bird (no. 054) submitted that a stand-alone Biosecurity Agency would be preferable to the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies.  MAF’s focus on primary production means that conservation (native biodiversity) and health are unlikely to receive the attention they require.  The Branch commented that MAF’s recent track record with handling incursions does not lend weight to them becoming a lead agency.  The Branch also argued that the Biosecurity Strategy needs to make reference to New Zealand’s international commitments, under the Convention on Biological Diversity, the Protocol on Biosafety and the Rio Declaration.  A key element in the Rio Declaration is the ‘Precautionary Principle’, “if the risk is unknown, don’t allow it into the environment.”  The Branch believes this principle should be included in the Strategy, and applied particularly to the issue of genetically modified organisms.  The Branch views genetic engineering as a major biosecurity issue, as transgenic crops have the potential to cause significant environmental pollution.  The Branch is concerned that this issue has not been addressed in the draft Strategy.  The issue needs to be examined as ERMA has not demonstrated that they are able to keep GE field trials contained and MAF has neither the funding nor the expertise to monitor and control GMO’s.

· The Maungakaramea Landcare Group (no. 055) believes that the draft Strategy does not adequately address the relationship between regional and district councils.  In the case of Northland, there is a major problem with Moth Plant growing on Whangarei District Council land.  The Regional Council is not providing adequate support to tackle this pest, “which has the potential to become the Old Man’s Beard of Northland.”  The Group would also like regional councils to provide additional support and resources to the community groups that are tackling weed eradication.  The Strategy should give regional councils more direction on this issue.

· The submission by GE Free Northland (no. 056) proposed that a single Biosecurity Authority (or Ministry of Biosecurity and Pest Management) should be established that includes health, primary production, conservation and trade specialists).  The current proposal for MAF to be the lead terrestrial biosecurity agency is not supported.  A separate agency would raise the profile (status) of biosecurity to a more appropriate level in the public mind.  MAF lacks the conservation and health knowledge to be an effective lead agency.

· The submission by the West Auckland Branch of the Green Party (no. 059) asked that the Biosecurity Council consider the Hawaiian model of Biosecurity, which has a response committee made up of experts from a range of agencies.  The response committee (known as the ‘Pest and Noxious Incursions Committee) meets on a weekly basis to discuss and manage biosecurity.   The West Auckland Branch also put forward that the local community must be given the maximum opportunity to have input into biosecurity decision-making.  Resources should be made available to community groups so they can have an input into delimiting the boundaries of biosecurity breaches.  Involving local groups builds trust and gives the community ownership of the issue.    

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) opposes the recommendation that MAF and MFish become the lead agencies for biosecurity management, as their mandates are to advocate for primary industry and they are likely to make trade-offs that would compromise environmental outcomes.  New Zealand requires a strong and independent body that can address biosecurity issues objectively.  The Institute commented that MAF’s recent handling of incursions and the National Pest Plant Accord gave it little confidence that the Ministry could co-ordinate whole-of-government responses.  The Ministry has very limited experience in managing natural values and freshwater environments.  In the event that MAF becomes the lead agency for terrestrial biosecurity, the Institute proposes a number of significant changes to its structure and that of the Biosecurity Council.  MAF’s statement of corporate intent would need to be altered to accommodate its new responsibilities; the Ministry would need to engage more fully (and openly) with stakeholders in co-ordinating actions and in formulating policy; and the Biosecurity Council should be given responsibility for auditing and regulating MAF’s biosecurity efforts.  The Biosecurity Act would also need reviewing, along the lines proposed in the report of the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment (i.e. including a set of over-arching principles; a general duty to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects; a requirement for MAF to take action on harmful organisms; and a requirement for co-ordinated programmes between central and regional government).  In addition to this, the Institute is seeking more detail in the Strategy about the role and responsibilities of the proposed committees and boards (i.e. clarification as to their activities and objectives).  The Institute proposes that the committees and boards should have a higher proportion of independent representation than is currently proposed (so they can be seen as independent in their thinking).  The Institute was concerned that DoC’s role in biosecurity was not explored more fully in the draft Strategy (particularly the use of its extensive expertise in handling biosecurity threats).  It was also pointed out that the document did not mention the role of the Environmental Risk Management Authority and the Hazardous Substances and New organisms Act.

· The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) would be uncomfortable with MAF assuming the lead agency role for terrestrial and fresh water biosecurity.  The Authority does not believe MAF can satisfactorily take account of conservation values in their decision-making, even with a shift in the departmental culture.  MAF has a bias towards primary production, which can not be changed in the short to medium term.  As an alternative, the NZCA favours the establishment of a stand-alone biosecurity agency with clear lines of accountability and decision-making for pre-border and initial response (this agency would also cover marine biosecurity).   The agency would have “a multi-disciplined team, trained and expert in the identification of pests – of all finds – and appropriate responses to the same, with the tools to respond in a timely, appropriate fashion”.  With a single agency, there should be a greater potential to respond to new incursions and ensure that appropriate planning and operational arrangements are put in place.  The NZCA highlighted the difficulties with putting in place a response to Undaria pinnatifida as an example of why a single agency is required.  In the event that MAF and MFish become the lead agencies, the NZCA would support an expansion of MFish’s role.  In addition to the management of marine pests it should have wider responsibility for the protection of marine biodiversity and the marine environment.  The NZCA would like to see an Advisory Board established for MFish, and the role of the Boards expanded to include the bench marking of MAF’s and MFish’s strategy against environmental health.  Both Advisory Boards should be able to advise the Minister, as well as their respective Director Generals.  The NZCA opposes the Director General of Agriculture chairing the Chief Executives Group, as this would continue the primary industry dominance of biosecurity.  Instead, an independent chairperson should be appointed.  The NZCA supports the idea of a Standing Science Advisory Panel and proposes that it should be able to provide advice directly to the Minister.  The Strategy will need to address the issues of competition between CRI’s and how better co-operation can be achieved.  The NZCA supports the 18-month review of the biosecurity system but proposes that this be undertaken by the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment.   

· The submission by the Entomological Society of New Zealand (no. 136) supported the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies for the biosecurity system.  The Society commented that the draft Strategy will need to clearly define how the two lead agencies will collaborate with the other biosecurity agencies and co-ordinate strategic and operational planning.  The Society questioned how the Biosecurity Council could review the progress of the recommendations, in eighteen months time, unless there are measurable performance standards introduced at the commencement of the reforms. 

· The Ministry for the Environment (no. 146) considers the Strategy should include a recommendation that the Biosecurity Act be reviewed to ascertain whether it “provides an adequate framework for the achievement of the government’s outcomes.”  The Ministry believes “the Act does not provide clear accountability and leadership roles and results in unclear relationships between local and central government.”  In particular, it has meant that threats to indigenous biodiversity have generally received less attention than those to primary production.  The Ministry supports the proposals to improve the partnership between central and regional government on pest management issues.  The Ministry feels however that the mechanism for handing over control for pests (from incursion response to longterm management) needs more work and clarification.  This maybe an area that requires legislative guidance to clarify the lines of responsibility.

· The submission by the Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand – ECO (no. 150) opposed the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies for biosecurity management.  It was recognised that both agencies have made significant progress in broadening their perspective in recent years, but they still have a primary production bias, which would tend to sideline environmental issues.  ECO’s preference is for a standalone biosecurity agency or for DoC and the MSA take the lead.  “Another option is that the Ministry for the Environment with its close links to regional councils could have a co-ordinating role …”  The Organisation proposed that Advisory Boards be established for both terrestrial and aquatic biosecurity.  An Advisory Board is required for aquatic issues as “the marine environment is extremely complex and there are many dimensions to its value and many uses and abuses of it, extractive and non-extractive.”  The proposal for co-ordinated, ‘whole-of-government’ action, on biosecurity management was strongly supported.

Public Participation
· The submission of the Waitakere Branch of the Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society (no. 019) highlighted that the public is still largely unaware of the damage that a pest incursion can have on the New Zealand environment.  The Branch is supportive of efforts to direct additional funding into public education.   

· The submissions by the Golden Bay Branch of Royal Forest & Bird and the National Office (no’s. 022 and 144) stressed that the government needs to translate the high level of public interest and support for biosecurity into a willingness to accept eradication measures, even when these cause inconvenience to households.  Community involvement in planning and implementing eradication plans needs to start early, otherwise the community can become alienated, as has occurred with the painted apple moth programme, and with 1080 poisoning.  The public needs to recognise the necessity of these programmes, otherwise biosecurity agencies with be loath to implement necessary programmes, due to the potential community backlash.  The submitters strongly support recommendation 9. 

· The submission by GE Free Northland (no. 056) stressed the ‘Community Right to Know’ principle.  The public must be kept fully informed of biosecurity matters if the community is to trust and develop confidence in the lead agencies who are developing biosecurity policy.  The Group recommended that the ‘Community Right to Know’ principle be included in the document.  GE Free New Zealand (no. 103) and the Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand – ECO (no. 150) made a similar point.

· The West Auckland Green Party submission (no. 059) stressed that public vigilance is critical and that education campaigns are required to create an alert public.  Publicity is also needed to educate the public as to how they can reduce biosecurity breaches and to assist in tackling incursions.

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) expressed the view that “all members of the public should regard it as their own personal responsibility to protect New Zealand from alien incursions.”  The Institute therefore recommends a comprehensive communications strategy covering all aspects of biosecurity management.  The Institute is concerned that the public does not have an appreciation of the risks faced by the country (i.e. 40% of food and plant material confiscations are from returning New Zealanders).  The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) recommends a similar approach.  Biosecurity should become part of current environmental education programmes.   
Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· The submission by the Bay of Plenty Conservation Board (no. 045) commends the Biosecurity Council for identifying the rights and responsibilities of Maori.  The Board feels however that the Strategy needs to define more clearly the role of Maori in the decision making process, as the current wording in the Strategy simply recommends that lead agencies identify their responsibilities under the Treaty of Waitangi.  The result could be that the lead agency decides they have no responsibilities.  Consequently, “it seems more appropriate to recommend that Maori input be sought at all levels (not just on an advisory board), regardless of perceived obligations.”     

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) concurs with the recommendations on Maori participation on the Biosecurity Advisory Board and the identification of lead agency responsibilities under the Treaty of Waitangi.

Funding
· The submission of the Waitakere Branch of the Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society (no. 019) proposed that a public contingency fund be established to ensure that immediate action can be undertaken when a new incursion is identified.  The Branch also commented on the proposed review of biosecurity funding.  The Branch considers the beneficiaries of the biosecurity system should provide the funding rather than the general public.

· The Golden Bay Branch of Royal Forest & Bird and the National Office (no’s. 022 and 144) submitted that the current level of funding is inadequate for the range of services that have to be provided.  “The Department of Conservation’s biosecurity advice capacity is woefully inadequate, not because of staff competence (which is very good) but because of insufficient staff”.  The submitters consider that a funding review is required urgently, as the environment is being degraded while services remain under-resourced.  In terms of the sources of funding, the submitters support the polluter pays principle, rather than paying for biosecurity from general taxation (there are certain non-commercial activities which the Crown should cover).  This approach can apply equally to an importer bringing in cargo, as to a tour operator attracting tourists into the country.  Where irresponsible or negligent behaviour leads to the introduction of a pest, the Crown should consider seeking cost recovery, for tackling the incursion.  Likewise, good behaviour should be supported through some form of incentive.  The submitters proposed two additions to the list of priority areas for funding (recommendation 23).  The two areas are DoC’s pest management role and regional council’s biosecurity capacity.

· The Northern Branch of Royal Forest & Bird (No. 054) would like to see the review of funding include an assessment of whether higher pre-border and border surveillance would result in lower long term savings in post-border management costs.

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) proposes that an emergency response fund be established to ensure that incursions can be rapidly addressed.  The Institute believes that importers of plant material, vehicles, machinery and other cargoes should be responsible for paying for the inspection costs of these items.  In addition to this, importers of plant material should pay a levy in case their products become a problem further down the track. 

· The Ministry for the Environment (no. 146) commented that a funding priority should be the “management of established (but still spreading) pests within the country.  These are real threats to biodiversity values in particular and establishing early control operations are likely to be cheaper in the long run.”
Strategic Comments
· A private submission, by David Kershaw (No. 006), pointed out that the references to historical quarantine work through the draft Strategy have generally focused on agriculture and have downplayed the work in forestry (e.g. page 10 – key issues 1, 3 and page 13 – column 2, second paragraph).  He considers this denigrates the significant contribution that Forest Health Surveillance staff made over 40 years.  David also questions the statement made in the surveillance section on page 22, that surveillance can be more effective than border control.  He provided evidence from the 1950 to 1987 period, showing that 46% of insects and 79% of fungi detected on woody hosts were found by Forest Health Surveillance staff (i.e. at the border). 

· A private submission, by Dr Greg Sherley (no. 018), commented that there is little value in saying that New Zealand should aim to have the best biosecurity system in the world (top of page 8), as it can not be measured or adequately assessed.  He also commented that the Vision Statement (page 8) should address the issue of preventing pest incursions into New Zealand.  This should be stated as one of the goals.  On a technical note, Dr Sherley recommends that the term Invasive Alien Species (IAS) be used through the text, rather than pests.  The term is used extensively in international publications and is referred to in the Convention on Biological Diversity.

· The Golden Bay Branch of Royal Forest & Bird and the National Office (no’s. 022 and 144) submitted that the starting point for the Biosecurity Strategy should be the International Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), of which New Zealand is a signatory.  The CBD represents a minimum standard, below which New Zealand decision making should not fall.  The submitters are also seeking a review of the Biosecurity Act.  The members believe that a recommendation should be included in the Strategy, stating that a review of the Act needs to be undertaken.  Their major concerns relate to the process for granting exemptions under the Act and the appeal process on pest management strategies.  Finally, the submitters are concerned that the draft Strategy does not address the issue of genetic engineering.  Genetically modified organisms (GMOs) pose a significant biosecurity risk and the submitters argue that a strong precautionary approach needs to be taken on genetic engineering.  In the case of conservation lands, they propose that the GMO-free principle be followed.  Genetic modification has the potential to speed up weed growth and to increase the resistance of plants to pesticides and diseases.  In light of these concerns, the submitters propose that the moratorium remain in place until after the biosecurity system has been reorganised so that it can safely address these issues.    

· The Northern Branch of Royal Forest & Bird (No. 054) commented that the draft Strategy does not mention the problem of ‘self-introduced’ species, such as plovers in Canterbury.  The Branch would like to see resourcing allocated to examine the impact of self-introduced weeds, birds and insects on the indigenous biodiversity.

· The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) would like the Strategy to clearly define the limits of primary production.  Does it extend to fishing, aquaculture and tourism?  The NZCA would also like the Strategy to comment on the reliance of the tourism industry on native flora and fauna, healthy coastlines and recreational fisheries.  On a similar theme, the NZCA believes the Strategy should discuss how healthy environments and ecosystems contribute to the progress of the New Zealand economy.  The document makes little reference to freshwater systems and the threats to these ecosystems.  The NZCA recommends that the Strategy include additional comment on freshwater systems.    

· The submission by the Entomological Society of New Zealand (no. 136) voiced concern that there were no action plans set out for the vision and goals outlined in the Strategy.  “It is our belief that the strategy does not go far enough to describe how [the goals] will be meaningfully implemented.”  The Society believes that the Strategy needs to go to this level (including the use of performance measures) to provide direction for the biosecurity system, and to enable the improvements in the system to be measured on the ground, in practical terms.  A similar comment was made in the submission by the Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand (no. 150). 

· The Ministry for the Environment (no. 146) supports the vision and goals set out in the draft Strategy but considers that the document should go further, in explicitly stating the “government’s outcomes and objectives for biosecurity.”  The Strategy should make a number of clear (bold) statements on what we as a country are trying to achieve.  For example, the Ministry suggested that the Strategy include an objective of tackling the pests that threaten endangered species or habitats that are considered significant under section 6 (c) of the RMA.  The Ministry also commented that: “the proposed re-organisation of agencies needs to be accompanied by a clear statement of outcomes because otherwise the agencies will continue to operate in a policy vacuum.”  (The principles outlined in the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment’s report ‘New Zealand under Siege’ could be used as a starting point – page 25).  The Ministry is also seeking an additional section in the Strategy, “dedicated to looking at biodiversity issues and solutions to them.”  Currently, the emphasis in the Strategy is on the economic impacts of incursions on our traditional primary industries.  “While we recognise the importance of protecting our primary industries we believe an equally important role is to protect our unique biodiversity.”  The threat to New Zealand’s biodiversity needs to be spelt out, and the Strategy should provide a guide as to how New Zealand will reach the outcomes identified in the New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy.  “It would be useful if the strategy linked to the five objectives for management of biosecurity and biodiversity in the NZBS.” [Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review the MfE submission in full]
· The submission by the Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand – ECO (no. 150) was critical of the primary production focus within the draft Strategy.  “Though the text recognises the natural environment and the agencies with responsibility and expertise in protecting natural biodiversity and ecosystems, the recommendations do not reflect this.”  ECO also commented that the Strategy pays limited attention to the marine environment and its specific issues.  The Organisation found this odd, as New Zealand’s marine environment (i.e. the area we have sovereignty over) is 15 times that of the land area.

CATEGORY FIVE

TRANSPORT / IMPORTS 

Decision Making

· The submission by the President of Wairarapa Federated Farmers (no. 003) contends that New Zealand’s trade obligations need to be weighed carefully against the risks to our remaining indigenous species.  Genuine barriers to disease should enhance our image and trader prospects, rather than limit access to markets.  A similar point was made by David Renouf (no. 005), who commented that New Zealand’s border security should not be placed at risk because of concerns of access for exports.  

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· The submission by Bridgestone, Firestone NZ & South Pacific Tyres (no. 097) commented that there should be a mechanism for regularly reviewing all the imports that carry a risk to our biosecurity.  This is necessary, as the risks associated with imported products (and cargoes from particular sources) will change overtime.  “In business we are always looking for continuous improvement in all areas of our operation and we believe that the same should apply to biosecurity – we should never be satisfied that we are doing it right”.
Operational Management and Capability
· A private submitter, David Renouf (no. 005), argued that New Zealand’s expenditure on pre-border (point of origin) inspections was inadequate and that significant efficiency gains (in terms of pest detection) could be achieved by increasing expenditure in this area.  He noted the relatively low expenditure by central government and private organisations on pre-border control (p. 25) compared to total biosecurity expenditure.  David felt that the current wording in the pre-border intervention section (“… the industry is expected to encourage its agents and shippers to comply” - page 21) would do little to force importers and tourism operators to increase their expenditure on pre-border inspections.  Importers will only increase their expenditure if they are compelled by government regulations, otherwise, New Zealand will come to be seen as a soft touch for import controls.    

· A private submission, by A. P. Richardson (no. 010), proposed that there should increased inspection (and quality control) of containers at the port of departure.  Increased pre-border inspection would be a major step forward in curbing the growing number of incursions, related to trade. 

· The Southland District Council submission (no. 012) supports the idea of inter-island border control for specific, high risk, organisms that could effect the land based businesses in Southland and the South Island. 

· A private submission, by E. E. Williamson (no. 017), is seeking more stringent regulations on the disposal of waste from vessels.  E. E. Williamson believes this is a point of entry for a number of the incursions that have recently been reported.

· Dr R. M. Goodwin, a private submitter (no. 020), is seeking the inspection of all containerised and break-bulk cargoes.  The current targeting approach leaves the door open for new incursions.  He believes that a cost-benefit analysis should be undertaken on this proposal and that it would prove beneficial to the economy.  One option Dr Goodwin proposes for reducing the costs associated with this proposal would be to get the larger importers to train their own staff on inspection procedures.  They would unload the containers (or break-bulk cargo) and be able to assess whether they need fumigation treatments or other measures.  A similar argument was made by Mrs W. N. Payne (no. 021), who considers greater vigilance is required in inspecting containers, machinery and luggage, as cargo movements are now of a shorter duration and pests are consequently more likely to survive.

· A private submission, by M. C. & A. E. Ward (no. 026), commented that little reliance should be placed on ‘country of origin’ inspection, unless supervised by MAF.

· The submission by Bridgestone, Firestone NZ & South Pacific Tyres (no. 097) commented that not enough emphasis “is placed on the cost to the country if our biosecurity is breached and pests or diseases become established”.  The three companies recommend far tighter monitoring of imports.  For example, only 10% of imported tyres are checked for moisture, larvae and live mosquitoes.  There is an assumption that fumigation tackles the problem.  This may not always be the case, due to human error or other conditions.  The companies believe the cost of increased cargo inspections should be passed onto the consumer.  The three companies also recommended that the Strategy needs to address how products, such as tyres, will be fumigated once methyl bromide is phased out (by 2007).  The industry is expecting the biosecurity agencies to take a lead on this issue, as there are currently no suitable replacements for this treatment.  Is the plan to use a less effective substitute? 

· The submission by the Marine Transport Association (no. 115) emphasised that the biosecurity agencies must not place unnecessary charges on transporters (i.e. protection at a reasonable cost).  Any changes to the system must be weighed in terms of their costs and benefits.  If the costs to the economy outweigh the benefits then the changes should not proceed.  The management regimes need to be simple to comply with the regulatory regime must be transparent.  These principles need to be followed as New Zealand transporters have limited resources and must compete effectively on the international stage. 

· The submission by the New Zealand Food Safety Authority – NZFSA (no. 147) stressed the need for balance and consistency in New Zealand’s inward and outward trade policies.  “Our demands of others should be based on good science as we would expect other country’s requirements.”  Altering the biosecurity requirements on imported cargoes has to be handled carefully, as New Zealand is a signatory to multi-lateral and bi-lateral trade agreements.  New Zealand could be challenged under the WTO rules, if the requirements for inspection and surveillance were seen as anti-competitive measures. 

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· The submission by Bridgestone, Firestone NZ & South Pacific Tyres (no. 097) raised concerns over the proposal for MAF and MFish to become the lead agencies on biosecurity.  The three companies questioned the ability of MAF to respond to incursions in an effective and timely manner.  Instead, they proposed the establishment of a standalone Biosecurity Agency that would oversee and co-ordinate the functions of the existing agencies.  The three companies also proposed that clear timeframes needed to be set for actioning each of the recommendations.  The timeframes need to be reasonably short, so as provide an impetus for action.

Public Participation
· No Comments

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· No Comments

Funding
· The submission by Palmerston North Airport Ltd (No. 002) supports the recommendation on page 51 for ‘a review of the basis for biosecurity funding’, and that passenger and vessel clearance activities should be given a high priority in the review.  The company considered that the review of charges should be guided by certain basic principles. 

“In particular, any form of cost recovery regime should be based on principles of fairness and equity.  As far as possible, the recovery mechanisms should be related to the extent to which the payer is a beneficiary of the services being funded, and any public good aspect of funding should be neutral in its impact on market competition between commercial entities (i.e. funding should avoid favouring one commercial entity over another).”  

The company was disappointed that the draft Strategy sidestepped the regional / metropolitan airport funding issue (i.e. the screening of international passengers at metropolitan airports is covered by the Government but at regional airports the costs are recovered from the airport company and the airlines).  The company was expecting a clear statement in the draft Strategy that this inconsistency in funding should be removed.

· The submission by the President of Wairarapa Federated Farmers (no. 003) stresses that the cost of clearing imports should be borne by the importer or incoming passenger.  Each incoming traveller or container poses a threat to New Zealand’s biosecurity and productive sectors.  Importers should therefore take the financial responsibility for ensuring their produce is free of disease.

· A private submitter, David Renouf (no. 005), proposed that all costs related to the importation of cargoes and passengers be recovered from the affected parties (full cost recovery).  This would include the cost of clearances, pre-border inspections, post-border inspections and on-going costs.  The theory behind this approach is that importers and tourism operators are likely to be more efficient in their biosecurity procedures if they are facing a cost recovery environment (i.e. a cost incentive).  

· The submission by the Marine Transport Association (no. 115) “seeks “a clear set of principles to guide decisions on funding, in the interests of developing a consistent approach to managing biosecurity risks”.   The Association highlighted the variation in the funding arrangements for passenger clearances at metropolitan and regional international airports. 

· The submission by the New Zealand Food Safety Authority – NZFSA (no. 147) pointed out that MAF Biosecurity and the NZFSA provide services to, and recover costs from, many of the same client groups and sectors.  It is therefore critical that both agencies are consistent and transparent in their development and application of cost recovery programmes.  Otherwise, mixed messages will be sent to their common clients and there could be tension on funding issues.  The NZFSA bases their cost recovery systems on the updated Treasury (2000) guidelines.  These guidelines “are intended to bring consistency, robustness, rigor and equity in the development and application of cost recovery throughout the public sector.” 
Strategic Comments
· The Bridgestone, Firestone NZ & South Pacific Tyres submission (no. 097) commented that the draft Strategy covers the threats to biosecurity but is light on the remedies and preventative measures needed to improve the biosecurity system.  This lack of detail could cause an inconsistent approach to surveillance and the handling of incursions.  

· The submission by the New Zealand Fresh Produce Importers Association (no. 132) is seeking a statement in the ‘Key Issues’ section (page 10), outlining that even with world class biosecurity systems it is impossible to attain a state of ‘zero-risk’.  In every biosecurity system there are necessary trade-offs between allowing imports and protecting the indigenous environment.  The necessity for these trade-offs should be mentioned in the initial section of the Strategy.  The Association is also seeking an additional paragraph, in the ‘Meeting Expectations’ section (page 12).  This paragraph would cover the expectations of importers, exporters and those involved in international trade (e.g. port companies, airport companies, freight forwarders etc).  This group has a major stake in biosecurity and are significant contributors to biosecurity funding.  The proposed wording of the paragraph is as follows:

“Importers and exporters can continue to trade in an environment where biosecurity interventions are technically justified, commensurate with real (cf. perceived) risks and are least trade restrictive.”     

CATEGORY SIX

TOURISM 

Decision Making

· No Comments

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· No Comments

Operational Management and capability
· The submission by the Tourism Industry Association of New Zealand (no. 013) generally supports recommendation 21 (on page 57), that a review of the capability to prevent, identify and manage biosecurity risk be undertaken, and that a programme to address identified gaps should be followed.  The Association’s interest in this area relates to the efficient processing of travellers through New Zealand’s ports of entry.  TIANZ expects biosecurity staff to be well trained, culturally sensitive and customer focused.  The border security services must have access to the latest technology (in order to ensure the smooth handling of passengers), and clear educational material must be provided to travellers well in advance of their arrival, so as to minimise the biosecurity risks, and the hold ups for passengers.  Of key importance, is the need to have sufficient staff and resources available to be able to handle passengers in a timely manner.   

Biosecurity Governance and institutional organisation
· The submission by the Tourism Industry Association of New Zealand (no. 013) supports the proposal that MAF and MFish become the lead agencies on biosecurity matters and that a Biosecurity Advisory Board be appointed.  The Association is also supportive of the standing committee proposal (chief executives and regional council representatives), and the recommendation that a more intensive exchange of information occur through the Biosecurity managers Group.  The Advisory Board proposal is seen by the Association as a positive step in enabling stakeholders to become fully involved in the strategic direction of New Zealand’s biosecurity policies.  

“The tourism industry is a critical stakeholder and should be involved on this Advisory Board.  MAF will need to carefully ensure that all key stakeholders are able to be involved on this Board.”

The Association was critical of the proposal to re-configure the Biosecurity Council as a stakeholder body, as it would sit uneasily with the Advisory Board.  Under this proposal, the Council could be relegated to a second tier group with a limited voice.  Consequently, the Association proposes that recommendation five (on page 55) be removed from the draft Strategy.  The Association is supportive of the proposal for an 18 month review of the system, but they proposed that it be conducted (or overseen) by the Advisory Board rather than the Biosecurity Council.

Public Participation
· A private submission, by Beverly Woods (no. 008), recounted a recent incident in Port Villa, when she found cockroaches in her case.  This incident showed her that travellers need to be better informed about potential pest incursions.  Improved signage is required at major tourist destinations (as part of off-shore biosecurity promotion), as well as at airports, transport centres and travel offices.  Otherwise, tourists may unintentionally bring back pests to the country.

· The submission by the Tourism Industry Association of New Zealand (no. 013) points out that the publicity on biosecurity awareness will need to be tailored to New Zealand’s multi-cultural and multi-lingual society, for it to be effective (and inclusive). 

· The submission by the Ministry of Tourism (no. 075) endorses the bullet point on page 10 that New Zealand requires “Good education and awareness programmes to encourage compliance with biosecurity rules and regulations ...”  The Ministry points out however that the focus through the draft Strategy is only on raising awareness within New Zealand.  Educational efforts also need to be directed at the two million visitors who travel to New Zealand each year.  “Educating international visitors will strengthen New Zealand’s biosecurity by reducing the risk of unwitting violation of rules and ensuring visitors spread positive messages about our biosecurity measures, based on an understanding of their function and importance.”  The Ministry stressed that informing overseas visitors of the New Zealand regulations will reduce processing delays, and more importantly improve the travelling experience of tourists.  Tourists can get highly stressed if their bags are searched and souvenirs confiscated.  The Ministry recommends that Tourism New Zealand be involved in the development of any campaign that is designed to promote understanding and awareness of biosecurity risks to international visitors, as they have past experience in communicating to our overseas markets.  

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· The Tourism Industry Association submission (no. 013) supports Maori representation on the Advisory Board.

Funding
· The submission by the Tourism Industry Association of New Zealand (no. 013) is supportive of the biosecurity programmes that manage and minimise the risks to New Zealand’s environment.  The Association is concerned however about keeping the compliance costs associated with these programmes to a minimum, as the businesses involved in the industry normally have a small work force (i.e. less than five persons) and have limited capacity to absorb additional costs.  TIANZ supports recommendation 22 that a review of the biosecurity funding sources is necessary for ensuring the future sustainability of New Zealand’s biosecurity programmes.  The Association has concerns however about the direction of the review, and believes that “debates about cost recovery can get in the way of effective risk management and best practice.”  The Association spelt out three principles for funding, which it considered the review should follow:

“· Border controls benefit the whole country and not just one section of the country;

  · Central Government is best placed to determine (in consultation with key stakeholders) appropriate levels of biosecurity risk management; and

  · In a cost recovery environment those paying would have a stake in seeking the minimisation of interventions, creating potential biosecurity risks.”

Based on these principles, the Association believes central government should fully fund passenger clearances (both at metropolitan and regional airports).  This same viewpoint is also applied to wider biosecurity services.  The Association believes it would be more effective to fund these services from general taxation rather than impose levies on the travelling public.  New charges on the travelling public would also affect New Zealand’s competitiveness as a travel destination.

· The submission made by the Board of Airline Representatives New Zealand Inc – BARNZ (no. 014) agrees that funding decisions in the past have been undertaken on an ad hoc basis and that it is time to develop a clear set of principles.  These principles will guide decision making and the consequental actions on funding.  BARNZ also agrees that the key issue in determining who should pay comes down to whether the service is a public or private good.  BARNZ argues in their submission that the clearance of passengers and the related inspection work is a public good that benefits New Zealand as a whole.  Consequently, the Crown should fund this service.  The Crown is in the best position to determine the optimal level of intervention and having the Crown fund the activity overcomes the issues that normally arise when there is a division between funder and provider.  The Board was also of the view that the industry as a whole should not have to pay for the transgressions of a small minority of travellers.  The Board would like the recommendation on the funding review (recommendation 21) expanded to say that funding should be collected in an efficient and effective manner.  Finally, the Board commented strongly that the proposed funding review should be based on a clear set of principles, rather than simply matching funding to the perceived biosecurity priorities.       

· The submission by the Ministry of Tourism (no. 075) recommends that it “would be preferable to review the entire biosecurity programme, with a view to developing a clear and justifiable rationale for funding mechanisms, rather than focusing on only a few selected areas.”  The Ministry supports a review of the current policy whereby regional international airports are required to pay in full for border clearance services, but the metropolitan airports are required to pay only for ‘out of hours’ customs services.  The Ministry does not support the option of charging visitors for border clearance services; rather, it proposes that central government should fully fund this activity.  This attitude is based on the view that the entire economy benefits from effective biosecurity and that tourists contribute significantly to general taxation through GST (estimated at $629 million in the June 2002 year).  In determining the funding source for this service it is also important to consider the Convention on International Civil Aviation, of which New Zealand is a signatory.  Article 15 states that charging for airport and air navigation services is acceptable, but any other charge for the entry or exit of aircraft, passengers and their baggage is not.  Finally, any additional charges are likely to impact negatively on tourist demand, as the international market is very competitive. 

Strategic Comments
· No Comments

CATEGORY SEVEN

PUBLIC HEALTH 

Decision Making

· The Ministry of Health submission (no. 027) argues that the nature of decision-making is changing in New Zealand society.  Firstly, decisions can no longer be based on ‘expertise at the centre’.  For most policy issues you need to involve a range of community stakeholders, with distributed knowledge and expertise in identifying policy issues and finding solutions.  Secondly, there is a change in the perception of scientific expertise and the nature of scientific knowledge.   It is increasingly held that scientific knowledge is provisional and contestable.  This means community input is required to create a robust and workable scientific position.  The Ministry of Health believes the proposals in the draft Strategy do not adequately recognise the evolving decision making environment in New Zealand. 

“We have not seen in the draft strategy a robust analysis of the implications of this changing nature of the social and decision-making context for biosecurity issues.  In fact we see the opposite where the draft seems to be most concerned with “difficult value judgements” (page 10) …”

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· The Waikato District Health Board (Public Health Unit) submission (no. 094) supported the recommendation to establish a Standing Science Advisory Panel and requested that it has significant representation from the health sector.  This representation should be determined through consultation with the Ministry of Health and the District Health Boards.

· The submission by the Stop Aerial Spraying Action Group (no. 085) contends that the draft Strategy does not adequately address the impact of biosecurity measures on human health.  When incursion plans are put together, more attention needs to be paid to the human health implications of the eradication tools that will be used (usually sprays).  On page 12 of the draft Strategy there is reference to the public health sector being engaged to ensure that biosecurity risks to human life and quality of life are minimised.  The Action Group argues that MAF has not made serious efforts to engage the public health sector to ensure that risks are minimised.  This stems from the fact that there are no statutory obligations in the Biosecurity Act to do so.  The Action Group recommends that the Strategy include reference to amending the Biosecurity Act to ensure that there is a statutory obligation to engage health agencies.  Evidence gathered from West Auckland (Painted Apple Moth programme) indicates that the risk assessment carried out prior to the spray programme underestimated the adverse effects on human health.  One of findings that has emerged from the West Auckland programme is the need to have proper analysis of health issues.  This assessment needs to be conducted by the Ministry of Health, and not contracted out by MAF.   

Operational Management and Capability
· A private submission, by Ben Gaia of Hokitika (no. 001), raised concerns about the disposal and accidental release of radioactive waste (i.e. from the BNFL shipments of plutonium through the Tasman).  Ben views the release of radioactive waste as one of the major long-term health risks for the New Zealand population.  He is seeking additional surveillance of the plutonium shipments and a strengthening of New Zealand’s biosecurity legislation to ensure that radioactive waste is effectively barred from the country. 

· The Waikato District Health Board (Public Health Unit) submission (no. 094) stressed the need for better communication, and information exchange between MAF and health agencies.  The Unit finds it frustrating that they learn about new incursions and responses through journals rather than being closely involved at the planning and initial response stage.

· Dr Virginia Hope (no. 092) outlined in her submission the need for more comprehensive surveillance programmes and public education.  “With hundreds of unmonitored devanning sites in Auckland alone, it is extremely unlikely that the rate of incursions in Auckland will decrease in future.  Education programmes need to be broadened to address both proactively and reactively the perception of the risk to health from eradication programmes”.  Dr Hope believes that it is unacceptable that containers can be opened at transitional facilities without adequate monitoring, particularly in the case of high-risk cargoes.  This could be remedied by introducing specific requirements for monitoring at transitional facilities and requiring health service agreement before the establishment of new sites.  Coupled with increased surveillance, New Zealand requires an improved diagnostic capacity to identify new incursions and assess the threat they pose.  Dr Hope commented on the pre-border arrangements for cargo checks (page 21) and the need for enforcement.  The pre-border checks and compliance standards need to be enforced and where there are breaches the response costs should be recovered from the importers or their agents. 

· Dr Cliff Mason (no. 117) has concerns about the dispersal of containers to transitional facilities for opening and unloading.  Improved systems of monitoring and inspection need to be adopted at the transitional facilities, to reduce the risk of incursions.  Dr Mason also stressed the need for improved internal biosecurity systems, to halt the spread of pests such as the Varroa mite.

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· The Ministry of Health submission (no. 027) agrees that the biosecurity system currently lacks clear leadership and an overall direction.  The Ministry is of the view however that this can be corrected through the existing mechanisms, rather than having to put in place a new organisational structure.  The Ministry recommends the restructuring of the Biosecurity Council, so that it includes the chief executives of all the relevant agencies.  The Council would report to the Minister and provide strategic leadership to the sector, by managing cross-sectoral outcomes.  The Biosecurity Technical Forum would be retained to provide technical services to the Council.  The Ministry recommends an ad-hoc officials committee be established to enable input from a wider range of government agencies on biosecurity issues.  The memoranda of understanding between the four-biosecurity agencies would be strengthened and enhanced.  The Ministry has taken this position, as it believes that biosecurity incursions affect all aspects of New Zealand society, rather than simply the primary sector.  Incursions can have serious implications for public health, as well as social affects on specific groups within society (i.e. Maori).  Under the current recommendations, there is limited potential for technical health advice to be fed into the decision making process (i.e. risk assessments for human health).  The Ministry believes that under the proposed structure, there will not be the medical and epidemiological skills available to assess the public health implications of serious incursions, such as an outbreak BSE.  An outbreak of BSE would require multiple assessments to determine the risk to human health, animal health and the food supply chain.  The Ministry supports the current model, with MAF being the co-ordinating agency for the sector, and consulting with the other biosecurity agencies throughout the development of standards and risk assessments.  Under the proposed changes, the Ministry of Health foresees a weakening of involvement from other agencies (particularly MOH and DoC), and a decreased capacity to respond to incursions. [Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review the MOH submission in full] 
· The submission by the Public Health Unit, of the Hawke’s Bay District Health Board (no. 068) opposes the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies on biosecurity issues.  The public health sector has developed specialised knowledge on tackling incursions such as exotic mosquitoes.  Mosquitoes can carry arbo-viral diseases, which are first and foremost, public health threats.  Giving MAF responsibility for these threats would be inappropriate as this Ministry is focused on primary production incursions rather than public health issues.  Consequentially, public health considerations would take a lower priority in the Ministry’s prioritisation.

· The submission by the Southern Saltmarsh Mosquito Technical Advisory Group – SSM TAG (no. 033) argues that little attention was paid in the draft Strategy to the evolving biosecurity roles and capabilities of the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Fisheries and the Department of Conservation.  The focus was on MAF and how it was evolving.  The document also gave very little attention to the components of the biosecurity system that are working satisfactorily, such as the Southern Saltmarsh Mosquito response.  The Advisory Group is concerned at the prospect of moving the SSM response from the Ministry of Health to MAF.  The Ministry of Health, in association with the district health boards and NZ Biosecure has implemented a very effective eradication programme.  The programme has successfully developed partnerships with the community, local authorities and public health service contractors.  It would be hard to see MAF developing such a rapport with the community.  The specialist knowledge in these organisations does not duplicate the resources within MAF, but enhances New Zealand’s overall biosecurity capacity.  The SSM TAG “therefore has significant reservations about the draft Strategy’s recommendations 1 and 2, particularly in regard to the management of mosquito and other human health-related incursion responses and associated surveillance programmes.”  Continuing to draw on MOH’s capabilities as a lead agency is advisable.  Moving responsibility for public health incursions to MAF would be counterproductive. 

· The submission by the Stop Aerial Spraying Action Group (no. 085) recommends that the Ministry of Health take responsibility for assessing and monitoring public health during biosecurity eradication programmes.  To ensure that public health agencies are engaged during incursion responses, the Action Group is seeking an amendment to the Biosecurity Act.  The amendment would require the Minister of Health to contract a toxicologist to undertake an independent report on the impact of biosecurity programmes that involve the large-scale spraying of chemicals into the environment.  The Action Group argues that commissioning an independent toxicologist report is likely to go a long way in building community confidence and trust.  The Action Group is also concerned that Section 7a of the Biosecurity Act can exempt government agencies from the provisions of Part III of the Resource Management Act for a period of 20 days, while attempts are being made to eradicate an incursion.  The Action Group contends that “if this section is invoked, it can have implications for human health, because it removes the ordinary protections provided by the law.”  The Action Group is therefore proposing an amendment to the Act that would raise the threshold and introduce more checks for excluding a response programme from Part III of the RMA.  This power would essentially become an emergency prerogative only.  [The Action Group has prepared a draft amendment to the Biosecurity Act.  Biosecurity Council members can locate the proposed changes under paragraphs 20 and 25 of the submission.  The draft was prepared by Sir Geoffrey Palmer]    

· A submission by Dr Virginia Hope (no. 092) disagrees with the proposal for MAF and MFish to take the leadership role in biosecurity (John Hellstrőm’s first priority).  The two agencies have a strong commercial focus and would not have the capacity to address health matters and achieve a ‘whole-of-government’ approach.  Dr Hope contends that this proposed structure could not achieve the goal set out in ‘Priority 6’, of improving decision-making for human health.  This priority could be advanced through better co-ordination between the biosecurity agencies.  If there is to be a change to the system, Dr Hope prefers the idea of a Ministry of Biosecurity “with dedicated health, agricultural, forestry, conservation, and fisheries expertise”.  Dr Hope was also critical of the proposal to institute an Advisory Board to assist MAF Biosecurity (Priority Two).  This Board should not be necessary if the appropriate management structures are in place.  The top 12 priorities are process orientated, whereas Dr Hope “would prefer to see priorities directly linked to the vision and goals with clear definition of the objectives and timelines for these”.  Dr Hope commented that there are currently two pieces of legislation before the house that will have implications for biosecurity management (Public Health Bill – public health emergency powers, and the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Bill – covers all hazards).  The Biosecurity Council will need to give consideration as to how these Bills align with the current biosecurity legislation. 

· The Waikato District Health Board (Public Health Unit) submission (no. 094) believes that incursion programmes with a human health element should be handled by agencies that are experienced and skilled in dealing with people and sensitive issues.  In the Unit’s view, MAF has not demonstrated an ability to engage with the communities who are being affected by incursion response programmes.  The Unit also believes that the Ministry of Health should have a greater role in setting Import Health Standards, where they directly impact upon human well being. 

· The submission by the Hutt Valley District Health Board [Regional Public Health] (no. 108) supported the ‘whole-of-government’ approach and the idea of one budgetary vote for biosecurity.  The Board has serious concerns however about the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies for biosecurity.  These two agencies have expertise in handling biosecurity threats to primary production and the marine environment, but the protection of public health is not a key consideration for either of these agencies.  In contrast, “public health units have the expertise and workforce to handle biosecurity interceptions / incursions of organisms of public health significance, fully understanding the significance of the threat to public health and potential implications in terms of health, lifestyle and the economy”.  The Board believes that the public health units are operating efficiently at present and are providing a valuable service.  The Board has a real concern that this expertise may be “lost or fragmented should MAF and MFish become responsible for public health risks from disease vectors”.  The public health units have a direct link to hospitals and their medical expertise (there are also several other important linkages within the health sector).  MAF and MFish would have difficulty in establishing and maintaining these networks, when responding to outbreaks (particularly if there are short time frames).  The health sector’s recent, successful history with handling incursions leads the Board to recommend “that the health of the New Zealand public will not be served by the proposal” for MAF and MFish leadership of biosecurity.

· Dr Cliff Mason (no. 117) favours the creation of a Ministry of Biosecurity, as it would provide the focus and over-arching leadership that is currently lacking in biosecurity.  Contractual relationships would be formed with the other biosecurity agencies, ensuring that there are defined lines of accountability.  This approach would provide clear leadership and direction in developing national biosecurity management (i.e. a stronger focus on National Pest Management Strategies), and would help to co-ordinate the work of the regional pest management programmes.  Dr Mason stressed that whatever system is put in place it must have rapid ‘upward’ reporting procedures and the capability to make decisive decisions on how to tackle new incursions.  Delays in making a response mean that incursions move from the eradication phase to a management stage.  Dr Mason recommended that the Strategy have a clearly defined goal in terms of incursion responses.  The goal should be: “eradication as the preferred first option.” 

· The submission by Public Health South (no. 135) was critical of the proposed lead agency framework.  The health provider does not see any advantage in having MAF Biosecurity as the lead agency on incursions that have a public health element to them.  The role of MAF should not be extended beyond its current boundaries.  The health provider outlined that the current surveillance and response systems for incursions of a public health nature are operating successfully and they draw on expertise from GP’s through to hospital services.  Passing responsibility across to MAF is likely to sideline health issues, as the Ministry has a strong focus on primary production and economics.  Incursions with a public health element (such as exotic mosquitoes) are unlikely to get the attention they require, and resourcing in this area is likely to be reduced.  Down the track, this will lead to extra pressure on the health system, as the incursions will spread and increase the number of cases requiring medical attention.  The Ministry of Health should retain the responsibility for handling incursions with an impact upon human health.  The health sector has invested heavily in staffing and information resources.  There is now a critical mass of expertise, which allows an effective response to incursions.  Transferring control of this system to MAF could lead to a reduction in this capability.   

Public Participation
· The Waikato District Health Board (Public Health Unit) submission (no. 094) stressed the need to provide the public with accurate and upto date educational resources.  Material will need to be regularly reviewed to be effective and to keep the public informed.

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· No Comments

Funding
· Dr Cliff Mason (no. 117) commented that while “a degree of ‘user pays’ seems appropriate in funding of biosecurity this should not be followed obsessively as a doctrine.”  The Crown should fund a significant proportion of the biosecurity budget, as biosecurity programmes have a high degree of public good.  Dr Mason supports the review of biosecurity funding as the improvements needed in the biosecurity system will be costly.  All avenues of revenue should be examined.

Strategic Comments
· Dr Virginia Hope (no. 092) submitted that there should be a New Zealand definition of biosecurity and that human health needs to be a key component of this.

· The submission by the Hutt Valley District Health Board [Regional Public Health] (no. 108) expressed concern at the focus on primary production and trade issues in the draft Strategy.  There was only limited mention of public health issues throughout the document.  The Board recommends that further attention needs to be paid to the role of public health services in tackling incursions that have implications for the health and well being of the New Zealand population.

· Dr Cliff Mason (no. 117) commented that biosecurity needs to be given a strong emphasis in multi-lateral trade agreements and in negotiations dealing with the cross-border movement of people and materials.

CATEGORY EIGHT

SCIENCE & RESEARCH 

Decision Making

· The submission by the Foundation for Research Science and Technology (no. 083) raised a number of concerns about the section on Strengthening Science Input (pages 46-47).  This section describes the shortcomings in current scientific knowledge, and how this impacts upon analysis and decision-making.  The Foundation expected this section to go beyond listing the current issues and to outline how the gaps in scientific knowledge will be rectified (i.e. what steps will be taken to co-ordinate scientific research). The Foundation stressed that this section needs to clearly define the mechanisms (approaches) that will ensure that appropriate scientific input is fed into the decision-making process.  FRST recommends that this section includes processes for prioritising risks (i.e. risk profiling techniques) “in order to move New Zealand into a proactive state regarding biosecurity.  (It should include, at least, a process to determine whether the tentative list of research priorities is indeed valid, adequate and complete; and whether it is acceptable as an interim set of priorities)”.  The Foundation does not support the three recommendations on strengthening science input, particularly the first two on the creation of a Standing Science Advisory Panel.  The creation of an advisory committee is not seen as the appropriate mechanism for strengthening inter-agency scientific co-ordination and input.  In terms of the third recommendation (the development of a biosecurity research strategy), the Foundation commented that “this has been a long-delayed process and there needs to be agreement on how to go forward).”  In summary, the Foundation believes this section of the document needs strategic direction.  FRST is prepared to assist in this process (i.e. provide past science strategy work and professional assistance). [Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review the FRST submission in full]
· The submission by Landcare Research (no. 088) commented that “the lack of ability to assess [the] performance of the biosecurity system stems partly from a lack of bio-economic approach to allocation of resources.”  The CRI recommended that this form of analysis be incorporated into the improved decision making tools.

· The University of Auckland (no. 134) submitted that the ‘precautionary principle’ should be incorporated into the decision-making framework for biosecurity management.  A concise definition of this approach is contained in the Convention on Biological Diversity.

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· A submission by Dr Ashley Robinson of the Western University of Health Services – California (no. 048) expressed concern that the draft Strategy made no mention of agricultural bio-terrorism.  This is a developing international issue, and New Zealand has recently experienced an example of this, with the illegal importation of the rabbit calicivirus virus.  This release received wide international attention, and overseas authorities would expect some indication as to how future attempts would be addressed. The Hawkes Bay Fruit Growers Association (no. 087) expressed a similar concern.  The release of a major agricultural disease would see New Zealand’s trading arrangements for primary produce cease overnight.   

· The Foundation for Research Science and Technology submission (no. 083) supports the emphasis in the draft Strategy on developing clear risk profiles.  “This approach acknowledges that we in New Zealand have to move away from reactive contingency-based activity.  We need to be smarter at investing the limited science and management funds.”  FRST noted that they have been shifting the emphasis of their biosecurity investment (approximately $20 million per annum) into the area of risk profiles and assessment methodologies.   

· The New Zealand Plant Breeding and Research Association submission (no. 095) questioned the decision to phase out the “level one quarantine systems which have been operating for more than 20 years and have not resulted in the incursion of any significant pest or disease, will now be discarded for a system that has a high level of technical input but which will not result in any improved outcomes.”  NZPBRA commented that none of the high profile incursions over recent years have come from quarantine sites.  They have all been random incursions.
· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) commented that the draft Strategy did not touch on aquatic pathogens and the serious health implications they could have for humans, aquaculture and aquatic biodiversity.  The Institute recommended that more emphasis be placed on this issue in the Strategy and that examples of potential incursions be listed in the document (e.g. infectious salmon anaemia (ISA) virus, which is spread by salmonids).  The Institute put forward that MFish would also need to be involved in the development of improved decision making tools and approaches for assessing the impacts on biodiversity.  The Institute would not be comfortable with MAF and DoC formulating approaches for the marine environment.
· The submission by Landcare Research (no. 088) is seeking a clear statement in the Strategy about the role of Crown Research Institutes as providers of fundamental research and as information advisors.  Landcare Research also asked for a statement outlining the importance of existing information sources and the need to integrate the current databases.  The CRI was critical of the statement on page 46 (1st paragraph) that the research base is poor and poorly co-ordinated.  The issue is more that there is inadequate access to existing information resources.  This occurs, as filling basic information gaps is not a research priority.  “There is a need to independently recognize the importance of maintaining, enhancing and integrating … these cross-agency and cross-discipline fundamental information resources.”  The CRI highlighted its own recent work in placing databases on the web, as an example of how scientific information could be made more accessible (i.e. its web-accessible database of all New Zealand’s fungi (including all plant-disease causing fungi)). 
· The submission by John Lancashire (A Science Strategist – no. 089) recommended that the Biosecurity Council needs to seriously examine how it can “integrate the institutional knowledge and expertise in the science community into the whole biosecurity strategy.”  Science advice is far more than ‘data’, it is the institutional knowledge that has been built up over the years.  It is this wider knowledge that needs to be incorporated into decision-making, particularly when departmental knowledge has been downgraded, as has occurred through repeated rounds of restructuring.
· The submission by Professor Roger Morris of Massey University (no. 102) commented that research capability and funding for biosecurity have been given seriously inadequate recognition in the Public Good Science Fund, “and while the need for increased research capability is a very important one, it will not happen unless there are better mechanisms for allocating funds to this area.” 
· The submission by Professor Jacqueline Rowarth [UNITEC] (no. 106) stressed that urgent action must be made “with science provider institutes and FRST to ensure (i) ready access to scientists with expertise in the biosecurity area and (ii) the maintenance of scientific capability in biosecurity-related discipline areas”.  The Strategy must present a clear framework for integrating science (and scientific knowledge) into the New Zealand biosecurity system and decision-making.
· The submission by Dr Hamish Cochrane (no. 109) supported the emphasis in the draft Strategy on developing good scientific advice.  He recommended however that there is also a need “for better (and more timely) advice in the arena of social impacts.  Clearly, public interest in how pest species are controlled is very high, and where the public opposes a particular control method or approach it is clear that successful management is jeopardised”.  It is therefore critical to engage the public at an early stage and gain their goodwill.  A concrete step that could be taken to flag the importance of social input “would be the appointment of a social advisory group at a national level (perhaps similar to the proposed science advisory group)”.  
· The submission by HortResearch (no. 111) was critical of the value that the draft Strategy placed upon scientific research.  The report refers to informed science having an input to biosecurity, whereas, “science should be an integral part of New Zealand’s biosecurity from pre-border risk analysis through pathway closure to applied pest management.”  HortResearch questioned why the document did not refer directly to the Crown Research Institutes, as retain the remaining core of biosecurity scientific capacity in New Zealand.  HortResearch argued that the maintenance of core scientific expertise in applied research requires an ongoing funding commitment to the sector.  In light of this comment, HortResearch strongly recommended the review of science funding to ensure that there is adequate, sustainable funding to retain a core scientific capacity.  Finally, HortResearch commented that one of the overlooked science specialities, that is required in biosecurity, is ‘applied population and community ecology’.  This area of research must become more highly valued than at present, if New Zealand is to retain a capacity in this field. 
· The submission by the Ministry of Research, Science and Technology (no. 149) was critical of the level of direction given in the draft Strategy for future scientific decision making, in biosecurity.  “When the strategy was initiated the science sector expected the final strategy to provide guidance on the most important future research needs and relationships.  This has not happened.  The Ministry believes the recommendations on page 46 are unlikely to create the environment needed to encourage collaborative research and to bridge the gap between what the science system and the operational agencies mean by “quality science input.”  An important issue missed in the discussion is that scientific work is more than discharging research contracts it is about building the capability of it’s personnel, for the rapid assessment of biosecurity issues.  The Ministry is critical of the standing science committee proposal, as past experience has shown that they struggle with providing advice that is truly strategic.  The Ministry proposes two options for re-instating science into the New Zealand biosecurity system:
“·
that MAF hosts a workshop of science provider institutes and operational agencies in order to identify more creative approaches to integrating science into biosecurity decision-making than a standing committee: and

  ·
that MoRST (in discussion with FRST) uses earlier analyses to draft some key principles and profiles for biosecurity research.  This will meet FRST’s need for direction by the middle of the year.”

[Biosecurity Council Members may find it useful to review the MoRST submission in full]
Operational Management and Capability
· A submission by Dr Ashley Robinson of the Western University of Health Services – California (no. 048) stressed the need for additional monitoring of the primary production industries (farm and processing facilities) for disease incursions.  Dr Robinson considers our current level of veterinary surveillance and stock testing is not sufficient, to pick up diseases in a timely manner.  

· The submission by Landcare Research (no. 088) commented that the draft Strategy appears to be animal-centred, while plant diseases and the biosecurity threats to forestry are largely ignored.  The CRI pointed out that New Zealand’s biosecurity system has always put a strong emphasis on plant diseases (and pests) and this should be reflected in the draft Strategy.  The CRI also commented that the Strategy needs to emphasise the advantages of offshore inspection as a safeguard against incursions and the latent risks associated with the 25,000 exotic plants already in New Zealand.  The CRI recommended that attention should be given to internal border controls, as a means of slowing or preventing pest spread.  Finally, Landcare Research proposed that greater use should be made of contingency planning.  The CRI suggested that such plans should be prepared for the 100 pests and diseases that are considered the greatest risk to New Zealand.  There also needs to be a greater capacity to deal with emerging pest and disease issues.

· The submission by Professor Roger Morris of Massey University (no. 102) considers New Zealand’s monitoring of passengers and mail is world class but we are weak on container inspections and on the coverage of wind borne incursions (i.e. birds and insects).  Surveillance and detection is relatively weak and under-funded in comparison to border measures.  He also commented that New Zealand’s response capacity is fragmented and not well positioned within the biosecurity structure (e.g. the national Centre for Disease Investigation is inappropriately located in MAF operations). 

· Dr B. R. Young (no. 119) is concerned that New Zealand has run down its capabilities in the area of plant pathology.  “I believe that there is not an adequate pool of practising diagnostic plant pathologists in New Zealand to safeguard the plant environment, with next to no surveillance taking place.”  New Zealand needs this scientific capacity as pathogens can alter their behavioural patterns when placed in a new environment.  Whereas in their home country, they could be benign, once released in New Zealand, there is potential for them to become an aggressive pest.  There is also the issue, that “few of the thousands of plant pathogens in the world are well described in their native countries or in the countries that they have been taken to.”  This means that pre-border checks can only be partially successful, as the lists of serious plant pathogens are incomplete.  In order to identify and eradicate incursions of plant pathogens, New Zealand needs an effective field surveillance system (undertaking continual sampling) and a plant pathology laboratory, with the capacity for of rapid identification and analysis.  This expertise needs to be built up and maintained, as it can not be accessed at short notice.  New Zealand simply does not have the trained specialists.   

· The University of Auckland (no. 134) commented that New Zealand’s biosecurity agencies need to pay more attention to the “potential” pests that are being exported from the country.  Many of our trading partners do not have the same level of biosecurity and so it is incumbent on New Zealand to act as a good international citizen.  The University submitted “that no export of a potential pest/weed species with biodiversity impacts should be allowed out of New Zealand, unless the recipient nation is known to carry out detailed risk assessments for invasiveness (including on biodiversity) and has cleared the species after such risk assessment.”  The University also proposed that New Zealand needs to start thinking about biosecurity at an inter-country or regional level (i.e. Oceania).  Closer ties should be developed with the biosecurity agencies throughout the Pacific and common practices should be introduced.

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· A submission by Dr Ashley Robinson of the Western University of Health Services – California (no. 048) sought clarification as to the role and input the Ministry of Health will have into the new (or re-configured) committees proposed in the draft Strategy.  Dr Robinson raised this issue as there was limited discussion in the document about the Ministry of Health, and how it would continue to provide technical information and expertise on issues related to human health and well being.

· The Foundation for Research Science and Technology submission (no. 083) supports the intention in the draft Strategy to strengthen science input at all levels of policy, planning and decision-making (page 10).  FRST submitted that this intention should also be included in the 2010 Vision (page 8).  It could be included in the final paragraph of the 2010 Vision (“Decisions are based on good, scientifically robust information”).

· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) is concerned that the management of freshwater biosecurity is poorly represented within the draft Strategy.  Freshwater management has been combined with terrestrial issues yet they require quite different approaches.  New Zealand’s unique freshwater biodiversity and water systems are under threat and require management by an agency that appreciates the risks posed to these systems (i.e. there are threats to the indigenous flora and fauna, as well as to hydro-electricity, flood control and irrigation, from the spread of introduced weeds).  The Institute questioned why an Advisory Board will not be established for MFish and marine interests, as there are concerns about the Ministry’s ability to adopt a wider perspective on biosecurity management.  The Institute also questioned why the Director General of MAF would be automatically chairing the Chief Executives Group.  This does not appear to sit well with the joint lead agency approach.

· The New Zealand Plant Breeding and Research Association submission (no. 095) recommends that the Strategy clarify any areas of overlap between the Biosecurity and HSNO Acts (i.e. they have to be harmonious).  Plant breeders need certainty on this issue, for their future decision-making.  NZPBRA supports the proposal for a Biosecurity Advisory Board but contends that it should be a directorial board, and that the Director General be obliged to act on its recommendations.  The directorial board would play a significant role in decision-making on incursion responses and in reviewing the Key Performance Indicators for biosecurity programmes.  The re-structuring of the Biosecurity Council is supported, as long there are sound processes for obtaining industry wide stakeholder representation.  NZPBRA supports recommendation 19 (integrating science into decision making) but points out that decisions will often have to be made on inadequate research.  It is better to take a course of action and then modify it later, based upon updated science.  

· The submission by Landcare Research (no. 088) was not supportive of the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies on biosecurity.  The general opinion within the CRI was that a new, independent body was needed to provide a single voice on biosecurity and to reduce the tensions between departments.  MAF and MFish were seen as inexperienced in dealing with native ecosystems and their recent history with public consultation and the handling of responses was not seen as encouraging.  The CRI considered the proposed management structure would be unnecessarily bureaucratic and would not provide the clear leadership that is needed.  The CRI also commented that there needs to be an explicit link between the Biosecurity and the Biodiversity Strategies.  If the proposed structure is retained, then DoC will need to play an active role in managing issues related to indigenous ecosystems, as MAF’s expertise in this area is insufficient.  Landcare is uncertain as to the necessity for the Biosecurity Advisory Board but stressed that the membership of the Board should include science representation.  The CRI considered that the reviewing and monitoring of biosecurity performance should be contracted out (i.e. independent reviews), rather than being undertaken by a formally constituted body such as the Biosecurity Council.  Landcare Research supported the proposal to establish a standing science advisory panel, along with focused sub-committees.  

· A submission by John Lancashire (A Science Strategist – no. 089) comments that the draft Strategy appears to be passing responsibility for developing the solutions to New Zealand’s biosecurity issues to a series of committees and boards.  This is avoiding the problem and delaying progress on critical issues.  John also seeks clarification as to the composition of these new boards.  “What sort of people will be on the new Biosecurity Advisory Board; the revamped Biosecurity Council (who are these stakeholders – have they been consulted?); the standing science committee panel (has this been discussed with the science community?)”.  He also questions the proposal to develop a biosecurity research strategy, as this has been attempted on several occasions.  John asks what this will achieve? 
· The submission by Professor Roger Morris, of Massey University (no. 102) agreed with the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead agencies for biosecurity, and for MAF to carry most of the responsibility.  He saw no reason to create a new organisation.  Professor Morris was critical of the proposed committee and board structure, saying that it will create a complex system, with overlapping responsibilities.  The structure will not enhance decision-making.  He commented that the draft Strategy has “no defined mechanism to ensure that sound national priorities are set and achievement measured against specific performance indicators based firmly on these priorities …”.  The Strategy does not confront the weaknesses in the Biosecurity Act that are limiting the effective control of biosecurity threats.  These flaws should be highlighted and recommendations made to address them.  Professor Morris recommended that the Strategy covers more fully the contribution parties outside of central and regional government should be playing in the areas of surveillance and pest management. 

· The submission by Professor Jacqueline Rowarth [UNITEC] (no. 106) argued that the current structure of committees and advisory groups (that inform on biosecurity activities) has become too complex, making the lines of accountability unclear.  What is needed is “a single lead agency responsible for land-based biosecurity operations”, with transparent decision-making structures and clear lines of accountability and advocacy.  

· The submission by Dr Hamish Cochrane (no. 109) commented on the value of a single lead agency.  He expressed the view that “many of the governance issues identified by a range of authors … would be substantially easier to deal with within a single government entity.  Furthermore it would enable the dis-establishment of the current biosecurity council”.  Dr Cochrane noted however that there could be significant planning and operational difficulties with managing biosecurity under “a monolith structure”.  Dr Cochrane sought clarification as to the role of the proposed Advisory Board, and whether it would have real decision-making power.    

· The submission by HortResearch (no. 111) argued that the current system of determining responsibility for the longterm management of new pests “is flawed, and must be fixed if the Biosecurity strategy is to be truly national and representative.  Pest management decisions for all new potential pests should be considered equally, whether they are threats to primary industries, the natural estate, human health or other social values.”  HortResearch argued that there needs to be a more collaborative approach between those affected by exotic pests (industry, regional councils, environmental groups, NGOs and the Crown) in order to develop effective pest management operations.  The critical issue is that pests do not fall between the gaps, because they are too difficult to manage. 

· The University of Auckland submission (no. 134) disagreed with the proposal for MAF and MFish to be the lead government agencies for biosecurity management.  If a lead agency approach is to be followed, then this should include the Department of Conservation.  DoC should be brought on board as it manages the Crown estate, has responsibilities for native diversity, is a repository of information on native species and is acquainted with New Zealand’s responsibilities under international biodiversity conventions.  As an alternative, the submitters proposed a separate Ministry for Biosecurity.  
Public Participation
· The New Zealand Plant Breeding and Research Association submission (no. 095) supports a free advisory service that promotes biosecurity issues to the widest possible audience.

· The submission by Dr Hamish Cochrane (no. 109) argued that the weakest part of the draft Strategy was its coverage of education.  A robust education programme is important, as it is likely to be the most effective way of reducing biosecurity incursions and costs.  A wide ranging education programme would improve the public understanding of the impact of incursions, raise awareness of risk pathways, increase the profile of the sector and reduce the likelihood of inadvertent incursions.  The strategy would have to target the different age ranges and a serious effort has to be made to get biosecurity training into school curricula and university courses (i.e. a biosecurity major or a degree).

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· The Foundation for Research Science and Technology submission (no. 083) supports the tone of chapter 4 (pages 38 – 39), which emphasises that the biosecurity system needs to be responsive to the needs and aspirations of Maori as a people and as Treaty partners.

· The submission by Landcare Research (no. 088) suggested that a stronger statement on incorporating Maori representation and views was required.

· The submission by the Museum of New Zealand [Te Papa Tongarewa] (no. 128) supports recommendation 10 and calls for “tribal Runanga Chief Executive Officers, or others identified, be actively involved in decision-making at all levels.”  Iwi and hapű representation should be encouraged from the outset when planning incursion responses or long term management strategies.  Maori representation and involvement provides “opportunities to expand iwi-led initiatives, for example kaitiakitanga or pest control programmes in tribal regions.”  

Funding
· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) supports recommendation 22 and the need for more emphasis on early detection of new species.  The Institute would like to see additional funding focused on the pre-border and border inspections and surveillance.  The need for additional funding in this area should be highlighted in the list of priorities (page 7) or in the Vision and Goals chapter.  The Institute questioned the comment that there is no evidence of a lack of funding for eradication proposals.  This statement related to MAF and the Institute wondered weather it also applied to MFish and other biosecurity agencies.

· The New Zealand Plant Breeding and Research Association submission (no. 095) commented that there is a pressing need for increased funding for surveillance, as this is viewed as the weak link in the biosecurity system.  A lack of surveillance is allowing incursions of economically and environmentally damaging pests and diseases.  NZPBRA believes that the passenger clearance service should be funded by the users and that the revenue saved could be directed into the other priority areas.  

· The submission by Landcare Research (no. 088) argued that any delays in tackling incursions is unacceptable.  It is therefore critical to have an emergency response fund.

· The submission by John Lancashire (A Science Strategist – no. 089), stressed that the process of identifying the funding arrangements for an activity (i.e. which groups should be responsible for providing funding) has to be a collaborative effort between industry, government agencies and research funders (i.e. FRST).  He found it surprising that the draft Strategy did not place greater emphasis upon funding issues, as “we are told of capability shortages and lack of resources”.  Another reason for highlighting this issue is that the government has also indicated that it is keen to see industry take on a greater share of R & D costs.  John therefore recommends that the Strategy address what processes are required to determine the responsibility for funding the different parts of the biosecurity continuum.
· The submission by the Museum of New Zealand [Te Papa Tongarewa] (no. 128) strongly supported recommendations 21 and 22, concerning the review of capability and funding.  The Museum identified the need to build capability in the area of taxonomy.  This is a specialised field of training and the number of experienced scientists in New Zealand is limited.  Unless this field of research is supported (through sustained funding), New Zealand could soon loose key staff, making the country dependent upon overseas services, with consequential delays in reporting.  The Museum stressed the need for additional resources to maintain the databases and collections of indigenous and introduced species; support identification services; and the production of readily access identification guides.
Strategic Comments
· Dr Eric Scott, of the Soil, Plant and Ecological Sciences Division of Lincoln University (no. 074) is critical of the draft Strategy and argues that it does not provide a blueprint for developing New Zealand’s biosecurity system.  He supports the Vision Statement but the remainder of the document “seems more a social science discussion paper.”  In his opinion, the document should be extensively reworked and the recommendations based on sound scientific analysis.

· The submission by Landcare Research (no. 088) expressed disappointment with the draft Strategy.  The CRI commented that the document offered “neither a clear structure for leadership of Biosecurity  … nor a clear vision of the research needed to underpin future biosecurity.”  There was also concern that the draft Strategy did not incorporate the recommendations of previous reviews, particularly the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment’s analysis of the management of biosecurity risks (New Zealand under Siege).

· Professor Roger Morris of Massey University (no. 102) agreed with the broad statement of intent in the draft Strategy but was disappointed that the document did not provide concrete plans, as to how the biosecurity system needed to progress.  Professor Morris commented that the Auditor General’s recent report on biosecurity goes some way in providing constructive proposals for implementing changes to the biosecurity system.

·  The submission by Professor Jacqueline Rowarth [UNITEC] (no. 106) commented that in a number of places the draft Strategy “lacks frameworks for process and decision-making”. 

· Dr B. R. Young (no. 119) was critical of the limited attention paid in the drat Strategy to plant diseases.  Dr Young described his involvement in plant pathology (DSIR, MAF) and stressed his concern about the large number of plant pests and pathogens entering the country.

· The submission by HortResearch (no. 111) discussed the transition from incursion to long term management.  In the view of the submitter, the draft Strategy identifies “a ‘functional split’ between biosecurity and pest management systems (pages 31 – 32), and that the lead agencies (MAF, MFish) should ‘hand over’ a pest after the initial incursion phase.  This should be modified so that hand over occurs ‘after eradication attempts have failed’ …  Importantly, it is not clear to whom they would hand over the pest ...”  HortResearch commented that the transition period from pre-border (= biosecurity) to post-border (=management) can vary from a few weeks to several decades, depending upon invasiveness, economic impact and the scientific capacity to actually put in place a long term pest management strategy.   

· The University of Auckland submission (no. 134) commented that the draft Strategy does not pay sufficient attention to New Zealand’s obligations under international conventions (e.g. Convention on Biological Biodiversity and Ramsar). 

CATEGORY NINE

COMMERCIAL BIOSECURITY SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Decision Making

· No Comments

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· The New Zealand BioSecure submission (no. 091) recommends that the Biosecurity Strategy clearly articulates the appropriate level of protection for each sector in New Zealand.  The company understood that this was one of the key aims of the Strategy.  Without a clear statement as to the level of protection, it will be extremely difficult to set priorities and to determine funding conditions.  The company saw value in the Australian approach, where pests are ranked according to their potential impact on public health, the environment and primary industries.

· The submission by Genera Limited (no. 114) commented that the company has put considerable effort into biosecurity research (by itself and in partnership with others) to develop new measures to improve border control of pests.  The company has had difficulty however in obtaining support from government agencies for these new measures.  The company recommends closer co-operation, and support, between the private and public sector on research and development.  Otherwise, private companies will be reluctant to invest.

Operational Management and Capability
· The submission by Bay Pest Services (no. 034) recommends that the Strategy support the licensing of pest control operators.  New Zealand’s major trading partners regulate operators as they recognise that untrained pest control staff are a threat to their biosecurity standards.  Bay Pest Services observed that there are currently a significant number of unregistered and untrained pest control staff operating in New Zealand.  The New Zealand Pest Management Association has raised this issue on a number of occasions (with the government) but limited progress has been made to date.  The company argues that the Biosecurity Strategy will not be effective unless the staff involved in managing pests are appropriately trained.  Training raises the awareness of staff to the potential threats and their ability to investigate and react to outbreaks (i.e. this company identified a number of cases of Asian Bed Bugs in Rotorua which other, unregistered operators had not identified).  The absence of licensing means that when individuals and firms contract a company to undertake pest control, the standards and methods of treatment will vary.  The company has seen cases where local authorities have gone for unregistered operators (usually on the basis of price) and have received sub-standard work (i.e. only partial removal of the pest). 

· The New Zealand BioSecure submission (no. 091) commented that “service duplication in the area of surveillance and response capacity is not significant due to the specialised nature of the surveillance tools and methodologies used …”.  The company believes there maybe some opportunities to co-ordinate surveillance between agencies but the different trapping methodologies and surveillance periods may exclude this. 

· The submission by Genera Limited (no. 114) highlighted that there are many areas where private biosecurity companies can contribute effectively and efficiently to supplement the effort of government agencies.  For example, “Genera has recently worked with Crop and Food, Hort-Research and Forest Research in the development of new, cost-effective and environmentally benign means of controlling pests”.  It is important however that the process for selecting contractors for this type of work recognises the skills and past experience of companies, rather than simply the price of the tender.   

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· The New Zealand BioSecure submission (no. 091) would prefer an enhanced version of the status quo rather than adopting a MAF / MFish lead agency approach.  Moving away from the current framework risks marginalising key stakeholders and eroding the capabilities of DoC and the Ministry of Health (the company recognises that the proposed framework would enhance accountability).  The company’s preferred approach is described below:

“Under the enhanced status quo model MAF Biosecurity Authority would continue to take the lead role in Biosecurity with further clarity developed around [its] roles and responsibilities.  This would enable the other Biosecurity lead agencies to make more effective inputs to Biosecurity strategy development, prioritisation and in reaching enhanced operational memoranda of understanding.”

The company has reached this view, as there is a growing recognition in New Zealand society of the importance of biosecurity programmes for the preservation of the indigenous environment and of public health.  The structure proposed in the draft Strategy would have difficulty in meeting the diverse aspirations of the community.  Under the proposed structure there appears to be an emphasis upon economic values (in terms of trade and production).  “Even the perception that this is occurring will impact on the credibility of the new terrestrial agency.”  NZ Biosecure recognises the need for greater transparency in decision-making and the need to move to a ‘whole-of-government’ approach in biosecurity.  The company believes this can be achieved by implementing the recommendations of the Auditor General, relating to Memoranda of Understanding between the lead agencies.  By adopting this approach, the input of each sector would be transparent.  The company strongly supports the Ministry of Health retaining its role in tackling incursions that are a threat to human health.  MOH and the network of public health providers have a technical and human resource capacity to respond to incursions that can not be duplicated.     

Public Participation
· No Comments

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· No Comments

Funding
· No Comments

Strategic Comments
· No Comments

CATEGORY TEN

MAORI CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC CONCERNS 

Decision Making

· The submission by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (no. 141) outlined that the Tribe’s major consideration is the protection of wetlands, indigenous biota and waterways which have traditionally been used for food and resource gathering (mahinga kai).  The protection of “mahinga kai needs to be a key consideration in biosecurity decision criteria and biosecurity agencies need to be educated so that they understand what this means to the ongoing well-being of iwi.”  The Ngāi Tahu submission also commented that local iwi must be recognised as the kaitiakitanga (the guardians or protectors) of taonga species (plants, animals and marine life).  When these species come under threat from incursions, local iwi must be brought into the decision-making process and into the management of the biosecurity programme, as early as possible    

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· The submission by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (no. 141) stressed that the efforts to strengthen science input, should include Mātauranga Maori (Maori Traditional Knowledge).  Traditional Maori knowledge is critical for understanding how to manage the indigenous resources of New Zealand.

Operational Management and Capability
· No comments

Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· The submission by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (no. 141) noted that Te Puni Kōkiri has been involved in the Biosecurity Council and that there are proposals to have Maori representation on the Biosecurity Advisory Board.  “While this is an important measure, the government must recognise the difficulty, if not impossibility, of one agency or representative trying to represent the views of the large number of iwi and hapū in New Zealand.”  The Ngāi Tahu submission gives provisional support for the proposal for MAF and MFish to become the lead agencies for biosecurity management.  The track record of these agencies for consulting with Maori has been patchy, and will need to improve markedly (i.e. the establishment of permanent networks for consultation).  Ngāi Tahu recommended that there be Maori representation on the Chief Executives Group.

Public Participation
· The submission by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (no. 141) agrees with the proposal to encourage public awareness of biosecurity issues.  “A specific programme for Maori and other focus groups would be beneficial.”
Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· The Federation of Maori Authorities (no. 126) supports the submission of Meat New Zealand, except on the issue of the Treaty of Waitangi.  “The Federation contends that the rights under the Treaty of Waitangi are fundamental rights that should not be compromised.  The Treaty was created in a partnership and the Crown as a treaty partner has an obligation to actively protect these rights.  The Federation asserts that all agencies should meet their responsibilities under the Treaty of Waitangi.  Compromise should only occur where environmental sustainability or public health is under threat.”
· The submission by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (no. 141) pointed out that the Biosecurity Act contains no reference to the Treaty of Waitangi or the concerns and involvement of tāngata whenua.  The empowering Acts for the agencies involved in biosecurity have specific clauses relating to the Treaty but the wording in these Acts varies.  As such, the biosecurity agencies have different responsibilities and working relationships with tāngata whenua.  Consequently, it would be appropriate to make an amendment to the Biosecurity Act, along the following lines:

“  
Biosecurity agencies must give effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi (The Treaty of Waitangi).  In giving effect to the Te Tiriti o Waitangi (The Treaty of Waitangi) all persons exercising functions, powers or duties under the Biosecurity Act must recognise and provide for the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga.”   

Ngāi Tahu also recommends that the Biosecurity Council “undertake consultation with all iwi on the specific question of how they can be better involved in biosecurity management.”

Funding
· No comments.

Strategic Comments
· The submission by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (no. 141) commented that “genetically modified organisms have the potential to become serious biosecurity problems.”  The Tribe has adopted a policy opposing the release of genetically modified organisms into the environment, as their spread could have major cultural and social consequences.

CATEGORY ELEVEN

COMMUNITY ASPIRATIONS 

Decision Making

· Dr R. M. Goodwin, a private submitter (no. 020), commented that budgetary and political considerations have, on occasion, influenced biosecurity decision making.  He argues strongly that the process should always be based on sound technical considerations, rather than short-term financial priorities.  Dr Goodwin uses the example of hive monitoring, where MAF went from a targeted surveillance programme to a situation of testing bees collected under the American Foulbrood Pest Management Strategy.  Dr Goodwin believes that the previous surveillance programme would have picked up the Varroa mite at an earlier stage, and increased the chance of total eradication (so saving the Government and the primary production sector many millions of dollars).

· Kerry Greenslade, a private submitter (no. 030), commented that MAF needs to be able to respond immediately to new biosecurity incursions.  Consequently, responsibility for decision making should be delegated down as far as possible (i.e. operational and field staff).   

· The National Council of Women of New Zealand – NCWNZ (no. 070) considers that environmental concerns should be given an equal or greater weighting in decision-making than economic criteria, given the long-term importance of ecosystem management.  This point relates mainly to recommendation 14 (a).  The Council also commented that the decision-making criteria in the Strategy will need to be reviewed in the future, as climatic and environmental conditions are expected to alter (due to global warming).  Climate change will affect the criteria to different degrees, and so alter their relative importance.  

· The submission by GE Free New Zealand [in Food & Environment] (no. 103) recommended the use of the precautionary approach in decision-making, along with more stringent importation requirements to ensure that genetically modified material does not enter New Zealand. 

· The submission by Rural Women New Zealand (no. 140) stressed the need for decisions to be made in a timely manner.  The quicker the biosecurity agencies can respond to an incursion, the more likely it is that the pest can be eradicated. 

Risk Management and Research Priorities
· A private submission, by Ben Gaia of Hokitika (no. 001), argued that genetically modified crops with the ‘terminator gene’ should continue to be banned from New Zealand, due to the potential cross over to other plant species.  Ben is seeking tighter controls to ensure that the ‘terminator gene’ does not enter the country.

· A private submission, by Odile Balas (no. 067), argues that the greatest threat to New Zealand’s biosecurity is the introduction of genetically modified organisms.  Odile is concerned about the potential for modified crops to spread to indigenous vegetation and to suppress native flora (particularly in the case of super weeds).  The Biosecurity Strategy needs to address this issue, as the moratorium on commercial releases expires in October 2002.  The Strategy needs a Stand-by Plan that can be deployed in the event of a GMO crop spreading into the wider environment.  The Plan should look at how prepared biosecurity agencies are for monitoring the conditional release of GMO’s and what support is available to assist MAF in the event of GMO’s spreading.  The Plan will also need to examine the operational requirements for monitoring and auditing releases, as well as responding to the spread of GMO’s (i.e. cleaning them up).  Consideration will also need to be given to the impact of GMO’s on the freshwater and marine environment.

· A private submission by Stuart Satchell (no. 057) argued that piecemeal research funding on biosecurity issues is unproductive and leads to half finished projects.  He commented on a case where Forest Research had been funded to identify a biological control agent to tackle the tortoise beetle (Dicranosterna semipunctata), a threat to Tasmanian Blackwood (Acacia melanoxylon).  FR identified an agent but then reached the conclusion that funding to release the agent would be too difficult to obtain.  A more comprehensive, and realistic, approach to research funding is required.    

· The National Council of Women of New Zealand – NCWNZ (no. 070) endorses recommendation 20, as focused research will be critical for effective decision-making.  The Council supports additional government funding going into the research area, as it will progress our understanding of pest outbreaks.

· A private submission by Marty and Catherine Melchers (no. 101) commented that “genetically manipulated organisms represent a complete new forefront of pollution.”  The risks posed by modified organisms need to be recognised and systems put in place to prevent incursions and establishment.

Operational Management and Capability
· Mrs S. Bathgate-Hunt, a private submitter (no. 050), stressed that all imports to New Zealand should be inspected for exotic pests and diseases.  Upgrading New Zealand’s surveillance programmes and achieving the early detection of pests (at the point of entry) is the only way of effectively protecting the nation’s fragile indigenous flora and fauna.  Additional effort should be placed in developing pre-border inspection techniques. 

· Colleen Pilcher, a private submitter (no. 058), is seeking a higher level of container and cargo inspection, in order to reduce the possibility of an incursions.  Colleen also proposes improved protocols to ensure that immediate action can be taken to tackle outbreaks.  In association with this, additional funding is required to develop New Zealand’s scientific understanding of incursions and to develop appropriate eradication systems.  

· In Dr Philip Hart’s submission (no. 063) he stresses the need for cargoes (particularly used items such as cars and machinery) to be thoroughly cleaned before departure.  Cleaning in New Zealand raises the potential for incursions and provides an opportunity for the organism to escape without detection.  Dr Hart recommends that the Quarantine service be upgraded (in terms of staffing) and more thorough inspection regimes be put in place. 

· A private submission by Stuart Satchell (no. 057) stressed the need to inspect all imported cargoes, as each carries the risk of carrying an exotic organism.  A private submission by Paul Whitfield (no. 077) supported the need for comprehensive inspections of containers and imported vehicles.  Mr Whitfield also stressed the need to rid New Zealand (or specific islands and zones) of introduced pests, so as give our unique flora and fauna a fighting chance. 

· Sarah Burdon, a private submitter (no. 078), stresses the need to eradicate pests that carry TB and to control the major plant pests that are threatening the productive capacity of New Zealand’s productive farmland and environment (i.e. Hieracium, gorse and broom).  Concentrated funding in these areas will bring major economic and conservation benefits.

· The submission by GE Free New Zealand [in Food & Environment] (no. 103) stressed the need for closer monitoring and inspection of seed imports, for weeds and genetically modified material.  The assessment procedures current used need to be refined and increased sampling undertaken.  The Group recommends that additional resources be focused on pre-border inspections and surveillance.  The idea should be to stop these imports at source, not once they have entered the country. 

· Irene Atkinson, a private submitter (no. 123) raised the issue of how widely known are New Zealand’s importation requirements among overseas transport and logistical firms.  For example, are the regulations correctly translated into the local languages of the countries we receive imports from?  

· A private submission by Linda MacIntyre (no. 137) focused on the level of container inspections.  Linda is concerned that only a relatively small proportion of the containers entering New Zealand are inspected on arrival.  She recommends inspection and surveillance levels at New Zealand’s ports be increased.  She commented that “it only takes one dirty container to cause a biosecurity crisis.”
Biosecurity Governance and Institutional Organisation
· A private submission, by David Kershaw (no. 006), was concerned that the proposed structure (with two lead agencies, an Advisory Board and a restructured Biosecurity Council) will be overly bureaucratic and that communication between the arms of the structure will be slow and fragmented.  If this organisational structure is confirmed, David would expect the appointments to have a strong technical knowledge of biosecurity issues.  David believes that one of the roles of the Advisory Board should be to initiate risk evaluations when there are failures in offshore detection, border monitoring or post-border surveillance.  On the completion of an evaluation the Board would recommend changes to biosecurity practices.

· The Bush Community Board (no. 009) supports the proposed organisational framework, as it provides clearer lines of responsibility for tackling unwanted organisms.  The Board supports MAF and MFish being the lead agencies, the establishment of an Advisory Board and a standing committee comprised of the chief executives of the operational agencies and representatives of regional councils.

· A private submission, by Ruud Kleinpaste (no. 031), questioned the selection of MAF and MFish as the lead agencies.  He has had contact with the Ministry of Health on the Southern Saltmarsh Mosquito campaign and feels that they are making excellent progress.  He suggested leaving the system as it is or bringing together all the biosecurity campaigns under a new Ministry of Biosecurity.  Ruud also questioned the need for the additional committees proposed under the draft Strategy.  He considered that they added layers to the administration and were likely to slow response times.

· Mrs S. Bathgate-Hunt, a private submitter (no. 050), commented that bringing the biosecurity agencies together (into a more integrated framework) provides a clearer goal and strengthens the capacity of the system.

· A private submission, by Alyson Gardner (no. 053), is concerned about the proposal for MAF to become the lead agency for biosecurity on terrestrial and fresh water matters.  She argued that MAF has limited experience in handling public health and conservation threats and that its recent record in tackling incursions (Painted Apple Moth and Gum Leaf Skeletoniser) does not inspire public confidence (i.e. there are deficiencies in their current management systems).  Alyson would feel more comfortable with a ‘whole of government’ approach with all the core biosecurity agencies working in partnership.  Having a single lead agency would mean that the interests of this agency (i.e. primary sector industries in the case of MAF) would dominate, at the detriment of the wider biosecurity scene.  Areas such as health and conservation would become more isolated and under funded. 

· A private submission, by John Mackie (no. 060) argues that the proposed biosecurity structure, with MAF and MFish as the lead agencies, will diminish the overall quality of New Zealand’s biosecurity system.  MAF and MFish have an economic (primary production) focus, which would dominate future thinking on biosecurity.  Mr Mackie believes that public health and conservation issues would be gradually sidelined and that the capacity within the biosecurity agencies to respond to incursions in these areas would be weakened over time.  MAF’s recent difficulties in tackling the Painted Apple Moth and the Gum Leaf Skeletoniser have heightened Mr Mackie’s concern over the Ministry becoming the lead agency for terrestrial biosecurity.   He commented that MAF has not been able to bring the community on board in its efforts to fight the Painted Apple Moth and there is now significant negative reaction to MAF in the affected area.  Mr Mackie believes that the current problems with the biosecurity system can be rectified without a wholesale restructuring of the system.  The health and conservation capabilities have to be left intact.     

· A private submission by Stuart Satchell (no. 057) agrees that clear co-ordination between government agencies is essential.  He goes on to say that this co-ordination (and partnership) needs to extend to the key community groups with a vested interest in biosecurity.  Simple procedures need to be put in place to facilitate the rapid dissemination of information and to integrate these groups into the decision-making process.

· The National Council of Women of New Zealand – NCWNZ (no. 070) supports the idea that biosecurity programmes should be co-ordinated by one agency and they proposed that this be a stand alone agency.  The agency should be well resourced and have the legislative muscle to urgently respond to incursions, even if this causes temporary inconvenience and discomfort to some citizens.  An early response to incursions is critical for success.  The Council would like the Strategy to clarify the role of the Ministry for the Environment and the Department of Conservation in the revised organisational structure. 

· A private submission by Paul Whitfield (no. 077) is supportive of the proposal for a single lead agency (for terrestrial biosecurity), as it will be able to develop over-arching response programmes.

· Sarah Burdon, a private submitter (no. 078), argued that the lands administered by the Department of Conservation need to be managed to the same standards as private property owners.  Private property owners are making strenuous efforts to control pests and these same levels of intervention should apply to DoC.  The Department of Conservation should be funded at a level that is sufficient to meet their pest management obligations as a good neighbour.  Sarah commented that the tenure review process will significantly increase the area managed by DoC (in the order of 1 million hectares) and landowners will feel a great sense of frustration if the pest management regimes on these properties are neglected.  Finally, Sarah made the point that tens of millions are being spent on Tb Control but this is likely to be wasted if all landowners do not participate in the process.

· A private submission by Mairi Jay (no. 086) proposed that a separate Department of Biosecurity be established that would be responsible for integrating biosecurity management from pre-border inspection through to post-border management.  Mairi believes that a separate agency is required as biosecurity is a rapidly expanding part of government activity and the sector requires an independent voice in political circles.  This agency would liase closely with the other key biosecurity agencies.  Mairi also commented that MAF should not be the lead agency, as it does not have a good track record in managing incursions in urban environments.     

· A private submission by Angela Bell (no. 090) opposed MAF and MFish becoming the lead agencies, due to their focus on economic considerations.  Instead, Angela proposes that NIWA become the lead agency for both freshwater and marine biosecurity.  Landcare, DoC and MAF should be jointly responsible for terrestrial biosecurity matters. 

· A private submission by Marty and Catherine Melchers (no. 101) agreed with the review period and stressed that biosecurity systems need to be periodically audited and upgraded, to meet future challenges. 

· Jean Espie, a private submitter (no. 116), put forward the proposal that a stand-alone Biosecurity Agency should be established, under the authority of the Ministry for the Environment.  This Agency would co-ordinate biosecurity management in New Zealand and provide clear direction on strategic and operational issues.  Regional and local government authorities would be given clear direction in their management of pests, so as to develop a uniform approach across the country.  Jean proposed that this new agency should have responsibility for the HASNO Act and that the Biosecurity Act should be amended to tighten up on the surveillance and monitoring of imports.  Jean has proposed this structure as she considers that MAF can not fulfil the co-ordination role for terrestrial biosecurity due to its strong commercial focus.    

· The submission by GE Free New Zealand [in Food & Environment] (no. 103) supports the idea of a Biosecurity Authority or a Ministry of Biosecurity and Pest Management.  This agency would include specialists in health, primary production, conservation and trade).  A stand-alone agency would raise the status of biosecurity and would ensure that health and conservation values were given the same weighting as primary production.  The Group does not support the proposal for MAF to be the lead agency for terrestrial biosecurity as it lacks adequate health and conservation knowledge.

· The submission by Rural Women New Zealand (no. 140) recommends that the most efficient way of managing the biosecurity risks to New Zealand would be to have one agency with overall responsibility for the system.  This agency would co-ordinate the operations of the other departments involved in biosecurity.  Rural Women New Zealand supports the 18 month and 5 year review timeframes.  The 18-month review period is appropriate for judging the progress that is being made on the recommendations.   
Public Participation
· A private submission, by E. E. Williamson (no. 017), supports more educational training in schools on the need for biosecurity procedures and the implications incursions can have on the New Zealand way of life.

· Kerry Greenslade, a private submitter (no. 030), supported the proposal to raise community awareness of biosecurity issues.  Kerry outlined a number of the lessons that had been learnt as a result of the Painted Apple Moth Campaign.  Communication is the key to successful biosecurity operations.  Lines of communication need to be established and maintained with local government, the community and key stakeholders.  Reliable information must be provided in order to build trust and to develop partnerships with the community.  If the community understands the nature of the incursion and the responses that are necessary to control or eliminate it, then you are likely to obtain active support from the community.

· A private submission, by Ruud Kleinpaste (no. 031), stressed the need to introduce biosecurity training and education into the school curriculum and at the polytechnic level (i.e. in horticultural courses).  

· Mrs S. Bathgate-Hunt, a private submitter (no. 050), commented that the public needs to be made more aware of the risks the country is facing and the difficulties agencies face in tackling biosecurity issues.

· In Dr Philip Hart’s submission (no. 063) he encouraged the biosecurity agencies to provide educational material on the poisons being used to manage New Zealand’s pest incursions, particularly 1080.  The best tools must be used to combat incursions and the public must be informed of their composition and impacts.  At present, there are unnecessary conflicts, as the public is not being given accurate information on poisons and their use. 

· The National Council of Women of New Zealand – NCWNZ (no. 070) considers that raising public awareness is crucial to advancing New Zealand’s biosecurity goals.  The Council proposes that an on-going education campaign be followed, including more programmes such as ‘Border Patrol’.  Only with on-going education will community understanding and support for projects be engendered.

Treaty of Waitangi Issues

· The National Council of Women of New Zealand – NCWNZ (no. 070) supports recommendation 10 that the lead agencies identify their responsibilities under the Treaty of Waitangi.  In particular, the biosecurity agencies should focus on the protection of Taonga (indigenous flora and fauna, fisheries and the land), as they are under threat from incursions.  

Funding
· The Bush Community Board (no. 009) is supportive of the review of biosecurity funding, in an effort to ensure adequate, sustainable funding to deliver core biosecurity programmes, including the early detection of new species.  The Board believes finance should not be the deciding factor in the provision of biosecurity programmes, as incursions could have a catastrophic effect on our land-based industries.  

· Dr R. M. Goodwin, a private submitter (no. 020), commented that government funding of biosecurity is appropriate, if there is a willingness to provide adequate resourcing.  As a number of the programmes are under financial strain, it is reasonable to consider charging exasperators, so that New Zealand can achieve the aim of having a world class biosecurity system. 

· A private submission, by M. C. & A. E. Ward (no. 026), stresses that MAF requires an adequate level of funding to ensure that it has the staff and resources to cope with emergencies (including reserve funding).

· A private submission, by Ruud Kleinpaste (no. 031), commented that there are generally delays in securing adequate funding for intervention projects.  The funding is normally delivered in the end, but the delays in securing the resourcing have allowed the pest to expand beyond its initial incursion site.  

· A private submission by Stuart Satchell (no. 057) sought the full inspection of containers and break-bulk cargoes.  “The extra cost of maintaining such a high level of biosecurity in these high risk areas, would be borne by the purchaser of those imported goods.”  The additional cost is outweighed by the potential environmental and economic costs of an incursion.  Mr Satchell went on to say that a poorly resourced biosecurity system would undermine New Zealand’s productive primary activities and cost the country many millions of dollars in export earnings.

· The submission by Rural Women New Zealand (no. 140) recommends the adoption of a transparent funding structure that has the support of the major stakeholders.  Rural Women also stressed that “the penalties provided for breaching New Zealand’s biosecurity should reflect the risk that such breaches pose to our economy and way of life.”
Strategic Comments
· A private submission by M. J. Adams (no. 011) stressed that a “robust biosecurity system has to be a top priority for New Zealand, as our whole ecological system and environment stands or falls on a safe Biological system, where everything is totally interdependent.”  M. J. Adams is seeking border control programmes that are world class and which provide security against all likely incursions.  

· A private submission by Stuart Satchell (no. 057) commented that the draft Strategy is vague with regards to specific issues, management structures and directions.  The document should be more specific in detailing how the biosecurity programme will be implemented.  Mr Satchell went on to say that biosecurity management can not be seen as a series of separate pieces (i.e. primary production, conservation) but must viewed as a collective whole.  Programmes must be developed for the whole system and people must think outside of the square, to develop bold new initiatives.  Mr Satchell made a strong point that emerging industries do not have the capacity to voice their concerns on biosecurity through the proposed administrative structures.  These industries are going to be the driving force of the New Zealand economy in the future but currently their concerns on incursions are not being expressed.  This could have significant consequences, as in the case of the emerging eucalypt timber industry.  This industry has significant potential (as a substitution for imported hardwoods and for land based sewage disposal) but is under threat from recent incursions.  Mr Satchell recommends that the Strategy recognise and plan for the needs of emerging industries.  The needs of emerging industries need to be recognised in risk planning (i.e. pests seen as low impact for New Zealand’s existing industries should also be considered in the context of emerging economic activities).  Otherwise, New Zealand will lose the intellectual knowledge developed for these new initiatives when they have to be abandoned.  

· The National Council of Women of New Zealand – NCWNZ (no. 070) believes the Strategy should address the issue of deliberate efforts to import species “that would have devastating health or economic effects, the so-called bio-terrorism.”  The Council believes the proposed Science Advisory Panel and the Advisory Board consider this possibility and make specific plans to deal with incursions of this nature.

· Sarah Burdon, a private submitter (no. 078), believes that biosecurity programmes should be developed using a ‘bottom up approach’.  Consultation should commence with the landowners (or affected sectors) rather than with government agencies.  Programmes and strategies also need to be based on sound scientific research and have clear goals for eradication and prevention. 

· A private submission by Angela Bell (no. 090) stressed that the Biosecurity Strategy needs to focus more on the natural environment and ensuring that New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity is preserved and protected.

· The submission by GE Free New Zealand [in Food & Environment] (no. 103) questioned why the draft Strategy omitted direct reference to genetically modified organisms and their impact in New Zealand.  “This is apparently despite the fact that the Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) recognizes that GMOs may have potential adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity (Article 8g)”.  The Group argues that GMO’s must be seen as a major biosecurity issue, as they “present serious and potentially irreversible risks to the environment not to mention risks to our economy and food security”.  MAF is criticised for exposing New Zealand to serious biosecurity threats via seed imports, and the inability to contain incursions.  In light of recent concerns about horizontal gene transfer, “we consider that rigorous monitoring of field trials is essential and that all material associated with the trial must be removable from the site”.  

· A private submission by John Thacker (no. 120) commented that the growing number of lists describing pest plants (local, regional and national) is making it difficult for lay people to determine what their responsibilities are.  Mr Thacker proposed that a more consistent approach is needed, particularly as New Zealand is a relatively small country. 

· A private submission, by Alan Swallow (no. 121) stressed that climate change is altering the New Zealand environment and will make the country more “hospitable to plants, insects and bacteria previously excluded by the forces of nature …”  The Biosecurity Strategy needs to recognise and plan for these changing environmental conditions.  Mr Swallow also stressed that a successful biosecurity system needs to bring all stakeholders together (in a partnership) and to raise (and maintain) public awareness of the impacts of biosecurity incursions.  The submission by the Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand – ECO (no. 150) made similar comments.

· The submission by Rural Women New Zealand (no. 140) recognises that the draft Strategy is a high level document but notes that more detailed action plans will be required to ensure that the Strategy’s vision and goals will be achieved.  The Organisation 

EDITORIAL COMMENTS

General Statements on the Structure of the Document

· Dr Greg Sherley, a private submitter (no. 018), found the structure in Part II of the document difficult to follow.  Providing background text and then recommendations on each point tends to isolate the issues.  Readers will find it difficult to see the interrelationships between the points.  He suggested separating out all the background material into an initial section, which could be termed as the case for a biosecurity strategy.  This would be followed by the description of the Strategy and its components.  Following on from this would be a section showing the synergies between the various components.  And finally there would be a summary section, which could include a description of where improvements are needed in the Strategy and the procedures for review and change.   

· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) commented that the roles and responsibilities of MFish, as a lead agency, tended to be downplayed through the document.  The tone of the document emphasises the role of MAF and there is limited discussion on MFish’s broader role in environmental issues.  The focus in the recommendations is on MAF and there is limited reference to its joint lead agency (MFish).  The draft Strategy also made limited reference to the freshwater environment and the capabilities MAF will need to effectively manage biosecurity risks in this arena. 

· Landcare Research (no. 088) suggested that examples of plant diseases be provided in the tables throughout the draft Strategy (e.g. Dothistroma on pines, pine pitch canker, grey mould on grapes).  Reference could also be made in the Appendix.  This would counterbalance the focus on animal and insect incursions.

· Dr Hamish Cochrane (no. 109) recommends that a definition of biosecurity be developed and incorporated into the Strategy.  He recognises that it would be difficult getting agreement on a robust definition, as there are many views on what we should define as a pest (i.e. “should we consider heritable genetic material?).  It appears that Dr Cochrane is seeking a more detailed definition than that given on page 5.

· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) commented that the key points of the Biosecurity Strategy are not presented in a succinct fashion.  The points need to be brought together at the commencement of the document, rather than intermingled through the paper.

· The submission by Local Government New Zealand (no. 133) questions the appropriateness of the title for the Strategy (Guarding Pacific’s Triple Star).  The public are unlikely to see the connection between the title and biosecurity.  The Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (no. 142) made a similar comment.

· The University of Auckland submission (no. 134) recommended that a glossary of terminology be included in the Strategy, as some of the language used in the document can have a variety of meanings (i.e. endemic).  The terms: ‘significant unwanted harm’ and ‘significant harm’ are used in a number of places through the document.  The submitter does not believe it is necessary to use the word ‘significant’ as a qualifier.

Forward and John Hellström’s Priorities

· A private submission by David Kershaw (no. 006) committed that the third paragraph of the Forward (concerning forest biosecurity) was incorrect.  Forest biosecurity is not a recent event.  The surveillance of forestry export products commenced in 1948 and Forest Health Surveillance was initiated in 1956.

· Landcare Research (no. 088) was uncertain as to what is meant by the following passage on page 6: “… many potentially invasive species of microbes, reptiles, insects and fish are held in laboratories and private collections.” “Is there a real concern about those imported by laboratories for legitimate biosecurity research purposes?  What private collections?”
· The Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) seeks an addition to John Hellstrőm’s sixth priority.  The statement should include recognition of the value of game animals and fish.

· The University of Auckland (no. 134) submitted that John Hellstrőm’s list of priorities must be reflected in the recommendations of the biosecurity strategy (with the exception of point one, which the submitters disagreed with).  

1.
Vision and Goals

· Dr R. M. Goodwin, a private submitter (no. 020), commented that he was uncertain as to how the aim of the Strategy (ensuring the best biosecurity systems in the world) relates to the stated goal and sub-goals (the exclusion, eradication or effective management of risks posed by pests and diseases) (pages 8 and 9).  He suggested that it would be more appropriate to redefine the goal (and sub-goals) as outcomes.  Dr Goodwin also commented that the outcomes should have performance standards, related to the level of biosecurity protection New Zealand is seeking. 

· The Golden Bay Branch of Royal Forest & Bird and the National Office (no’s. 022 and 144) submitted that readers of the Strategy need to know that the sub-goals (page 9) are listed in order of precedence.  The first preference is exclusion, followed by eradication and then management.  In the description of sub-goals one and three, the submitters are seeking the removal of the words ‘significant unwanted’ and in sub-goal two, the deletion of the word ‘significant’.  The word ‘unwanted’ is viewed as redundant and the word ‘significant’ creates definitional problems.  

“In reality, decisions will be made according to prioritization according to potential impact and available resources.  There is therefore no need to insert a reference to significance.”   

In sub-goal two, the Branch is also seeking the replacement of the word ‘appropriate’ with ‘feasible’, as this reflects the reality of the situation. 

· Kerry Greenslade, a private submitter (no. 030), found the term ‘significant harm’ (page 9, sub-goal 2) difficult to understand.  Kerry asked for a criteria or a test by which this term could be assessed.  A private submission by Stuart Satchell (no. 057) reiterated this point.  The terms ‘significant harm and significant threat’ are used on several occasions.  Mr Satchell asks how we interpret the word significant, as it means different things to a scientist than to a business person.  

· The Upper Clutha Branch of Forest & Bird (no. 043) submitted that the second goal in the 2010 Vision is the critical issue (Protecting New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity …) and should be listed first.  Indigenous biodiversity is fragile and can not readily adapt to change, whereas land-based primary industries are continually evolving and adapting to new conditions.

· The submission by Landcorp Farming Limited (no. 072) proposed an amendment to the overall goal for biosecurity (p.9).  The company believes the goal should include animal health as well as human health.  It is important to keep the issue of animal health in the spotlight and to remember that health issues in the livestock sector can have significant implications for the economy and also for human health.    

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) suggests the phrase “Our analysis makes it clear biosecurity is an area of change needing an effective strategic response’ (page 10 – Key Issues) be amended to “Biosecurity needs an effective strategy.”  On page 11, the Institute suggests deleting the following line, as it adds little to the text: “These are the key points of departure and leverage for this Strategy”.  

· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) proposed that the Vision statement should make direct reference to the freshwater environment and its future well being.  The Institute believes the statement on page 12, relating to gaps in science capability, is “woolly and vague”.  It is unclear how science priorities will be arrived at and how there is to be improved capacity and training. 

· Landcare Research (no. 088) believes the following statement on page 8 needs to be reworded to make a stronger impact: “Decisions are based on good information …”.  This should be re-written as:  “Decisions are based on sound scientific reasoning involving national experts in relevant fields …”.  On page 10 (1st column) the CRI suggests that the biosecurity system also needs to monitor for ‘natural arrivals’ (i.e. wind blown) and the spread of introduced plants (i.e. garden species).  The CRI suggests that ‘scientific expertise’ needs to be included in the statement on Leadership and Participation on page 10.  On page 11(first sentence), the CRI suggests the re-phrasing of the line “good science and adequate information” as “sound scientific advice and the best information available nationally.”  This would be a more forceful statement.  Landcare Research commented that the three performance indicators listed on page 11, have little value, as there is no mention of how they will be measured and what standards will be used.  Finally, on page 12 (Meeting Expectations), the CRI suggests a rewording of the section relating to scientists.  Instead of “Scientists will see decisions are based on ever-improving information” they propose: “Decisions are based on best scientific knowledge …”.  Reference should also be made to the scientific databases that are already in existence and the need to disseminate this material. 

· A private submission by Angela Bell (no. 090) recommended that the bullet points on page 8 be re-ordered.  The first three should be: Protecting New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity …; Enabling sustainable use of fisheries …; and Protecting the health of New Zealanders …  The current order indicates that economic conditions are the key priority.  This is an out of date concept according to Angela.  The focus is moving to sustainability and there is a growing understanding that “if our environment and population are not healthy, primary exports will suffer, as primary industry is directly based on the natural environment.”  

· Dr Virginia Hope (no. 092) submitted that the health bullet point in the Vision 2010 statement (page 8) should be higher up the list, to indicate its relative importance.  The bullet points in this statement should also include explicit targets (i.e. “continue to have no transmission of introduced vector-borne diseases in New Zealand”).  On page 11, Dr Hope recommended that the three points listed in the ‘Lifting to Meet the Challenges’ section should include measurable targets.  Finally, on page 12, Dr Hope suggested that the health section should come higher up the list.  Otherwise there is an implied comment that human health has a low priority.  

· The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) proposed that the third bullet point in the 2010 Vision statement be re-ordered.  The comment on the protection of the marine environment should be first, followed by the statement on sustainability.  This is viewed as a more logical order.  On page 10 (2nd column), there is a reference to “clearer roles and responsibilities and stronger leadership …”.  The NZCA recommended that this be simplified to: “clear roles and strong leadership.”      

· The Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) suggested an additional bullet point be added to the list on page 8 (2010 Vision Statement), concerning introduced game animals.  The wording suggested, is as follows: “Protecting New Zealand’s valued introduced game animals and fish.” Also on page 8, the Foundation recommends replacing the final bullet point (“Reducing the damage caused by pests and disease introduced in the past”) with: “Enhancing the economy, quality of life and general welfare of all New Zealanders.”  The Foundation proposed this change as it feels that the issue of broader human welfare has been neglected in the document.  In the ‘Key Issues’ on page 10, the Foundation asks for an addition to point 1.  The proposed wording is as follows: “… the range of values needing protection has expanded from agriculture to include indigenous biodiversity; introduced game animals; …”.  On page 12, the Foundation requests that the paragraph on environmental groups be deleted, or a new paragraph added covering the expectations of hunters and those with an interest in introduced game animals.  The Foundation commented that this paragraph treats environmental groups as a special set of stakeholders.  If they are accorded this status, then other NGOs with an interest in New Zealand’s biosecurity should also be added.

· Federated Farmers of New Zealand (no. 107) seeks a minor amendment to the overall goal for biosecurity (page 9): “the exclusion, eradication, or effective management of risks posed by pests and diseases to the economy, environment and/or human health.”

· HortResearch (no. 111) recommended that the ‘eradication’ component in the 3rd sub-goal (page 9) become part of the 2nd sub-goal.  The title of the second sub-goal should be expanded to: ‘Surveillance, response and eradication’.  “This is because the eradication component of a biosecurity incursion is operationally linked to the surveillance and response phases, and because the operational requirements of eradication are different and require different leadership from those of pest management.”
· The Entomological Society (no. 136) is seeking an amendment to the final paragraph of the Vision 2010 box (page 8).  The proposed amendment reads as follows: “Decisions are based on good information, supported by sound research, taking in account …”  The Society believes it is important to state where the good information comes from. 

· The submission by Local Government New Zealand (no. 133) made reference to the ‘Pest Management’ sub-goal (page 9).  “We note that the final bullet point describes pest management in a manner that implies that pest management does not already contribute to the other biosecurity outcomes.  We urge that further consideration be given to the wording of this part of the Strategy.” The Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (no. 142) made a similar comment.

· The University of Auckland (no. 134) submitted that the first bullet point in the Vision 2010 statement should be: “Protecting New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity …”.  The protection of New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity should rank above the other points listed in the statement. 

· The University of Auckland (no. 134) questioned the opening line on page 8.  Rather than aiming for the best biosecurity system in the world, it is more appropriate to say that the system should deliver on the biosecurity aims for the country.  On page 9 (right column), the submitter proposes an amendment to the overall goal.  Rather than: “The exclusion, eradication or …”, the submitter recommends: “The prevention, eradication or …”.  The submitter also seeks an amendment to sub-goal one: “Prevent the entry and establishment …”.  The submitter comments that this could be interpreted as meaning that entry without establishment is not a concern.  It is recommended that this phrase we re-written. 

2.
Background

· Dr Greg Sherley, a private submitter (no. 018), commented that the table on page 15 and the extract on page 16 are not directly discussed in the surrounding text.  He felt some discussion was necessary to inform readers as to why they have been included (i.e. at the end of the reference to foot and mouth on page 14, readers could be directed to the table).  Dr Sherley suggested that the table on page 18 (the Biosecurity Decision Making Process) would be better suited to a section that is explaining how the Strategy will be put in place (implemented).  He also commented that the extract on page 24 required some explanation.  

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) suggests replacing the word “Citizens” (page 22 – Surveillance Section) with the term “The general public”.  The Institute feels this word is more appropriate.  They also commented that most weeds are not found by the public but by people with training in botany.

· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) recommends that mention be made on page 17 to Asterias amurensis, and the threat it poses to mussel farming.  The Institute also questioned why Undaria pinnatifida was not discussed in this section, yet it is one of the species on the MFish surveillance programme.  In the diagram on page 19, there is no reference to the freshwater environment.  On the caption for the photograph on page 21, Potamocorbula is recorded as two words when it is actually one.  Finally, the Institute asked whether the expenditure on aquatic biosecurity could be displayed on the table on page 25.  The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) also commented on the absence of Undaria pinnatifida from the document.

· Landcare Research (no. 088) questioned the reference on page 13, to the release of 12 possums (in the caption to the photograph).  Thomson (1922), Wodzicki (1950) and Pracy (1984) suggest that more than 12 were released.  On page 17 (Threats to Marine Life), the CRI suggests a re-wording of the marine pests heading: “Six marine species that have differing risks of causing harm to New Zealand:”.  In the ‘Biosecurity Decision-Making’ model on page 18, the CRI suggested including a box for the monitoring of the pest situation in off-shore countries.  In the sub-section on Pests (page 19), Landcare Research considers “that the strategy underestimates our ability to predict which new pests are most likely to get here, and their behaviour and impacts.”  In the sub-section on Biosecurity Spend (page 25), Landcare Research suggested including the figure for science expenditure and discussing how additional funding of research could alleviate longer term management costs.

· The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) suggested that the word ‘Endemic’ (final row of the table on page 15) be replaced with the term ‘naturalised’.  This change was suggested as ‘Endemic’ can have a variety of meanings.  The NZCA acknowledges the usefulness of the Decision-Making Model on page 18, but is concerned that it is a simplistic view of conditions and it omits a number of important issues.  There is no mention of the trans-location of pests throughout the country (or marine environment).  The precautionary principle should be included when assessing whether organisms are harmful and there should also be consideration of the time-lag between the introduction of species and when they come to be seen as a pest.   

· The Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) has reservations about the Decision-Making Model on page 18.  The model assumes that the determination of whether an organism is a pest is a straightforward decision, and that it is a one time only decision.  Where in fact, game animals are not pests in many locations.  The Foundation therefore asks for a rewording of the “Eradication Feasible?” box.  The Foundation believes it should state: “Eradication is Necessary, Feasible and Desirable?”.

· The submission by Carter Holt Harvey (no. 129) questioned why “Pine Pitch Canker (the ‘Foot and Mouth’ of Forestry is not mentioned)” in the background section, or at some other relevant point during the document.  The Company would also like to see the current organisational structure for Biosecurity and the exact resources (budget and staff) allocated to animals, forestry, health and plants.  This would be a useful reference point.

· The Entomological Society (no. 136) found the final sentence on page 23 inappropriate as it places the security of primary production above that of health and indigenous flora and fauna.  A more balanced statement is required. 

· The Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand (no. 150) commented that Dr Geoff Bertram’s name had been spelt incorrectly on page 15 (Estimated Impacts Box).

3.
Leadership & Participation

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) believes the following phrase is unclear: “Conversely, a completely hands-off approach leads to confusion about roles, which encourages opportunism and free-riding” (page 36).

· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) commented that in the description of MAF’s evolving role there is little evidence of a growing capability in marine and freshwater issues (page 28).  Aquaculture should be included under the fourth bullet point on this page.

· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) commented on the Pest Management Matrix, on page 36.  The Institute asked why the issue of timeliness was not addressed, as the ability to halt the spread of an incursion rests largely upon the speed of decision-making.

· Landcare Research (no. 088) expressed concern that science was omitted from the eight aspects of ‘good biosecurity leadership’ (page 30).  “Surely a collective national perspective among scientists in the many disciplines relevant to biosecurity will be a primary requirement for a more effective biosecurity system in NZ”.  The initial comment on page 30 was questioned by the CRI.  Clear leadership is missing, but there is also the issue of managers not being able to look ‘outside of the square’ (i.e. agency boundaries), so that integrated, whole of system approaches can be developed. 

· The Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) opposes the reference on page 37 (paragraph 2), relating to the damage caused by spreading pests like deer.  The Foundation recommends that this phrase be replaced with “tuberculosis in infected cattle”.  Further down page 37, (bullet point 3, 1st column), there are references to deer, Tench and Rudd.  The Foundation requests that these references be removed.  Tench and Rudd have statutory status as sports fish. 

· The Entomological Society (no. 136) found the eight leadership statements on page 30 overly negative.  The Society certainly believes there is a case for improved leadership but feels that most of the points raised in the bullet points are already present in the current biosecurity structures, to some extent.

4. Tiakina Aotearoa (Protect New Zealand)

· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) suggested that the ideas expressed in this section could be developed further.

5. Decision-making and Priorities

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) suggested the phrase “We should be able to articulate an end-to-end view of the benefit and costs of undertaking different functions, at different levels of activity, throughout biosecurity management” (page 40 – Lack of Overview) be amended to “We should understand the costs and benefits of all aspects of biosecurity.”  The Institute considers this rewording puts across the point in a more straightforward manner.  The Institute recommended the deletion of the following phrase on page 41.  “Whilst biosecurity provides joint outputs, it also involves value trade-offs, particularly at the margins.”   This sentence would be difficult for the public to interpret.  Finally, the Institute questioned the value of the following phrase (on page 48): “If experiments are successful, knowledge advances; if they fail, doubt remains.”  
· The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research submission (no. 084) disagreed with the statement on page 48 that “experiments aren’t always feasible in biosecurity.”  “Virtually all activities in the biosecurity area are experimental (or could be opportunities for experimental testing) and decision makers are in fact formulating hypotheses and then testing them.”

· The National Beekeepers Association (no. 093) proposed a reorganisation of the research priorities on page 47.  The order proposed is: “Better tools …; Improved Surveillance …; Improved ability …; Improved methodologies …; Social science …”.  ‘Improved tools’ has been listed first as the biosecurity system relies largely on 1930s and 40s technology, in particular methyl bromide gas, which is a greenhouse gas.
· The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) suggested a re-ordering of ‘The Effects On” list (page 42).  The order they propose is (e), (d), (c), (a) and (b).  As it stands, this ordering reinforces the primacy of primary industry interests and other economic activity.  In bullet point (c) the NZCA recommends that ‘biodiversity’ is prefixed by the word ‘indigenous’ and the term ‘treasured’ be removed as it means different things to different people.  In Criteria 6 (page 42), the NZCA recommends that the terms ‘precautionary approach’ and ‘timeliness of intervention’ be included in the statement.  On page 44 (bullet point 3 in the coloured box), the NZCA recommend that the word ‘moderate’ be changed to ‘minimise’.  The NZCA proposed a rewording of the first sentence on page 48, as follows:  “Science knowledge grows when hypotheses are generated, tested and facts established”. 
· The Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) seeks an amendment to point 1 (c), on page 42.  Instead of ‘treasured species’, the Foundation would like the term, “valued introduced game species;”.  On page 44, the Foundation requests that the reference to deer, under risk level 3, should be removed.  “It is presumptuous at this stage of strategy development to pre-judge that deer fall into any particular risk category …”.
· The submission by Meat New Zealand (no. 125) commented on criteria 5 (page 42).  The current wording could be interpreted as meaning “the effect on the budget of the decision to intervene.  We believe the criteria should be modified so that it is explicit that the budgetary implications of both intervention and non-intervention are considered.”   
6. Capability and Funding

· The submission by Local Government New Zealand (no. 133) argued that the diagram on page 54 “creates a false impression of who is empowered to do what.  We would like to see this diagram amended to more accurately reflect the roles defined in the text of the Draft Strategy.”  The emphasis should be on the arrangements which strengthen accountability rather than dilute it.

7. Recommendations

· The Upper Clutha Branch of Forest & Bird (no. 043) submitted that the order of the points in recommendation 14 (a) should be changed.  ‘Biodiversity, ecosystems, and treasured species’ should be listed first, rather than third.  The Branch argues that the fragile nature of biodiversity and its limited ability to adapt means that it should be the first consideration when assessing biosecurity issues. 

· The New Zealand Biosecurity Institute (no. 076) questioned a statement in the first paragraph of page 55.  The trade winds referred to in the paragraph flow well north of New Zealand.

· The Game Forest Foundation (no. 104) seeks an amendment to recommendation 14 a (point 3), on page 56.  Instead of ‘treasured species’, the Foundation would like the term, “valued introduced game species;”.

8. Appendix

· The Animal Health Board submission (no. 042) questioned the rationale used when drawing up the list of exotic threats in the Appendix.  It asked why Old Man’s Beard appeared on the list but not possums or stoats.  The National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research (no. 084) made a similar comment and asked why Undaria had been left off the list when it is a species that MFish is currently spending money on as one of the identified species in a surveillance programme.  The New Zealand Conservation Authority (no. 096) had a similar view and considered the list was truncated in terms of plant pests.

· The submission by the Bay of Plenty Conservation Board (no. 045) commented that readers of the Strategy will assume that the threats listed in the Appendix have an inherent priority over other existing or potential threats.  There was no scientific justification given for including these organisms in the document.  This list “does not set a good example of the informed science which the Council suggests is necessary and currently lacking.”  The Board recommends that the Appendix be removed from the document.   

· A submission by Simon Cook [Auckland City Council Arborist] (no. 105) questioned why the list excluded the major threats to the urban forest and to commercial silviculture (Pine Pitch Canker, Sudden Oak Death and Asian Longhorn).
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